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Abstract

Influencing the Future:

Could Leadership Save City Planning?

What can the lessons of leadership offer the field of urban planning? It is time to reconsider the role of planning in the larger context of public management and identify innovative concepts and methods that make planners better suited for the “new public service.” The author contends that the remarkable similarities between the fields of planning and leadership warrant an exploration into the opportunities offered by leadership for better professional understanding in urban planning. This article identifies specific ways in which the field of planning may benefit significantly from the integration of core concepts of leadership into its professional and theoretical frameworks. The piece serves, above all else, to illustrate the fundamental benefit of expanding cognitive frames and exploring new directions in the fields of planning and public administration.

Influencing the Future:

Could Leadership Save City Planning?

Despite its professional status and institutionalized nature within the local government organization, urban planning’s specific task and role has been interminably difficult to describe. The emergence of so-called “postmodern” planning and the growing popularity of critical theory approaches to the planning practice have seemed to only give rise to more complex questions about the profession without providing definitive answers to previous ones. These vital questions regarding the practice of planning in the public administrative organization have not been assessed or addressed in the public administration literature in more than twenty years, despite the fact that planning represents the first identified function of public administration in the POSDCoRB acronym that is so ingrained into basic public administration theory.1 
The evolution of planning theory and practice over the last twenty-five years, perhaps more, has led to its characterization today as a persuasive and creative art rather than an analytical science. This shift in conceptualization is reflected in the increasing development of non-extrapolative methods in planning and the increasing focus on normative values. Practitioners of successful planning in recent years have written about the role of city planning as the servicing of local administrative functions by constructing and conveying persuasive descriptions of the urban future that balance effective projection with the political and normative values of the urban community. Interestingly, a similar evolution in the theory of leadership has occurred over the same period of time. In fact, contemporary leadership and contemporary urban planning display remarkable similarities in their historic conceptual evolutions over recent decades. In many ways, the contemporary practice of urban planning has been characterized by terms and concepts synonymic to those used in the field of leadership. As leadership theory has become more refined through experiential analysis, the parallels between the art of leading and the art of planning are becoming increasingly apparent. In fact, the cognitive frames of leadership theory and planning theory seem to be experiencing a very clear convergence in the language and practice of their respective professional arts. These observable parallels demand a reconsideration of the role of planning within the local administrative framework and the necessary skill set of its practitioners. This is not to say that local planning could or should be displaced or absorbed by public management or representative government leadership; rather, planning as a practice and function in public administration may benefit directly from engagement in a type of cross-professional learning process with public leadership. Consequently, the field of urban planning and its practitioners may be able to find answers to many of the questions regarding planning’s role and responsibilities that have been raised over the last few decades. 
The concept of integrating a leadership-based conceptual framework into the practice of urban planning may present the next major positive development for the profession as it relates to the larger fields of public administration and public management. Certainly, this learning process may not necessarily be feasible or operationally functional in some forms of local government, due mainly to the contextual complexity faced by both fields; however, rethinking the organizational role of planning in local government seems justifiably clear, and the future pursuit of such non-traditional exploratory exercises may allow urban planners to ultimately develop a more refined and justifiable description of their necessary role within the field and practice of public administration.
This article will take a number of steps in arguing for the development of a basic cognitive connection between planning and leadership, ultimately illustrating the benefits that can be expected as a result of cross-professional learning between the two fields. This piece does not seek to make the case that leadership is a definitive panacea or unitary foundation for the practice and profession of city planning; indeed, the history of the profession itself has shown that there is not one simple answer to the field’s largest professional challenges. Instead, this piece aims to illustrate the great contributions to the field’s self-awareness and contextual understanding that may be realized from both the expansion of the cognitive frame of urban planning and the innovative exploration of new directions and insights in the field.
Background: Does Planning Really Need Saving? 

Although the practice of city planning has remained consistently dormant at the federal level over the last few decades, state and local planners and planning officials seem to have enjoyed a surge in popularity and importance during this time. The emergence of “smart growth” initiatives locally, regionally, and statewide seems to have granted planners an increasing level of legitimacy within the context of state and local public administration (Weitz 1999). Viewed independently and evaluated based upon its level of activity in the public organizations it serves, the field of urban planning needs no professional attention or theoretical reconsideration. However, the dilemmas and inconsistencies found in the actual practice of planning in the context of the public organization seem to paint a wholly different picture of the field. The existing literature, reviewed in the following section, seems to suggest that today’s planners are pulled between playing the role of the rational expert who conveys information and recommendations irrespective of the political environment and the role of the passionate advocate whose focus on normative questions of value may understandably and justifiably compromise the integrity of any positive analytical facts. Furthermore, the characterization of “postmodern” planning and the existence of a decades-old tradition of critical urban policy analysis seem to have created more questions than answers regarding the most appropriate role of the planner and the ways in which urban planning can effectively contribute to public administration’s central goal of public service.

