UC Berkeley

Earlier Faculty Research

Title
Planning Styles in Conflict: The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/6pfok6sk

Authors

Innes, Judith E.
Gruber, Judith

Publication Date
2005-06-01

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Diqital Library

University of California


https://escholarship.org/uc/item/6pf9k6sk
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/

The University of Calilornia
Transportation Center

Liniversity of California
Berkeley, CA 94720

Planning Styles in Conflict: The Metropolitan
Transportation Commission

Judith E. Innes
Judith Gruber
LCTE

Ma. 736




The University of California

Transpoertation Center

The University of
California Transportation
Center {LICTC) is one of
ten regional units
mandated by Congress and
established in Fall 1988 to
support research,
education, and training in
surface (ransportation.
The UC Center serves
federal Region IX and is
supported by matching
grants from the 1.5,
Department of
Transportation (Caltrans),
and the University.

Based on the Berkeley
Campus, UCTC draws
upon existing capahilities
and resources of the
Institutes of Transportation
Studies at Berkeley, Davis,
Irvine, and Los Angeles;
the Institute of Urban and

Regional Development at
Berkeleyv: and several
academic departments at
the Berkeley, Davis,
Irvine, and Los Angeles
campuses. Faculty and
students on other
University of California
campuses may participate
in Center activities.
Researchers at other
universities within the
region also have
opportunitiss to
collaborate with UC
Faculty on selected
studies.

UCTC s educational and
research programs are
focused on stralegic
planning for improving
metropolitan accessibility,
with emphasis on the
special conditions

Region [X. Particular
attention is directed o
strategies for using
trangportation as an
instrument of economic
development, while also
accommuodating to the
region’s persistent
expansion and while
maintaining and enhancing
the quality of life there,

The Center distributes
reports on its research in
working papers,
monographs, and in
reprints of published
articles. It also publishes
Access, a magazine
presenting summaries of
selected studies. For a list
of publications in print,
write to the address below,

L University of California
Y Transporiation Center

26014 Dwight Way
Rerkeley, CA 94704-1782
Tel: S10/642-4749
Fax: 510/643-3436

DISCLATMER
The contents of this report reflect the views of the
authors, who are responsible for the facts and the
accuracy of the information presented herein. This
document is disseminated under the sponsorship of the
Department of Transportation, University
Transportation Centers Program, in the interest ot
information exchange. The U.S. Government assumes
no liability for the contents or use thereof.

The contents of this report reflect the views of the author who is responsible for the facts and accuracy of
the data presented hereln. The centents do not necessarily reflect the official views or policies of the State
of California or the U.S. Department of Transportation, This report does not constitute a standard,

specification, or regulation,
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political influsnes, social mevement, and
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pation, and the natre of a good plan.
Players using ong style wers often mis-
truseul or contemprusus of those working
in athers, Reginnal astions—as apposed
1o paclages of projects for parochial
Interests—were rare, The few regional

it

tves zmerged from collsborative
planning and social movements. We argue
that whers diversicy and interdependence
of intereses are high, collaboration i the
mast effective approach, Key barriers to
collaborution included stare and federz!
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Planning Styles in Conflict

The Metropolitan Tra.nspori.'-iﬁnn Commission

Judith E. Tnnes and Judith Gruber

fter 2 5-year study of transportation planning in the San Francisco Bay

Area, we have concluded thar the contentiousness we observed in the

process was due in great part to differences in participants’ stvles of plan-
ning and not solely to disagrecments over desired ourcomes. Each style involved
different assumprions about information, public participation, and whar a good
plan is like, as well as about the process of planning. Practitioners of each tended
to believe deeply in their approach and to regard with suspicion, if not hostility,
those practicing different styles. We identified four coexisting srvles, which we
label sechnivallbureancraric, political influence, social moverment, and collaborative.
Each style tended ro be associated with different tvpes of ourcomes, though this
was not explicit in discussion, The political planners divided resources among
players, whereas the collaborarive and the social movement planners were asso-
ciated with strategies designed to benefic the region as 2 whols,

These findings emerged from an in-depth incerprerive study of the San
Francisco Bay Area’s Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) from
late 1995 (o early 2000 (Innes & Gruber, 2001)." The study had two original pur-
poses. The first was to see how this agency, widely regarded as one of the leading
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs)? in the country, was implement-
ing the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA), the
path-breaking federal legislation designed to provide intermadal funding fexibil-
ity, increase patticipation in decisions, and allow more regional discretion to solve
problems. Our second purpose was to find the degree to which the collaborative
planning group MTC had set up, the Bay Area Partnership, was producing deci-
sions that were regional rather than parochial in perspecrive.) We anticipated, based
on findings from our earlier research (lnnes er al., 1994), thar genuine regionul-
ism would require collaboracive dialogue among the key plavers. It turned our,
however, that there was not enough collaboration going on for this 1o be a cen-
tral focus. Accordingly, we shifred to looking ar the whole ser of public decision
processes, and we began to see the players as operating in different stvles. This
insight helped us to make sense of the story, the conflices, and che agreements
or lack thereof. The full story has been told in a 550-pape monograph (Tnnss &
Gruber, 2001),

The purpose of this article is to explore these styles and show how they
played out in the MTC process. We begin with a brief su mmary of MTC's way
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of making planning decisions, highlighring some of the
moments where conflicts arose. We then deseribe and
contrase the planning styles in the story and look ar how
they came into conflict. Finally we propose a conceptual
model for understanding these in relation to one another
and to the nature of the planning task.

