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Possible 1NC Cards
Infrastructure planning is a tool of war – the 1AC attempts to organize the space of the nation in such a way that it can protect the military and further hegemonic interests – reject the 1AC’s organization of spaces 

Graham 2012 (Stephen, “When Life Itself is War: On the Urbanization of Military and Security Doctrine” International Journal of Urban and Regional Research Volume 36.1 January 2012 136–55)
The first key feature of the new military urbanism is the way it normalizes new imaginations of political violence and a whole spectrum of ambient threats to ‘security’ which centre on the everyday sites, spaces, populations and circulations of cities. As part of the defence of what Julian Reid calls ‘logistical societies’ — societies where biopolitical threats emerge from the very central systems, flows and networks sustaining contemporary urban life — warfare within liberal modernity increasingly centres on securitizing and targeting the prosaic architectures and circulations of the city (see Reid, 2006; Dillon and Reid, 2009). Driving the military targeting of the everyday sites, circulations and processes of urban life across the world is a new constellation of military doctrine and theory. In this, the spectre of state versus state military conflict is seen to be in radical retreat. Instead, the new doctrine is centred upon the idea that a wide spectrum of global insurgencies now operates across social, technical, political, cultural and financial networks, straddling transnational scales. These are deemed to provide existential threats to Western societies through themselves targeting or exploiting everyday urban sites, infrastructures and control technologies that sustain contemporary cities. Such lurking threats are deemed by security and military theorists to camouflage themselves within the ‘clutter’ of cities at home and abroad for concealment against traditional forms of military targeting. This, the argument goes, necessitates a radical ratcheting up of techniques of tracking, surveillance and targeting centred on both the architectures of circulation and mobility — infrastructures — and the spaces of everyday urban life. The key concept driving the current ‘transformation’ in military thinking and practice is the shift from ‘battlefield’ to ‘battlespace’. This concept is crucial because it basically sustains what Phil Agre (2001) has called ‘a conception of military matters that includes absolutely everything’. Nothing lies outside the multidimensional and multiscale concept of battlespace, temporally or geographically. Battlespace has no front and no back, no start and no end; it is ‘deep, high, wide, and simultaneous: there is no longer a front or a rear’ (Blackmore, 2005). The concept of battlespace thus encompasses everything from the molecular scales of genetic engineering and nanotechnology, through the everyday sites, spaces and experiences of city life, to the planetary spheres of inner and outer space or the internet’s globe-straddling ‘cyberspace’. The focus of mobilization is thus no longer focused within delimited geographical or temporal spaces of ‘symmetrical’ state versus state warfare. Instead, it becomes increasingly unbound in time and space. Thus, state power seeks to target ‘asymmetric’ non-state forces and movements to the point where contemporary ‘warfare’ becomes effectively ‘coterminous . . . with the space of civil society itself’ (Dillon and Reid, 2009: 128). With wars and battle no longer declared or finished, temporalities of war threaten to extend indefinitely. ‘War is back and seemingly forever’ (Deer, 2007: 1). No wonder Pentagon gurus convinced George Bush to replace the idea of the ‘war on terror’ with the new ‘big idea’ of the ‘long war’ in 2004 (McIntyre, 2004). All too easily, such a discourse slips into a world where life itself is war (Agre, 2001). Indeed, many military theorists now speak of a new (fourth) generation of asymmetric warfare in which nothing is ever outside the ‘battlespace’ (for a good example, see Hammes, 2006). This new ‘generation’ of war is based, they argue, on ‘unconventional’ wars, ‘asymmetric’ struggles, ‘global insurgencies’ and ‘low intensity conflicts’, which pit high-tech state militaries against informal fighters or mobilized civilians. Military theorist Thomas Hammes (2006: 3) for example argues that, in the twenty-first century, so-called ‘fourth generation’warfare will dominate global security politics, rooted in the concept that ‘superior political will, when properly employed, can defeat greater economic and military power’. Using such doctrine, US commanders in Baghdad have emphasized the need to coordinate the entire ‘battlespace’ of the city, addressing civilian infrastructure, the shattered economy and cultural awareness, as well as ‘the controlled application of violence’, in order to try and secure the city (Chiarelli and Michaelis, 2005). Intrinsically anti-urban, such paradigms quickly transpose the prosaic social acts that together forge cosmopolitan urban life into existential societal threats. For example, US military theorist William Lind, radically extending the US ‘culture wars’ debates of the 1980s and 1990s, and swallowing whole Samuel Huntingdon’s (1998) ‘clash of civilizations’ binary, has even argued that acts of urban immigration must now be understood as acts of ‘warfare’. ‘In Fourth Generation war’, writes Lind (2004), ‘invasion by immigration can be at least as dangerous as invasion by a state army’. Under what he calls the ‘poisonous ideology of multiculturalism’, Lind (ibid.) argues that immigrants within Western nations can now launch ‘a homegrown variety of Fourth Generation war, which is by far the most dangerous kind’. Here we confront the realities of what the Center for Immigration Studies has called the ‘weaponization’ of immigration (Cato, 2008). Such new imaginations of warfare provide a powerful example of what happens when all aspects of human life are rendered as nothing but war; nations are imagined in narrow ethno-nationalist ways and diasporic cities emerge as mere cultural pollutants (See Cowen, 2007). ‘The road from national genus to a totalized cosmology of the sacred nation’, writes Arjun Appadurai (2006: 4), ‘and further to ethnic purity and cleansing, is relatively direct’. Crucially, the emerging body of urban military doctrine thus works to radically blur the traditional separation of peace and war, military and civil spheres, local and global scales, and the ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ of nations. On the one hand, then, a wide variety of Western military theorists now concur that that ‘modern urban combat operations will become one of the primary challenges of the 21st century’ (DIRC, 1997: 11). As US theorist of urban warfare Keith Dickson (2002: 4) puts it, the increasing perception within Western militaries is that ‘for Western military forces, asymmetric warfare in urban areas will be the greatest challenge of this century . . . The city will be the strategic high ground — whoever controls it will dictate the course of future events in the world’. On the other hand, the US military’s search for new doctrines to deal with the perceived urbanization of war, organized violence and security explicitly recognizes the similarities when dealing with ‘urbanized terrain’ at home and abroad. Whilst the various warlords, gangs, militias and insurgents operating throughout the burgeoning informal urban areas of the global South (see Souza, 2009) are widely imagined by Western military theorists to represent the key military challenges of the twenty-first century, dense labyrinthine cities everywhere — both at home and abroad — are imagined together as key future battlespaces. ‘Despite the geographic differences’, writes Maryann Lawlor (2007) in the military magazine Signal, key personnel at the US Joint Forces Command (JFCOM) in Norfolk, Virginia have engaged in massive war games and simulations (such as the exercise named ‘Urban Resolve’), and in so doing ‘identified several key concerns common to both areas’. These involve the difficulty of separating ‘terrorists’ or ‘insurgents’ from the urban civilian population; the high densities of infrastructure; the way cities interrupt old-style military surveillance and targeting systems; and the complex three-dimensional nature of urban battlespace. Through such an analytical lens, the LA riots of 1992, various attempts to securitize urban cores for major sports events or political summits, the militarized responses to Hurricane Katrina in New Orleans in 2005, and the challenges of ‘homeland security’ in US cities, have all blurred together to be perceived as ‘urban’ or ‘low-intensity’ operations or moments of ‘irregularwarfare’, in common with episodes of counterinsurgencywarfare taking place on the streets of Baghdad (see Boyle, 2005). Indeed, the paradigms underpinning the new military urbanism allow transnational social movements and mobilizations against state oppression or the devastating effects of market fundamentalism, ecological crises and neoliberalization—for example, the Zapatistas or environmental and global justice campaigners — to be tackled as forms of ‘netwar’, equivalent to the radical and murderous Islamism of Al Qaeda (see Arquilla and Ronfeldt, 2001). Post-operational ‘lessons learned’ reports drawn up after military deployments to contain the LosAngeles riots in 1992, credited ‘the “success” of the mission to the fact that “the enemy”—the local population—was easy to outmaneuver given their simple battle tactics and strategies’ (cited in Cowen, 2007: 1).

The space of the city is the space on which we decide how our society operates and what it values – the 1AC has chosen a model of planning based on exclusion and marginalization of populations, transforming them into governable subjects – the negative refuses and instead asks you to vote for a more participatory and inclusive form of planning that instead focuses on individual subjectivity 
Roy 2k8 (Ananya, prof planning @ UC Berkeley “CIVIC GOVERNMENTALITY: THE POLITICS OF INCLUSION IN BEIRUT AND MUMBAI” http://www.ias.umn.edu/pdf/civicgovernmentality-jan08.pdf)
The 21st century metropolis is a paradoxical space. On the one hand, it is shaped by grassroots citizenship, civil society energies, and social mobilizations. This populist mood is also constantly institutionalized by development conditionalities that insist upon ‘participatory’ frameworks of planning and reform. On the other hand, the contemporary city is marked by deepening forms of inequalities, the speeding up of displacements, and the entrenchment of segregations and separations that territorialize urban identities in enclave geographies. While there is a formidable body of work on contours of exclusion, there is less rigorous discussion of the politics of inclusion. In this paper, I pose two sets of questions about the inclusive city. First, what are the ways in which regimes of participation and inclusion are instituted and institutionalized? What are the governable subjects and governable spaces thus produced? In other words, how are regimes of participation and inclusion also regimes of “civic governmentality”? Second, how is civic governmentality related to more rebellious forms of citizenship and mobilization? In the politics of inclusion, what is the dialectical movement between insurgency and institutionalization? How is the ideal of inclusion formalized in regimes of civic governmentality but then disrupted and challenged by new and more radical forms of inclusion? In exploring these questions, I put forward the analytic concept of “civic governmentality.” The idea of governmentality derives of course from Foucault’s analysis of the rationalities and mentalities of government. Government in turn is conceptualized as the calculated direction of human conduct, “the conduct of conduct” (Dean 1999:2). The art of government is distinct from sovereignty, the exercise of power by the state over a defined territory, and from discipline, the control and regulation of bodies. Government, by contrast, unfolds through the mobilization of the interests and aspirations of the governable and self-governing self, i.e. through willed, free, self-determining, even empowered, subjects. This “ethics of the self” is thus a central aspect of governmentality. But also important is how the art of government reconstitutes practices of sovereignty and discipline. The “governmentalization of the state” implies that government, while distinct from sovereignty, also transforms the way in which sovereignty is exercised (Dean, 1999:6). In short, Foucault conceives sovereignty, discipline, and government as an assemblage of authority and ethics rather than as distinctive modes of power. In recent years, scholars have paid considerable attention to how this assemblage functions through the governance of space, i.e. through “spatial governmentality” (Merry 2001). The construction of governable subjects is thus seen to be the construction of governable spaces. In the study of spatial politics, scholars are also making a distinction between governmentality and “counter-governmentality,” between “governmentality from above” and “governmentality from below,” between “civil society” and “political society” (Appadurai 2002, Chatterjee 2004). The concept of “civic governmentality” builds on, and yet departs from, such conceptualizations of governmentality. In keeping with the scholarship on governmentality, I envision civic governmentality as a spatialized regime that functions through particular mentalities or rationalities. These include an infrastructure of populist mediation; technologies of governing (for example, knowledge production); and norms of self-rule (for example, concepts of civility and civicness). However, I reject the distinction that Appadurai and Chatterjee draw between “governmentality from the top” and “governmentality from below.” I focus on grassroots organizations that seek to construct and manage a civic realm. As Ferguson and Gupta (2002:983) note, these domains of citizenship cannot be simply imagined as a “middle zone of contact or mediation,” a bridge between the “state up there” and the “community down here.” Instead, these grassroots regimes of government both resist and comply with what may be perceived to be top-down forms of rule, be it those emanating from the state or from international institutions. Such civic regimes produce a “governmentalization of the state,” recreating the terms of rule and citizenship. At the same time, there is also a “civilizing” of political society, such that grassroots governmentality comes to turn on formations of civic identity and a broader civic commitment to the idea of a unified city. Such processes become sharply evident when the question of spatial governmentality is expanded to include not only governable spaces and disciplined subjects but also forms of self-rule in the the context of the production of space in the bourgeois city. Within regimes of civic governmentality, the urban subject is simultaneously empowered and selfdisciplined, civil and mobilized, displaced and compensated. Such contradictions constitute the politics of inclusion and indicate the ways in which urban struggles involve much more than “inside” and “outside” geographies. There is a great deal to be learned about power and authority by studying how subjects and spaces come to be “inside” the project of citizenship. In my study of the politics of inclusion, I focus on two urban sites of inclusion. One is the city of Mumbai which is home to the Alliance, an institutional ensemble that includes an urban NGO, SPARC or the Society for the Promotion of Area Resources, the National Slum Dwellers Federation (NSDF) and Mahila Milan, a network of women’s groups. This paper is especially concerned with the role of SPARC. The work of the Alliance among pavement-dwellers, slum-dwellers, and squatters has been celebrated by many as a paradigmatic case of “deep democracy,” “rights from below,” and “counter-governmentality” (Appadurai 2002). And yet, in 2005, Mumbai witnessed brutal slum demolitions and evictions, with over 300,000 people rendered homeless in a matter of weeks. A new social movement of protest and resistance was unleashed, eroding SPARC’s carefully constructed regime of civic governmentality. How and why was this the case? The second site is the city of Beirut, marked by rounds of devastating war and spectacular reconstruction. Perhaps the most influential urban actor in Beirut’s politics of inclusion is Hezbollah. Often vilified as a “terrorist” organization, Hezbollah is in fact a vast social welfare and development apparatus whose work on behalf of poor and displaced Shiites is recognized as “radical planning” (Saliba 2000). And yet the question that must be asked is how this radical planning resists or confronts the neoliberal transformation of Beirut. In short, the two sites present two cases of grassroots organizations that have been highly successful in institutionalizing urban inclusion. However, the cityscapes in which these organizations are located are dynamic frontiers of urban development. What is the relationship between such regimes of inclusion and the production of space?
Our alternative is to understand the story – planning transportation infrastructure is about the stories that we tell and the plans that we create – they shape and change the outcomes of the plan – instead of simply skipping over the justifications we must first understand then, the 1AC is meaningless without that concern 
Van Hulst 2012 (Merlijn, Tilburg School of Politics and Public Administration, The Netherlands “Storytelling, a model of and a model for planning” Planning Theory 11(3) 299–318)

