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Towards New Models of 
 Planning Practice

MOHAMMAD AL-ASAD and RAHUL MEHROTRA 

Planning today has evolved to encompass new hybrid and innovative forms of prac-

tice that are often more complex versions of earlier conventional planning approaches. 

Among other things, this has meant that the master plan, which we had previously under-

stood as a definitive and encompassing instrument, has been transformed to become 

more inclusive, thereby recognizing its dependency on other actors and agencies for its 

formulation and implementation. More importantly, the validity of the master plan as a 

static instrument has been challenged by the fluid, quick-paced, and often unpredictable 

nature of contemporary urbanization. Integral to this new emerging approach are incre-

mental strategies and multifaceted feedback loops that make the process of planning 

increasingly dynamic, and, in some conditions, perhaps more nuanced as well as dem-

ocratic. This shift makes conventional notions of planning appear as static processes 

that are often without participatory protocols, and as prescriptive instruments largely 

focused on land use and spatial organization.

In conventional approaches to planning, advocacy, for example, which was viewed as a 

separate function and a form of response—and often resistance—to normative planning 

processes, is now viewed differently. Advocacy today has become integral to the planning 

process itself, and the difference between developing the tools for advocacy and engaging 

in advocacy has dissipated. New technologies and much freer access to data have made 

advocacy in the conventional (and often oppositional) sense redundant. Instead, advocacy 

now has become necessarily anticipatory in nature and not after the fact—something that 

is being increasingly acknowledged by those involved in practice as well as in the acade-

my. The practices of planning and advocacy have become more intertwined, creating new 

“models of planning” that simultaneously combine both. Furthermore, with new technol-

ogies, visualization tools, and digital modes of dissemination, advocacy, implementation, 

and even participation have become more simultaneous. This naturally has resulted in 

several new formulations of what planning has come to mean, both in its practice and its 

pedagogy. Moreover, these nuanced forms of practice then find disparate kinds of patron-

age across the globe. These new, emerging forms of patronage in turn make new demands 

on planning, creating instant feedback loops in real time that create a condition in which 

planning as a practice continually morphs and evolves into new types of practices. All this 

challenges the singular definition of planning and its mode of practice.

In this context, “planning” as viewed through this lens of emerging “models of practice” 

opens up the discussion beyond narrow categories such as those of “urban planning” 

and/or “rural development” to include systemic ways of looking at the broader landscape 

in which manmade and natural habitats are situated and often comingle. In the emergent 
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contemporary context, where humanity is also virtually connected through new commu-

nication technologies, the clear physical divide between the urban and the rural is less 

consequential.  Planning can no longer be effective in one domain, such as transportation 

or land use, for example, without recognizing its broader implications on other domains 

such as energy, affordable housing, or infrastructure. 

These domains are intrinsically l inked and have to be viewed and engaged in the planning 

imagination simultaneously. Planning as a practice therefore has become increasingly 

complex in its interdisciplinary engagement and dependence on the cross-fertil ization 

of data, ideas, and action across economies, societies, and geographies. As a discipline, 

planning may no longer be constrained by being situated at the urban, rural,  peri-urban, 

or regional scale. It  has instead to be understood as a practice that simultaneously en-

gages with all  these terrains. It  then becomes an all-encompassing field that includes 

urban, rural,  and regional development. The reorganization of urbanizing landscapes 

across the globe makes it clear that inherited spatial binaries of east/west, north/south, 

core/periphery, and urban/rural,  although useful ways to describe and organize the com-

plex world around us, often need to be transcended since they force us to address issues 

through exclusive categories. In fact, planning as a discipline must, in today ’s world, nec-

essarily blur binaries and not construct them. Design and planning are intrinsically about 

synthesis, and they involve tools that allow us to build consensus on how we as a society 

occupy and organize ourselves in space on this planet.

Planning accordingly also has come to include new approaches and categories such as 

that of “landscape and urban design,” which deals with the peri-urban and regional scales, 

including infrastructure and its relationship to places and people. These categories en-

compass strategies for both brownfield and greenfield sites, and the retrofitting and renew-

al, as well as recycling of urban land, historic districts, suburbia, informal settlements, and 

new towns. In short, it features the entire gamut of conditions that are impacted by physical 

planning in some form. The growing attention that environmental and ecological issues 

have garnered in urban discourses, articulated by the considerable interest surrounding 

the recent emergence of landscape as a model for urbanism, are making it evident that 

we need to evolve more nuanced discussions for planning—discussions that overcome 

its traditional representation as a discipline. Furthermore, planning today is stretched 

even further as it attempts to grapple with issues related to the temporal and ephemeral 

landscapes in and outside our cities. This is further propelled by two critical phenomena. 