MTC and the Bay Area Partmership:
The Story

MTC# is responsible for preparing the Regional Trans-
portation Plan (RTT) and allocaring hundreds of millions
of dollars in state and federal funding each year. Like other
MPOs, it has some discretion in how it does this, though
some of its funding must be allocated to cerrain purposes
or to jurisdictions according o a formula. MTC gained
PD‘F.-'EI‘S fﬂr iTS 'PI'-DCESE F!'l.'!lTI t:'il: Srare ‘n-'n'-"C”. hCFﬂTC d.'.I.C.Sf Were
assigned by ISTEA, so in 1991 it already had considerable
experience. M TC's political challenges are substanial, as its
jurisdiction covers more than 6 million people in 9 counties
and 1o1 cities, and it includes 28 transic syseems. The agency
has about 100 professional staff, who report to a 19-mem-
ber commission of mostly elected officials appointed by
cities and counties. Figure 1 is a simplified diagram of the
communication system among various groups that MTC
staff and the commission set up to play 2 parr in decisions,
with the staff acting as the primary node, While the execu-
tive director plays the major role in this system, he works
primarily with staff, who manage this neowork, and with
the commission.’

MTC seaff set up the 37-member Bay Area Parmership
to help them implement ISTEA. The Parmership included
directors of the counry Congestion Management Agencies
{(CMAs) che major transit agencies; and the relevanr fed-
eral, stare, and regional agencies and port authorites, Seaff
set up working committess on topics ranging from fund
programming and preparing the RTP, o systems operation
and management (50M). and modeling coordination. The
Partnership began with high hopes, engaging participants
in largely collaborative ways with a broad and ambitious
agenda. An early regional success, according ro respondents,
was the collaborative creation of 2 multimoedal scoring sys-
tem for screening, rating, and ranking proposed projects,
using regional criteria (Innes & Gruber, 2001; Younger &
Murray, 1992). Over time this system, along with the social
capital partners built in the first vear or owo, allowed MTC
0 nbiig;ue most o7 all funds available to the regEion cach year
iTnnes & Gruber, 2001, p. 121}, They could diver: funds as
needed from projects in one county ro another because the

partners trusted they would be repaid. This allowed the
partners to present a united front to commissionzrs and
stare legislarors, and gave them the political capital o push
successfully for state and federal legislarion and project
funding. Collaboration also helped them agree on how

1o coordinate transportation models around the region.

Some Partnership initiatives thar were less collabora-
tive did not work as well. The SOM Committee depended
heavily on staff and consulrants rather than engaging in
their own dialogue. Members did nat develop a shared
understanding of whar systemn management meant, nor a
commitment to it. They complained the committes "got
into a lor of planning theory” (Innes & Gruber, 2001, p.
151) and thar “the stuff SOM was working on was boring”
{p. 247). Most stopped atending. The focus on project
funding in the Plans and Programs commirtee (3P}
ensured high arrendance from players protecting their
interests, but discussion never got beyond projects o
regional issues. These 3PC meedings were dominared by
long agendas and staff reports, and there waxs lirtde collab-
orative dialogue, problem solving, or creativity. By 1995,
agency directors began to send staff rather than atend
these meetings themselves.

In 1996 a group of parters who were interested in
collaborative planning proposed a new way of preparing
the RTP, which would focus on strategies and regional
priorities rather than on fund allocation. This RTT Task
Borce proposed a qualicative assessment of proposals, where
guestions would be asked and a narrative written o show
how each would implement regional priorities. These were
to be the basis of in-depth discussion amaong partners, bur
the more technically oriented staff resisted, contznding
they could nort understand this. A hostile and mutually
contempruous set of inreractions ensued. Ultimately staff
prevailed by rewriting questions and not following through
on using them. One parmer said *“[We] came to the brink
and stepped back” (lnnes & Gruber, 2001, p. 207). While
some collaboration continued, this conflice marked a twrn-
ing point after which key partners began to disenpage and
teust deteriorated.

At the insistence of one of the comnmissioners and the
Advisory Council, staft wrote a limited land use policy for
MTC in 1996 (Innes & Gruber, zoo1, pp. 158-160, 524—
525). Land use had been a taboo topic among parmers. and
scaff had insisted that it was not MTC's bailiwick. This
issue masked the deeper conflier berween suburban pare-
ners whao feared any land use policy because it could mean
less investment in roads and urban partners whe supporzed
it because it could mean more investment in transit. Open-
ing this discussion could damage whar political and social
capital they had achieved among themselves. As one CMA
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director said, thinking in political terms, “I would not want
To participate in a process thar could pit one group of po-
litical incerests against another. | . . In effect you are pitting
local governments against others. . . . You're reopening 2
huge set of issues that were sertled over the vears™ (Innes

& Gruber, 2001, p. 9g).

The stakeholder-based Advisory Council, however,
freely discussed land use. Its chairs, who were both leaders
of large nonprofits, controlled che agendas {rather than

tafl) and focused on collective problem solving, They be-
came proactive on the trransportation/land use connecrion,
working with staff to develop the Transportation for Livable
Communities {TLC} program. This offered planning and
project funds te local communiries and nonprofits on a
competitive basis to create transit- and pedestrian-friendly
neighborhoods, This program quickly became popular
with communicies, though some parmers were unhappy
that what chey regarded as their funds were diverred.

The taboo on discussing land use partly accowsnes for
why many partners never appeared to understand how the
region worked, nor how jurisdictions and economies were
interdependent. Nor surprisingly, the RTP (MTC, 1a99)
was lictle more than a package of projects, offering no
rationale for haw these would solve such problems as
congestion or air quality, much less meer other goals.