Researchers like Forester, Throgmorton and Sandercock have done an excellent job in ‘translating’ the concepts and ideas of story and storytelling into the planning domain and ‘to render them accessible and useful for planning and its practices’ (Friedmann, 2008: 248). They have taught us to see both the importance of storytelling in everyday planning and the possibilities of storytelling in future planning processes. Seeing story​telling as an important, everyday activity that takes place in all kinds of formal and informal social interactions and that slowly but steadily finds its way into plans equals accepting storytelling as a model of (or aspect of) planning. Focusing on its possibilities helps us to see storytelling as a model for planning, emphasizing the use of storytelling as a democratic, inclusive activity; one that offers space to a variety of actors, all with their own lived experiences and their emotions; one that enables actors to co-construct shared understandings of what their situation is and what can be done. Now, what can we learn from the preceding case about these two ways of looking at storytelling that is of relevance to planning theory and practice? We already knew that actors involved in a planning process tell different and often conflicting stories about the situation they confront. Storytellers who are offered the opportunity to address the general public (often administrators, politicians or planners) normally try to select those elements from reality that make for a coherent and consistent narrative – something that makes sense and that allows for future action. But their stories, even the most detailed ones, do not anticipate how others will themselves interpret and evaluate a situation. There always remain sets of untold or unheard stories; hidden stories that could have become important but were ignored (like the Cynical Story in the case). Cases like the one described here remind us that, although storytelling can be used explicitly to make planning more democratic, it is already in use politically to persuade decision-makers and audiences and simultaneously draw the attention away from alter​natives. Therefore, we need to be critical of storytelling as it takes place in everyday planning. As Sandercock (2003a: 22) told us: ‘We need to understand the mechanisms of story, both in order to tell good stories ourselves, and to be more critical of the stories we have to listen to.’ As critical researchers, administrators, politicians, planners and citi​zens involved in planning, we should always ask for more than a single story. And regarding the dominant stories, we should ask ourselves, ‘who wants this story to be true or come true, and why?’ But there is more. Stories often get told after actors are confronted with or stumble upon new social and physical realities. Actors in planning practice are caught by sur​prises (small and/or big) on a daily basis. What we can find in planning processes are not just the hidden but also the emergent understandings of what is credible, beautiful, legitimate or feasible in the situation at hand. Storytellers do not necessarily come up with something totally new; rather, they comment, build or elaborate on the stories that are circulating. Stories and storytellers can suddenly enter the stage and gain momen​tum or lose their appeal because of the activities or events that interfere, or because of the reactions of important stakeholders or the general public. That is why it is useful for both practitioners and researchers to focus on the ongoing storytelling and not just try to reconstruct ‘the’ (conflicting) stories of a case as if they have been there all along. Using storytelling as a model for planning can, in principle, both enable less powerful actors to be heard and new shared understandings to emerge through dialogue between previously contending groups. When one explicitly uses storytelling in a planning pro​cess, it should, however, be connected to and have an impact on other activities for it to make a difference. And that is why we should see storytelling as a politically rele​vant planning activity only when the institutional design is flexible enough to really accommodate it. There is more fieldwork needed to lay bare the broad range of examples of storytelling activities in planning processes. What is important is that what we do not expect a compe​tition between two or more alternative stories that give distinctive and clearly opposing meaning to what is going on. The sense-making process is more complicated than that. Activities that are not designed as instances of collective storytelling, but that turn out to involve narrative sense-making anyhow, should be of special interest to researchers because they risk being forgotten as storytelling events. Think of all those meetings between politicians, citizens and planners that are hardly recognized occasions for story​telling and are, therefore, not treated as such by either practitioners or researchers. It is the way in which stories are related and how storytelling relates to other activities that help us to understand the actual role of storytelling in planning practice and the value of the con​cept for planning. After all, planning processes contain elements of political games and rational calculation, mixed with the emotions, imagination and improvisation. We should envision new research in this direction as an ethnographic project. For fur​ther research into storytelling as it takes place all of the time, it seems most appropriate to combine theoretical work on storytelling in context with (ethnographic) fieldwork (Van Hulst, 2008b). That is to say, if we want to build a stronger theory of storytelling in plan​ning, we should develop our theory in the context of the actual activities that make up planning as a practice and observe storytelling in situ. To see the work of producing sto​ries and not just the products of storytelling (the stories themselves), we should not isolate stories but study storytelling as an aspect of the messy, everyday action (Forester, 1992).17 This way it can also become clearer what mechanisms obscure some stories and strengthen others and under what conditions communities themselves can benefit from storytelling.
***

Link Stuff

Cars Link
Cars are the equivalent to an ongoing way against space and are responsible for millions of systemic deaths – reject them for ethical reasons because they organize space to render that violence invisible 
Talsma 2010 (Mattew, geog @ U Toronto, “Technologies of the City and Technologies of the Self: Lessons from the Road” http://cct335-w11.wikispaces.com/file/view/Driver's+Ed+and+technologies+of+the+self.pdf
In this section I discuss how the motorist’s relationship with the automobile and the road produces a specific set of 'technologies of the self' – techniques of self-discipline internalized by the subject (Foucault, 1980) – that aid in the reproduction of existing social-economic relations7. The extent to which urban and ex-urban landscapes have become automobilized means that the negotiation of these environments is part of our everyday reality. The everyday practice of automobility, in turn, produces responsible citizen-motorists through the regular and continuous demands made on the subject. The disciplining nature of automobility, however, is not immediately apparent due to its embeddedness in the everyday. Though historically recent, automobility is so ubiquitous that it has become an accepted and unquestioned reality of modern life – that is, it has become thoroughly and completely normalized. Good evidence for this normalization lies in our near total indifference to the destructive capacity of the automobile. Over the 20th century, car collisions worldwide caused 30 million deaths and 100 million serious injuries (Andrey, 1999). Due to the global expansion of automobility into the 21st century, motor vehicle accidents are now responsible for an estimated 1.2 million deaths annually (WHO, 2004)8. Rarely, though, is the car indicted for its murderous qualities – this massive death toll is simply regarded as collateral damage in the car's endless war on space. And, like war, automobility has become a natural and necessary condition, a matter in which we have little choice. This normalization of automobility means that many of the conditions it produces remain hidden, unrecognized or under-analysed. The production of the disciplined motorist-citizen takes place variously through landscapes of danger and risk, the practice of car-driving, formal and informal codes of conduct, social norms and pressures surrounding automobility, and new vehicle and traffic management technologies. In what follows I flesh out some of the conditioning processes at work on the subject during a lifetime of exposure to a motorized world. While the automobile’s deadliness has not forced us to question any of the basic assumptions underlying its necessity – what Andrey refers to as the automobile imperative (1999) – it has prompted us to address safety concerns through programs of human behavioural modification. This course of action suggests that it is not the automobile that is at fault, but rather the human propensity for error. Many of the ‘technologies of the self’ produced through automobility result from the everyday practices of the motorist. But first, it is important to note that one's relationship with the automobile as a motorist doesn't begin until the age of licensing – generally around 16 years of age. The earliest personal experiences with automobility, then, take the form of the relationship between the child and the road. From their earliest years, children are taught a wariness of public space; like the stranger, the road is something to fear. “Look both ways” and “Stay away from the road” are some of my earliest instructional memories. In the busy city streets, and in quieter but no less dangerous suburban roadways, fast moving traffic discourages other uses of road-space. The backyard becomes one of the only places for safe play, as the spaces outside our front doors have been transformed over the course of the 20th century into a realm dominated by machinic movement9. From this, the child learns two important lessons: first, a distrust of the public (the dangers outside the front door) and second, that the road is a sacred site, one ruled by the machine. This domestic education and discipline is reinforced in early primary school instruction, where road safety makes up a substantial portion of the curriculum. In her chapter on ‘disciplining the body that travels’, Jennifer Bonham shows how children are explicitly targeted by in-school and extracurricular road safety campaigns, in the hopes that early childhood disciplinary intervention will produce bodies regulated well into adulthood (2006). In this way, the youngest generation is forced to learn about, guard against, and take responsibility for their own vulnerability to, a hostile environment produced by another generation’s mobility habits10. After 16 years of learned fear and reverence for the road, the subject may begin a course of study: mastery of the road. This modern coming-of-age story is a tale of hybridity (Sheller and Urry, 2000).The student learns to become attuned to the subtleties of vehicle operation, hands and feet work quickly and fluidly on wheel, levers and pedals. The dangers associated with navigating a hunk of steel at high speeds through environments containing other drivers and nondrivers require an intense concentration and precision of execution. A motorist must assume responsibility and liability at every moment while on the road, managing risk through careful and calculated manoeuvring and speed/motion governance. A Zen-like focus is demanded as minor internal adjustments are made according to rapidly changing external conditions just beyond the windshield. As these movements and responses are practiced more regularly they become ‘second nature’, indicating the successful fusion of human and machine. This hybridization of the ‘car-driver’ must be realized before a person can become motorist, before access to the sacred space of the road is granted. Road mastery may well be the student’s most important lesson, as Virilio notes: “'Good conduct' is no longer morals taught in school, but driver's education” (1986, 90). It is here that the student learns a whole array of self-regulatory techniques, and internalizes the disciplinary regime of automobility: moving at a certain speed, staying between painted lines, obeying signs and traffic signals, routinely checking mirrors, dashboard and blind spots. This self-regulating conduct necessary for safe auto travel has external reinforcement as well; Rajan notes: “The active constitution of the subject as a driver in a high-speed and risky world is aided by the pervasive presence of the car’s supporting institutions – the highway and the gasoline delivery infrastructure, traffic rules, parking structures, licensing procedures, and highway patrol officers; jointly, they serve as ‘training wheels’ to prepare the individual to become a mature citizen in a material and social society.” (2006, pp 122) Reverence and respect for the road and its rules are not learned only during driver's education; rather this is a journey of lifelong learning. For the regular commuter, the lessons of proper road conduct are repeated and reproduced on a daily basis. The road is a site of constant surveillance where the citizen-motorist must regularly acquiesce to a regulatory system - one which, though established on the pretext of safety, may not always seem logically appropriate. The road is a domain where the law is obeyed simply because it is the law. Consider waiting, at night, at a red light on a lonely country road. The motorist's incessant compulsion for movement rationally conflicts with a required obedience to the traffic signal. As the lone motorist, continuing to wait appears unnecessary (and even a little ridiculous) under the circumstances, yet the constant threat of 'getting caught' – a feeling produced both through a lifetime of disciplinary training and by the presumed ubiquity of surveillance – keeps the motorist in place. This lonely intersection becomes a site where power is exercised, a disciplinary site where the good citizen-driver practices learned obedience. It is in these scenarios where a required but irrational submission to the law reveals its “senseless character”; where “we must obey it, not because it is just, good or even beneficial, but simply because it is the law” (Zizek, 1989 pp35, his emphasis). The road as a site of surveillance and discipline is further revealed through consideration of licensing, vehicle registration and insurance requirements. Foucault argues that power is exercised through subtle mechanisms: “methods of observation, techniques of registration, procedures for investigation and research, apparatuses of control” (1980, 102). Each of these mechanisms is localizable within the governance regimes of automobility. And if a prominent feature of any efficient police state is the requirement that citizens at all times carry, and produce on demand, identification papers, the regulatory apparatus of an automobilized society achieves the same thing in a more innocuous manner. When on the road the motorist voluntarily accepts the possibility of being stopped, identified and subjected to police authority at any time. There are probably few motorists who haven't experienced the sense of frustration, anger or dread when flashing lights suddenly appear in the rear-view mirror indicating to pull the car over. New vehicle technologies will only strengthen the control of both state and non-state actors over the driver, vehicle and roadway. In their review of emergent technology of automobility, Dodge and Kitchin (2007) discuss ways in which advances in traffic regulation and management create a more panoptic governance regime. New on-board software technologies, likely to become widespread in the near future, can invasively track movement and relay information to a central processing system. Such technologies can be used by rental and insurance agencies in order to ensure compliance with respective terms of agreement. Other technologies, such as automated number plate recognition (ANPR) and other recording devices developed for traffic management, have the added effect of expanding the spatial extent of video surveillance. And as congestion reduction strategies such as road pricing and access controlled routes become more ubiquitous, so will the accompanying increases in surveillance and control. While formal rules of road conduct govern the driver through threat of punishment, there are also non-formal codes of conduct that operate on the level of courtesy and civility. Non-formal codes of road-use require drivers to be careful, attentive, responsible, considerate, accommodating and courteous. A good driver, then, is a good citizen. A breach of this code occurs when a motorist behaves dangerously – say, by tailgating or cutting-off another motorist – and provokes an emotional response, usually one communicable only through gesturing or the honk of the horn. The attitudes and emotional exchanges between motorists, and between drivers and non-drivers (the honk of a horn, the shake of a fist, the verbal assault) often serve as actions of microdiscipline – drivers policing other drivers through shaming and reprimand. These practices maintain and reinforce formal codes.
Congestion Link 
Attempts to solve congestion are attempts to militaristically organize space 