The first is the massive scale of “in-formalization” of many cities. Urban space here is con-

structed and configured outside the formal purview of the state. The second consists of the  

massive shifts in demography occurring around the globe, resulting from the search for 

better economic opportunities or the escape from political strife.

In this connection, a general sense of inequity that has engulfed the globe is emerging as 

one of the greatest challenges for planning. The operative question that comes out of this 

condition is: How can we imagine transitions in this unpredictable emerging landscape 

of demographic shifts? How can “time,” a crucial component in imagining transitions, be 

factored into the discussion of planning? In fact, our ability to think more productively 
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on a temporal scale in discussions of planning may play a critical role in managing this 

process of flux that the planet is about to experience more severely and indeed more 

frequently. How may planning practices respond to these newly emerging and varying 

conditions, and is planning as a discipline robust enough to encompass and respond to 

these emergent conditions?

The physical structure of human settlements around the globe is evolving, morphing, 

mutating, and becoming more malleable, more fluid, and more open to change than the 

technologies and social institutions that generate them. Urban environments today face 

ever-increasing flows of human movement, acceleration in the frequency of natural di-

sasters, and iterative economic crises that modify streams of capital and their alloca-

tion as physical components of cities. As a consequence, human settlements and our 

relationship with nature more generally need to be imagined in different ways through 

more rigorous and sensitive ecological thinking. Planning of the built environment needs 

to be more flexible in order to be better able to accommodate nature as integral to the 

manmade environment. At a time in which change and the unexpected are the new norm, 

urban attributes like reversibility and openness seem to be critical elements for thinking 

about the articulation of a more sustainable form of urban development.

It is therefore becoming clearer in contemporary urbanism around the world that for cit-

ies to be sustainable, they need to resemble and facilitate active fluxes rather than stat-

ic material configurations, thus shifting the emphasis from problems of space alone to 

those that factor in time. Ephemeral urbanism as a rubric can push us to find more com-

plex and nuanced readings to be deployed, and new conditions to be included as part of 

the repertoire that surrounds discussions about planning more generally. In this context, 

however, the distinction between the permanent and the ephemeral is not a binary one 

referring to what remains versus what vanishes. It  instead activates a broader concept of 

permanence in the sense of what is more stable, static, and persistent in relation to what 

is impermanent, but also of what is in a constant process of internal transformation, re-

newal, and reinvention, allowing for greater levels of instability. This approach embraces 

a longer temporal scale ranging from the effervescent forces of growth to tendencies 

of shrinkage, depopulation, and reabsorption—issues that have not been addressed in 

conventional planning practices.

Planning in its approach and in its very formulation clearly needs to be more plastic in order 

to be able to configure and reconfigure its operation, protocols, and processes in response 

to these varied conditions, and also to newly emerging forms of patronage that sometimes 

vary dramatically in different geographies. Planning also needs to be perceived as a se-

ries of modes of engagement or practice rather than being viewed through the usual nar-

row definition of planning as land use, mobility, infrastructure, and deployment of policy. 

There in fact are several models of practice embedded in the broader notion of “Planning 

Practice(s),” and these different models are relevant to different conditions. They not only 

engage with different physical terrains, but also embrace multiple disciplines and demon-

strate probable imaginations of interdisciplinary practice and the productive crossfertil-

ization of ideas that results from it.  This approach to planning as encompassing multiple 
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domains is critical for its future relevance. These domains simultaneously allude to and 

address the broader ecology that we have come to recognize in our quest to create a more 

sustainable planet. Planning accordingly will  have to proactively embrace questions of en-

ergy, water, infrastructure, l ifestyle, mobility, land use, and urban form, among others, on 

equal footing. It  is their interconnected nature that creates a balance in the broader urban 

ecologies of human settlements. More importantly, it  will  encourage the recognition of col-

laborations and crossovers between otherwise seemingly disparate disciplines, thus more 

broadly challenging and enriching the practice and discipline of planning.