As a League of Women Voters spokesperson told federal
planning certification reviewers from the U.5, Department
aof Transportation (DOT),

The citizens of the . . . Bay Area look to MTC 10
develop 2 long-range regional transportation plan from
the perspective of the region 25 3 whole and to allocare
funding to kmplemenr that perspective. However the
ETP is simply a list of projects submicted by che | .,
CMAs, with aliocation of funds dicrared by return-
to-source, (lnnes & Gruber, 2001, P 324)



By 1997, transportation palicy initiarives were under-
way at both the state and federal levels, induding legisladon
thar consolidated individual programs into a block grant
to be returned to the counties. The partnership process
proved unable to respond to this new policy environment
in a collaborative fashion, MTC staff fought partners
unsuccessfully to have monies set aside for the regional
transportation management projects they ran. Transit
operators feared they would be hurt by the loss of dedi-
cated funds, and CMA direcrors fought hard fo maintain
their control of projects, The acrimony among these play-
ers was flerce and almost tore the Partnership apare, After
the reauthorizarion of ISTEA in 1998,7 staff suddenly and
without explanation stopped using the scoring process, o
the dismay of the parmers. They felt ownership of this
process because they had developed it and had continued
to improve it collaborarively through the years. By the end
of our study, the parmers had nor developed much mumal
understanding, much less empathy, fur cach other's needs
and had lost some of the social capital they had in 1995,
Transit agencies were as mistrustiul of the CMAs as ever,
The City of San Francisco and some wransit agencies had
begun openly opposing MTC policies. Environmental
and social equiry inrerests had become increasingly angry,
forming 2 social movement that held up the recertification
of MTC's planning process and browghe two lawsuits
ﬂr_,:F'JI AT T.h.'_‘ ﬂg':]'lq'.

A Typology of Planning Sivles

Wy did the initdal collaborarive culture of the Part-
nesship dissipate? We believe that a major reason is that
the collaborarive style was introduced into MTC as an
addition to, bur not a substitute for, other styles of plan-
ning. These three other styles—rtechnical/bureaucratic,
political influence, and social movement—each reflected
differing views abour the rules and goals of the game. Each
had z long history, and the first two were desply institution-
alized in the organization, When participants who favored
different styles were brought together, their conflicring as-
sumptions undermined their ability to collaborate, Federal
and state laws and regulations, morsover, tended to sup-
port the technical/bureancranc and polidical influence
approaches, as they required exrensive rechnical documen-
rarion and gave out funding in political style by formuls or
earmarked projeces. Some players used different styles at
different nmes, though they usually favored one. This was
hard to change as they were constrained by role expecta-
tions, traifing, and experience. What we present here is a
rypology designed to help us see and understand patterns
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of behavior and artitudes. Although we developed this
typology out of our ebservations in this scudy, literature
provides evidence of the existence of each style in other
setrings and suggests what the ideal version should be like.?

The Technical/Bureaucratic Style

This is a version of the rational/technical model of
planning, which underlies much of the education of prac-
titioners {Allison, 19771, pp. 10-38; Elyvbijerg, 1908; Hoch,
1994, pp. 45—74: Howe, 1994; Peartie, 1987, pp. 23-39;
Bobinson, 1972). In the ideal version, planners operate as
analysts whose job it is to explore a range of aleernatives
and evaluate each in light of agreed-upon goals 1o see which
will wark best (Braybrooke & Lindblom, 1963). Planners
are neutral advisors who provide objective informarion,
typically in quantitative form, to inform and convince
decision malcers about the best choices,

An ample literarure suggests that chis madel seldom
works according to the ideal {Allison, 1971; Friedmann,
1987; Hoch, 1994: Lindblom, rego; Peattie, 1987; Yankel-
owvich, 1991). Infermation all too often fails o influsnce or
misses the point thar decision makers care abour {Innes,
19g8). In other cases, decision makers cannot agree on goals.
As a result, analysis may be divorced from decision malk-
ing, and technical planncrs may find themselves artached
to bureaucracies providing documenration for proposals
that are all buc decided already on the basis of criteria ather
than the capacity of the policy to advance public goals. A
project may already be in the pipeline and simply need
justification, or it may be selected for its palirical accept-
abiliry. Thus, in practice, rational/technical planners often
become whar we term technical/bureavcraric planners.

A substantial propartion of the planning ar MTC can
be categorized as following this style. Transportation is a
complex arena with myriad technical regulations. Funding
pots have different eligibilicy rules and requirements, and
just during the peried of our study, laws changed sever
times. Many MTC staff spent much of their fime inter-
preting and applying these regulacions, doing quantitative
analyses, making projections, analyzing projects to see
how they fir funding criteria, and preparing materials to
meet reporting requirements, What they seldom did was
generate and compare alternatives in rerms of rradeoffs in
relation to objectives, Indeed, they explicitly refused o do
so when some partners requested it (Innes & Gruber, 2001,
p. 205). [n meetings they typically began by discussing rules
and projects, bypassing substantive policy issues.?

A pood regional plan from the rechnical/bursaucraric
perspective s one that meets all the requirements of legis-
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ladon, is consistent with official agency goals, and has all
needed backup informadon. At MTC the information these
planners used was mostly from modcls and forecasts, cost
analyses, scientific polling, and focus groups. Technical/
bureaucratic planners seldom cited qualitative informarion
or told stories abourt the issuss. They rejected what they
called "anecdotal” informarion. They mistrusted data from
sources other than official statistics or their own or consuli-
ants’ analyses. For example, when trying to study transpor-
tation corriders, they did not have sufficiently Ane-grained
data, so a parmer suggested, “Why nor ask [transit] opera-
tors to bring information ro the table? You bring some,
they bring some.” The staff response was, “We don't think
WEe Can tTust the operators to give us accurare informartion”
{Innes & Gruber, 2001, p. 227).