In the context of the larger field of contemporary public administration, the term “city planning” describes a public service that is placed, organizationally speaking, among the ranks of the many diverse expert fields that include public financial management, human resources management, public works, and others. But the practice of planning within the public organization itself seems to experience historical cycles of “feast or famine” over time that link the field and practice of planning with political leadership. This link is well-noted in the literature of the history of the planning profession (Mohl 2003; Hunt 2003) and this issue remains a core dilemma for planners to this day (Hoch 1994). Fundamental changes in a public organization’s values and normative foundations due to periodic political representative changes often signals a time of major change for city planners. Often, planners must alter or abandon their methods, goals, and even their job descriptions in response to political changes within the public organization. This interferes with the professionalism and objectivity of the practice, compromising the rationality and clarity of the valuable guidance planners may provide. While this issue serves to illustrate the fundamental tension between rational and the political forces within the planning field, it also seems to suggest the need for a serious reconsideration regarding planning’s role within the public organization and the ability of planners to utilize their existing skill set to both provide effective public service and justify their place in the larger context of public administration.
City Planning’s Identity Crisis
In order to understand fully the serious professional dilemma faced by the field of planning in the context of public administration and the larger public organization, it is important to understand the complex evolution that the profession has experienced in recent decades. While the early development of the city planning profession in the twentieth century was dominated by strong ties to rational sciences such as architecture, engineering, and demography (Baer 1977), the latter half of the century saw the rise of the “urban policy analyst” (Friedmann 1971) and the emergence of an ongoing discussion regarding the appropriate role and scale of planning in the public organization. In 1971, Public Administration Review (PAR) comprehensively covered some of the pioneering contributions to this ongoing discussion in a special issue dedicated to addressing new and anticipated changes in the theory and practice of professional planning.2 This series was followed by a small number of additional articles over the next decade regarding planning in the context of public administration that appeared in PAR through 1982. While the emerging issues discussed in these pieces address various specific areas in the field of planning, all of them resolutely move the field away from the rational sciences and toward a more creative and critical model, setting the stage for the field’s further movement toward a wholly different theoretical framework. Since the early 1980s, the field of public administration research, substantively led by PAR, has focused on the impact of existing roles of planners without significantly addressing the developing role of the planner in the public organization. Consequently, a brief recapitulation of this discussion and some new insights seem both legitimate and necessary for progressive development in the planning discipline.
Raising Issues of Influence 
The 1960s and 1970s saw the emergence of a large-scale movement to abandon the traditional concepts and methods of the rational urban planner and to completely redefine the planning profession and its future direction. The role of the planner as a rational expert and professional advisor in the public organization came under direct attack as experts acknowledged the need for professional planners to abandon their traditional and carefully-defined organizational roles. It became clear that the urban planner cannot effectively operate as a public change agent by simply acting in the capacity of expert advisor; moreover, planners must respond to modern urban problems through the construction of power-based coalitions and the effective use of skills that are much more political than rational in nature (Rabinovitz 1967).  In a sense, planners are called to influence the influential, exercising leadership skills that planning schools have neither equipped them with nor taught were necessary. And even here, the dilemmas of professional identity and organizational role that would remain with the planning profession to this day blatantly surfaced. Decades of development within the planning profession served to multiply the range and depth of the required topical and skill-based knowledge required of the urban planner, resulting in the field becoming “a function in search of an identity” (Rabinovitz 1967, 19). Interestingly, this insight regarding the changing role of planning closely resembles the “politics-administration dichotomy” paradigm of public administration (Henry 1975).  A PAR letter to the editor during this time stressed that “the planning profession must achieve a greater awareness of the political process” (Steiss 1968, 102). With these words, the role of the traditional purist planner, rational and objective, in the public organization was effectively and mortally compromised, if it had not been already. 
Attempts at Alternative Characterization 

