Aff

Planning is enabling to the population.

Rose-Redwood 2k6 (Reuben, “Governmentality, Geography, and the Geo-Coded World” Prog Hum Geogr 2006 30: 469

Hannah emphasizes that such spatial orderings were not simply repressive impositions but were also enabling to the governed population itself (see Mann, 1993). As Hannah (2000: 128) explains, ‘an act of observation associated with a census requires that the agents of vision travel to their objects using the same infrastructure available to the objects themselves. The easier it is for government agents to move about, the easier it is likewise for the population at large.’ If this is true, then the rationalization of space cannot merely be reduced to an expression of repressive power as Lefebvre (1991) contends.9 Instead, the production of abstract space – while repressive in numerous ways – not only establishes the epistemological basis for state centered disciplinary projects; it also provides a system of orientation, or frame of reference, for the ‘population at large’. 

Aff = resistance 

Rose-Redwood 2k6 (Reuben, “Governmentality, Geography, and the Geo-Coded World” Prog Hum Geogr 2006 30: 469

Blomley and Sommers (1999) also bring together the insights of governmentality studies (Rose and Miller, 1992; Rose, 1993; 1996) and Marxian critiques of the production of abstract space (Lefebvre, 1991; Harvey, 1996) in their study of ‘cartographic struggles’ in Vancouver. They argue that property relations have a ‘special significance in governmental discourse’ and that cartographic mapping not only represents ‘reality’ but is a strategy for ‘acting upon the real’ in order to govern the conduct of conduct (Blomley and Sommers, 1999: 263–65). Blomley and Sommers examine the practice of mapping as a field of contestation and struggle, rather than solely as a top-down imposition of state power. Their analysis of the spatial politics of urban mapping takes seriously the possibility that governmentality is not confined to the state but rather that non-state actors (such as community groups) can utilize technologies of government to suit their own ends.

Pomo no solvo 

Saarikoski 2k2 (Heli, “Naturalized Epistemology and Dilemmas of Planning Practice” Journal of Planning Education and Research 2002 22: 3)

The planners’ dilemma is, then, how to balance conflicting frames and different ways of knowing—subjective and experiential versus objective and abstracted—and adjudicate between competing claims to truth and validity. Unlike cultural and literature theorists, planners cannot rest content with the realization that in postmodern society, people inhabit different worlds. The undesirable consequences of “anemic postmodern relativism” (Forsyth 1995, 61) for concrete planning practice are discussed by several planning theorists who accentuate planners’ need to decide between better and worse political action (Harper and Stein 1995, 1996) and to maintain a progressive planning agenda (Beauregard 1989; Forsyth 1995) in the face of “objective conditions of inequality, oppression, ignorance, and greed” (Beauregard 1991, 193). Harper and Stein (1995), who draw on Harvey (1989, 116), express these concerns succinctly: If we become obsessed with deconstructing and delegitimizing every form of argument and every form of legitimation, we wind up compromising our own validity claims to the point where nothing remains of any basis for reasoned action. . . . After all voices have been heard, what is the planner to do? (P. 239)

Causes inaction and bad stuff 

Harper and Stein 1995 (Thomas, assoc prof planning @ Calgary Stanley, prof phil @ Calgary “Out of the Postmodern Abyss: Preserving the Rationale for Liberal Planning” Journal of planning Education and Research 14 233-244)