Public participarion had a circumseribed role for these
planners, who saw a strict division of labor segregating the
public from much of the planning process. The job of com-
missioners and citizens was only to develop goals, establish
values, and comment on alternatives. When chese planners
mert with the public, they usually strucrured the meeting
zround a list nfpl‘oifc[s and asked for “fecdbacl.” Tf the
members of the public, or even partners, wanted to discuss
something not on the list, planners reminded them whar
the goals and responsibilicies of MTC were and declared
some ropics off limits. For example, when some wanted o
discuss access to rransportation for disadvantaged groups,
planners pointed our thar it was not one of MTC's goals.
They approached public participation largely as a one-way
edurational effort, though they might madify a project
based on local feedback.

Like mast MPOs, MTC found iself caught berween
the high expecrations accorded o it as the regionwide
planning body, the contentious nature of transporeation
issues, and their limited formal authority, In chis conrext,
the insistence of MTC's cechnical/bureancratic plannsrs on
using information that they controlled and could claim as
objective was part of an effort 1o maintain legitimacy. The
segregation of public participation into a limired realm
served similar purposes,

The Political Influence Style

Unlike the technical/bureaucratic style, che political
influence approach is rarely taught to professional planners
or policy analyses. It is not even considered “planning” as
thoss rwo professions see it, In transportation, however, as
in many policy arsnas, the political influence style is typi-
cally dominant, In this style, a leader works with players

o 4 one-on-one bass, L:Eﬁpi:lg them personally artached
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by offering them specific benefits to co-opt them into
supporring the leader’s agenda, The system depends on
personal loyalry and is cemented by reciprocity berween
the leader and those who are benefitting, It depends on
promises being kepr and the existence of a system of re-
wards (in transportation, typically projects) thar can be
distribured to key players to induce thern to support the
overall package, Versions of this model have been described
in ample literature (Bachrach & Bararz, 1970; Banfield,
1961; Banfield 8 Wilson, 1961; Benveniste, 1977, 1989;
Dk, 1561).

At MTC the political influence approach was the
dominant way of making funding decisions. Most senior
staff and CMA directors subscribed to this approach as
normal and appropriate. In discussing our draft case, one
sentor stafl member contended this should be called “the
government model.” When we asked another senior staff
person whar had been the best aspect of ISTEA, he said
it had allowed MTC to do more and smaller projecs for
a wider range of players. MTC's executive direcror often
cited a regional agreement on rail projects that the com-
mission had pur rogether in 1988 as the model for the
Partnership and the promises that had 1o be kepr, Staff
accordingly resisted efforts to challenge projeces in the
pipeline to consider others that might be of higher priority
by other criteria.

ISTEA was designad to avoid these sorts of outcomes.
It pocled many funds formerly allocared by farmula or
segregated into pats for different modes and purposes.
Regions were not supposed to allocate the funds according
to 2 formula, At MTC, however, 2 hybrid of behind-the-
scenes deals and formula-based funding persisted. In early
1992, MTC staff won permission from DOT to allocate
much of their ISTEA funding by formula. Staff believed
that the practice of allocaring something to everyone was
so ingrained that they could not fight it. In 2 memao intro-
ducing the idea of formulas to the partners, a senior seaft
member said, “MTC wants 1o get our of vhis alive” (italics
in memo; Innes & Gruber, 2001, p. 75). Contrary to the
assumption of some observers, it was staff rather than com-
missioners who drove this approach of dividing the pie.
Some commissioners pushed for regional land use policy,
often in the face of staff resistance and often in spite of
the face that their constituencies would nor have directly
benefited from it

This hybrid allocation model assured chat all key play-
ers received benefits, bur made it difficult for regionwide
solutions to emerge. It worked because formula-based
funding seemed transparent and fair, while behind-the-
scenes deals allowed MTC tw maincain its discredon and
thus ies political power. The political influence model grew
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stronger during the study period because of new legistarion
allocating stare funds by formula and because both the gov-
ernor and the president earmarked massive fundi ng far
specific projects prior 1o and separace from any planning
pracess. One reason the Transporration for Livable Com-
munities program prospered, ﬂ'mugh it encroached on the
dangerous topic of land use, was thart it created projecrs
with new constituencies for MTC. One explanation, by
the same token, for the failure of the Systems Operation
and Management Committee was that it was not about
projects, but abour some elusive regional benefic,

In the political influence style, a good regional plan
is one thart has the support of all powerful players. It is the
allIn Uf‘ T.h:‘: ind.ividu‘al intrr:sts I'Ji'_ I'J'.I.'L‘.EI: P]E.}'C]Tu ]'E.TJ.'I.CI tl'l.ﬂﬂ
avision for the region. In our observation, the senior staff
and agency directors who operated in this style rarely spoke
of substantive policy. Their vision was a process thar would
wotk politically, Money would flow into the region, fund-
ing would be fully obligated each vear, visible projects would
be built, and all key players would receive funding. A state
transportation agency afficial caprured this perspective when
he said about the 1998 RTP "1 commend MTC for 2 good,
balanced report with something for evervone.” A commis-
sioner similarly commented. “1f vou read it vou can see if
vou are helped or not” (Innes & Gruber, 2001, p. 320).

Informarien is important to pelitical planners, but they
do not need informarion abour whar will solve regional
problems best, nor about what is cost sffective. Instead they
need informarion ro assure that funding proposals cannot
be legally challenged and to demonstrate the value of what
they propose. As a resule, political planners had a mutually
beneficial, if uneasy, partnership with the technical/bureau-
cratic planners. High-quality technical work provided legit-
imacy for the RTF and impressed funding agencies with
MTC's experise. This parenership gave rechnical planners
ﬂ[{"ﬁd ﬂlafchj.ﬂg U[dtl’ﬁ -El.bUL'Lt 1.1-'1'131: to EHE[}TC. bi_'l.t HFSO prr_'-
vented them from examining alternacives in terms of goals.
Political planners also needed informarian o help in selling
the program to the public, mising funds, and getting sup-
port for the agency, They commissioned matkering studies
to determine what projects would get most votes if they
were part of 2 ballor measure, The most central informa-
tion for political planners was about who was powerful,
who wanted what, who was loyal, and who had done his
or her share. When we reviewed our case study with one
semior staff member, his major critique was that we had
failed o assign eredit and blame properly, He gave us his
version of the history, which focused on who did what and
who failed to live up 1o obligations.