If planning is not to be centered upon a rational process of design, and it is to necessarily include a multiplicity of other skills and topical concerns, what is its true role in public administration? This question remains today, but possible answers came as early as the 1970s. In a pioneering article, Friedmann (1971) levied a direct attack on the ineffectiveness of comprehensive planning process and the rational planner. He indicated that the problem with planners was not just one of topical content but one of style, and that the current urban social environment called for a planner to exercise skills, power, and influence that could not be found in the current rational planning profession. A new style of planning dubbed “urban policy analysis” was introduced, a profession defined by the induction of mutual learning, the mediation of structured political competition, and the pioneering of innovation and experiment within the public organization (Friedmann 1971). Perhaps this innovative approach would mark the beginning of a well-defined and publicly justified planning profession? The field seemed unsatisfied with this characterization, and alternative identities were suggested to apply to the planner in the context of the public organization. One scholar argued that the planner must acknowledge and embrace a new role as a “midwife”-like facilitator in order to overcome the profession’s historical conflict between rational science and political influence (Baer 1977). While this and other unique characterizations of urban planning and the planner’s anticipated role within the context of public administration (David 1971; Dyckman 1971; Humphrey 1971) effectively redirected the development of planning in its search for a substantive identity, questions still remained regarding the way in which planners should carry out their duties and the tools with which they should do so. 
Big Issues and Bigger Challenges 

Into the 1980s, the inability of public sector planning to understand the dynamics and details of the social, economic, and political systems that create and sustain development was identified as the field’s primary problem (Branch 1982). The state of local urban planning and development was described as a lopsided situation in which private developers know, understand, and appreciate the role of public planning but the planner is unwilling or unable to develop that same understanding and appreciation for the role of the developer. Such a lack of flexibility and comprehensive systemic understanding among urban planners results in burdensome and unnecessary regulations and a major waste of resources for society as a whole (Branch 1982). At the core of this problem is the inability of the planner to engage in the political discourse necessary to communicate persuasively with public leaders and the public itself to establish a more transparent and effective system. 
Without the skills necessary to induce true positive social change in the style and method of planning and its regulatory results, planners are locked into a system that will always undermine their expertise and ultimately bring out the worst in the profession. Forester (1987) provided a clearer definition of the challenge faced by modern urban planners. He indicated that planners must merge five essential tasks—envisioning, preparation, managing, presentation, and negotiation—in order to effectively carry out their role in the context of successful public administration. The challenge of skillfully combining tasks and roles within an effective planning profession is echoed by Hoch (1994), who describes the effective planner as one who is able to successfully merge technical and artistic craft, ethical character and values, and a focus on the needs and desires of the community. This practical ideal has been coupled with a more critical “postmodern” approach to urban planning and policy analysis in recent years (Allmendinger 2001) to create a variegated, muddled image of the planner as a public service professional. As it happened in the 1960s and the 1970s, the end of the 1990s saw the passage of two more decades in which planning theorists continued to acknowledge the growing variety of skills and understanding seen as necessary for effective urban planning without linking the profession to a common practical framework or a sound theoretical identity. Clearly, new direction is needed.
Tomorrow Now: A “Big Question” for Contemporary Urban Planning
Based upon the analysis of urban planning’s practical and theoretical facets and core issues as identified by its leading experts, the modern challenge of the professional planner in the context of public administration seems to be the integration of visionary art, rational expertise, and socio-political persuasion into a public service role where planners think about the future of the city and then act effectively to bring the crafted vision to fruition. Put simply, the planner must know the path, show the path, and walk the path, and it must be done in a way that brings all others in the community and the local public organization along for the journey. However, the literature fails to recommend or describe a common vein or thread that binds together these varied and individually substantive tasks into a fully-formed image of the urban planning professional. Without such a methodological anchor, without some fundamental framework that allows the planner to pull together the necessary skills and roles of his profession, urban planning can never possess a unified and stable identity within the context of the larger field of public administration. This primary issue driving the modern discussion of urban planning gives rise to a central challenge for the future of the urban planning field. Just as Robert Behn (1995) suggested three “big questions” that have served to define the core issues of the larger field of public management, I am proposing what may be planning’s “big question”: If urban planning is to become a unified and distinct profession that balances expertise and advocacy and contributes significantly and uniquely to public service, upon what core principles and practical operative structure is the field to base its professional practice? 
Synchronicity: Parallels in Planning and Leadership
Planning is ultimately about the future.
Sustainable Development Commission, 2002

The domain of leaders is the future.
James M. Kouzes & Barry Z. Posner, 1995
Leadership, its theory and concepts, may offer a set of unifying and empowering insights that may at least provide a precedent for innovative theoretical and conceptual directions for thinking and writing about urban planning as it operates within the field of public administration. At most, leadership may serve to bind the multiplicity of planning tasks together into an image of effective, future-oriented public service. At a minimum, the illustration and exploration of connections between the concepts of leadership as they relate to city planning functions clearly exemplifies the need for planning scholars and practitioners to pursue innovative directions in the discussion of planning’s place in public service.  
Common Paths: The “Art of Planning” and the “Dance of Leadership”