In planning, the pernicious effects of modernism are evident in the positivistic rational comprehensive planning model. 18 One of the most important implications of applying positivism to practical decision-making is that there can be no rationality of ends, but only of means (Meyerson and Banfield 1955, 116). When the rational planning model was seen as foundational, planning education was primarily a matter of technical training; the focus was on the empirical and the quantitative. Planning came to refer to a cluster of substantively disparate activities traditionally done by many different actors. Planning as a profession claimed not so much a systematic body of substantive knowledge, but primarily a common scientific (instrumentally) rational methodology seen as unifying these disparate activities. The influence of postmodernism can be seen over the past two decades in many of the critiques of rational planning and its modernist pillars of utilitarianism and positivism (Dalton 1986; Harper and Stein 1992), along with the rejection of ideals like master planning, monofunctional zoning, and urban renewal. A number of authors have made valuable contributions to our understanding of postmodernism. However, no one has clearly articulated the dangers for planning of an uncritical acceptance of postmodernism, nor proposed a theoretical position from which we can construct a robust contemporary normative planning theory. Much of the work about postmodernism that is best known to planners has focused on its effects on the physical form and the social experience of the city. For example, Harvey (1989) and Soja (1989) both talk about the effect of space-time compression on urban life and in its cultural, economic, and political dimensions. 19 While this work is obviously relevant to planning, our focus on normative planning theory and its practical application raises somewhat different issues. One of the first discussions of postmodernism and planning theory was written by a geographer. Dear (1986, 367) presents an excellent, but largely uncritical, summary of postmodernism and deconstructs the history of (modernist) planning from 1945 to 1985, to reveal the pastiche of ’postmodern planning.’ He himself is not a full-blown postmodernist in that he proposes a meta-language for discourse on a reconstructed planning theory. Beauregard (1989, 1991 ) also seeks to deconstruct the history of planning and then reconstruct planning theory. Beauregard views planning as stuck in the midst of a paradigm shift, suspended over an abyss between modernism and postmodernism. He is attracted by postmodernism’s critique of institutional planning, but his desire to retain some normative justification for planning leads him (like Dear) to back away from full-blown postmodernism. One disturbing direction in which the full-blown postmodernist alternative leads is aptly expressed by Beauregard (1991, 193): it seemingly casts planners as authors of texts, eschews authoritative positions in public debates, succumbs to global forces, and, in a false respect for differences, remains politically silent in the face of objective conditions of inequality, oppression, ignorance, and greed. The deconstructionist emphasis on the ’impossible’, on what we can not know, threatens to leave us paralyzed, standing mute and solitary...before the world’s injustices (Stephens 1994), on the brink of the abyss. If we become obsessed with deconstructing and delegitimizing every form of argument and every form of legitimation, we wind up compromising our own validity claims to the point where nothing remains of any basis for reasoned action (Harvey 1989, 116). Planning is left in a state of impotence, and planning education is a rudderless ship. After all voices have been heard, what is the planner to do? An alternative direction may be even more dangerous. The implication of postmodernism’s incommensurability thesis is that the only mode of relation between communities is raw power. Truth and morality are determined by which community holds power. Then the only way to effect change is to become more powerful and force your views on others. Thus Habermas (1989) fears that a celebration of differences may justify a destabilizing anarchy that will pave the way for a repressive political order (Hoch 1992, 208). The postmodernist critique leaves us no way to decide what political actions are better than others (ibid., 212).

Postmodernism is flawed and destroys the ability to make decisions

Harper and Stein 1995 (Thomas, assoc prof planning @ Calgary Stanley, prof phil @ Calgary “Out of the Postmodern Abyss: Preserving the Rationale for Liberal Planning” Journal of planning Education and Research 14 233-244)

We acknowledge the positive implications of postmodernism for planning. The rejection of metanarrative, the distrust of rigid methodology, the celebration of plurality, the recognition that all voices have a right to be heard, are important if planning is to legitimately express liberal ideals. The rejection of foundationalism vitiates the absolute imperialism of the instrumentally rational technocrat, whose logical (technically) best solution (Milroy 1991, 186) has done so much damage, both in the third-world context (Beauregard 1991) and in our own society (Liggett 1991). However, full-blown postmodernism can not provide an adequate basis for planning. We have argued that it is fatally flawed not only by a confused and incoherent analysis, but by an inconsistent retention of many of the metaphysical presuppositions underlying modernism-the very foundationalism and absolute dualism which it purports to reject. As we have seen, postmodernism gives unnecessary credence to these modernist assumptions in a backhanded manner by presupposing that without them, everything is lost. All that remains is the hope that the good folks will win (Sandercock 1995). Postmodernists go on to flirt with giving up the modernist notions of consistency and rational argument. Of course, this rejection would mean that no reasons could be given for accepting (or rejecting) postmodernism (or for that matter, any other view). Our concern is that, taken to its extreme, full-blown postmodernism would inevitably reduce planning to the impotent state feared by Beauregard. It would leave us with no basis for legitimate action. Many planners might see no real threat; full-blown postmodernism is unlikely to become the dominant paradigm. While this may well be, we see the influence of postmodernism subtly weakening the current arguments of planners (academics and practitioners), even though they may not recognize its influence. Postmodernism creates a crisis in planning because it undermines and rejects the modernist bases of planning, yet it fails to provide a substitute rationale. Dear (1986, 379) describes planning theory as a babel of languages, and planning practice as reflecting a pastiche of free-floating, unsystematized ’theories’. Beauregard (1991, 193) notes that the intellectual base of the modern planning project has been undermined, its validity decaying and reconfiguring; yet the full-blown postmodernist alternative seemingly leaves no room for planning. Many planners would like to move beyond the scientism of modernistic rational comprehensive planning, but they want to retain a normative basis for their work. They do not want to lapse, like Derrida, into total political silence (Harvey 1989, 117). Hoch (1992, 207) asks, can we take the postmodern insight without giving up the planning enterprise altogether? We believe this is entirely possible. A neopragmatic approach allows us to adopt a critique of modernism without the pessimism and relativism of the postmodernist abyss.