Broad public involvement is not comparible with
polizical influence planning, where much is done quietly

with individual beneficiaries, Were the nagotiations to be
opet, some might perceive others as gerting spedial favors
and want the same. In the political influence style, partici-
pation is limited and specialized, Senior scaff at MTC and
CMA direcrors argued that citizens should participate in the
local jurisdictions. The one example of a political model of
citizen invalvement was a shorr-lived Biue Ribbon Advisory
Committee composed of hand-picked elites who were sup-
posed to provide advice on technology and “broaden the
Partnership base™ rather than to provide input on policy.
One observer said the "reasonable people” stopped amend-
ing. Frustrated environmental advocates turned it into 2
platform to criticize MTC. which then abolished it.

Dhiscomfort with public participation among political
plannzes was evident at many points in our study. Although
Parmership and Commission meetings were public, few
citizens atrended. When a militant group of bus riders
came to a Commission meeting and vocally protested, staff
blamed the transit agency’s director. She rold us,

Our citizenry is really up in arms over the [budger
cuts| and they have been screaming and doing exacly
what they do o us ar MTC and thar has bothered the
commissionets and the staff. . . | [ don't chink MTC is
accustomed to hearing from citizen groups. . . . When
they showsd up at MTC meetings [ think thar really
angered MTC. {Innes & Gruber, 2001, pp. 252253}

MTC scheduled hearings on the 1998 RTP in locacions
with little transic and far from the central cities, where their
mast vocal opponents were, Groups supporting public
transit and the interests of disabled persons believed this
was an effort to prevent their participation.

The Social Movement Style

Social movement planning arises outside of public
agencies, amang groups who feel excluded. In this style,
individuals and orgznizations join together around a vision,
in opposition to mainstream policy. Their goal is to convert
people to suppore this vision and to make their collective
voice powerful enough to force a response. Typical tacrics
include public demonstrations, creating and publicizing a
Sfmple oppositional message, speaking out at public meer-
ings, secking media attention, and instigaring litigation. A
wide-ranging literature on social movements and mobiliza-
tion of disaffected and politically excluded groups oudines
the kinds of straregies such movements employ {e.g., Alin-
sky. 1989; Castells, 1985; Davidoft, 1965; Friedmann, 1987,
ch. 6; Harvey, 2000; Schlosberg, 1999). This style is effec-
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tive when enough interests can be joined rogether 1o create
a new source of power.

The dominance of technical and political planning ar
MTC lefr out many interests, particulacly those with little
power such 25 public transir riders, environmeneal justice
groups, and air quality advocares. It also left our the unor-
ganized public, who, according to polls. wanted shorter and
more reliable commutes and improvements in public tran-
sit. Participation was difficult because meetings involved
technical jargon and focused on fund programming rather
than on the policy questions thar interested the public,
One disgusted partner told us, “The partnership of the
technical and the political has produced an aberdon”
{Innes & Gruber, 2001, p. 424).

In 1997 2 soclal movement emerged, led by the Trans-
portation and Land Use Coalition (TALC), which formed
to change MTC policies. Made up of dozens of advocacy
groups ranging across the interests of environmental justice,
the disabled, bus riders, and environmental prorection,
TALC did ourreach, mobilization, and nerwarking. They
attracted media artention. Some were appointed to the
Advisory Council. Collecrively they represented hundreds
of people and could turn our high atrendance ar hearings.
Some partnezs, especially those representing urban and
transit interests, were sympatheric to the movement. Com-
missioners were at dmes swaved as when, in a rare move,
they averrode staff and agreed to fully fund a public transir
shortfall. They also agreed to develop a smart growth pro-
pasal based on a concept paper by TALC's director.

L1 the social movement st¥le, a good plan is one thar
implements the group’s vision, which in TALCs case was
of a region with compact growth, transit- and pedestrian-
friendly development, and high-quality transit. Poor, inner-
-:i_L'j? :'E'EEI:IC'I":TE "-’.’{31]1d ]'IH":-’E Eﬁﬂd ACCoES T WL‘.I.'E{. h:atth CaTC,
and shopping. Investments would be more “halanced,”
with transit gerting a larger share at the expense of high-
ways {Lewis, 1998), This utopian regional vision provided
a rallying point for the movement.

The informarion these planners most needed was dara
and stories to dramarize issues. They used darta in public
P]_"jm:}l_l:l]}' O CONVEIT ﬂthEl’S ] 'I'J.'.I.Cil' cause TE‘I!'.II:T thﬂ.ﬂ TO TEAT
their own vision or analyze alternarives, The Regional Alli-
ance for Transic (RAFT), a precursor of TALC, persuaded
MTC ro maodel their regional vision and show its effect an
transit trips and road wavel. MTC agreed, expecting this o
be a discussion rool, though they pninrcd purt that it had
unrealistic assumptons. RAFT used the results, however,
to critique MTC's palicies. )

As for public participation, any social movement is
about participation. The organizations were open to anyone,
and they had active ourreach. They represented people who
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were not listened to in standard participation processes.
Hewever, they could not accommodare widely ranging
viewpoints, since this would require dilurion of the vision.
Business representatives, suburban developers, and con-
struction unions, accordingly, were not members of

TALC:

The Collaborative Style

In the ideal model of collaborative planning, stake-
holders representing the differing interests meet for face-
to-face dialogue and collectively work our a strategy to
address a shared problem. Participants work through joint
fact finding and agres on a problem, mission, and actions.
The players learn and co-evolve, Under the right condirions,
TJ.].LS I'.].'i.H.;.UE'LI.E CAn PIDdL'I.CI: l'CSL'IJ.E 'E]'.IEE ars more '[]']3]"[ L'hli ST
of the parts (Connick & lnnes, 2003). For this to happen,
the dislague musrt be self-organizing and authentic in the
sense thar what people say is sincere, comprehensible, ac-
curate, and a legitimare representation of the stakeholders’
interests. The stakeholders must represent diverse interests,
and decisions must be made only when all, or most, agree.
Under these condidons, collaboradve planning can pro-
duce a shared vision, innovarive solutions, and motivations
for callective action {Innes, 2004; Innes & Booher, 19o9a,
zoo3; Johnson & Johnson, 1997; Susskind et al., 1909).