What differentiates or rather formulates these different models of practice are the varying 

types of patronage that they support, or by which they are facilitated. These forms of pa-

tronage bear on the political systems and ideologies that these practices serve. In today ’s 

world, they span a spectrum that ranges from the state-controlled imagination and con-

struction of the built environment at one end, to market-led growth at the other end, with 

several combinations in between. The protocols and processes in each of these naturally 

differ, both in terms of the biases embedded in the envisioning of plans, as well as in the 

implementation processes that lead off from these models of practice. Needless to say, 

these different forms of patronage have varying political ideologies that privilege different 

modes and types of investments depending on particular political agendas, visions, and 

projections in time. These sometimes run counter to the common good of society and are 

influenced by different interest groups, both political and commercial.  Planning has often 

lost its agency as a result of the neoliberal conditions that have come to prevail  in many 

locations around the globe on account of the privatization of public services, whereas it 

should ideally and inherently be a matter for the state. The challenge of negotiating pa-

tronage and strategically placing its own position as a practice for the common good will 

perhaps be the greatest challenge for planning as a discipline in the coming decades.

Some nation states stil l  aspire to represent their identity through the built environment 

and through the “city ” in particular. Others have more or less given up the responsibility 

of projecting an “idea of the nation” through the built and physical environment as they 

sometimes did in their formative years by building state capitals as well as governmental 

and educational campuses. They have relegated this role to the private sector. In con-

trast, major state-directed projects today more often than not consist of highways, fly-

overs, airports, telecommunications networks, and electricity grids that connect urban 

centers, but do not contribute to determining or guiding their physical structures in a de-

liberate manner. This lack of explicit control over the built environment has become more 

complicated with the onslaught of globalization, where decisions about a given locale 

are often determined in another location or with non-site-specific aspirations. Here, pri-

vate capital chooses to build environments that are insulated from their context, without 

the burdens of facilitating the sense of citizenship or place-making that is necessary in a 

real city. This often results in gated communities that take the form of vertical towers in 

the inner city, or sprawling suburban compounds at the peripheries. 

State - c o nt ro l l e d  p l a n n i n g  o rc h e st rate s  t h e  p hys i c a l  re l at i o n s h i p  b et we e n  d i ffe re nt 

classes in any society according to master plans founded upon entitlement to housing 
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and proximity to employment. Or at least this was the aspiration and intent. In most parts 

of the world, the fragmentation of service and production locations in emerging eco-

nomic systems has resulted in a novel,  bazaar-like urbanism that has woven its presence 

through the entire urban landscape. This takes on multiple forms expressed in the subur-

ban condition as well as in the landscapes of informality that are more prominent in what 

is referred to as the global south.

Although all this complicates planning, the challenges we face are so diverse that we need 

to look at multiple perspectives. As the urban scholar Eve Blau has succinctly articulated,

The fixed categories by which we have 

traditionally understood the urban and 

distinguished scales of design inter ven-

tion have been undermined by explo-

sive urbanization, new and unplanned 

patterns of migration, shifting political 

and economic borders, and environ-

mental questions raised by ecological 

thinking … that we need to radically re-

calibrate the operational lenses through 

which we understand and inter vene in 

the social and physical world as urban 

planners, designers, and thinkers.1 

These massive shifts in the attitudes affecting the deployment of planning and, by exten-

sion, urban design around the world make it is useful to look at different emergent planning 

models at the global scale. These need not necessarily be best practices, but rather cas-

es emblematic of the different emerging intersections between patronage, issues that are 

particular to a given locality, and the tools or approaches of planning employed. This book 

presents a sampling or series of “snapshots” of such cases and approaches from around 

the globe that open up questions for discussion about the future and relevance of plan-

ning as a discipline globally. Naturally, this book is not encyclopedic in its aspiration. Rath-

er, it attempts to represent projects and approaches from practice and the academy that 

are grappling with the highly pluralistic emerging conditions that planning is attempting to 

address. The eight edited essays of this book provide a glimpse of the myriad planning 

approaches found in different regions across the world, including Central and South Amer-

ica, Europe, the Middle East, and East Asia. By covering these demographically, politically, 

culturally, economically, and socially diverse regions, this publication not only examines the 

use of conventional planning tools that concentrate on zoning, land-use policies, and trans-

portation networks to achieve intended results, but also looks at more experimental and 

crossdisciplinary approaches across various geographies and societal conditions.
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These essays have been written by a multiplicity of authors including officials, practi-

tioners, academicians, and activists. Since they are often about work in which the authors 

have been directly involved, they therefore tend, unsurprisingly, to present that work in a 

positive l ight. Nevertheless, they do feature attempts at maintaining a level of sympa-

thetic distance from the subject of inquiry, as is the case with Kais Samarrai’s chapter on 