Graham 2012 (Stephen, “When Life Itself is War: On the Urbanization of Military and Security Doctrine” International Journal of Urban and Regional Research Volume 36.1 January 2012 136–55)
The new military urbanism’s second foundation is the fusing and blurring of civilian and military applications of control, surveillance, communications, simulation and targeting technologies. This is not surprising given that control technologies with military origins are now fundamental bases for virtually all acts of digitally mediated urban life and consumption in advanced industrial cities, and that commercial modifications of such technologies are in turn being widely re-appropriated by the military. With physical urban fortifications long forgotten or turned into tourist sites, contemporary architectures of (attempted) urban control now blend digital sensors into built space and physical infrastructure. Indeed, the new military urbanism rests on claims that contemporary cities are now, in Paul’s Virilio’s (1991) term, ‘overexposed’ to a wide range of ambient, mobile and transnational security threats. These include, to name but a few, mobile pathogens, malign computer code, financial crashes, ‘illegal’ migration, transnational terrorism, state infrastructural warfare and the environmental extremes triggered by climate change. The permeability of contemporary cities to such malign circulations means that systems of (attempted) electronic control — stretched out to match the transnational geographies of such flows — become the new strategic architectures of city life. French philosopher Gilles Deleuze (1992) famously termed contemporary societies ‘societies of control’. Because networked electronic control and surveillance devices are now distributed through society, Deleuze argued that everyday urban life is now modulated by a sense of ever-present tracking, scrutiny and electronic calculation. This builds up profiles, analyses patterns of behaviour and mobility, and increasingly — because memory is now digitized — never forgets. Thus, circulations and movements between different spaces and sites within cities or nations often entail a parallel movement of what sociologists call the ‘data subject’ or ‘statistical person’ — the package of electronic tracks and histories amassed on a subject or object as a means of judging legitimacy, rights, profitability or degree of threat. In control societies, then, (attempted) social control increasingly works through complex technological systems stretched across both temporal and geographical zones. These work constantly in the (‘calculative’) background as a ubiquitous computerized matrix of (increasingly) interlinked devices: ATM cards and financial databases; GPS transponders, barcodes and chains of global satellites; radio frequency chips and biometric identifiers; mobile computers, phones and e-commerce sites; and an extending universe of sensors built into streets, homes, cars, infrastructures and even bodies. Such control technologies increasingly blur into the background of urban environments, urban infrastructures and urban life. In a sense, indeed, they become the city as they are layered over and through everyday urban landscapes, bringing into being radically new styles of movement, interaction, consumption and politics. Examples include new means of mobility (congestion charging, smart highways, budget airline travel), customized consumption (personalized Amazon.com pages) or ‘swarming’ social movements (social networking, smart and flash mobs, etc.). Strikingly, discussions about ‘homeland security’ and the high-tech transformation of asymmetric war also centre prominently on the purported need to use these very technologies of high-tech surveillance, data mining and computerized algorithms to try and continually track, identify and ‘target’ threatening others within the mass of ‘clutter’ provided by our rapidly urbanizing and increasingly mobile world (Amoore, 2009). The technological architectures of consumption and mobility thus merge further into those used to organize and prosecute a full spectrum of political violence (from profiling to killing). When one looks at the links between cities and post-second world war military history, the connection is actually far from surprising. Gerfried Stocker (1998: 132) notes that ‘there is no sphere of civilian life in which the saying “war is the father of all things” has such unchallenged validity as it does in the field of digital information technology’.

Climate Change Link

The 1AC attempts to organize the city around combatting the threat of climate change – you should be skeptical of this spatial organization 

Bulkeley and Broto 2012 (Harriet, Vanesa Casta´n” Government by experiment? Global cities and the governing of climate change” Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers)
Over the past two decades, cities have been recognised as playing a significant role in responding to climate change. In the policy arena, the number of transnational municipal networks engaged with the climate change issue has increased while their membership has diversified. At the same time, a growing range of actors, including national governments, UN-Habitat, WWF, Action Aid, Transition Towns, HSBC, the Clinton Climate Foundation, the Rockefeller Foundation and the World Bank, have sought to mobilise action in response to this ‘urgent agenda’ (World Bank 2010; see also UN-Habitat 2011). Within the research community, similar forms of network organisation are visible and scholarship is now being advanced on, for example, urban carbon accounting, assessments of urban metabolism, land use and land cover change, the interaction between urbanisation, vulnerability and climate change, and policies and processes of governance that might best be able to address these challenges (Bulkeley 2010; Rosenzweig et al. 2011). The growing importance of this field of research is now recognised by the IPCC, which will include specific chapters on the urban dimensions of climate change in its 2014 Fifth Assessment. The city, so to speak, is now firmly on the climate change map. There is, however, a paradox at the heart of this new-found enthusiasm for the potential for urban responses to climate change. On the one hand, research suggests that the translation of political commitments and policy rhetoric into substantial and programmatic municipal responses has been limited. In essence, municipalities that have pursued a comprehensive, planned approach to climate governance are few and far between and most have encountered significant challenges related to institutional capacity and political economy (Bulkeley 2010; Gore et al. 2009; Kern and Alber 2008). On the other hand, the number of initiatives and interventions in cities that seek to address climate change appears to be rapidly proliferating. Whether this relates to ecodevelopments, new technologies, specific policies, community-based initiatives, corporate buildings, infrastructure renewal programmes or the like, climate change is increasingly attaching itself to the development, repair and maintenance of the city. In seeking to explain the possibilities of urban governance, attention has focused on designing policy processes to improve urban planning and addressing issues of limited capacity. These are very real challenges, particularly in low-income urban contexts where vulnerability to the effects of climate change is most significant and the ability to cope most limited. Interventions and initiatives that fall outside of this framework are regarded as curiosities – nice to look at but of little substantial value. However, we wish to suggest that by sidelining such interventions, such accounts overlook the ways in which governing is accomplished and challenged. In this paper we bring geographical perspectives on urban governance to argue that rather than occupying the margins of urban responses to climate change, such interventions can be regarded as climate change experiments that are central to the ways in which mitigation and adaptation are being configured and contested. In order to establish the basis upon which we can begin to understand the role of climate change experiments in urban governance and to chart future research directions in this field, this paper sets out to do two things. First, we consider how we can conceptualise experiments in the urban context. In the first part of the paper, we consider how the emerging landscape of urban climate governance is currently theorised and offer an alternative reading that draws attention to the ways in which governing is conducted through multiple sites and forms of intervention. Focusing on those interventions that can be regarded as experimental, we then examine three different perspectives that offer insights into the nature and dynamics of climate change experiments: in terms of governance experimentation, socio-technical experimentation and strategic experimentation. Rather than delimiting different types of experiment, these perspectives offer alternative theoretical lenses through which to consider and evaluate climate change experiments. Through drawing across these literatures, we argue that experiments serve as a means through which the governing of climate change in the city takes place, opening up both the sites and processes through which it is accomplished. Having established the grounds upon which climate change experiments may be theorised, our second aim in this paper is to establish the extent to which climate change experimentation is taking place in cities globally. Much of the literature on urban climate governance focuses on single or small sets of case-studies (Bulkeley 2010). In seeking to establish the basis for a new area of research – urban climate change experiments – we suggest that it is critical to understand the extent to which it is relevant in diverse urban contexts. While limited by the depth and detail of analysis that it can provide, survey methodologies enable such scoping work. In order to lay this groundwork, in the second part of the paper, we outline the findings from a survey of climate change experiments taking place in 100 global and mega-cities. We chart where, in which sectors and through which means experimentation is taking place, and consider the actors and interventions involved. Our analysis suggests that while experimentation is ubiquitous, it is clearly structured through different sectors, interventions and places, with significant implications for how urban responses to climate change are emerging worldwide. In conclusion, we argue that analyses of urban climate governance need to engage with the multiple and sometimes unlikely places through which governing is conducted and the consequent implications both for how we know and govern the city (McFarlane 2011). We set out an agenda for this field of research, and the importance of developing the analysis of urban climate change experiments in order to understand how, why and with what implications experiments intervene in the city, and their potential role in processes of urban transition.

Organizing space around combatting climate change is a biopolitical intervention meant to write truth onto human behavior 
Bulkeley and Broto 2012 (Harriet, Vanesa Casta´n” Government by experiment? Global cities and the governing of climate change” Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers)
This is perhaps not surprising, for as municipal authorities sought to engage with an issue that lay outside their core competencies they turned to an enabling mode of governance that depended on discrete pots of financial assistance and on re-framing climate change as an issue related to core agendas (concerning financial savings, congestion, air pollution, urban planning and so on), which resulted in a fragmented, case-by-case approach to the development of initiatives and measures (Bulkeley and Kern 2006; Sanchez-Rodriguez et al. 2008). Further such interventions were shaped by windows of opportunity (e.g. sporting events, disasters, infrastructure renewal programmes) and funding (e.g. C40 Better Buildings Programme), again creating a patchwork of responses. With the increasing role of other urban actors in governing climate change, the nature of the private authority that they bring to bear has also resulted in discrete forms of intervention in the city, such as specific (iconic) buildings, demonstration projects undertaken in partnership with municipal authorities, and different forms of community organising. The ubiquity of climate change as a discourse ensures that it is attached to a range of different projects, from flood protection measures to tree planting schemes, which may have previously existed outside of the climate arena, adding to the fragmented landscape of urban responses. For some, this landscape is indicative of a lack of capacity to coordinate and deliver an integrated, planned approach for urban climate governance (e.g. Corfee-Morlot et al. 2011). For others, it may suggest that as ‘the idea of climate change is now to be found active across the full parade of human activities, institutions, practices and stories’ (Hulme 2009, 322), urban responses to climate change simply exceed what we might term governance. Moving beyond an institutional account of governance to one that regards governing as a process orchestrated by ‘the will to improve: the attempt to direct conduct or intervene in social processes to produce desired outcomes and avert undesired ones’ (Murray Li 2007a, 264) casts these issues in a different light. If governing is achieved through ‘modes of action, more or less considered and calculated, that were destined to act upon the possibilities of action of other people’ (Foucault 2000, 341), this requires the construction of certain truths and their circulation via normalizing and disciplining techniques, methods, discourses and practices that extend beyond the state and stretch across the social body. (Rutherford 2007, 293) Rather than finding coherence in the process of policymaking and its implementation, or regarding urban responses that take place beyond the formal purview of institutionalised arenas of governance as void of governmental effect, such a view of the ways in which power is conducted point to the critical role of the manifold sites techniques and practices through which conduct is shaped. As such, an ‘explicit, calculated programme of intervention (of government) . . . is not the produce of a singular intention or will. It draws upon and is situated within a heterogeneous assemblage’ of artefacts, knowledge, authority, agency and so on (Murray Li 2007b, 6). This implies that interventions matter in both a social and a material sense, and that they may provide a critical means through which particular forms of governing assemblage are established and maintained within an urban milieu (Bulkeley and Schroeder forthcoming; McFarlane 2011). Rather than viewing climate change initiatives as the spillover effects of a governance system lacking capacity, this analysis suggests instead that such interventions are a critical means through which governing as normal takes place.

They obscure the socio-technical aspects of climate change 
Bulkeley and Broto 2012 (Harriet, Vanesa Casta´n” Government by experiment? Global cities and the governing of climate change” Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers)
A first take on the dynamics and implications of urban experimentation can be found within a body of literature concerned with the role of policy innovation at the sub-national level. Writing in 1932, Louis Brandeis famously observed that the US states may function as ‘laboratories of democracy’, by ‘testing new ideas and policy proposals, gradually building a record of policy innovation that can be tapped by national officials when the time is ripe’ (cited in Aulisi et al. 2007, 5). Subsequently, sub-national governments have been studied as policy laboratories and places of experimentation, such as in work by Rabe (2007) related to climate change innovations, including renewable energy feed-in tariffs and cap and trade schemes. An alternative account of experimentation in the policy sphere is offered by Hoffman (2011), who argues that the twin pressures of disillusionment with the process of international policy negotiation and the fragmentation of political authority has created both the political space and the imperative for an era of ‘governance experimentation’ (Hoffman 2011). Hoffman defines climate governance experiments in three ways: they explicitly seek to make rules (in the broadest sense including norms, discourses etc.) that ‘shape how communities respond to climate change’; they are independent of the international process of climate governance or national regulation; and they cross jurisdictional boundaries (Hoffman 2009, 3–4). This third criteria, he suggests, is a practical measure to constrain the number of governance experiments under analysis, because of the proliferation of climate action plans at the municipal level, but also a conceptual matter, necessitated by a focus on ‘examining experiments that are rule-making endeavours in non-traditional political spaces’ (2009, 4). However, the conceptual argument that the existing structures of municipal governance limit the extent to which urban climate change initiatives can be regarded as ‘experimental’ is moot. As some of the literature on urban responses to climate change has found, climate governance initiatives are precisely taking place outside of the existing channels of political authority, where existing rules concerning how to govern are limited (for example, Bulkeley 2005; Gustavsson et al. 2009). On this basis, urban interventions could be considered as part of the phenomenon of governance experimentation that Hoffman documents and that has gathered pace since the early 2000s. Within this context, Hoffman (2011) suggests, actors are motivated to devise and implement experiments on the basis of profit, out of a sense of urgency, through a desire to expand authority and claims to resource, and as a form of ideological expression. In relation to the urban governance of climate change, these motivations are clearly visible as actors seek to develop winwin responses to climate change, argue that cities can act more quickly on this issue than national governments, stake claims for resources based on their potential to mitigate or adapt to climate change and use the issue as a basis for political contestation with other levels of government (Hodson and Marvin 2009). While et al. suggest that processes of eco-state restructuring are now focused on ‘carbon control’, creating a distinctive political economy associated with climate mitigation in which discourses of climate change both open up, and necessitate an extension of, state intervention in the spheres of production and consumption. (2010, 82) This politics of carbon control grounds the ‘the calculative practices of urban management’ in new forms of financial strategy and economic development, a process developed around ‘experiments in the reterritorialisation of governance at the city-regional scale’ (While et al. 2010, 87). In a similar vein, Hodson and Marvin (2009, 195–6) suggest that issues of climate change mitigation and adaptation are becoming a key strategic concern for urban authorities, facilitated through the restructuring of the state and the creation of new state spaces. As has been documented across a broad body of urban and political scholarship, the remaking of political authority has taken place through processes of state territorial restructuring, the remaking of bordering regimes, the emergence of new modalities of place-making and the consolidation of new forms of networked governance (Brenner 2009, 125) in turn leading to the rescaling of the state and to new forms of statehood as well as non-state based arenas of political authority (see also Brenner 2004; Bulkeley 2005). For Hodson and Marvin, these dynamics are leading to new forms of urban climate governance as the ‘the world’s largest cities’ begin to translate their strategic concern about their ability to guarantee resources into strategies designed to reshape the city and their relations with resources and other spaces. (2009, 200) Taken together, these analyses suggest that the roots of urban experimentation lie not only in shifts in the international governing of climate change, but also in the restructuring of the (local) state. Analyses of the geographies of urban climate change experiments might therefore seek to examine whether differences can be discerned in the nature and type of experimentation in relation to variations in the political and economic dynamics of urbanisation, or in terms of who is leading and funding experimentation. The potential importance of international, national and local climate policy drivers in shaping urban experimentation might also be evident, in terms for example of when and where experimentation is taking place and in terms of the ways in which climate change is framed and addressed – through, for example, carbon markets, new energy technologies or forestry projects. As this suggests, such experiments are mediated by and orchestrated through the urban infrastructure systems through which climate change responses are conducted. This, in turn, suggests that conceiving of urban climate change experiments through such an analysis of governance terms misses their socio-technical nature, and the ways in which governing takes place through the everyday and the material practices of urbanism.