We had assumed a substantial part of che work of the
Partnesship would involve collaborative planning, bur in
meerings there was s=ldom an eflort to help partners un-
derstand each others” underlying interests, develop a com-
mon understanding of a problem, or agree on informarion,
much less agree on action. Facilitators were rarcly used.
Collzhorative dialogue was used for developing the scoring
system and for discussions of transferring funding from
one county to another. It was used in Partnership retrears.
[t was the norm in small groups, wherz parricipants liseened
to each other, explored issues thoroughly, and sought con-
sensus. When participants knew each other well, they could
determine the sincerity of others, assess whether their
claims were |egitimare, decide on facrs, and assure all
understood what was being said. The most collaborarive
dialogue in a larger group took place in the Advisory
Councl.

1n the collaborative style, a good plan is one chat
responds to the interests of all stakeholders and ereates
joint benefit, A good plan produces learning and positive
reladonships. The RTP Task Force was a case in point,
where partnets from different parts of the region and with
different inrerests jointly crafted questions. Collaborative
dizlogue typically led o a focus on the welfare of the region.
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Accommodating the range of interests required participants
to step back from parochial views to ses how the acrions of
zach affected others and consider haw they all were parr of
a region.

The informarion that counts in collabarative planning
is whar stakeholders agree is rve. Expert findings are sub-
ject to challenge, and experes must recalculate models or
change assumptions in response {Connick, 2003). Stake-
holder knowledge about the problem, each others’ inrerests,
and likely reactions to proposals is also essential. Collab-
orative planners paid attention not only to quantizative
analyses, hut also to stories and anecdotes, For example,
the Advisory Council brought in developers to tell their
stories to help the Council understand why transic-based
development was so difficult. The RTP Task Force delib-
erated through scenario building (lanes & Booher, 1959b;
Yankelovich, 1999) and hoped that narratives abour pro-
posals would inform a meaningful dizlogue. Some parrners
and Advisory Council members tried ro arrive at jointy
agreed on performance measures for the region, Partners
shared stories abour the starus of projects for making
l'_unding decisions.

Conventional participation methods are counter-
productive in collaborative planning {Innes & Booher,
2004), Methods such as open hearings with public cesti-
mony bring in people who may be unrepresentative of
interests and unfamiliar with the issues, and who argue
from posidons rather than interests. At MTC the collab-
orative processes, other then in the Advisory Council,
included Partnership agencies but not citizens or other
scakeholders,

Conflicts Among Styles

The four styles came into conflict not just because of
differences in tacic views of plans, information, and par-
ticipation, bur also because planners in cach style usually
believed their methods were both practically and morally
correct. The technical/bureavcraric approach reflected a
belief in the possibility and importance of providing objec-

tive informarion to these who make decisions {Howe, 1994).

The political influence approach reflected a faith in the
legitimacy of political processes and of elected officials.
Social movement planness believed in their vision and the
justice of their cause, Collaborative planners believed thac
what was right was what an informed, inclusive, and
smpowered set of stakeholders could work out through
dialogue.

Conflicts showed up in a variety of ways. Polirical
influence planners did not view the world as one where

there were technically “right” answers—only politcally
feasible ones. Executive staff operating in this style often
controlled the language of reports and sent them back for
rewrite or recalculation. They sometimes regarded rech-
nical staff as politically naive. The paradigm of technical
planners required them to take direction from the political
leadership, bur in practice they could not do the cost-
benefit analysis or other evaluarion of alternatives thar
many were trained to do.” They had o work with the
projects that “bubbled up,” as one partner called it, from
the counties,

Technical planners criticized the informartion used by
social movement planners as biased, bur social movement
planners were equally skeprical of the informarion staff
provided. For example, environmental justice advocates
became angry about @ survey staff proposed. saying every-
one knew surveys could be biased. They demanded com-
muniry input. Conflicts over performance measurement
were another case in point (Tnnes & Gruber, 2001, pp. 339—
369). In meetings of the Advisory Council and RTP Task
Force, environmental advocates asked MTC 1o measure
vehicle miles traveled because they believed a goal of the
region should be wo reduce this. Staff contended it was 2
technically bad indicaror, did not represent a goal of MTC,
and was not in any case under their control.

Because social movement planners were not inrerested
in projects but in policies, they conflicted with the political
planners who had already scruck deals. Social movemnent
planners wanted to revisit decisions about projects agreed
to, but not yet built. They brought lawsuics against MTC
during our study, angering key officials who thereafter
would not work with them.”* They did not play by the
political rules of respecting promises and keeping conflice
behind the scenes.