At a general, macro-analytical level, the fields of urban planning and leadership theory share a number of similar traits, including comparable theoretical and professional histories. Contemporary planning and leadership practices have experienced parallel evolutions, developing from weak rational sciences in decades past to become complex professional arts in recent years. This broad foundational connection between the two disciplines serves to seat a more detailed discussion of the two fields’ roles in the larger field of public administration.
Born in the creative and liberal minds of the visionary pioneers of the mid-nineteenth century, the contemporary practice of city planning finds its roots in the realm of imagery and imagination. The profession of city planning in America was indeed first a liberal art. Innovative and experimental visionary masters cast vivid and persuasive visions of future cities built on well-seated social values. Landmark works of practical importance by authors such as Le Corbusier and Ebenezer Howard complemented grand pioneering works of imaginative fiction by authors such as Edward Bellamy, Jules Verne and H. G. Wells (Mansfield 1990). Even early planning theorists and academicians recognized that planning’s professional peers included creative, expressionistic media such as opera and drama (Lanchester 1925). However, the early twentieth century marked the rise of the rational urban planning sciences, and the 1920s saw the field’s domination by the architect, the engineer, and the landscape architect (Baer 1977). Imagination and innovation took a back seat to the goals of efficiency and scientific progress. By the 1950s, though, issues of politics and social values invaded urban planning, and the field began a turn toward social advocacy and comprehensive planning. 
By the 1970s, the concept of quality of life became the planner’s primary consideration as the field began to focus on the holistic social and psychological aspects of planning urban spaces (Baer 1977). Into the 1990s, the field began to see an open acknowledgement of the primary importance of the creative and persuasive arts in the practice of planning. Professional planners began to describe planning as “persuasive storytelling” (Throgmorton 1996). Planners have also adopted terms such as “imagineering” to describe the imaginative and creative exercise that characterizes effective urban planning in the modern age (Rutheiser 1996). Significantly, this contemporary development within the planning field and its foundational theory has been guided by its practical experts rather than academicians and theoreticians whose “practical perspective” could be questioned. The characterization of the persuasive and creative art of planning has been noted (Fischer & Forester 1993), and the practice has been described as possessing a fundamental connection to persuasive rhetoric (Asmervik & Hagen 2001). Recent literature has described planning as the “undisciplined” discipline, a profession that realizes its greatest value by embracing the liberal and creative arts (Pinson 2004). Truly, urban planning as a public service and vocation has come full circle, returning ultimately to its liberal and imaginative roots.
In many ways, city planning’s retreat and recognition apart from the rational sciences is paralleled remarkably by the evolution of the field and discipline of leadership. Born from the rigor and regimentation of traditional management sciences (Redford 1969), leadership theory has developed through a period of major self-reflection to ultimately recognize the primary importance of melding creativity, knowledge, and emotion into the imaginative vision-casting and persuasion that induces true organizational and societal change. Like planning, the contemporary theory of leadership developed from challenges to the rational practice of management during the 1970s and 1980s (Burns 1978; Bennis & Nanus 1985). Leadership professionals recognized and responded to the observation that effective leadership is constantly pulled between its rational legacy and the need to incorporate political and normative techniques (Van Wart 2003). Leaders in the 1970s and 1980s responded to this discussion by adapting the theory and practice of leadership, focusing increasingly on the power of persuasion, servant-hood, and personal credibility through the use of “transformational leadership” (Burns 1978) and “servant leadership” (Van Wart 2003). Indeed, pioneering works in the field of mainstream leadership by experts describe the revolutionary positive change that has occurred in the business world when organizational leaders stopped acting like analytical managers and began to embrace the innovative, inspirational, and persuasive art of true leadership (Peters & Waterman 1982; De Pree 1987). This characterization of leadership as an innovative, persuasive art has been echoed by mainstream leadership experts (Maxwell 1997; Kouzes & Posner 1995), whose style of “multifaceted leadership” (Van Wart 2003) has bolstered the attention of corporate and political leaders alike. A common vein in the leadership literature is its focus on imaginative and persuasive vision-casting as a primary goal of the effective leader. 
Contemporary leadership theory literature ultimately argues that the leader, public or private, must be possess liberal technical, creative, and social skills, playing the role of the visionary, the coach, and the pioneer (Maxwell 2000). Moreover, the effective leader innovates, improvises, and adapts to the identified needs of his followers (Kouzes & Posner 1995). This characterization of the effective contemporary leader as a master of creative and innovative rhetoric has reached an apex in unique works by Knowles (2002) and Denhardt (2004), who both describe the “dance of leadership” as a method of utilizing artistic methods—rhythm and symbol, among others—to maximize the leader’s potential to affect organizational change. Like urban planning, leadership theory has evolved into a future-oriented, rhetorical art that openly embraces the power and significance of creativity and artistic expression as the field has developed and matured.
Learning from Leadership: Addressing Planning’s “Big Question”