Differences are reconcilable, and arguments that speech is only power are self defeating.

Harper and Stein 1995 (Thomas, assoc prof planning @ Calgary Stanley, prof phil @ Calgary “Out of the Postmodern Abyss: Preserving the Rationale for Liberal Planning” Journal of planning Education and Research 14 233-244)

The foregoing critique of postmodernist themes has been made from a neopragmatic perspective. In some senses, neopragmatism is postmodernist (more precisely, postanalytic and postpositivist) in that it rejects many of the metaphysical presuppositions of positivism and, consequently, modernism. Neopragmatism is nonfoundational (truth, morality, and justification are seen as naturalistic, not as transcendental nor metaphysical), antiessentialist (meaning is dependent on the general holistic interpretative account), neither absolutist nor relativistic (talk of differences in meaning makes sense only against a background of interpretation that renders those we are interpreting as transparent as possible), fallibilistic (inquiry is an ongoing process, dependent on the context of concrete problem-solving, with no absolute concept of an end), nonreductive and nonscientistic. Neopragmatism rejects the idea of absolute dualism contrasts are looked upon as ends of continua serving certain temporary interests. The importance of theory is deemphasized-theory and practice are seen as a continuous process of reflecting on action and acting on reflection. The importance of community is recognized-enquiry must take place in the context of a community, open to critique and evolution. Justification is incremental-we cannot justify or question our world view as a whole. Our linguistic practices form a complex web of beliefs and meaning, which is fluid and ever changing. Progress involves modifying elements of this web a bit at a time. Different webs of belief (frames) can be integrated; we can generate a coherent perspective to serve our purposes by picking from various perspectives those elements which we find valuable. For example, we have attempted to integrate procedural aspects of Habermas, Rawls, and Walzer as they apply to planning (Harper and Stein 1995). Differences between communities are not viewed as incommensurable. There are no conceptual barriers between individuals, communities, or cultures. Life in an industrial or postindustrial society does often seem to lack a center. But the separation, alienation, and isolation experienced is seen, not as the result of any philosophical thesis (like the liberal conception of the autonomous self), but of certain distortions in our society (e.g., the modernist emphasis on technology, scientistic objectivization of people, overspecialization of labor, reification of market value). There is no conceptual reason for a lack of center, it is not entailed in giving up foundationalism. The last thing we need is a postmodernist theory which needlessly exacerbates this alienation. One of the best examples of a rational, objective, nonfoundational approach to the legitimation of ethical judgements is the work of John Rawls (1993). He makes no appeal to any absolute transcendent foundation independent of our social or cultural framework. Rawls does not intend the moral principles he develops to be universally valid in the sense that they are derived from a foundational conception of rationality. He does intend them to be universally valid in that they apply to all people. A neopragmatic approach allows us to retain liberal democratic values, while rejecting the scientistic aspects of modernism. Planning theory seems to be moving in this direction. A number of planners are drawing on some form of pragmatism, including Hoch (1992), Forester (1993), Blanco (1994), and Verma (1993). While John Friedmann (1989, 218-219) is highly critical of the ...attempt to totalize the idea of modernity he has expressed admiration for much in the legacy of the Enlightenment,... [including] respect for the individual and [for] human rights, [and the] legal-political order of liberal democracy . IMPLICATIONS Reason and Power A crucial distinction which postmodernists seem to want to eliminate is between rational persuasion and the coercive exercise of power. Echoing Nietzsche, Lyotard (1987) argues that, because different communities can’t interact through dialogue in reasonable fashion, the only mode of relation is one of power. He concludes that there is no longer a contrast between force and rational persuasion (Rorty 1991, 214). Milroy (1990) also suggests that power is what really matters because the powerful make the rules. This view eliminates the contrast between rational persuasion and coercion. It adopts a new notation-the language of power-which abolishes an existing useful linguistic distinction. Forester (1990, 55) replies that &dquo;if power is everywhere, then we need to be much more specific about the kinds of power we find oppressive and the kinds we find ’empowering’.& dquo; He recognizes the importance of the old distinction, and he is devising a new device to do its work (i.e., different kinds of power). But there is no reason to give up, and every reason to maintain, the old distinction between rational persuasion and power. Arguments that we should give up the distinction are self-refuting. If they are an exercise of power, then there is no reason to accept them. If they are rational arguments, then they have disproved their own point. Persuasion through rational argument is the only alternative to power. We can accept Foucault’s insight that rationality is often used as a form of coercion without jumping to the conclusion that there is no difference between them. Maintaining this distinction doesn’t presuppose or require a metanarrative. Of course language can be used coercively (e.g., Skinnerian conditioning); the point of Habermas’ (1971) critical rationality is to uncover power masquerading as rational justification. But if all language were coercive, then we couldn’t even identify the really coercive instances. 20