Abu Dhabi. They also feature an emphasis on the fragility of accomplishments, in spite of 

noted successes, as is the case in Alejandro Echeverri’s chapter on Medellín. And they 

present particular readings as well as strong criticisms of existing conditions and direc-

tions, as is the case with Weiwen Huang’s chapter on Shenzhen.

Although the chapters in this book generally emphasize specific cities or even projects 

in those cities, some of them explore more thematic issues that extend beyond narrowly 

defined geographies. Christopher Lee’s chapter therefore looks into the domination of 

capital and market forces over the city—and the inequities that come with them—as well 

as how they may be mitigated through planning and design imagination. Weiwen Huang 

provides useful insights regarding the development of the discipline of planning in China . 

Bruno de Meulder and Kelly Shannon discuss how infrastructure can transcend the pure-

ly functional,  and present its role in defining the quality of the urban realm. These essays 

accordingly resonate more globally in terms of the implications of planning as well as its 

instrumentality in different conditions.

The discussions of specific cities and projects on which the book concentrates address a 

variety of wide-ranging themes and challenges. One of the most pressing of these is the ex-

plosive population growth that has defined so many cities since the middle of the twentieth 

century. Abu Dhabi, Shenzhen, Cantho, Hong Kong, Singapore, and Medellín, all of which are 

addressed in this book, are just a few diverse examples of this phenomenon. As such cities 

have expanded, they have appropriated surrounding towns and rural areas; they have had to 

absorb overwhelming numbers of local and foreign migrants; and they have had to regularly 

undergo disruptive transformations regarding the structures of their urban governance and 

management systems. Many of the chapters in this book look, directly or indirectly, into the 

strategies or reactions that have come into being in order to address this massive growth 

of urban populations, hopefully serving as examples of a particular phenomenon as well as 

sources of inspiration for new formulations for the practice of planning.

Migration, both in its internal and external forms, is often the primary cause behind such 

explosive population growth. Internal migration in Colombia , which has been taking place 

since the nineteen-fifties, has heavily impacted the city of Medellín and defined the chal-

lenges it has faced. Similar conditions apply to cities throughout the emerging world. Ex-

ternal migration has defined Abu Dhabi as well as many other affluent cities in oil-rich 

countries as well as industrialized and post-industrialized ones. In the case of Abu Dhabi, 

existing governmental regulations ensure that the migrants are temporary, but the con-

dition of migration has become permanent, and the city ’s economic, social,  and cultural 

composition is highly defined as well as challenged by the need to incorporate migrant 

communities, which opens up many questions regarding the limits of planning. Can such 

a form of temporality be planned for? Or is this inherently a condition of flux that escapes 
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planning? Examples from the Middle East can be important when contemplating more 

recent conditions in Europe as it braces for the influx of distress migration from war-torn 

regions of the world. Can these lessons from the past inform new formulations of practice 

for the future agency of planning?

Another challenge defining the complex nature of today ’s urban development is the role 

of large-scale private-sector developers in the making of human settlements. The state 

is increasingly partnering with such investors and even relegating certain planning au-

thorities to them. In most cases, this results in the absolution of the state’s responsibility 

for planning. In the case of Abu Dhabi, the situation is rather ambiguous since such de-

velopers, although registered as companies, are often wholly owned by the state. The 

all iance between the state and the private sector is evident, for example, in the case of 

Shenzhen, where large-scale developers, with support from the state, are buying up 

and developing large properties that once consisted of “urban vil lages.” In a city such 

as Hong Kong, where land values are exorbitant—therefore making it nearly impossible 

to l imit urban densities—capital reigns supreme. More importantly, this form of planning 

practice further marginalizes the poor. In former, more conventional planning processes, 

the state would often use planning as an instrument for creating spatial and, by extension, 

economic equity and access. This new privatization of planning, however, is premised on 

the facilitation of capital accumulation that is realized through city building. Therefore, 

it  is not human-centric by nature, and has resulted during the last decades in profound 

inequities that have been accelerated through spatial planning practices that have not 

been sensitive to the needs of the underprivileged. How then can planners be empow-

ered to engage in these questions of inequity?