Given the developmental and theoretical parallels between contemporary planning and leadership, it seems important to explore the potential of leadership’s core concepts and major themes to inform the practice of city planning. The use of leadership skills in urban land use regulation has been recently recommended by studies of international planning programs (Trutnev, Valletta, & Yakoubov 2004; Marshall 2000), and some scholars have stated plainly the need for leadership’s theories and concepts in urban planning (Dobbins & Dobbins 1997). While simply making connections between the fields of planning and leadership may be superficially significant, there must be some way to show that these commonalities are not merely matters of coincidence. 
A number of significant professional and practical insights regarding the modern theory and practice of city planning persist in the contemporary leadership literature, supporting the idea that leadership may play an integral role in answering planning’s “big question.” An exploratory analysis of two major works of mainstream, multifaceted leadership—Kouzes and Posner’s The Leadership Challenge3 and John C. Maxwell’s The 21 Irrefutable Laws of Leadership4—reveals clear applicative value for the development of city planning in three specific issue areas that directly reflect the “big question” posed above. While the leadership texts utilized for the analysis are relatively elementary and theoretically broad in scope, their effective use in this research illustrates the potential of even basic leadership theory to substantively inform the practice and profession of city planning. Overall, the exercise helps to provide new insight to the field of planning, allowing for city planners to think more clearly about their own place in the public organization and the role of their profession within public administration. 
Planning as Leadership 
A major characteristic persistent in the last thirty years worth of planning literature has been the recognition of the central role of political and social influence in the practice of city planning. Planners have consistently been called upon to not only rely upon exercise of political influence for effectiveness (Friedmann 1971) but also to persuade influential public stakeholders themselves to work together (Rabinovitz 1967). Contemporary planning literature has identified the balancing of analytical skill with influential credibility as the primary challenge for the future of planning (Hoch 1994). In all, the realm of persuasion and influence seems inseparable from and integral to the successful practice of urban planning. The concept of leadership by definition is the exercise of influence and persuasion (Maxwell 1998), and the measure of successful leadership is the extent to which a reciprocal agreement between leaders and followers flourishes (Kouzes & Posner 1995). So logically, if planners must necessarily exercise influence, and by definition leadership is the exercise of influence, then planners must undeniably engage in the practice of leadership. As stated so eloquently in Maxwell’s fourth “irrefutable law”: “anyone can steer the ship, but it takes a leader to chart the course” (Maxwell 1998, 33). But why then has planning had such difficulty achieving the followers it needs to be successful in carrying out its role within the public organization? The answer may lie in the way in which this problem has been interpreted by planning scholars. 
Consistently, planning’s inability to garner public and political “buy-in” for its expertly-constructed urban visions has been attributed to its lack of recognition as a leadership role within the public organization (Rabinovitz 1967). For many planners, the failure of the field to influence and pioneer urban development is directly attributable to the failure of federal, state, and local governments and polities to formally recognize planners as leaders (Hoch 1994). According to the fundamental principles of leadership theory, this is a misconceived understanding of the situation and is ultimately self-defeating. Stakeholders and community members do not accept a leader’s vision until they have first accepted the credibility and influence of the leader himself (Maxwell 1998). The association of leadership with a formal title or nominal recognition is a blatant myth. The effective exercise of influence recognizes that leadership is not a title but an attitude and a process (Maxwell 1998) that “involves skills and abilities that are useful whether one is in the executive suite or on the front lines” (Kouzes & Posner 1995, 16). This simple lesson of leadership calls for planners to abandon their historic, fatalistic attitudes toward public and political influence and embrace their role of the true public leader, whether formally recognized or not.
Planning as Servant Leadership