Critical Infrastructure Protection Link 
The concept of critical infrastructure protection has a long and varied history that must be understood before we know what it truly means – vote neg to interrogate the militaristic roots of the 1AC concepts 

Collier and Lakoff 2k8 (Stephen, prof @ The New school and Andrew prof @ UCSD “The Vulnerability of Vital Systems: How “Critical Infrastructure” Became a Security Problem” http://anthropos-lab.net/wp/publications/2008/01/collier-and-lakoff.pdf
In recent years “critical infrastructure protection” has emerged as an increasingly important framework for understanding and mitigating threats to security. Widespread discussion of critical infrastructure protection in the United States began in 1996, when President Clinton formed a Commission on Critical Infrastructure Protection. The Commission’s 1997 report, Critical Foundations, established the central premise of infrastructure protection efforts: that the economic prosperity, military strength, and political vitality of the United States all depend on the continuous functioning of the nation’s critical infrastructures. As the Report stated: “Reliable and secure infrastructures are … the foundation for creating the wealth of our nation and our quality of life as a people.” Moreover, the Report continued, “certain of our infrastructures are so vital that their incapacity or destruction would have a debilitating impact on our defense and economic security” (United States. President's Commission on Critical Infrastructure Protection 1997: 3). In discussions such as these, we find a distinctive approach to identifying, assessing, and managing security threats. The characteristics of this approach include: (1) a concern with the critical systems upon which modern society, economy, and polity are seen to depend; (2) the identification of the vulnerabilities of these systems and the threats that might exploit these vulnerabilities as matters of national security; and (3) the effort to develop techniques to mitigate system vulnerabilities. In this chapter we ask: Where did this distinctive way of understanding and intervening in security threats come from? How did “critical infrastructure” come to be regarded as a national security problem? We argue that critical infrastructure protection is best understood as one response to a relatively new problematization of security. As Foucault writes, a new problematization occurs when something has “happened to introduce uncertainty, a loss of familiarity; that loss, that uncertainty is the result of difficulties in our previous way of understanding, acting, relating” (Foucault 1994: 598). As we will show, at pivotal moments in the twentieth century, technological and political developments rendered prior security frameworks inadequate, and forced experts to invent new ways of identifying and intervening in security threats. Specifically, what emerged was a way of understanding security threats as problems of system-vulnerability. The task of protecting national security came to include attention to the ongoing functioning of a number of vulnerable systems that were seen as vital to collective life. The paper follows a series of important moments in the twentieth century history of system-vulnerability thinking: the interwar articulation of strategic bombing theory in Europe and the United States, which focused on the “vital targets” of an enemy’s industrial system; the development of defense mobilization and emergency preparedness in the Cold War U.S. as a means to defend the industrial system against a targeted nuclear attack; the emergence of all-hazards planning and “total preparedness” as paradigms for response to disruptions of vital systems; and the widespread diffusion of formal models for assessing the vulnerability of vital systems (see figure 1). The culmination of the story takes place in the late 1970s and early 1980s, among a relatively peripheral group of experts who were thinking about new challenges to national security. These experts had turned their attention to emerging threats – such as energy crises, major technological accidents, and terrorist attacks – that did not fit within the strategic framework of the Cold War. These new threats, they theorized, could not be deterred, and their probability could not be calculated. In this context, they began to draw together techniques and organizational forms developed earlier in the century to define a broad approach to mitigating the perceived vulnerabilities of the nation’s critical systems. From their perspective, the ongoing functioning of such systems was a matter of national security. This approach to security problems was identified as central to post-Cold War national security in documents such as Critical Foundations, cited above. In describing the history of how infrastructure became a security problem, our analytic stance is neither “realist” nor “constructivist” – that is, it supposes neither that security threats are self-evident facts in the world nor that they are simply imagined. Rather, in studying problematizations, we are interested in how a given object – in this case, vulnerable, vital systems – becomes a site of expert reflection and practice. As Foucault writes: A problematization does not mean the representation of a pre-existent object nor the creation through discourse of an object that did not exist. It is the ensemble of discursive and non-discursive practices that make something enter into the play of true and false and constitute it as an object of thought (whether in the form of moral reflection, scientific knowledge, political analysis, etc). (Foucault 1994: 670) The central figures in this story are mostly unknown planners and technicians in military and civilian bureaucracies who, over the course of the twentieth century, constituted system-vulnerability as an object of thought. For the most part their work has stayed below the surface of political debates about security. But the basic principles and practices they crafted can now be found in initiatives such as “critical infrastructure protection.” Our goal in tracing this history is to make this increasingly central approach to security problems available for critical scrutiny by analyzing its elements, and pointing to the contingent historical events and processes that shaped its formation.

Infrastructure Link 
Infrastructure is the biopower (FYI, CIs = critical infrastructures)
Lundborg and Vaughn-Williams 2011 (Tom, Nick, ‘Resilience, Critical Infrastructure, and Molecular Security: The Excess of ‘‘Life’’ in Biopolitics” International Political Sociology (2011) 5, 367–383)
While much of the existing literature on CIs and resilience planning has been of an explicitly policy-oriented nature, two notable exceptions are Lentzos and Rose (2009), and Dillon and Reid (2009). What distinguishes these contributions from other work is their critical insistence on questioning the political significance of CIs and resilience planning. Both locate this questioning within a biopolitical horizon inspired by the work of Michel Foucault. Lentzos and Rose (2009) seek to address the issue of how the political rationalities of advanced liberal democracies have become replaced by new technologies animated by the telos of security. In other words, they take as their starting point a curiosity about the nature of the contemporary relationship between governance in the West and security: a curiosity that Foucault had already begun to develop in his series of lectures at the Colle`ge de France published recently as Society Must Be Defended (2004). Lentzos and Rose cite Foucault’s animating distinction between centripetal disciplinary mechanisms on the one hand and centrifugal biopolitical apparatuses on the other. The former isolates and closes off space in order to regulate bodies within that given area; the latter, by contrast, works with movements in ever-wider circuits in order to manage complex realities. In recent years, a number of authors have worked with and developed Foucault’s insights about how security can be made compatible with circulation in this way (Amoore 2006; Bigo 2007; Kavalski 2009; Salter 2006). As such, it is unnecessary to rehearse these relatively well-known arguments here, except to stress, as Lentzos and Rose do, that what is valued in liberal democratic societies is precisely the ability to keep people, services, and goods constantly on the move. The necessity to maintain these centrifugal forces therefore takes the analysis of security practices beyond simple (disciplinary) notions of prevention, ‘‘big-brother’’ style surveillance, and barricades. Instead, biopolitical apparatuses of security are shown to work with complexity, embrace and identify patterns in flows, and govern through the management of these dynamics. It is within this context that Lentzos and Rose situate what they call a ‘‘logic of resilience,’’ understood as ‘‘a systematic, widespread, organizational, structural and personal strengthening of subjective and material arrangements so as to be better able to anticipate and tolerate disturbances in complex worlds without collapse’’ (Lentzos and Rose 2009:243). On this view, therefore, resilience encompasses technologies of security that recoil from shocks to (and within) the ‘‘system of systems’’ they constitute, in order to ensure a return to ‘‘normal’’ conditions of circulation as quickly as possible. While also working within the Foucauldian-inspired biopolitical paradigm, Dillon and Reid (2009) examine more specifically the role of resilient CIs in securing what they call the ‘‘liberal way of rule.’’ Before exploring their treatment of CIs, it is first necessary to introduce aspects of their broader argument about the relationship between liberalism and war. Dillon and Reid begin their book by characterizing liberalism as a ‘‘systemic regime of... power relations,’’ which, although committed to peace-making, is nevertheless marked by an equal commitment to war, continuous state of emergency, and constant preparedness for conflict (Dillon and Reid 2009:7). From this perspective, war and society are mutually constitutive and the liberal way of rule can be understood as: ‘‘a war-making machine whose continuous processes of war preparation prior to the conduct of any hostilities profoundly, and pervasively, shape the liberal way of life’’ (Dillon and Reid 2009:9). As such, the liberalism–war complex acts as a grid for the production of knowledge, preoccupations, and political subjectivities. Taking their lead from Foucault’s later work, Dillon and Reid argue that the basic referent object of liberal rule is life itself. From this perspective, the liberal way of rule ⁄ war is inherently biopolitical: ‘‘its referent object is biological being and its governmental practices are themselves, in turn, governed by the properties of species existence’’ (Dillon and Reid 2009:20). They stress, however, that the properties of species existence are not givens, but rather subject to changes in power ⁄ knowledge. Over the last 20 years, the Revolution in Military Affairs, accompanied by developments in the life sciences, has changed the way that life is viewed and understood. The move to ‘‘informationalize’’ life has led to the reduction in what it means to be a living being to a code, and as a result: ‘‘the very boundaries which long distinguished living from not living, animate from inanimate and the biological from the non-biological have been newly construed and problematized...’’ (Dillon and Reid 2009:22). The corollary of this account is that the informationalization of life has, in turn, changed the way in which war is waged by liberal rule: The development of the life sciences in general, and of complexity science in particular, comprising new knowledge about the complex emergent adaptive processes and properties of open living systems, has transformed the ways in which liberal regimes have come to understand that very nature of war, and of the relation of war to complex adaptive evolutionary models of rule and order. (Dillon and Reid 2009:111) The military is as interested now... in life-creating and life-adaptive processes as it is in killing, because, like the liberal way of rule and war more generally, it locates the nature of the threat in the very becoming-dangerous of the vital signs of life itself. (Dillon and Reid 2009:125) In other words, development in the life sciences has been embraced by liberal regimes, which, in turn, has affected the way that they view and fight wars. The move in life sciences away from Newtonian physics to complexity has enabled new biopolitical technologies of governance. Complexity science stresses the ‘‘anteriority of radical relationality,’’ the ‘‘dynamic and mobile nature of existence’’ and the ‘‘contingencies of bodies-in-formation’’ (Dillon and Reid 2009:72). Liberal biopolitical rule takes these problematizations of life as a starting point for securing its own existence. Thus, in a development of Foucault’s account of biopolitics as ‘‘making live and letting die,’’ Dillon and Reid argue that liberalism only promotes the kind of life that is productive for its own enterprise in light of new power ⁄ knowledge relations. A liberal biopolitical problematization of life entails security practices that can ‘‘pre-empt the emergence of life forms in the life process that may prove toxic to life’’ (Dillon and Reid 2009:87). For these reasons, as set out in the lengthy quotation above, the perceived nature of threats has changed along with the emergence of alternative problematizations of life. Threats are no longer viewed as straightforwardly actual, but what Dillon and Reid refer to as ‘‘virtual’’: ‘‘the very continuous and contingent emergency of emergence of life as being-information; becoming-dangerous’’ (Dillon and Reid 2009:44). To put it differently, the threat with which liberal biopolitics is obsessed is the potentiality of some life to become dangerous and therefore detrimental to what living should involve. It is in this context that Dillon and Reid uncover a paradox of liberalism: the fact that according to its own logic it needs to kill in order to make life live. Dillon and Reid deal with both aspects of this biopolitical ⁄ necropolitical logic. Their discussion of the liberal way of war explores the various ways in which killing takes place, the aporia accompanying universal justifications of it, and the lethal criteria by which politics is reduced to mere ‘‘animal husbandry’’ (Dillon and Reid 2009:104). What is more pertinent for our purposes, however, is the equally significant account they offer of attempts by liberal rule to make life live: If the vocation of biopolitics is to make life live, it must pursue that vocation these days by making live life the emergency of its emergence ever more fully and ever more resiliently; detailing, clarifying, amplifying and otherwise drawing out the entailments of the emergency in the effort to make life live it even more animatedly in both virtual and actual terms. (Dillon and Reid 2009:89) It is in this context that we can return more explicitly to the role of resilient CIs because it is precisely these material apparatuses through which liberal rule secures the way of life it needs to reproduce its vision of ‘‘correct living’’ and also, therefore, the authorization of its own authority. Dillon and Reid pick up on Foucault’s inversion of Clausewitz’s famous aphorism—‘‘politics is the extension of war by other means’’—to argue that the liberal peace is extended throughout society via CIs. They claim it is no coincidence that since 9 ⁄ 11 CIs have become reified as referent objects of securitization. Strategically and symbolically, CIs perform vital roles in securing the liberal way of rule and its vision of what ‘‘quality of life’’ must mean: ...the defence of critical infrastructure is not about the mundane protection of human beings from the risk of violent death at the hands of other human beings, but about a more profound defence of the combined physical and technological infrastructures which liberal regimes have come to understand as necessary for their vitality and security in recent years. (Dillon and Reid 2009:130) On this basis, Dillon and Reid extend the biopolitical diagnosis of resilience offered by Lentzos and Rose. Not only is resilience about the design and management of the ‘‘system of systems’’ in such a way as to enable a smooth and expeditious return to ‘‘normal’’ conditions. More importantly, resilient CIs are also necessary for the optimalization of virtual (that is pre-emptive) tactics against the becoming-dangerous of bodies-in-formation: tactics upon which the edifice of liberal rule ultimately rests. Moreover, Dillon and Reid shrewdly observe that the perception of ‘‘terrorist threats’’ in Western societies enables liberal regimes to further develop and entrench CIs, in turn extending and intensifying biopolitical control over life. While a biopolitical perspective offers some important insights into the political stakes of and obsession with CIs and resilience planning in the West, it is also possible to identify some potential problems with this approach. Our main concern connects with Coleman and Grove’s (2009) identification of a trend among some critical social analysts to use the concept of biopolitics as a ‘‘catchall’’ term. Both Lentzos and Rose (2009) and Dillon and Reid (2009) present the biopolitical system they purport to diagnose as if it were a closed, totalizing, and deterministic machine. ‘‘Liberal rule’’ is taken to be a fully formed mode of governance and the tacit assumption is that the network of biopolitical power relations ‘‘it’’ entails actually ‘‘works.’’ Although Dillon and Reid do hint at the excess of life over the reduction in species existence to information (2009:56), the thrust of their account treats ‘‘liberal biopolitical rule’’ as a fully constituted— and ‘‘successful’’—totality. At no point in their account, for example, are there any illustrations of where the power relations instantiated by liberal biopolitical rule breakdown. By contrast, we want to suggest that resilient CIs and the biopolitical edifice they seek to protect are far more open-ended, unpredictable, and faltering than these accounts otherwise imply.