In addition to the conventional institutions of the state and private capital,  other influen-

tial players, who do not neatly fit  into either of these categories, are increasingly influ-

encing the planning processes that are also effectively shaping the city. Examples of this 

are universities, foundations, and research complexes. These institutions often aspire to 

build sizable campuses, and they effectively “make” portions of the city in the process. 

While these newly made portions often take the form of gated communities, there have 

been examples where interventions are developed more sensitively and are more mind-

ful of the context in which this form of planning is employed. This approach is explored in 

Dennis Pieprz’s chapter through the work of his firm, Sasaki Associates, in designing the 

campuses of the new Singapore University of Technology and Design, and the existing 

Tecnológico de Monterrey in Mexico.

The conscious participation of universities as agents of urban change is already well 

known in a few American cities, as is the case with Columbia University in New York, the 

University of Pennsylvania in Philadelphia, Yale University in New Haven, and the Univer-

sity of Chicago. Such universities have strategically developed the historical districts in 

which they are located as part of an effort to transform them from the blighted neigh-

borhoods they had become in the nineteen-sixties into highly vibrant parts of the city. 

The criticism has been made, however, that because of such transformations, those 

districts have often succumbed to gentrification and have become unaffordable to large 
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segments of society, thus propagating conditions of inequity—particularly regarding 

housing, an issue from which cities throughout the world are increasingly suffering. Can 

planning anticipate these forms of relatively subtle displacements? Or is the agency of 

planning limited, depending on the regime or form of patronage it serves? Can new for-

mulations of practice more fully encompass the broadened expectations placed on the 

professional planner? 

In fact, the issue of inequity is another one of the many serious challenges affecting cities 

around the world, and the massive scale of “in-formalization” mentioned earlier is among 

the clearest physical manifestations of this phenomenon. Medellín provides an example 

of how challenges relating to inequity may be effectively addressed through spatial and 

planning practices. Shenzhen, by contrast, is an example of a city where current planning 

policies and practices have propagated inequity, marginalizing the local informal solutions 

that had developed in what is known as “urban villages” for providing affordable housing 

for rural immigrants. Christopher Lee devotes part of his chapter to addressing the issue 

of inequity. He presents approaches such as developing buildings with high architectural 

merit whose programs concentrate on public amenities that are dedicated to the service of 

local communities, thus collapsing architectural and planning solutions into a single entity. 

Planning is here instrumentalized through architectural design in anticipating the negative 

affects of the replacement of social housing by free-market dynamics.

This blur between urban form and planning takes on a particularly potent role when discuss-

ing the preservation or conservation of historic cities or landscapes. In Abu Dhabi, which for 

the most part is a twentieth century creation, there is an attempt at constructing a heritage 

based on notions of an Arab and Islamic past. Architecture here is instrumental in inform-

ing planning decisions, and planning focuses on preserving the architectural artifact. In the 

case of Hong Kong, there seems to be an acceptance of the fact that economic and finan-

cial conditions inform the preservation of heritage structures. In fact, the DNA of the city is 

about continuous building in increasingly high, if not absurd, densities. Older buildings, per-

ceived as being inefficient, are being torn down and replaced by larger ones, thus erasing 

historical memories and associations. While soaring property prices in such a high-density 

environment mean that only a small number of heritage buildings may be preserved, the 

city’s continuity with its past has come to be expressed more through its overall skyline and 

infrastructure networks than through its individual buildings. Planning here embraces policy 

and urban form to construct a new mode of engagement with the city. Here, the agency of 

planning becomes one that regulates the rate of change in the built environment and engag-

es with the notion of “time” management. In fact, the instrumentality of planning is a potent 

one in both transforming and preserving the broader environment.

Conventional planning tools obviously continue to be used to address existing planning 

challenges. These are best presented in the essays about Abu Dhabi and Singapore, 

where top-down planning practices predominate, and at best feature limited involvement 

of local communities. These two examples, however, present divergent approaches 

within this overall  direction. Abu Dhabi’s oil  wealth has allowed it to experiment consider-

ably with various planning approaches and to put forward a series of planning strategies 
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that have been implemented with varying degrees of commitment by continuously re-

configured official bodies. This process of experimentation continues up to this day. Sin-

gapore, by contrast, presents a highly efficient, or rather “hyper ” example of developing 

and implementing long-term, all-encompassing continuous planning strategies that aim 

at addressing the various economic, social,  mobility, and environmental needs of the city 

and its inhabitants. Clearly, these are both cases where political systems that are able 

to exert tight control over the city determine its governance and its corresponding form. 