The practice of city planning has come to embrace fully the concepts of pluralism and democracy in the execution of its duties within the wider field of public administration. In fact, the concept of pluralistic planning is not a new one, enjoying a long history within the dialogue of planning theory. The inclusion of public input and the normative values expressed directly by the urban polity has been consistently recognized as integral to effective city planning over many decades (Appleyard 1976; Baer 1977; Qadeer1997; Tore 2002). In addition, planning’s experts have continually and increasingly advocated for increasing faith in urban residents (Branch 1982) and the consideration of community and civil society in the planning process (Hoch 1994). In many ways the model of pluralistic (or democratic) planning resembles the characterization of the “new public service,” which describes the larger field of public administration as an integration of theories democratic citizenship, models of community and civil society, and organizational humanism and discourse theory (Denhardt & Vinzant Denhardt 2000). The spirit of pluralism permeates the concept of servant leadership, described as the relinquishment of power by the leader for the purpose of empowering followers to directly affect change and generate success within an organization. As such, servant leadership becomes a sign of a “profound trust in and respect for others’ abilities” (Kouzes & Posner 1995, 187). In fact, the concept of servant leadership and the contemporary characterization of the leader as “facilitator” (Baer 1977) is very clearly reflected in the Kouzes and Posner’s (1995, 151) concept of “enabling other to act,” one of their five “fundamental practices of exemplary leadership.” The concept of community empowerment is a fundamental principle of servant leadership, and this idea makes up seven of Maxwell’s twenty-one “irrefutable laws” (1998).  But have these concepts really been embraced by the actions and attitudes of city planning?

The critical importance of pluralism and community empowerment to effective city planning, as demonstrated by leadership theory, calls into question basic conceptual characterizations of the field that has persisted throughout planning’s history and evolution. Planners often begin their activities and projects under the assumption that they must act to restrict the activities of an urban polity that would, left to its own devices, destroy or seriously harm itself and the environment that sustains it (Rabinovitz 1967; Branch 1982; Hoch 1994). This assumption is fundamentally opposed to the concepts of pluralism and community empowerment. If planners are truly engaged in activities of servant leadership in the context of the “new public service,” their success hinges on the extent to which they are able to convey trust of the urban polity, connect effectively with the community and other members of the public organization, empower community members, nurture community leaders, dedicate themselves to the success of the entire community “team,” and make the sacrifices necessary to move the organization and the community forward (Maxwell 1998). The necessity of informal leadership has been acknowledged as essential by public organizational management theorists (Conger 1998; Cohen & Bradford 1989), and must now be adopted by city planning professionals, imbued with the values of servant-hood and democracy. The concepts of servant leadership illustrate the need for city planners to alter the foundational premise of their professional activity, allowing for a more pluralistic planning process that contributes holistically to the “new public service.” 
The Planner as Visionary Leader-Communicator 

The visionary nature of the art of planning is well established, and the role of the planner as an imaginative but practical navigator within the public organization and the community has become increasingly accepted in both the literature and the practical field (Hoch 1994). Much of the discussion regarding effective planning in the last three decades has revolved around the planner’s ability to appropriately and successfully communicate the carefully-crafted urban visions that he or she creates in order to turn vision into action (Friedmann 1971; Branch 1982). However, the need for planners to both effectively craft visions of the urban future and simultaneously elicit political and community support for the vision has eluded common characterization under one role within the planning literature. A unified characterization of the planner’s role seems elusive, and contemporary descriptions of city planning seem to revolve around the duality of the profession (Barker 1989; Hoch 1994).5
An answer may lie in the central concepts of multifaceted leadership, which provides a very clear role for such comprehensive navigational and persuasive activity within the organization. Kouzes and Posner (1995) describe the act of “inspiring a shared vision” as one of the five fundamental practices of exemplary leadership. Furthermore, the practice is explicitly explained as incorporating two fundamental and inseparable activities—envisioning the future and enlisting others to adopt the vision—which mirror the activities contained in the dualistic characterizations of modern planning noted above. This concept is also captured by Maxwell’s (1998) “Law of Navigation,” which indicates that the effective use of vision must include persuasive and leadership-based “navigation” for the organization. He even goes one step further, explaining that communicative, visionary leadership constitutes a specific and identifiable role within the organization. Maxwell’s (1998) characterization of the “visionary leader-communicator,” one of five types of communicative leader, not only matches the description of the city planner within the public organization as expressed by contemporary planning theory, but it also acknowledges the importance of the role as a distinct and essential part of organizational effectiveness. The role and accompanying characterization of the visionary leader-communicator seems to provide a unifying image of the modern planner within the context of public administration, and such a conceptualization may provide an effective foundation upon which the field of planning may continue to strengthen as a profession and simultaneously build its own distinct, integral place within the public organization. 
Lessons of Leadership: Other Valuable Insights for City Planning


While the previous section details the specific areas in which core concepts of leadership may inform the practice of city planning as an integral field within public administration, there remain several leadership concepts that may contribute directly to particular areas of professional improvement for city planners. While a large number of individual, detailed concepts were identified in the analysis, three of these seem to offer the most fundamental information to the practice and theory of planning as a leadership role in the realm of public service.
The Primacy of Ethics and Values