Defense of bureaucracy 

Harper and Stein 1995 (Thomas, assoc prof planning @ Calgary Stanley, prof phil @ Calgary “Out of the Postmodern Abyss: Preserving the Rationale for Liberal Planning” Journal of planning Education and Research 14 233-244)

Neopragmatism can give us an understanding and critique of planning practice which is more powerful than that of postmodernism. Two recent articles illustrate this.21 Liggett ( 1991 ) argues that bureaucratic organizations intended to aid the worst off (the truly homeless) wind up further marginalizing them. Problems are redefined to fit existing programs, instead of the programs being designed to really ameliorate the problems. The more directly an NGO deals with the most marginalized, the more difficulty it will have fitting government funding criteria. This is partly because its clients will be empirically unobservable and therefore do not exist (ibid., 204), and partly because street-level organizations tend to be distressingly nonbureaucratic. Tett and Wolfe (1991, 196-199) examine the abuse and distortion of language in planning documents to avoid responsibility (i.e., the passive voice) and accountability (i.e., agentless action) and to legitimize the plans proposed (i.e., collective voice, fake dialogue). Both of these are recognized bureaucratic objectives. Responsibility in bureaucracy is generally so diffused that "all bureaucrats are innocent" (Schaar 1984), and a key purpose of bureaucracy is to provide legitimacy for government actions, in the sense of persuading people to accept them as justified. In both accounts, planning bureaucrats generate their own language which they use to exclude others from any real voice in public decision-making. This jargon disempowers people. Postmodernism, with its myth of incommensurability, supports this kind of disempowerment. A pragmatic approach would be to follow Habermas22 in critically demythologizing the bureaucratic language and interpreting it to uncover who gains and who loses by the obfuscation. Hummel (1977) has developed such an account. He argues that bureaucracy distorts our understanding by creating its own world, socially, culturally, psychologically, linguistically, and politically (e.g., bureaucracy replaces people by cases, social norms by operating rules, mastery by specialization, dialogue by command, and politics by administration). Without any appeal to postmodernism, Hummel gives us the understanding which Hoch attributes to a postmodernist &dquo;sensibility&dquo; (e.g., a recognition of the disturbing contrast between the &dquo;regulatory protocols&dquo; of bureaucracies and the norms of democratic citizen participation) (Hoch 1992, 211). Why would planners want to draw on Foucault23 rather than Habermas? Habermas (1984) believes that by uncovering communicative/ideological distortions, you can hope to eliminate them and get something better. On the other hand, Foucault doesn’t seem to hold out any hope for improvement. Everything in his world seems inevitably distorted (and we see no rationale for exempting his own analyses from this gloomy perspective). Even if one rejects the modernist notion of progress, the idea of improving the situation seems central to planning as a profession. From a postmodernist perspective, the distorted communication of bureaucracy is just one more voice, with the same legitimacy as any other voice. After &dquo;acknowledging the authenticity of other voices, postmodernist thinking immediately shuts off these other voices...by ghettoizing them within an opaque otherness,&dquo; thereby disempowering them (Harvey 1989, 117). To correct this kind of injustice, we need to demonstrate that the bureaucratic voice is a wrong voice. Hummel not only identifies the false bureaucratic reality, he critiques it as profoundly antihuman. A neopragmatic perspective allows for this kind of objective critique.

Postmodernism fails; Neopragmatism can solve without devolving into meaninglessness.