This of course entails the complete involvement of the state in the conventional sense of 

planning engagement. 

We should keep in mind that all planning depends to a certain extent on the leadership, deci-

sion making, and patronage exercised by the state through its different agencies, both cen-

tral and local. This of course is clearest in Abu Dhabi and Singapore, but it is also present in 

almost all the examples presented in the book. Even in the case of Medellín, where what has 

been accomplished has depended on working very closely and sensitively with the inhab-

itants of a number of the city’s districts, such accomplishments could have only been car-

ried out through state intervention: in implementing security measures, developing mobility 

solutions, or engaging in physical planning design interventions. In this case, however, it is 

demonstrated within the context of a democratic political climate.

Two chapters of the book present urban areas where the state is for the most part ab-

sent. One is the Kowloon Walled City in Aaron Tan’s chapter on Hong Kong. Although Tan 

emphasizes how a local community was able to organize itself through tightly knit social 

and economic networks under conditions characterized by the absence of the state, it 

remained a district defined by overcrowding, poor sanitary levels, and criminal activity. 

It  does not seem a place where people with a choice would want to l ive. It  was eventual-

ly torn down. Weiwen Huang also presents in considerable detail  the “urban vil lages” of 

Shenzhen, where the presence of municipal authorities is l imited, but where effective, af-

fordable informal arrangements can be provided to satisfy the housing needs of the rural 

poor immigrating to Shenzhen. Yet these new urban vil lages also suffer from problems 

relating to over-congestion and sanitation. They too are disappearing, as they are being 

sold to investors who are developing them for more affluent residents, thus displacing 

the rural poor who lived in them. These two examples question the range of planning by 

positing that the most vibrant or densest parts of the city sometimes escape the purview 

of conventional planning norms and attitudes. But perhaps these cases provoke us to 

contemplate the limits of planning—or, phrased another way: What can planning learn 

from these complex, accretive, extreme conditions?

Planning as a discipline and as a practice will  need to work with a complex set of multi-

disciplinary tools in order to effectively address today ’s overwhelming urban challenges. 

From among the chapters of the book, Medellín probably provides the clearest expres-

sion. Here, such tools have even included outreach / communications initiatives that con-

sisted of the production and dissemination of books, articles, and television programs 

that aimed at communicating the challenges of the city ’s disadvantaged districts to the 

rest of its residents. Also, physical interventions, whether mobility solutions, parks, or 
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public buildings, were only carried out after extensive consultation with local inhabitants, 

with whom the municipal authorities engaged as equal partners. The planners addressed 

different domains of the city simultaneously to construct an alternate ecology that has 

supported urban transformation.

Unlike the essay on Medellín, the essay on Kortrijk and Cantho emphasizes tools of phys-

ical rather than economic and social intervention, but it  nonetheless presents uncon-

ventional approaches within the context of traditional planning in that it  shows how the 

urban, rural,  peri-urban, and regional are brought together under the rubric of landscape 

urbanism. This essay presents examples of how these various scales and localities need 

to be addressed as an integrated whole, since they are often connected through infra-

structure networks. In this context, planning and its practice place infrastructure at the 

center of their imaginings, positing it as the common denominator of society.

The essays in this book provide a glimpse of the tremendous complexity that faces dif-

ferent attempts at developing new approaches to planning our human settlements. Only 

relatively recently have decision makers and planning professionals begun to fully accept 

such complexity and to develop and adopt new planning tools as well as to recalibrate 

existing ones to address emergent challenges. Such complexity will  only increase in the 

foreseeable future as cities across the globe continue to grow and expand, and as cit-

ies in post-industrialized countries continue to be reshaped according to new economic 

and demographic realities defined by factors such as the fl ight of industrial activities, the 

growth of migrant communities, and the increased domination of the economy by the 

service sector. We hope that these essays will  help enrich ongoing discussions about 

planning in the future and, more importantly, restore to planning its speculative edge 

through new formulations of its practice.
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