Within the leadership literature, major emphasis is placed upon both the foundational values under which the leader operates and the way in which the leader conducts his own personal business within a value-laden framework in order to inspire members of the organization. Kouzes and Posner (1995, 209) include this concept of “modeling the way” as one of their five fundamental practices for exemplary leadership, explaining that providing values and ethics a central role in a leader’s professional and personal life contributes directly to the leader’s ability to fulfill the crafted vision of the future and to the willingness of the organization to commit to the vision. Maxwell (1998) also acknowledges the importance of personal and professional ethics, engendering the concept in his laws of “respect,” “magnetism,” and “buy-in.” In order to effectively lead an organization from today’s condition to a better, future condition, the planner, as a visionary leader-communicator, must engender a fundamental ethical framework that inspires organizational action and unified popular purpose. 
The Importance of Critical Thinking


Critical theory within planning practice has been discussed for many decades, characterized as “urban policy analysis” (Friedmann 1971) and forming the foundation for effective “postmodern” planning (Allmendinger 2001). The importance of large-scale, big picture thinking in planning has also been tied to this concept of critical, practical urban policy analysis (Schwartz 1991). However, the ability of the city planner to translate effective critical policy analysis into positive and progressive urban change has remained questionable in the absence of a clear framework for action (Hoch 1994). Kouzes and Posner (1995, 35) acknowledge the central role of critical thinking in leadership by placing “challenging the process” at the top of their list of the five fundamental practices of exemplary leadership. Maxwell’s “Law of Intution” (1998, 77) also illustrates the importance of critical thinking within the practice of successful leadership. By searching for opportunities for positive organizational change and by innovating new solutions to identified organizational problems, the planner, as an effective visionary leader-communicator, sets the stage for casting a vision of the future that is both popularly acceptable and realistically attainable. 

The Significance of Emotion and Symbol

While the importance of passion and emotion in the context of effective rhetorical planning is insinuated by its advocates (Throgmorton 1996), an explicit appeal for the integration of symbolic and emotional persuasion has remained an understated implication. The significance of physical public urban symbols has been acknowledged by many contemporary planners (Arnold 1999; Saleh 2001; Hubbard, Faire, & Lilley 2003), but the use of emotional and symbolic rhetorical skills in the planning practice seems to lack significant coverage in the literature. This concept is covered extensively by Kouzes and Posner (1995), whose leadership practice of “encouraging the heart” positively exploits the power of symbol and emotional appeal in order to provide sufficient organizational motivation for change and place due rewards with those non-leadership organization members who contribute directly to the organization’s success. Maxwell (1998) speaks to the significance of emotion and symbol in his “law of connection,” which ties the success of the leader in obtaining organizational commitment to his or her ability to effectively appeal to members’ emotional needs and desires. By using essential rhetorical skill to appeal to the emotional and symbolic needs of the urban polity, the planner, as an effective visionary leader-communicator, can successfully obtain popular commitment to the crafted future vision and provide a set of appropriate symbolic rewards for popular motivation for change.
Conclusion: Making Today a Better Tomorrow

The merging of planning and leadership in the context of public administration seems to provide a clear and unifying set of professional and practical principles upon which the field of planning can confidently build a permanent and well-defined role for itself within the public organization. The insight offered by even the most basic concepts of multifaceted leadership theory seem to offer not only large-scale information for defining the role of planning and the profession of the city planner but also specific, topical information regarding the issues with which planners have struggled for years. By connecting the leadership skills that constitute today’s achievement and the visionary skills of urban planning that constitute tomorrow’s urban success, city planning may be able to finally complete its development as a mature and distinct profession within the larger field of public administration. 
Leadership Theory in Planning: Assessing Impacts and Challenges

A number of recognizable concepts arise from the integration of leadership’s core principles into the realm of city planning. Underlying the entire issue, however, is the concept and challenge of “contextual complexity,” recognized as a fundamental barrier to professional and practical standardization for both leaders (Brunner 1997; Van Wart 2003) and planners (Hoch 1994). The acknowledgement of contextual complexity as it exists across urban polities may be essential to future advancements in the profession of planning, just as it has been essential in the development of effective theory in the field of public leadership. 