Gigantic infrastructure projects eviscerate places in order to make them into docile spaces 
Sturup 2k9 (Sophie, “Mega Projects and Governmentality” http://www.waset.org/journals/waset/v54/v54-176.pdf) 
Although there are many successful mega projects, they are often only identified as such after some time. Flyvbjerg Bruzelius, and Rothengatter’s [6] work in identifying the extreme level of cost over runs (in 9 out of 10 projects) points out one of the key problems; underestimated investment costs and disappointing returns. Other areas of concern include low transport performances and negative environmental effects such as landscape erosion, noise, pollution and in some cases total unsustainabilty, with projects not even being used quite apart from their environmental impact [7]. Another area of concern stems from the impact of these mega projects, and conflict between the economic imperatives which drive these projects, and local people who bear the brunt of the impact. This concern affects both the developed and developing world [8]-[11]. In older literature on these projects (see for example [12]) there is a marked reliance on technological fixes to this problem. In a review of world bank projects, the problem is identified as one of a ‘cookie cutter’ approach, where an already applied project plan is rolled out over a series of projects without adequate reference to local contexts and of perhaps deeper concern without delivering the promised outcomes [13]. Driven firstly through Lefebvre’s philosophical work on the construction and importance of space [14], there has been a shift in understanding that place is far more important in the construction of identity than previously thought ([15], [16]). Thus the cookie cutter approach to mega project delivery is now seen as highly problematic. The destruction of place is a significant problem in terms of maintenance of identity, while identity has been identified as critical to range of sociological outcomes including good health, reduced crime and social participation. Better compensation for the destruction of place or management of mega projects is unlikely to alter the outcome for individuals of destruction of their place. The suggested remedy is for greater public participation in both problem identification and project specification. However the connection between greater community consultation and amelioration of the problems created through identity destruction following the destruction of place, has not been proven. Delving deeper into the literature on mega projects, a number of more specific problems and solutions have been identified. The remainder of this section on problems associated with mega projects is broken into three elements: problems with how projects get proposed and selected; problems with the implementation and management of projects; and problems with operation of the projects once they are completed. C. Problems with Mega Project Proposal and Selection The first problem with project selection pertains to how projects and problems interact. One could naively imagine that MUTPs occur as a result of a rationally identified need. The literature suggests this is not the case. Projects are solutions in search of a problem [17]. There is a lack of attention to strategic success (whether a project’s objectives are consistent with needs and priorities in society and has long term benefits which could reasonably be expected to be produced) and an over focus on tactical success (whether the project was on time and budget) [18]. The tendency for cost benefit analysis to be used exclusively in terms of comparisons of various forms of the same project rather than for the purpose of comparing the costs of not doing anything, or using the money for some completely different project or problem is indicative [19], [20]. Studies using a Foucauldian approach have identified that this lack of strategic rationality is in part due to the nature of project development. Projects are developed in response to problems which are identified in terms which allow for their solution [21]. This can be turned on its head to suggest that projects get to have attached to them problems that need to be solved. They move rapidly from ‘something that could be done’ to ‘something that must be done’ in order to solve some particular problem. Once this transformation has occurred, any question of ignoring the problem ceases to be a legitimate political act. If mega projects are actually the product of a process of coalition building rather than a normative needs analysis [22], then we can conclude that in most cases any reasonable criteria for determining whether a project is actually worth doing – in the sense of whether society wants or needs it is bypassed. MUTP advocates go straight to the question ‘can we do this thing?’, the question of ‘should we do it?’ is subsumed by the fact that we can. Until recently it could be argued that this was less of a problem where projects were privately funded and would have minimal impact on the environment, society and economy. But most MUTPs are not entirely private, have wide ranging impacts on the environment, society and economy in which they are located, and in these days, use up increasingly scarce investment funds not to mention their impact on the resources of government and society while they are being produced. The most commonly touted solution to produce a normative needs analysis of the need of projects is cost benefit analysis (CBA). CBA is based on calculations of the cost of projects (both fiscally and to the economy more broadly) and their benefits (both direct and indirect). Some analysts question the use of CBA in appraising mega projects on the basis that significant externalities, such as the environment, are ignored and that it does not provide true measures of indirect economic effects [23]. Others question whether any form of CBA could be useful [24]-[26]). Flyvbjerg, Bruzelius, and Rothengatter [27] in a broad study of mega projects found that cost overruns are endemic and are largely the product of deliberate misinformation provided to government by project proponents. As the main source of information on costs this demonstrates one of the key problems with CBA. The study has elicited a number of studies in response attempting to verify this claim ([28], [29]). Flyvbjerg [30] provides a ‘Machiavellian’ formula for this cost overrun: Under-Estimated Costs + Over-Estimated Revenue + Under-Estimated Environmental Impacts + Over-Valued Economic Development Effects = Project Approval This formula has been explained as a result of socially constructed, human behaviour. It is either the result of competition to win project approval [31], or a product of the conditions of the procurement process, including differences in time horizons for public and private planners, the lack of accountability from transport consultancies that provide advice, and the rigidity of the contract [32]. De Bruijn & Leijten [33] locate the source of cost overruns in the contestation of information on which cost estimates are based. Construction projects are information sensitive but such information is no longer uncontested. Their solution to the problem is application of broader consultation. Flyvbjerg’s [34] own solution is to create a situation of comparison between like projects: reference class forecasting. In this method, projects are compared against the average costs for the class of project being undertaken. A database is being developed to facilitate this comparison. Difficulties in accurately estimating costs and benefits of projects are not solely the providence of human behavioural characteristics. There are also practical difficulties in making accurate predictions over what are long timeframes, in a globalised, complex market where the price of land, concrete, work etc can be unpredictable and outside the control of the project, and the requirements of customers change rapidly [35]. By way of solution, a turn towards a stochastic method (or combined risk/CBA analysis) leading to the generation of a probability distribution for a range of values rather than one value as the solution is recommended [36]. Additionally, work has progressed on the ability of CBA to provide reasonable estimations of indirect benefits and costs [37]-[39]. Studies now suggest that the scale of error likely to occur from the difficulty in accounting for indirect benefits and costs, is not sufficient to explain the sorts of cost over runs found in empirical studies of mega projects. This would suggest that there is something other than the technical driving the problem of cost underestimation and benefit overestimation. Possibly this is the same factor that makes adequate normative needs analysis and focus on the strategic aims improbable.