Harper and Stein 1995 (Thomas, assoc prof planning @ Calgary Stanley, prof phil @ Calgary “Out of the Postmodern Abyss: Preserving the Rationale for Liberal Planning” Journal of planning Education and Research 14 233-244)

Postmodernism and modernism have significant practical consequences. Modernism leads towards an oppressive technocratic bureaucracy; postmodernism, towards the fragmentation, relativism, and meaninglessness of the postmodern abyss. Postmodernism disempowers us in that it is still caught in modernist metaphysics; neopragmatism frees us to do what we know we should do. Planners can get what they want from postmodernism (a broader notion of rationality, recognition of multiple voices and discourses, inclusivity, encouragement of many voices, empowerment) and retain significant aspects of modernism (emancipation, accountability, hope for the future) (Tett and Wolfe 1991, 199) by adopting a neopragmatic approach. While the different beliefs of individuals and communities are intelligible, we will not always agree with them. 26 Complete consensus on appropriate substantive public ends is very difficult (Rawls 1993). But when cultures, communities, and individuals meet, they can communicate, learn, critique, and change each others’ minds. The hope for solutions to our problems lies in a pragmatic, flexible, holistic, reasonable approach to understanding each other, in public debates conducted within the traditions of our liberal framework-with an ongoing reflective and critical examination of its tenets.

Theory Fails without action fails

March 2010 (Alan, “Practising theory: When theory affects urban planning” Planning Theory 9(2) 108–125) 
Patrick Abercrombie divided people into two types: those who make do in current cir​cumstances; and those who imagine things can be better and who try and bring about change accordingly. Abercrombie suggested that planners must fall into the second cat​egory (Abercrombie, 1943). If planning is a reformist and change-oriented practice, theory ought to inform and assist planners in seeking positive change. However, even a cursory examination of planning in Australia leads one to conclude that theory appar​ently has little to do with the vast majority of practice. The terms ‘theory’ and ‘theoretical’ are employed by Australian planners in two main ways. First, in common language, theory denotes planners’ ideas, ideals and approaches which might not actually be realized, or that do not work as intended. For example, in describing an inner-city municipality’s heritage policy, a local planner used the term thus: Theoretically, the heritage control ensures that new development is sensitive to existing character, but in reality it has been used by Council to restrict higher density development.1 In this setting, the planner is using the term ‘theoretically’ as generally interchangeable with: ‘in principle’, ‘hypothetically’, or ‘ideally’. Second, ‘theory’ is often a sharp pejora​tive in the Australian setting, commonly describing the work of academics considered to be removed from practical understandings. A local planner, in the context of explaining her role in a dispute, reacted to the role of theory with surprise. Theory? That stuff you learn at university doesn’t help when you have to deal with the realities of development control, objectors, developers, councillors and going to the Tribunal . . .2 At one level, this rather offhand dismissal can be explained by considering the enduring divide between scientific or positivist theory versus critical theory. A general scientific definition of theory would be: A theory is a general principal supported by evidence which explains observable facts. And . . . As a probable explanation for observations, theory offers an intellectual framework for discussion, ongoing investigation and refinement. (Giere, 1979) In the scientific conception, theories ‘stand’ until falsified, and depend upon a range of contributory hypotheses being posited and then tested. Theories are oriented to explain​ing the world in which we live (Hempel, 1966). Theories may be arrived at deductively, that is, on the basis of establishing broad laws or premises, from which explanatory power may extend to allow understanding of events that had not been observed before, or even allowing prediction on the strength of a theory’s general laws. Theories in this sense must be established upon prior demonstration of empirical uniformities that would warrant their development. The development of knowledge may also occur through the inductive process of establishing premises from a process of deriving generalizations from observed facts without a priori laws (Hempel, 1966). In practice, the reality of ‘scientific progress’ is more of an interplay between inductive and deductive knowledge development, where tentative, provision and accidental observations are negotiated (or discarded) as ‘new facts’ only after subsequent and ‘testing’ over time and winning over of others (Dolby, 1996). Outside hard science, action in the realm of critical or social theories is intended to have specific practical purposes. Theories are critical insofar as they try to achieve emancipation: ‘to liberate human beings from the circumstances that enslave them’ (Horkheimer, 1982 [1972]: 244). To the Australian practitioner, scientifically and quasi-scientifically posited and tested hypotheses, however contentious the issues they inform, are not typically understood as contributing to ‘theory’. Rather, they are seen as ‘facts’, from which debates can stem, or from which practical planning conclusions might be drawn according to specific cir​cumstances. ‘Theory’, in Australian planning parlance, is typically used to describe work falling under the broad category of ‘critical social theory’ (Calhoun, 1995): essen​tially the sort of theory planning academics have been teaching in theory subjects. To practitioners, this distinction represents a rough divide between ‘facts’ as the basis for decision-making, and theoretical ‘ideas’ embodying ongoing moral, political and social questions. Critical theories are moral-political in nature, since they have at their essence assumptions relating to human actions such as justice, rights, distribution of resources, freedom and appropriate collective action, to name but a few. The emancipatory ideal of critical theory is a kind of deductive or foundational assumption. However, since critical theories cannot be tested for falsification or generalized in the same way as hard science, this class of theory is considerably more problematic as a device for the production of ‘facts’ or predictions. The context-dependency of critical theory means that alongside its deductive and foundational ideals, its actual use in a place would require parallel inductive theorizing regarding the particular conditions of the case.