All three other styles were obstacles to collaborative
planning. Social movement planpers were more comfore-
able with those who shared their valuss and sometimes
confrontational with those who did not—though ar rimes
they did collaborare. The desire of technical planners wo
control data often stymied collaborartive efforts, When
partners wanted to participate in the design of performance
measures, technical seaff made clear they had zlready decided
what to use. When partners asked staff to convene a graup
of CMA directors to help them develop a common s=t of
performance measures, they would not do it In the RTP
Task Force, technical staff not only resisred using qualita-
tive questions to assess proposals, they seemed genuinely
naot to understand how they could work. At one point 3
staff member wrote on the board during a heated diseus-
sion, “Questions are mushy” (Tnnes & Gruber, 2001, pp.
342—358)
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Staff also resisted the questions because they implied
values, whereas the partners felt thac incorporating values
was the whole point. In collaborative planning, values are
on the table, whils they are not in technical planning, Seaff
changed questions to remove whart they saw as normative
content and make them narrow, nearral, and designed 1o
reflect legistative mandares. For example, they changed the
parters’ question, “Whar is the impact on low income
communities?” to “How will this provide assistance o the
welfare-to-work program?” In turn, collaborative partners
pointed out that staff themselves were using value judg-
ments. One said, “Whart you have got here is a2 ser of
strategies out of which you will get projects. We want the
questions o be intermediate. You asked quesdons in your
head to get to these strategies.” Staff did not seem to follow
this. A partner clarified, *I wke the point of view [ do be-
cause it is my job to protect my county, Why do you take
the view you do?” Others chimed in, “We are going ]
have te somehow make these decisions.” The staff mem-
bet’s reply came from a technical perspective, “Yes, I don't
have my magic compurer (now) bur we do have to deal
with this, We don’t have enough staff” (these dialogues
and the story of chis Task Force conflict with staffarc in
chapter 13 of Innes & Gruber, 2001, PP 204—241),

Finallv, the collaborative style was in constant conflict
with the political one because a collecrive decision could
undermine che leginmacy of political deal making. Senior
political planners resisted the RTTP Task Force questions,
which could threaten their estzblished way of doing busi-
ness, Collaborative planners pushed for a land use palicy,
while political planners resisted it. Their efforts at regional
problem solving repeatedly foundered on desires by politi-
cal players to ger their piece of the pie.

A Conceptual Matrix of Styles

Ta place these styles in relation to one another and
to frame a normartive approach to determining which style
works best under whar conditions, we developed a matrix
(see Fizure 2). We see this as a ool for understanding and
assessing 2 variery of planning processes bevond this one.
The theoretical bases for the matrix are several. Grounded
theory emerging from this research gives us the content
Complexity theory pives us the framework. We also drew
conceptually on the rational planning model, elements of
political theory, theory and practice of social movements,
the communicative rationality of Habermas, and our own
and others’ findings on collaborarive policymaking,

"The basic concept of the macrix is that the appropri-
ateness of a planning style to a particular situation is con-
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tingent on the degree to which it involves diverse interests
and the degree to which these interests are interdependent.
Diversity is high when there are many stakeholders with
different needs, and interdependence is high when no actor
can meet his‘her interests withour the cooperation of many
others. Each style implies a different theory of change,
through convincing, co-opring, converting, or co-evolving.
The technical/bureaucraric approach works where there is
a unitary decision maker because it depends on applyving
known goals and has no way of sorting through conflicting
interests. The political influence approach is best suited 1o
policy situations characterized by a diversity of interests,
divisible benefits, and few interdependencies. The social
movement style involves high interdependence among its
members, but it cannor accommodate a wide diversity of
interssts because chis would require warering down the
vision and weakening core support. When there is wide
diversity of interests that are also highly interdependent,
the collaborative model is needed. Face-to-face dialogus
allows plavers to discover these interdependencies and
work together for a solution that will provide murual gain
and enlarge racher than simply divide the pie,”

Much of the regional transportation problem in the
Bay Area fits in the lower right-hand corner of the marrix.
There is a high diversity of interests, and they are inrer-
dependent. Environmental concems cannot be addressed
without dealing with highway interests. The success of
rransic depends on land use policies of local governments.
Mo decision maker, even MTC, has the capacity, author-

iy, or knowledge to impaose a solution. Ir is not surprising

in this context that most of the regional and innovative
ideas emerged from the groups that were comparatively
coflaborative* The multimodal scoring system, for ex-
ample, recognized that the region could maximize its rotal
funding only with the coaperation of all players. All too
often, other planning styles dominared and interfered wich
solving regional problems. For example, more effective
system management would benefit all partners, bur it would
require collaboration. Partners were focused on their proj-
ects, so livde improvement was made in system manage-
ment. The focus on projects in the political style worked o
keep diverse players happy, bur it was suboptimal hecause
synergies berween projects could nor be established, and
large-scale regional projecrs could not be seriously con-
sidered. The rechnical seyle was effective when there was
agreement on goals and technical supporr was needed.
The social movement style worked o equalize the power
of stakeholders and bring regional proposals to the rable
to be considered by the other types of processes.

MTC is an organization facing a turbulent environ-
ment, just as planning does roday. The older styles of
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Four Styles of Planning

Diversity of Interests

High
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Technical Bursaucraric
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Inierdependence
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Social Movemens
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Cauerting

Crollaborative

Co-evoiving

Figurs 2. Four sryles of planning—rths conditions for cheir use and their theoties of change.

Sources Adapted from Ienes and Bocher (zooa).

practice are less accepted chan they once were, as there is
less agreement on values and more conflic among interesrs.
At the same time, the problems have become mote com-
plex and interdependencies greater. We believe that MTC,
like many planning agencies, has not sufficiently recognized
the potential of collaborative approaches. It has not worked
our how to combine the strengths of these swvles into an
U‘r'CTH.].I planning ﬁrr:atl:g}-'.