Infrastructure is governmentality 
Sturup 2k9 (Sophie, “Mega Projects and Governmentality” http://www.waset.org/journals/waset/v54/v54-176.pdf) 
For Foucault the question of government, authority and the construction of ourselves as individuals are intertwined [88]. Critical to his understanding of the self, is the repudiation of Kant’s notion of some transcendental self, but also a transformation of Nietzsche’s ideas that the self is separate from action only in language [89]. Thus in this theory the self is both created in language, and experienced through the application of power (our own and others). Or put another way, what is socially constructed and what is real feed back on each other. This occurs through the interplay of technology, knowledge and rationality. Foucault developed two notions about arts of government. In his lectures of 1975-6 Foucault explored the notion of the development of understandings of state power as the art of government [90]. Over time the art of government became something which political science, and the Government are concerned with, and led to the identification of many arts of government. Thus the art of government as it stands today is actually the application of various arts of government, recognised at various points in history and for various reasons. These arts of government could be categorised as sovereignty, discipline, and governmentality (and their various forms). Each has its own logics of power, and each is developed on top of the one before. None of these arts of government have entirely disappeared. They operate in multiplicity in different institutions and operations of government even today. In the theory of governmentality, there is a relationship between technology, knowledge, and rationality. For example in the description of the development of the art of government, Foucault observed that the various arts of government are constructed to deal with changing power relations and for ongoing management of the population, and in so doing create the circumstances which are so justified, and the technology for managing them. We can see the relevance here between this and the description of problem identification described in section II C of this paper. When it becomes possible to do a thing, then it becomes rational to do it through the development of new understandings of the thing and what is right behaviour in the world. This is related to Heidegger’s insight that a thing only comes to exist as a thing when there is something wrong with it, otherwise we simply experience it [91]. Something shows up as wrong, when we try to apply technology to it. The technology both bounds how the thing occurs and what the solution is to it as a problem. Of course this implies some doing, or that some people do things, without a rationality. They simply start doing it and it is later bounded by a rationality. The latest research in neuroscience indicates that the conscious brain is actually informed of our intended actions after signals have already been sent to various parts of the body. This would support the idea that much of what is done is neither conscious nor rational at least in the way commonly understood [92]. It is critical to undertaking studies of arts of government to understand this relationship, which has been very clearly described by Latour in his book chapter, ‘Circulating Reference’ [93]. B. Governmentality Governmentality is the art of government that developed in response to increasing pressure on government to deal with ever growing numbers of individuals2. It comes about because of, and works through the construction of individuals as independent beings, capable of governing at least some of their own conduct. Thus governmentality requires the formation of individuals which are capable of managing themselves and others, who can grasp collective mentalities and operate within them [94]. These individuals began to be developed following the development of the disciplines (various processes of training the body and later the mind), and particularly through the process of individuation associated with Bentham’s panopticon, as well as through the development of technologies of population control associated with management of the bubonic plague and leprosy [95]. This development of the individual was reinforced (and/or made possible) by the development of the Westphalian system of European states in 1648 [96]. The most widely established and understood form of government through governmentality is liberalism [97],[98]. There have been a number of studies using a governmentality frame of analysis to look at the specific rationality that is liberalism [99]. These studies lend themselves to the impression that there is a historicised progression from sovereignty, through discipline to governmentality [100], or that there is a progression from government, to governance, to governmentality [101]. However this is not the case. In this paper governmentality does not equate to liberalism, and it does not operate as the only art of government even within liberal democracies. C. Governmentalisation of the Art of Government Arts of government as particularised amalgams of knowledge, technology and rationality, are a description of the way power operates in a particular theatre, discipline or institution. Foucault found these different arts of government in institutions which are as present today as they ever have been. Thus we see articulations of sovereignty in the army, in hospitals, and especially in the treatment of the mentally ill. We see articulations of discipline in youth training centres, prisons (where reform is possible), health clinics pushing weight loss, and schools. MUTPs also manifest their art of government through their existence. These arts of government form the basis of what we might call institutional culture, where institutional culture is the specified form of an a-priori epistemology, the art of government. Indeed the apparatus of ministerial government could be viewed as a technology for the management and maintenance of these different arts of government. By creating embodied representatives (called Ministers in Australia) of these different cultures which then coordinate activities through executive government (the Cabinet, in Australia), different arts of government can co-exist and generally avoid overlap. As governmentality has developed the rationality of individuals as governing themselves, that rationality has been pushed into the rationality of ministerial government. Each department is responsible for maintaining its own logic of power, its own government of itself. The problematic of the layering of multiple arts of government within the Government is avoided. IV. APPLYING GOVERNMENTALITY TO MUTP To the extent that it can be described as a particular amalgam of technology, knowledge and rationality, MUTP could be a ‘new’ art of government, or it may be a new reflection of one that has previously been described. Given how art of government functions, understanding the art of government of MUTP could render new insights and provide assistance with a number of the key problems identified above. The following section will attempt to draw out the linkages between the problems and solutions identified and the way that the art of government of MUTP might operate. The first problem identified above related to project selection. The point was made that the selection of projects is in general not a result of normative needs analysis. The discussion on the development of the art of government showed that in Foucault’s understanding of the world, problems and their solutions arise in a dynamic relationship, and that problem definition is determined by the art of government available in which to solve it. In this sense art of government is being used as a particular type of Heidiggerian episisteme: a way of being which determines what we see [102]. This provides an explanation for the observed phenomena that problems come to be defined according to the technical solutions available [103]. As a technology, MUTPs are a particularly constructed solution which provides for the constitution of particular problems and needs that they are the solution of. There are several pointers to the nature of the art of government of MUTP in the literature already. Boyce [104] notes that at one level mega projects are much more about doing something rather than doing the right thing, and that they have a distinctly pharaonic flavour to them. This pharaonic flavour is described in a similar way to the notion of sovereign power; that which could be described as the mentality of ‘I am the king and my will be done’. Certainly the problems associated with displacement of persons in favour of these projects suggest a form of power where the imposition of the will of The Government on the people, or a group of people is justified. The fact that project proponents feel they need The Government investment and regulation to get these projects done indicates more of this type of mentality. There is clear evidence that at any point in time there are multiple arts of government operate at any one time. If the art of government of MUTP is primarily sovereignty, then this could provide insight into a number of problems for MUTPs. The other art of government strongly in play in advanced liberal democracies is governmentality. Sovereignty and governmentality do not work very well together. In governmentality, individuals are empowered as managers of their own conduct. This is achieved through proper education, and development of a variety of systems which enforce proper behaviour (disciplines) and punish deviation (sovereignty). At its pinnacle, this logic is reflected in advanced liberalism where the individual is reconditioned to entrepreneurial behaviour through making everything conditional upon that behaviour, life becomes a cost/benefit analysis [105]. Thus in governmentality the logic of power is that power is located in the individual. Governmentality is a logical threat to the development of MUTPs. It threatens the likelihood of their occurring and blurs their function where they are implemented. This is because, in governmentality, the State is increasingly expected to remove itself from activity, because the ‘will of the people’ becomes almost impossible to identify. The ‘people’ are now individuals who have been given the conditions to manage themselves, their individual will is identified through the market and their choices as consumers. In this logic, MUTP would only occur with the agreement of all individuals affected or in response to a truly consumer driven market demand. De Bruijn & Leijten’s [106] work on the increase in contestation of information can be reinterpreted as a function not of the vibrancy of democracy but rather from the increasing application of governmentality demonstrating how this logic plays out. Governmentality, increases peoples sense of needing to rely on their own judgement as they are increasingly individuated and increasingly responsible for their actions and beliefs. This leads to a decrease in the ability to “take other’s word for it”, and therefore to act collectively, which would logically lead to a decrease in the number of mega projects and contestation of them. Two technologies are leveraged to attempt to gain the required agreement for MUTPs; CBA and public consultation. As yet neither of these technologies is capable of actually delivering this type of agreement. CBA can be seen as an attempt to produce an uncontroversial scientific analysis which will generate agreement amongst individuals, or substantiate a true market demand (which is rarely achieved). CBA is a technology that leverages rational analysis, and therefore ‘discipline’ as an art of government. Thus it is formed in a different art of government to both sovereignty and governmentality. In CBA data is seen as true, accurate and incontrovertible. In governmentality, data is highly malleable, and therefore subject to distortion in situations of the imposition of power. In sovereignty, data is validated by the power structures that create it. The solution suggested to this malleability of information and indeed to gaining broad agreement is public consultation. As a technology, public consultation relies on communicative action and generation of shared knowledge through Habermasian type deliberative processes. The problems confronted are similar to those confronting deliberative planning models, the problem being that deliberative planning leads to platitudes rather than allowing for real collisions and politically unpalatable decisions [107]. In MUTPs the platitudes used to gain agreement in these processes often create significant changes to the scope, scale, and intent of the project itself. This interferes with the inherent logic of MUTP which is to deliver the set product, on time and on budget. Better understanding of the art of government of MUTPs and the technologies of CBA and consultation, would potentially enable more careful consideration of the application of these technologies. This might lead to more appropriate timing, and use of such technologies. Such understanding may provide further information about whether the overspending on MUTPs is deliberate, or just a lack of consciousness or something else. It may also point to the need to change the way projects are assessed and implemented. Perhaps a solution is to keep the question of whether a project should occur (which could take place in governmentality) separate from its implementation (which could take place in sovereignty). Such a separation might allow consultation based in governmentality to be separated from the distorting influence of the art of government of MUTPs and stop the consultation from distorting the MUTP. Finally then, in the discussion on governmentalisation of the art of government two points emerge for MUTPs. The first point is that originating arts of government, or logics of power, never really disappear. They merely rearticulate through a continuous adjustment to the influence of other arts of government. This is important to MUTPs because it suggests that MUTP may not be able to renounce sovereignty and conversely that through time, new arts of government, carried in the technologies co-opted by MUTP, might come to infect the initial art of government of MUTP. The discourse of improvement of government’s licence to operate [108] can be seen as an attempt to reorientate public consultation to the logic of sovereignty. There is a very clear distinction between the type of consultation these articles advocate and that of public engagement in governmentality. The second point is that MUTPs often cross institutional boundaries and therefore can find themselves mired in arts of government which the project proponents bring with them and for which their management teams are unprepared. These inherited arts of government may be antithetical to the art of governmentality of MUTP which would provide insight as to why different projects experience greater or lesser levels of problem in coordinating their partnerships. It can be seen from the above discussion that MUTPs are a significant concern at this particular time and place, and that they face significant problems. The brief review above demonstrates the potential inherent in the application of the theory of governmentality to MUTPs, the problems they face and the solutions that are currently being implemented. Further research into the nature of the art of government of MUTP is required to further develop these ideas and explore the potential inherent in the theory.

An increase of current and future infrastructure of any kind causes the city to become like a kast system, contaminate water and causes serious effects on nearby buildings. 

Redding, Rauch, Michaels 2012  [Stephen Redding, Ferdinand Rauch, Guy Michaels, Department of Economics at Princeton/ PhD in Economics,  research officer at the LSE, CEP/ PhD in Economics, PhD in Economics, “ Urbanization and Structural Transformation”, The Quarterly Journal of Economics, May 2012, http://qje.oxfordjournals.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/127/2/535.full.pdf+html, 535-586]
The infrastructure of a modern city creates changes in the shallow porosity and permeability. Subsurface tunnels, sewers, storage facilities, parking garages, subways, etc., create a secondary porosity that is similar to that found in karstic systems. Table 5 shows that the secondary porosity of Quebec City, constructed in crystalline Pre-Cambrian rocks, is of the same order of magnitude as that estimated for Mammoth Cave National Park, but this development occurs over hundreds, not millions, of years. In fact, cities function analogously to karst systems with large caves (subways, etc.), internal drainage (storm sewers), fast flow pathways (conduits and utility systems, which are discussed below), and highly anisotropic and heterogeneous permeability fields. Porosity values for four karstic aquifers (Worthington, 2003) and estimated porosity from human construction in Quebec City (Boivin, 1990). The permeability field also becomes highly altered with urbanization. Pavements and buildings create areas of generally lower permeability, but not impermeability. Building foundations can serve as local barriers to flow (e.g.,Ding et al., 2008). However, backfill and the installation of utility lines create zones of greater permeability (Garcia-Fresca and Sharp, 2005; Sharp, 2010). Typically, utility lines are installed in trenches, which are then backfilled. The backfill materials are commonly 2 to 5 orders of magnitude more permeable than the surrounding urban soils. If the utility conduits (e.g., a storm sewer) become cracked or broken, the permeability can be even greater.

This reticulation of high-permeability channels serves to increase recharge by acting as line sources when above the water table, serving as drains when constructed at or below the water table (Figure 4), and channeling rapid flow of shallow water flows along these lines. This is a “unique aspect of urban hydrogeology” (Shanahan, 2009). These elongated and complexly connected zones of high permeability create preferential pathways for groundwater flow, which have long been known to have consequences. For instance, Snow (1936)reports how a sewer line installed in Boston created a groundwater trough and lowered the water table, with serious effects on nearby building foundations. Leakage of groundwater into a storms ewer in Los Angeles along a seam between two segments of concrete pipe. We infer that there is also channelized flow in the materials surrounding the concrete pipe. These preferential pathways along pipelines, conduits, and old wells also have implications for contaminant transport in groundwater. The increased permeability, with its great heterogeneity and anisotropy, makes prediction of contaminant plume migration and groundwater remediation difficult (Sharp, 2010). For instance, underground storage tanks can leak, and the product may follow a complicated pathway as it travels along utility trenches (Lundy and Gogel, 1988; Krothe, 2002) and can create multiple plumes arising from a single source (Sharp, 2010). Similarly, abandoned wells can create preferential pathways for vertical flow that can transport contaminants from shallow to deeper aquifers, given suitable hydraulic gradients or density contrasts.

Military Link 
The total preparedness of infrastructure for military interventions is bad 

Collier and Lakoff 2k8 (Stephen, prof @ The New school and Andrew prof @ UCSD “The Vulnerability of Vital Systems: How “Critical Infrastructure” Became a Security Problem” http://anthropos-lab.net/wp/publications/2008/01/collier-and-lakoff.pdf
The shift to “total preparedness” can also be observed in the area of defense mobilization. During the Cold War mobilization that began in 1950, a series of governmental agencies had the task of ensuring that a productive and logistical network was in place to support a U.S. war effort. In doing so, these agencies – some of which were part of civil defense programs, some of which were in military branches – were also concerned about the condition of this production and distribution network after a nuclear attack. The Office of Defense Mobilization in the Executive Office of the President (1950 – 1958) was one site for such preparedness planning. As in emergency response, the area of defense mobilization – whose official task was to assure the nation’s industrial capacity for war-fighting – was, nearly from its inception, also involved in planning for other types of threat. For example, in the mid1950s the Office of Defense Mobilization explored the possibility of adapting its nuclear attack damage-assessment procedures for natural disasters. A devastating 1955 flood in California provided the occasion for one such experiment. However, as was the case with civilian emergency response in the 1950s, the main emphasis in defense mobilization remained on war readiness – with preparedness for natural disasters seen as an opportunity to test its techniques and train its personnel for the cataclysmic event of a nuclear war (Flemming 1957). Over time, defense mobilization officials shifted toward a total preparedness approach. In part, they did so to convince the managers of private sector utilities – who were convinced of the need for natural disaster preparedness but reluctant to engage in nuclear preparedness – to voluntarily implement safeguards against nuclear attack. For example, a 1970 manual for oil refineries published by the Interior Department and the Army Office of Civil Defense encouraged managers in charge of safety and reliability to plan not only for typical contingencies like fires or accidents, but to simultaneously prepare for a nuclear bomb blast. The argument from the manual was that the two forms of planning were complementary – and essential to national security in a broad sense. “Since the petroleum industry including natural gas has the responsibility of supplying over 75% of the energy for our economy, the country must have petroleum processing facilities of adequate strength and management ready to cope with all emergencies be they of natural origin or doings of mankind” (Stephens 1970: v emphasis added). Civil defense planners thus developed a generic notion of “emergency” that would enable them to take advantage both of local government capacities and private sector activities in the service of total preparedness.

Natives Link 
The aff is just assimilation of native knowledges and cultures so that they can be more effectively marginalized 