Planning is necessary to open and free societies but, the focus should not strictly on the freedom aspect 

Stiftel 2000 [ Bruce Stiftel, Professor, Department of Urban and Regional Planning Florida State University, “Planning  Theory.”, AICP, http://www.coa.gatech.edu/~stiftel/STIFTEL_AICP_Planning_Theory_Chapter.pdf, 2000]

Theorizing about planning goes back to the first days of the profession. However, the earliest theories still influential date only to the New Deal era. President Roosevelt's famed Brain Trust included Rexford Tugwell, former Governor of Puerto Rico, who championed planning as a so-called "Fourth Power" of government. New Deal experiments with planning, guided by emerging Keynesian economic principles, included the National Resources Planning Board, the Resettlement Administration, and the Tennessee Valley Authority. These programs championed a kind of planning that was rooted in the collection and examination of data, the evaluation of alternative courses of action and the creation of systems for implementation. They expanded planning's definition as a design activity and incorporated scientific techniques. The New Deal's Demonstration Cities program was perhaps the most influential on the urban planning profession, because it illustrated this new (social) scientific model at the urban level. While Americans were busy with these planning experiments, sociologist Karl Mannheim, a German exile, was preparing what would become a highly influential statement of why planning was necessary to free and open societies. Mannheim's (1940) Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction distinguishes four social structures resulting from variations in participation and centralization: 1) Dictatorship is the result of low levels of participation and high levels of centralization. 2) Anarchy results from high levels of participation and low levels of centralization 3) Anomie results from low levels of both participation and centralization. 4) A "democratically planned society,- Mannheim's clearly favored outcome, is a result of high levels of both participation and centralization. Mannheim believed that planning was inevitable due to technology and population growth. The only relevant question was "who would plan?" Would it be fascist forces of dictatorship or democratic participatory institutions? Mannheim went on to caution planners against over-reliance on functional rationality, or mere attention to means, by demanding attention to substantial rationality the definition of correct end states or goals. Mannheim's book triggered what became known as the Great Debates. These debates were both scholarly and political. Planners favoring increased levels of government organization and influence in the economy were pitted against laissez-faire advocates such as Frederick Hayek (1944). Hayek saw government at best as clumsy and inefficient, and feared the power of stronger government. The U.S. Congress, too, entered the fray by refusing to reauthorize the National Resources Planning Board amidst considerable publicity in 1941. One important insight from the Great Debates was the distinction drawn between freedom from and freedom to. Barbara Wooten (1945) argued that it was a mistake to focus only on freedom from the exercise of coercion by government. She further argued for the need to also recognize that through the creation of social organizations not otherwise possible, government affords us freedom to do things that we would be unable to do in its absence.

The aff is part of a metropolitan equity movement that minimizes segregation and poverty 

The MIT Press 09 (The MIT Press is a university press affiliated with the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) in Cambridge, Massachusetts (United States).)

A new civil rights movement is emerging in communities throughout the United States. This metropolitan regional equity movement presents a vibrant range of vision and voice—a counter to the national, and increasingly global, story of urban sprawl and concentrated poverty. Bold regional organizing and advocacy efforts are linking sustainability and justice through innovative partnerships and policy reforms. New alliances are creating models for the next American metropolis. They demonstrate what is working—and what is possible—through building alliances between inner cities, suburbs, and rural areas within metropolitan regions across the nation. Breakthrough practices and leadership strategies that support healthy communities are transforming policies that affect housing, jobs, land use, and transportation.

The development of transit infrastructure is key to the equity movement and offers infrastructure to combat spatial racism

The MIT Press 09 (The MIT Press is a university press affiliated with the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) in Cambridge, Massachusetts (United States).)

Too often, low-income residents and communities of color are saddled with pollution-creating facilities that contaminate air, land, and water. These communities typically lack access to basic infrastructure such as grocery stores, libraries, parks, banks, and vibrant public spaces. Most have no possibility of ﬁnding living-wage jobs near their homes and often lack transit options that would make employment elsewhere in the region a viable option. This skew in the distribution of resources and opportunity can be attributed in part to spatial racism, policies that reinforce racially inequitable structures even when individual attitudes of prejudicial behavior may have shifted.