Beyond the universal issue of complexity, a number of key concepts emerge from the analysis presented above. First, there seems to be a fundamental need for the abandonment of traditional fatalistic attitudes among planners in order to recognize the power of influence and positive persuasion that can exist within the practice of planning despite the absence of formal recognition of organizational leadership. Second, planners must learn to build upon a foundation of faith in the members of its urban polity in order to fully engender the principles of pluralistic planning and servant leadership that so clearly define the “new public service.” Third, planners must embrace the role of visionary within the leadership framework of the public organization, developing skills of communication and influence that mesh with such a characterization. Lastly, city planning may benefit substantially from a focus on ethics and values as an undercurrent for action, the integration of critical thinking into successful vision crafting, and the effective use of emotion-imbued symbolic rhetoric in its communicative strategy. Through the integration of these core principles of leadership theory into the practice of city planning, new professionals in the field may be able to save city planning from its own ineffectual, professional “zombies” (Greene 2004) and begin to successfully engage the urban polity as it increasingly reflect the traits and needs of the EPIC generation (Sweet 2000).6 
The Future of the Future: Directions for Planning and Public Administration

The fields of leadership and city planning are, regardless of the theoretical or practical connections made herein, indeed separate and distinct professions. However, the analysis above has illustrated the interdependence and parallel nature of the two fields in the public organization; indeed, city planning must reflect the concepts of visionary, communicative leadership in order to remain a viable part of effective public service. Furthermore, the comparison of the two fields for the purpose of cross-professional learning may strengthen both fields by allowing for a more clear understanding of the roles played by each in the context of the larger fields of public administration and public management. Social change agency, in order to become and remain a worthwhile endeavor, must involve both planning-derived vision and leadership-derived inspiration in order to bring about political praxis and, ultimately, positive social change within the urban setting. In this way, the two fields are both essential and inseparable within an effective public organization. A traditional Japanese proverb states, “Vision without action is a daydream, action without vision is a nightmare.” Planning must depend upon effective leadership to carry its vision of the urban future to fruition, and leadership must depend upon planning to provide the direction for the action it inspires. 
The exploration of leadership principles for the purpose of informing and improving the field and profession of planning in the context of public administration constitutes only one example of the ways in which planning—and, presumably, a number of public service professions—can benefit directly from innovative and articulate widening of the cognitive frames that surround its professional and theoretical conceptualization. Planning, like all public service functions, is a social profession that must learn to function effectively in the realm of people. This means exploring the psychological makeup of urban polities, appealing to the needs of the masses for symbols of public good and motivation, and tailoring scientific data for equitable and universal accessibility and understanding. Above all, this means that planning must simply include more, expanding its cognitive frame as far as the public wishes or needs and engaging in more and better cross-professional learning with increasingly strict methodological rigor. These are not new concepts (Lucy 1994; Box 1994), but planners seem reluctant to accept them wholeheartedly. Furthermore, planners must learn to view their practices in the context of the greater good for the public organization, becoming the future-driven change agents that no other public servant will be, instituting the future-oriented administrative policies that no one else may create, and considering the future-inspired urban issues that no one else may appreciate. These, too, are not new ideas (Tonn 1996; Warren 1998), but they may never come to pass without the visionary leadership that planners can provide. Ultimately, the application of innovative insight in the development of effective urban and regional planning must be targeted toward a core goal of better serving populations within a framework of effective public administration. Put simply, planners must begin to recognize, understand, and resolutely grasp the persuasive power involved in effectively constructing and conveying the future of public organizations and their respective publics by seeking out and developing the skills necessary to do their jobs within a successful and sustainable form of public administration.
Notes
1 Gulick and Urwick (1937) presented the concept of management based upon specific principles, engendered in the acronym POSDCoRB, representing the management principles of planning, organizing, staffing, directing, coordinating, reporting, and budgeting.
2 Public Administration Review volume 31, number 3 (May-June 1971), Special Symposium Issue: Changing Styles of Planning in Post-Industrial America

3 Kouzes and Posner’s The Leadership Challenge (1995) develops a multifaceted leadership framework based upon what the authors call the “five practices of exemplary leadership”: Model the Way; Inspire a Shared Vision; Challenge the Process; Enable Others to Act; and Encourage the Heart.

4 Maxwell’s The 21 Irrefutable Laws of Leadership (1998) develops a multifaceted leadership framework similar to that of Kouzes and Posner, but which sacrifices clear delineations between concepts for a more practical and applicative set of leadership principles or “laws.” 

5 Barker (1989) makes a clear distinction between what he calls “content” futurism and “process” futurism, while Hoch (1994) makes a clear distinction in the specific field of professional planning between what he calls the “craft” of planning and the “character” of planning.

6 Sweet (2000), writing on the need for changes in the rhetoric used to effectively communicate with modern Americans, describes the traits of what he calls the EPIC generation: experiential, participatory, image-based, and connected.
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