Barry and Porter 2012 (Janice, Libby, “Indigenous recognition in state-based planning systems: Understanding textual mediation in the contact zone” 2012 11: 170 Planning Theory) 
Urban and environmental planning systems in British settler-states are developing alter​native planning procedures and regulatory tools in an effort to ‘deal with’ the rights and land interests of Indigenous peoples. Two particularly important modes of recognition are appearing: first, a territorial recognition linking culture with place; and second, rec​ognition of Indigenous political structures and government. These efforts are particularly pronounced in environmental planning, where Indigenous recognition has resulted in the expansion of conventional planning tools and spatial ordering practices. A substantial literature charts the significant shifts that have taken place over the past 20 years regard​ing the recognition of Indigenous rights and title in environmental governance, including the development of governance forms based on joint or co-management between Indigenous traditional owners and government agencies (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2004; Howitt et al., 1996; Jaireth and Smyth, 2003; Jentoft et al., 2003; Lane and Williams, 2008; Stevens, 1997); increased amounts of consultation with Indigenous stakeholders (Berke et al., 2002); the incorporation of ‘Traditional Ecological Knowledge’ (TEK) in environmental planning models (see contributions to Inglis, 1993; also Daniels and Vencatesan, 1995); and increasingly protective cultural heritage management zones, overlays and new processes within land management (Jones, 2007). In a more advanced form, planning processes are also being conducted on a nation-to-nation (or government-to-government) basis, in which Indigenous peoples and the state mutually recognize each other’s governance authority and agree to share land use planning responsibilities (Barry, 2011). Indeed, ‘Indigenous planning’ is a field emerging within both theory and practice in its own right (Jojola, 2008). At one level, some of the literature about planning and Indigenous peoples, and the practices it reports on, is drawn relatively simplistically. Much of the consultation literature (see, for example, Berke et al., 2002) tends to simplify Indigenous recognition to a matter of accommodating greater numbers of Indigenous people in established, mainstream decision-making forums. Some of the work on TEK is criticized for its dan​gerous potential to simply co-opt Indigenous cultural knowledge and socio-economic practices as just one more subset of data to be used (Nadasdy, 1999). The incorporation of traditional use practices within environmental plans has been similarly criticized as reifying essentialist readings of Indigenous culture (Jackson, 2006). Such approaches can be seen as a domestication of planning’s Other into mainstream practice, thereby making invisible the wider political and epistemological challenge of Indigenous recog​nition (Porter, 2010). If the rights and claims of and by Indigenous groups in (post)colonial states mount a substantial challenge to the very basis of state-based planning, then a just and appropriate response to that challenge must surely require a deconstruc​tion, and decolonization, of planning itself. The tension between domestication and decolonization helps explain planning’s une​ven, contradictory and fundamentally ambivalent relationship with Indigenous peoples. For example, planning has been described as a positive site for the exercise of indigenous self-determination (Lane and Hibbard, 2005; Zaferatos, 2004); cross-cultural learning about the legacies of colonialism; and the improvement of community relations (Dale, 1999). At the same time, it can be interpreted as an avenue for deeply embedded, exclu​sionary and oppressive discourses, policy frames and power relations (Howitt and Lunkapis, 2010; Lane and Cowell, 2001; Porter, 2010; Yiftachel, 1995). There is a sub​stantial debate, then, between normative values around the transformative possibilities of planning, particularly through reliance on more deliberative practices, and theorizations and empirical analyses that show just how fragile and superficial such practices might turn out to be. Any theoretical and methodological frame, therefore, must be analytically and politically sensitive to the historical and contemporary oppression that state-based planning often brings about for communities of difference and Indigenous peoples in particular. Yet it must also be open to the possibilities of transformative practice through planning as a site of transgression and resistance. Any theorizations of the actual rela​tionships between state-based planning and those it ‘Others’ must be able to see and explain that relationship not as one thing or the other, but as contested sites that have both transformative and oppressive possibilities. The notion of recognition as a politics of difference is one already firmly rooted within many threads of planning theory. Sandercock’s work has progressed the field a long way towards critically unsettling the universalizing tendencies of planning (1998a, 2003). Many others are pursuing these kinds of questions in specific areas, and are ask​ing critical questions about how we should understand, explain and then act in these contexts of ‘deep difference’ (Watson, 2006. See also Beebeejaun, 2004; Burayidi, 2003; Fenster, 2003; Harwood, 2005; Jackson, 1997; Thomas, 2000; Yiftachel, 1998). We hope this paper adds to this important field of planning research. As it does so from a very particular position of cultural difference, that of historically constituted colonial relations in planning, we find the need for a different language, one that more accurately captures and describes this ambivalent and specific field of the politics of difference. American critical linguist Mary Louise Pratt’s conceptualisation of the ‘contact zone’ is, we sug​gest, a particularly insightful vocabulary for postcolonial planning. She defines contact zones as ‘the social spaces where cultures meet, clash and grapple with each other, often in contexts of highly asymmetrical relations of power, such as colonialism, slavery or their aftermaths as they are lived out in many parts of the world today’ (1991: 34). In some ways, Pratt’s contact zones are similar to Sandercock’s exploration of the ‘border​lands’ (Sandercock, 1998b: 110) as spaces ‘shaped by cultural collision’ (1998b: 113) that openly embrace, rather than merely tolerate, cultural difference. Yet, in her quest for ‘a postmodern Utopia’ (1998b: 163), Sandercock’s focus on border crossing tends to downplay by what structures and discourses those borderlands come to exist and how they are maintained at the margins. These fragile, marginal spaces are by no means a guarantee of a radical, democratic ideal. To really understand them, we need to see them fully for what they are, how they come to be and how they function. Pratt’s work helps bring these dimensions to the fore by asserting that the contact zone is also a place where difference is manipulated, dominated or categorically ignored. In doing so, we find ‘con​tact zones’ more accurately evokes both the promise and pitfalls of Indigenous–State planning and so we adopt this vocabulary, and what it analytically and politically signi​fies, in this paper.

The aff’s attempt to fix and make native land claims static is violent 
Barry and Porter 2012 (Janice, Libby, “Indigenous recognition in state-based planning systems: Understanding textual mediation in the contact zone” 2012 11: 170 Planning Theory) 
Following Tully (1995, 2000, 2004), we argue that a more just recognition of Indigenous rights and title in planning must be constituted through a continuing renegotiation of the relational, multiple and mutual moments of coexistence. This is different from forms of recognition that definitively fix or stabilize the content and scope of Indigenous claims. Tully (2004) problematizes the latter as the ‘monological’ mode of recognition, where claims are settled in fixed terms within existing structures such as courts and legislation and with little flexibility for review or change. They are not relational, but are embedded in an essentialist interpretation of the Others being accommodated. Recognition in this mode is produced through the ‘language of the master’ (Tully, 1995: 34) and in that sense tends to dilute and accommodate (in the pernicious sense of co-opt) Indigenous claims. Recognition in planning that formalize and position Indigenous interests might be seen as characteristic of such a monological mode. Common forms of such recognition are substantive use rights, fixities of identity around group-based claims, or procedural rights for inclusion and consultation. Our use here of the work of political theorist James Tully is not unique in the planning literature (see, for example, Hillier, 2003; Sandercock, 2011) and has gained particular prominence in Sandercock’s writing on ‘mongrel cities’ and ‘cosmopolitan urbanism’ (2003, 2011). There is a powerful imagery at work in Tully’s writing, much of which is organized around and inspired by The Spirit of Haida Gwaii, a well-known sculpture by Haida artist Bill Reid. Referring to the sculpture as ‘a symbol of the spirit of a post impe​rial age’ (1995: 17), Tully notes how the 13 passengers of the sculpture’s canoe, most of which are drawn from Haida mythology, all seem to be vying for position, often facing different directions and sometimes teetering on the edge of the boat, yet ‘the paddles are somehow in unison and they appear to be heading in some direction’ (1995: 28). We share Sandercock’s interest in and application of the symbolism found in The Spirit of Haida Gwaii and argue that what we should take from this sculpture is that the recogni​tion of difference does not mean the end of political unity, provided we develop appropri​ate conventions to guide the constitution of a new relationship. Tully provides a suite of normative principles around intercultural dialogue to produce the conditions for finding common ground (2000). Deliberative and collaborative planning scholars would find much that resonates and inspires in his poetic reading of The Spirit of Haida Gwaii: the emphasis on being different but together in the same process space, and finding mutual vocabulary (rowing) in order to move forward in the same direction. Similar notions are at the heart of the deliberative turn in planning (including its more recent institutional turn) and can be found in the work of theorists such as Innes and Booher (2010), Forester (1999, 2009), Healey (2006, 2007), Fischer (2003). Tully’s emphasis on negotiative processes potentially gives rise to all of the problems inherent in the assumption that a consensus through rational deliberation is possible or desirable (Hillier, 2003; McGuirk, 2001; Mouffe, 1999; Porter, 2010; Watson, 2006; Yiftachel and Huxley, 2000). Yet, despite this critique, his work maintains an ability to acknowledge and interrogate the pervasive and inevitable presence of historically consti​tuted power relations within deliberative moments. The very modes of recognition he both critiques and champions are all placed, rather subtly, within the field signified by, or constituted within, dominant colonial discourse. While Tully doesn’t directly speak to this, his critique holds open the analytical possibility for seeing power and conflict within the canoe. This more ‘agonistic’ democratic theory (and Tully only gestures towards it) is being developed by political theorists such as Chantal Mouffe (1993, 2005), and taken up into planning through Hillier (2003) and Pløger (2004). As Mouffe shows, any politi​cal moment can only exist within the already present operations of power: ‘the very conditions of the possibility of deliberation constitute at the same time the conditions of impossibility of the ideal speech situation’ (Mouffe, 1999: 751–2), indeed it is the ‘adver​sarial dimension which is constitutive of the political and which provides democratic politics with its inherent dynamics’ (Mouffe, 2005: 29). This ‘agonistic’ view of democ​racy applied to the politics of difference and the contact zone adds a new dimension to discussions about collaboration, deliberation and difference within Indigenous planning. It further highlights how a normative ideal of deliberative democracy in (post)colonial settings seems to inevitably reduce quest to one for better process, and in doing so, actively makes invisible the colonial histories that are always present. Orienting atten​tion to the ideological formations, ontologies and rationalities that are structuring and mediating actual instances of negotiation between planning and Indigenous peoples makes those very structures available for us to see and explain. Let us recap briefly here: contact zones are the sites within the democratic field where Indigenous interests, claims and values are brought forward to planning. They are inevi​tably contested, conflictual, highly circumscribed, ambivalent, agonistic spaces, filled with possibility. That such contact zones exist, and they surely do as the literature on Indigenous people within planning attests, begs a very important question – what gives rise to them? What constitutes and produces such possibilities for contact, exchange, intercultural dialogue, persistent colonial rule and dispossession? What effect does the way contact zones are structured, produced and performed have on the possibility of practice, or the ‘arts’ of the contact zone in Pratt’s language (1991)? How does it become possible to negotiate and renegotiate the terms on which the planning system will accom​modate Indigenous interests?