This equity movement is key to racial justice, environmental preservation, and engaging in public dialogue

The MIT Press 09 (The MIT Press is a university press affiliated with the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) in Cambridge, Massachusetts (United States).)
If the quest for sustainability is to be a genuine force for metropolitan transformation, the quest for social equity—and, by extension, the struggle for racial justice—must be integral to the concept. This quest has far-reaching consequences. When taken seriously, it sparks among environmental and racial justice advocates a new public dialogue about the many applications of racial justice and how shared objectives might be realized. Second, it promotes a reexamination of the concept of ‘‘smart growth’’ to ensure that projects receiving wide public acceptance incorporate social equity along with environmental goals. Third, it lays the groundwork for explicit performance standards for equitable development, to be widely shared by the development industry as well as by the general public. Finally, working at the metropolitan scale in the United States, it should create a road map of short- and longer-term strategies, indicators, and policies for how to get to regional equity. The historic Brundtland Commission Report (1987) provided the ﬁrst international recognition of the need for sustainable development, deﬁned xxx Introductionas ‘‘development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.’’ This compelling but elusive concept of sustainability inspired extensive research and development of innovative methods for measuring human impacts. One such innovator is Mathis Wackernagel (1996), who provided key leadership in developing the ‘‘ecological footprint’’ model. The footprint is a measurement of the amount of land necessary to support a deﬁned economy at a particular material standard of living. According to Wackernagel, ‘‘Modern cities and whole countries survive on ecological goods and services appropriated from natural ﬂows or acquired through commercial trade from all over the world. . . . The Ecological Footprint, therefore, also represents the corresponding population’s total ‘appropriated carrying capacity.’’’ In part II of this volume, various case studies demonstrate the application of the ecological footprint and other tools, including geographic information systems (GIS) mapping, to make sustainability visible to communities and compelling as a factor for urban planners and decision makers. Promising efforts in applying measurable social equity indicators that advise governance are also described.

Turn- Society is on the brink between racial segregation and integration. The equity movement is key to preserve the justice established by the Civil Rights movement 

The MIT Press 09 (The MIT Press is a university press affiliated with the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) in Cambridge, Massachusetts (United States).)

These stories mark both a continuity with and a radical shift from the worldview prevalent in struggles for racial justice in the 1960s. In that period, Martin Luther King Jr. adapted Gandhi’s philosophy of nonviolence to confront the United States’ legacy of Southern racism and to move the nation to enact new civil rights legislation. The civil rights movement created a partnership between the federal government and the local urban and rural African-American communities. This phase of the movement was based on the belief that an expanding industrial society could provide opportunities for the African-American population while promoting the welfare of everyone. Today, most people believe that racial integration is a good idea, but our metropolitan regions—neighborhoods, schools, employment centers, and the prison system—have become resegregated on a vast scale (Bullard 2007a). The federal government has retreated from its historic role of promoting racial justice. We live in a challenging new postindustrial era. Humanity is poised on the brink of unprecedented global transformation, with profound implications for racial and economic justice in the United States (Lane 2006) and beyond. The dynamics of globalization, advancing technology, increased communication, and destruction of the environment are leading to a greater sense of interdependence and vulnerability in local communities.

Public infrastructure is crucial for the welfare of civilization

Chapman 8 (foundation professor of applied public finance at Arizona State University. He has authored or edited four books and has published in Public Administration Review, Journal of Urban Economics, Public Budgeting and Finance, National Tax Journal, University of Southern California Law Review, and Public Finance Quarterly.)

Public infrastructure, the network of capital-intensive services such as roads, highways, water lines, sewers, electrical grids, ports, airports, and public buildings is important because it is closely connected to economic development. This connectivity between infrastructure spending and economic productivity began to be seriously studied in the late 1980s. Aschauer (1989) postulated that declining infrastructure spending resulted in less economic growth. More recently, Bougheas, Demetriades, and Manuneas (2000) reported work that indicated that the accumulation of infrastructure is important for productivity gains. In a World Bank report, Agenor and MorenoDodson (2006) conclude that public infrastructure can affect economic growth through several means, including indirectly enhancing labor productivity, facilitating the adjustment costs and mobility associated with the formation of private capital, and enhancing the durability of private capital. Hall and Jones (1999) emphasize that output per worker differences across countries are driven by differences in institutions and government programs, which they call social infrastructure. This implicitly argues that there is a role for public provision of infrastructure as a subcomponent of the social infrastructure. Others have also studied infrastructure spending. Gramlich (1994) argued that federal infrastructure spending has been fairly constant over time, but that state and local infrastructure spending has fallen. Holtz-Eakin (1993) argues that maintenance of existing infrastructure may be more significant than new infrastructure spending. Boarnet (1997) considers efficient pricing for infrastructure use as vital as its actual provision. Haughwout (2001) also argues that infrastructure investment may have an effect on firm productivity and household welfare through its impact on the location of economic activity. He believes that state infrastructure policies currently favor decentralization and encourage firms and households to move from dense cities to surrounding suburbs. He believes that this is less beneficial than the clustering of producers and consumers in a given geographic area, and that regional well-being would increase if there were more investment in central cities and less in surrounding suburbs. 1

The critique alone solves nothing- the only way to overcome their impacts is to use empirical evidence

Saarikoski 02 (a researcher at the University of Helsinki, Department of Economics and Management.)