There are, however, many obstacles 1o adopting a
collaborative style even when it is appropriate to the task.
Some have o do with conflicts with other planning sryles,
bue che problem lics also in the pracrices and culturs of
transpertation planning, Laws that fund by formula, elected
officials who earmark funds, and the understanding thar
reclection depends on “bringing home the bacon” all
reinforce the political model, The complexity of funding
requirements reinforces technical planning. The lack of in-
clusiveness instigates oppositional movements. Collabora-
ave planning is unfamiliar and risky because it could upser
long-established arrangements with unknown consequences.

Several actons could help rransportation planning
move toward collaboration when the conditions demand iv
Formula-based funding and carmarking could be gradually
replaced by merit-based funding, which can serve substan-
tive goals, as well as a wider array of players. Funding doc-

umentation can be simplified ro reduce the dominance of
technical/bureaucratic planning, Performance measures can
be developed to provide criteria for success thar are linked
to regional welfare. The inclusion of stakehoiders who

are not secking funding can encourage regional problem
solving, Collaborarive methods can become more integral
to transportation planning education. Finally, incentives
and support for collaborative methods can provide the
impetus for agencies to experiment with these in the furure,
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review of documents.




Innes and Gruber Planoing Seyles in Conflict

Crr goa! was not o peneralize, bur to understand in-depth the decision-
making dynamics of one of the nasion’s leading Metropalican Planning
Ohrpanizacons. Ressarchers arrended over 100 commises, commission,
and parenseship meetings and incerviewsd at least Go participants and
sraff for as long as 2 hours each and many others informally, Standard
protocols for different types of respondents guided interviewers o assuce
keey points were covered. Careful, nearly vecbatim, notes were taken at
mestings, end interviews raped. We reviewed hundreds of documenes,
anafyzed media repors, and compleced an exensive liverature review on
the hisrory of trensporzacion planning in the Bay Arsa and on ISTEA,
"We used the analyric approach of thick descnprion {Geerz, 1973),
develuping a rich sory complers with verbatim detalls of discussions,
along with conte and background of the svens, Our epproach was
10 malke sense of all the details through a grounded cheotizing process
{iGlaser, 1967) after lengthy discussions smong the ressarch team, The
case was reviewed for accuracy by MTC saff
. Federal highway and tansit siatuees require, as o condicion for
spending thess federal funds in urbanized arsas, the deslgnaion of 2
Merrapolitin Planning Organization 1o be sesponsible for the planning,
programming, and conrdiration of fedeial highway and reansic invest-
ments, Lewiz and Sprague (1957} provide a descriptive overview of
WMPOs in the U5, and whar they da, The weh site for the organization
of MPOs (hopfvrewampo.org) provides some histary of the activicies
and evolurion of MPOs and their tesponsibilites. A descriprive over-
view of California MPOks, including MTC, has come aur of the Public
Palicy Instieute of California (Lewiz & Spregne, 1997).
3. We did not asess che decisions by whethes they aceuelly wers good
for the region, which is 4 separate normative and analyec exereiss, We
simply lanked for wnether decisions wers focused an the reglon as s
whale rarher chan an individual inrereses segararely,
4. The MTC Cirmzens (ruitde provides an intraducrion w che strucrure,
arganization, and activites of the agenoy (MTC, 1995). More informe-
tion about MTC cun be found on i web sie (hepsdferewemtc.dst
waue), Very livtle has been written on MTC and e internal warkings
ather thar some wopoblished worlt and 2 Look on theis informal
containation scrviries with other ageeciss (Danks, 1977; Chishelm,
jofo: Perelman, 198:). Unlike many MPOs, iris por 2 Council of
Caovernment.
5. Far further understanding of how chis system warks, sse Innes and

by chaprers 1, 2, 4, 5. and 1.
6. These agencis were ser up by the legislatures in 1982 10 allocare 2 hall-
cene sales cax 1o ransporration, They were sec up in differsnc wavs in each

Criber {2on1), esprcia

county, with some aumnomous and Teperring 1o special counrywide
hoards, and othess mars integraced inta count ransparmrion agancies,
They ars pypicaly managed by a public works—ariznted direcrar,

7 This was lnewn as TEA-23, the Transportation Egaicy for the 215
Certury Act

8. Muny of our Anding dovesail with what Howe {(19094) found in
extensive intereiews with planners, Some of them zr= more comfnrtablz
i technical roles, othess in polideal roles, Most care deeply shour these
soles and see the choics ax an echical one,

9. W use the rermt subiiastive podicy frues 1o refer ro guestions shous,

for example, allocation principles, relasive suppor for highwais versus
public rransit, or solution: far problems of congesdon ar air qualiny.

1. When we askad ahour this, s:aff respanded that commissioners did
nat realize thar they would not like the cansequences of 2 tand wse pol-
icy. Sraff may have besn more comfortable with dividing the pie accord
ing ta a formula; as chis principle had worked for a long time. Some
s=nigr sttt may have felr chey would fose powsr if thiz procedure did
not cantnue, We were unahle o shad lighr on this puzziing abservarion,
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IL A exceprion we idantifisd was a comparison of tansic projecs by
cost per tider (MTC, 200a).

12. This contrases with some of our other research on eollaborative
processes, where [itgasts ulimarely sac ar the table wich thase diey had
been suing.

13. Inn=s and Booher (2003} and Bocher and Innes {za02) vaidc
in-depth discussion of the rols of complexity cheory, communicarive
ratjonalicy, and authentic dislogue. See also Christensen (1985) far g
parallel matrix facusing on uncerainty.

T4, & large-scale comparative assassment of the trenspartation planning
process in several MPOs found similardy thar "che ability of the MPO
ra facilitare regional planning depends in large parr on the technical
camperence of its stff, the ability of ies leadership o build consensus
amang diverss participants and the leadership of lacal officials and the
businzss community” (Dempsey et al,, 2000, p. 2], The study also
feund thar consensus building was a critical component of successful
regional planning because MPOs had no land use authority.
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