Rein and Schön (1994, 43-45) recognize the predicament of epistemological relativism that is created by a lack of objective basis for choosing among frames. However, they seem to find no satisfactory way of evading this trap because they maintain that no frame-independent criterion exists. The merit of naturalized epistemology is that it allows us to accept the notion of theory dependence of observation while preserving the role of empirical evidence in adjudicating between competing frames. Like the Kuhnian approach, naturalized epistemology assumes that evidence is never self-announcing. Instead, it is always mediated through background theories that decide which states of affair count as observations and how these observations should be interpreted. Yet the fact that observations are theory-laden does not imply that the various background theories are incommensurable and cannot be given intersubjectively acceptable empirical support. It is true that no single observation can conclusively prove or disprove a hypothesis and settle a scientific dispute. However, the point of the naturalized account is that hypotheses or individual theories do not face evidence alone but in connection with an inclusive body of well-established theories as well as commonsense experiences. We might disagree about several background theories but not all of them; we have plenty of common theoretical ground and shared everyday experiences from which to engage in a dialogue across different frames. Nelson (1990) has explained this argument clearly: We judge neither individual observations nor individual theories only by reference to experience; these are also judged on the basis of their coherence with other going theories. But it is just as clear that the “whole world” is not at issue when science is in a period of crisis. No individual theory, or even a substantial body of theory, exhausts all the views we hold about what goes on. Nor, given the interdependence between standards of evidence and a going body of theory, can we disagree about all standards of evidence. . . . It is not the case that two groups share nothing that can be brought to bear as evidence on those things about which they disagree or that there is nothing else that is relevant. (P. 241) This view of evidential relations preserves the role of empirical evidence even in the face of stubborn frame conflicts. Parties in a frame controversy can explain some observations differently, but only up to a point. They share theoretical assumptions and everyday experiences that set limits to what evidence they can ignore and which interpretations they can accept. As Code (1993, 21) reminds us, the world’s intractability to our theorizing and wishful thinking restricts our ability to interpret evidence as we like. Rein and Schön (1994, 5), too, note that the “virtuosity in patching our arguments” has its limits and that “we cannot simply make up the stories we would like to tell.” They are right in holding that evidence alone does not suffice to resolve policy controversies. However, together with some shared standards of evidence and interpersonal experiences, it is possible to probe frame-dependent claims critically. In the Aalborg case, naturalized account lets us maintain that parties holding different perspectives on a pedestrian mall can nevertheless discuss noise and pollution levels, retail sales revenues, and the amount of customers driving their own cars without having to think they are not addressing the same objects and not being constrained by the same evidence. Indeed, as Nelson (1990, 241) points out, it is only because parties in a dispute can make intersubjective observations and share several concepts, theoretical background beliefs, and everyday experiences that disagreements can and do occur; otherwise, disputing parties would be unable to refer to the same evidence, understand each others’ arguments, and subject them to criticism.
The K doesn’t solve- many other theories must be evaluated for any progress can be made

Saarikoski 02 (a researcher at the University of Helsinki, Department of Economics and Management.)

The role of inclusion in arriving at warranted belief is illustrated in Sandercock’s (1998) discussion of planning history where the official story of the modernist planning project has ignored the contribution of marginalized groups in social planning and community development. The voices of women and racial minorities, which have contested the official story, are not just “different voices” proposing alternative and equally good versions of the role of various social groups and the effects of planning; they have created a more accurate account of the history of planning. The story of planning history would simply be inadequate without these accounts. Sandercock herself rejects the idea that supplementing the official story with the previously missing perspectives would provide a unifying theoretical framework through which everything could be explained. Rather, she holds that understanding planning history requires a range of theories:theories of the state and of the role of planning within the state apparatus, theories of power and knowledge, theories of gender and race inequalities, and so on. This suggestion is consistent with Campbell’s (1998) notion of theories as maps that cannot include everything but that describe the object of study from a certain point of view without compromising the validity of these partial perspectives