Planning is a covert tactic of domination used by the white man to subjugate native people 
Barry and Porter 2012 (Janice, Libby, “Indigenous recognition in state-based planning systems: Understanding textual mediation in the contact zone” 2012 11: 170 Planning Theory) 
They also ‘appropriate’ (Smith, 2001) local practices by assigning them to pre-estab​lished modes of institutional behavior. In that sense, texts provide the conceptual frame​work through which a local act (a daily practice) is recognized as fulfilling a general requirement: how, to use a small Canadian example, an informal conversation between an Indigenous community and a state-based planning agency is recognized as the first step in fulfilling a legal responsibility to consult Indigenous peoples on any potential infringement on their rights and title. This textually determined consultation process is, in itself, a product of a larger set of texts that establish positions, responsibilities and expectations within a planning system. Exploring the appropriating role of texts, then, involves considering the relationship among them: their intertextuality. This, according to Institutional Ethnography, can be traced in two ways: … through the categories of objects, subjects/agents and forms of actions of the text itself which presuppose and rely on other texts; and it can be traced for its part in a complex co-ordinating the work sequences that produce organizational outcomes. (Smith 2001: 187–88) Institutional ethnographers refer to these textually mediated complexes as ‘ruling rela​tions’. This notion underscores the translocal character of everyday institutional prac​tices: how ‘people’s doings in particular local settings are recognized and attended to as participating in relations in which they are active and through which their local doings are coordinated with those of others elsewhere’ (Smith, 2001: 162). Despite the use of the word ‘ruling’, texts do not act in a wholly prescriptive or uni-directional manner; they are interpreted through a phenomenon Institutional Ethnographers refer to as ‘text-reader conversations’. One side of this conversation is fixed, in that the ‘materiality’ of written documents (Smith, 2001: 191) allows them to remain the same no matter how many times and in what context they are read. The other is open to the agency of institu​tional actors who activate texts by reading and adapting them to their particular circum​stances (Smith, 2005). In this way, studying the intertextuality of institutions is not simply about understanding the textual origins of specific modes of behavior, but also how discursive categories and frames are recontextualized (Fairclough, 2005) from one setting to another. While some Critical Discourse Analysts have been intrigued by Smith’s work and see it as a complementary body of theory, they also criticize it for ‘undertheorising’ (Chouliaraki and Fairclough, 1999: 58) the ‘orders of discourse’: one of the more struc​tural dimensions of the relationship between text and practice (Chouliaraki and Fairclough, 1999; Fairclough, 2003). The elements of orders of discourse are not things like nouns and sentences (elements of linguistic structure), but discourses [ways of rep​resenting], genres [ways of acting] and styles [ways of being]. These elements select certain possibilities defined by language and exclude others – they control linguistic variability for particular areas of social life. (Fairclough, 2003: 24). Yet, this form of linguistic control is never complete; Critical Discourse Analysts stress the ‘interdiscur​sivity’ of written texts and argue that ‘hybridity is an irreducible characteristic of com​plex modern discourse’ (Chouliaraki and Fairclough, 1999: 59). Texts change and evolve as new orders of discourse – such as the discourse surrounding the nature and extent of Indigenous recognition – are introduced to the social field. Yet, the introduction of new orders of discourse rarely supplants existing ways of representing, acting and being, but rather results in hybrid texts. The use of multiple orders of discourse within a single text is seen as a positioning device: a way of speaking to multiple, and potentially competing, social fields. Hybridity is also seen as a ‘resource in interaction’ (Chouliaraki and Fairclough, 1999: 58) in that it creates windows of opportunity for the expression and expansion of alternative ways of representing, acting and being. Clearly, the application of an Institutional Ethnography approach to the study of planning in the (post)colonial contact zone would benefit from the incorporation of key principles from Critical Discourse Analysis. Yet as Turner’s (2001) institutional ethnography of a municipal planning process shows, not all institutional discourses are open to recontextualization and hybridization. Some intertextual complexes are so tightly knit that opportunities to pursue alternativee courses of actions are severely restricted. Both the recontextualization and hybridization of discourse are potential mechanisms and products of the intercultural negotiations Pratt imagines in her discussion of the contact zone. But they can also provide avenues for domination, manipulation and con​trol. Texts define the conditions and the boundaries of the contact zone between Indigenous people and state-based planning systems. Established planning texts author​ize and regulate the contact zone by assigning positions and responsibilities and by legit​imizing appropriate courses of action. They also appropriate practices undertaken in the contact zone by assigning them to pre-existing institutional categories and situating them within established hierarchies and authority structures. This tendency is particularly strong in texts that stabilize and fix those positions and responsibilities – the monological modes of recognition that Tully critiques. To illustrate how contact zones are textually mediated and can be constrained by monological modes of recognition, our next section examines one land use planning text from BC, a key document that is shaping the con​temporary relationship between First Nations and planning systems in that province of Canada. Our interest in this text (as least for the purposes of this paper) is in the way that an analysis combining the methods we have outlined above reveals, animates and illus​trates the textually structured and mediated nature of the contact zone. It is not a research finding, but an illumination on a methodological approach. Textually-mediated contact zones: an illustration from British Columbian resource planning The strategic planning of BC’s public lands and natural resources has a long and varied history. Underway since the early 1990s, these regional processes were the provincial government’s major policy response to decades of escalating resource conflict, in what is colloquially referred to as the ‘war in the woods’. ‘Peace in the woods’ (Wilson, 2001: 39) was to be achieved through the establishment of over 30 different multi-stakeholder tables and the application of a shared decision-making approach, based on the principles of interest-based negotiation. First Nation participation in many of these processes has been marginal, at best, (Barry, 2011) and is often complicated by ongoing debate over Indigenous rights and title. The intention behind this very brief example is not to provide a comprehensive analysis of the political and institutional complexities of this ever-evolving approach to strategic natural resource planning, as this history has been recounted with some depth elsewhere (Barry, 2011; Jackson and Curry, 2004; Wilson, 2001). Our purpose is rather different: to identify some of the tensions present within one particular text – written during a major period of upheaval in BC land use planning – and to use these examples as a jumping off point for commenting on the textual dimensions of the politics of recognition. In 2006, regional and natural resource strategic land use planning in BC underwent a dramatic shift. The publication of A New Direction for Strategic Land Use Planning in BC by the provincial government reconstituted how environmental planning is con​ceived and enacted, particularly with respect to the rights and title claims advanced by First Nations across the province. It was written a mere two years after the Supreme Court of Canada’s decision on the Haida case, which one legal analyst describes as hav​ing effectively ended any debate about the provincial government’s duty to consult Indigenous peoples on decisions that might affect their rights and title (Pearlman, 2005). The BC government could no longer afford to take a ‘business as usual’ approach (Mandell, 2004: 2); it had to ensure that First Nation involvement in regional land use planning met the legal standards developed by the courts. The new approach to strategic land use planning also needed to interpret and apply the province’s ‘New Relationship’ policy statement, which represents its primary policy response to the Haida decision and included a commitment to shared decision making. At the same time, the recently elected neo-liberal government was beginning to question whether the benefits of strategic land use planning justified the costs. A New Direction is, therefore, a hybrid document, one that embodies and tries to make sense of two competing priorities and institutional discourses: 1) the new legal realities of having to recognize and accommodate Indigenous rights and title; and 2) an economic desire to rein in an ambitious and time-consuming approach to the planning and management of public lands. Yet, the negotiation of these competing discourses does not appear to be the mutual and dialogical process Tully envi​sions, but a rather crude process of insertion and appropriation into pre-established ways of thinking about and organising the governance of BC’s lands and resources. After more than 10 years of planning, at an estimated cost of $100 million (ILMB, 2006), it was decided that strategic planning would now require demonstration of a strong ‘business case’. Planning would only be initiated when there was a statutory imperative; ‘major emerging land use conflicts or competition among different user groups; a need to identify new economic opportunities; and/or a need to address FNs’ [First Nations’] opportunities, constraints, values and interests in areas where strategic plans have not been completed’ (ILMB, 2006: 10). Beyond the obvious intertextuality of associating Indigenous recognition with a neo-liberal desire for ‘business cases’ and eco​nomic ‘certainty’, A New Direction is revealing of other means through which the par​ticular interests and aspirations of particular First Nations in particular territories are appropriated into a larger institutional agenda. Almost immediately, the very term ‘First Nation’ is collapsed into bureaucratic shorthand (i.e. FN) and begins to appear alongside other accepted acronyms within the provincial government: FRPA [Forest and Range Practice Act]; LRMP [Land and Resource Management Plan]; SRMP [Sustainable Resource Management Plan]; OGMA [Old Growth Management Area]. While the use of the FN acronym might generously be interpreted as a simple matter of convenience, we argue that it is highly suggestive of the ways in which First Nations are hooked in (Smith, 2001, 2005) to pre-existing institutional discourses and planning frameworks. Not only are First Nations collapsed in the government’s resource planning and policy lexicon, but their distinct ancestral homelands are redefined as one of several potential planning ‘units’ (ILMB, 2006: 3). Their involvement in provincial planning processes is also categorized as a beneficial policy outcome and as a driver of future actions, even in the face of rising costs and dwindling support for integrated regional resource planning: While recent studies show the benefits of strategic land use planning (e.g. improved communication and inter-agency cooperation; increased involvement of FNs; increased land use certainty for industry; and new legislative tools to benefit threatened and endangered species and improve wildlife habitat), there are also high costs and limited resources available. In addition to the cost and resource issues, land use planning is also now being impacted by other emerging business drivers including: New Relationship commitments; effects of major environmental change; increased exploration and development activities; new federal government initiatives; and new legislation and policies (e.g. FRPA). (ILMB 2006: 2) Failure to address these ‘emerging business drivers’ is framed as a risk that must be miti​gated by developing a new direction for strategic land use planning. An entire section was devoted to the proposal for involving First Nations in future planning initiatives. These policy directions suggest two interrelated things: first, that A New Direction not only serves to appropriate particular First Nations perspectives, interests and aspirations into the provincial planning agenda through the use of bureaucratic naming conventions, categories and policy frames; and second, that by doing so it actively regulates and stan​dardizes First Nation involvement in strategic land use planning. Individual First Nations are afforded some opportunity to self or collaboratively design the principles that will guide their planning relationship with the provincial gov​ernment, but these individual protocol agreements are to be developed in accordance with the sequence of events and conditions identified in A New Direction. Both individ​ual First Nations and the First Nations Leadership Council are recognized as legitimate planning actors, though they are assigned very different positions and responsibilities. The First Nations Leadership Council, composed of representatives from BC’s three Aboriginal political associations (Assembly of First Nations BC Region, First Nations Summit and Union of British Columbia Indian Chiefs), is to work with the provincial government to develop a strategic planning ‘Statement of Intent’, which would provide the ‘overarching direction’ (ILMB, 2006: 11) for subsequent strategic planning pro​cesses. Planning protocols with individual First Nations would then be developed ‘where appropriate, based on the principles in the Statement of Intent developed with the Leadership Council’. This hierarchy of protocol development is revealing of an apparent need to work with First Nations in a manner that mirrors the province’s own bureaucratic structures, with the work of local government actors coordinated by a central agency/policy framework.

Their literature is biased and based on poor studies 
Barry and Porter 2012 (Janice, Libby, “Indigenous recognition in state-based planning systems: Understanding textual mediation in the contact zone” 2012 11: 170 Planning Theory) 
The study of planning’s uneven and contradictory relationships with Indigenous peo​ples is not yet well served by the theoretical and analytical frameworks present within the established literature. While this literature provides some general grounding and a foundation on which to build, we found it often lacking in analytical power, method​ological tools and a critical attendance to historically constituted relations of colonial power. In seeking to develop these foundations, to engage a more robust theoretical and analytical frame for the study of the contact zone between Indigenous peoples and state-based planning systems, we have woven together a reading of previously disparate bod​ies of theory. Tully’s work on multiple constitutionalism and mutual recognition provides normative guidance on what a just relationship with Indigenous people might look like. Developed with the attention to conflict offered by the agonistic political theory of Mouffe, we find a stronger theoretical basis for grappling with the politics of recognition in the contact zone. Smith’s Institutional Ethnography, along with Critical Discourse Analysis’ attention to the orders of discourse, helps clarify the practices of power in conceiving and enacting the contact zone, and how those practices are medi​ated by established planning texts. We have argued against approaches that freeze or fix Indigenous peoples to defined ways of being and acting in planning systems and close off opportunities for Indigenous agency in defining the nature of their political and spatial relationships with state-based planning systems. In thinking about the nature of this contact zone, critical atten​tion needs to be paid to both its potential and its vulnerabilities. For, as the analysis of A New Direction shows, Indigenous peoples’ relationships to state-based planning sys​tems are highly circumscribed. Established planning texts appoint Indigenous peoples to predefined positions and create authority structures that are often grounded in Western legal and political conventions, traditions that do not sufficiently recognize Indigenous governance aspirations or structures. Texts delineate the boundaries of legitimate institutional behavior, but they also appropriate the political and spatial claims of Indigenous peoples by assigning them to established planning categories and systems of meaning: traditional territories become ‘planning areas’ and demands for recognition become ‘business drivers’. Clearly, these contact zones are not naturally occurring, and are mediated by established planning statutes, case law, regulation and policy. Smith’s approach to studying this textual mediation is found to be highly instructive in showing how individual moments of contact are hooked into larger insti​tutional complexes or ruling relations. Yet, following Smith’s call to attend to the dynamic nature of the text-reader conver​sation and the ongoing potential for both the subversion and transformation of estab​lished ruling relations, we stress the importance of not viewing texts such as A New Direction in isolation. Texts do not prescribe institutional behavior; they mediate it. A fuller understanding of this textual mediation cannot arise out of the study of texts alone, but rather through the study of the ways in which these texts are interpreted and applied in particular practices. We have argued that this interface between text and practice is a key dimension to the contact zone that exists between Indigenous peoples and state-based planning systems; ‘contact’ is conceived not simply as a meeting of cultures, but as a space where every text stands in ‘specific historical relationship’ (Pratt, 1992: 5) to all of the people contesting that zone. That relationship is of course enormously varied and historically contingent. We argue that it is by studying this ‘contact’, in all its dimen​sions, that a clearer picture of the complexities of Indigenous recognition is formed. In terms of our own research programme on Indigenous recognition in urban and environ​mental planning, this view of textually mediated contact zones requires us to constantly move between text and practice. To understand the ways in which texts shape, constrain, authorize and regulate, we will often need to work ‘text-down’, as we have done here. We will also need to work ‘practice-up’ to explore how monological modes of recognition are contested and reframed in particular places, and how multiple constitutionalisms, identities and planning practices are negotiated and new relationships are formed. We will be applying and developing this approach in the next phase of our own research programme. Framing the recognition process as textually mediated contact zones not only extends the literature on Indigenous planning – a literature that is curiously underdeveloped – but it speaks to other branches of planning theory as well. It develops the literature on plan​ning and difference by focusing analytical attention on the rules and norms that structure the moments of contact, or the definition (and crossing) of borders. It highlights the pain​ful and contingent nature of work and life in the contact zone, and the potential, as our illustration from BC has shown, for manipulation, domination and control. It also chal​lenges proponents of deliberative approaches to the recognition of difference in planning to think more clearly about the relationships between text and practice: how these moments of intercultural negotiation are framed and mediated by text and the specific mechanisms through which a text might manipulate and distort supposedly collaborative processes. Finally, the approach develops and extends the application of Interpretive Policy Analysis to planning. That diverse body of work significantly opens up attention to the discursive framing of policy problems, stakeholders and solutions. It also calls for greater attention to the actual practice, the material and concrete manifestations, of eve​ryday policy making. Reading the contact zone through the approach of Institutional Ethnography, we suggest, offers a way of seeing the text and practice of recognition, the discourse and action, with much greater clarity of its relational dimension. Contact zones of recognition and contest have textual moments that mediate other moments of possibil​ity, transcendence and manipulation. The actual processes, potential and vulnerabilities involved in crossing borders and engaging in the contact zone brings our attention right back to actual practices of the contact zone. Holding the text-practice relations of contact zones together for study in future research is a key challenge for understanding the poli​tics of recognition and difference in planning.
New Orleans Link 
Infrastructure expenditures inevitably have “convergence of intersection points” from differing personal gain and end result goals that stem from lack of coordination among infrastructure agencies. Hurricane Katrina disasters and its continual effect in New Orleans and the Gulf prove this decision making process will continue to make dangerous exceptions to what a community should actually receive from urban planning over what benefits them more.

Neuman 6

(Michael Neuman, Professor of Sustainable Urbanism in the Faculty of the Built Environment at the University of New South Wales, Ph.D. in City and Regional Planning from the University of California at Berkeley and an M.C.P. with a graduate Certificate in Urban Design from the University of Pennsylvania, “Infiltrating infrastructures: On the nature of networked infrastructure,” Journal of Urban Technology, accessed from Taylor & Francis Online, Version of record first published on December 21, 2010)
Each entity that owns and/or operates infrastructures has its own definition and draws on its own perceived and real characteristics in order for it to be an effective institutional agent. Yet, because many infrastructure networks overlap and feed into and off each other, disparities among definitions and characteristics can pose barriers to mutual understanding and coordination. For example, coordination among government agencies (within and among levels of government), not to mention among private and non-profit organizations, entails different agencies that see through their own particular lens, whether public works, highways, or capital facilities. This is not a problem when a single system, such as telephony, is addressed. When multiple systems or networks come together, their intersection points can become problematic. Convergence, a popular term in multi-media telecommunications, is indicative of the many technical, institutional, and other matters that need to be considered in order to coordinate network services. This problem is compounded by different disciplines that identify themselves as the responsible player in any given category of infrastructure. In the category of capital investments, for instance, financiers, policy makers, and politicians think and act in terms of loans, borrowing, interest rates, debt ratios, and satisfying constituencies with specific projects. In public works, engineers bring a set of tools and ideas—a Heideggerian technology—to infrastructure largely dissimilar to that of policy makers. In community facilities and transportation, the same can be said of the urban planners, architects, and landscape architects who are responsible for placing infrastructure into existing urban development patterns and shaping new patterns. As a result, decisions are made piecemeal, with the inevitable high costs and consequences of the attendant lack of coordination that have been mentioned in most reports about infrastructure and its financing and decision making that this author has seen. One need not look any farther than the summer 2005 Hurricane Katrina disaster in New Orleans and the Louisiana and Mississippi Gulf Coast. A 1998 multi-stakeholder plan recommended a $15 billion expenditure over fifty years to minimize and mitigate the damages from natural occurrences like severe hurricanes, and to provide other ecosystem and economic benefits.Louisiana Coastal Wetlands Conservation and Restoration Task Force… The plan, largely based on infrastructure improvements, was not implemented because of perceived high cost. The estimated cost to rebuild New Orleans alone after Katrina? About $100 billion, $80 billion of which would be in federal funds. It was widely reported in academic, professional, and popular outlets that finger pointing and lack of government coordination among infrastructure agencies were at the root of both inadequate preparation and post disaster response.Nossiter Other scholars and organizations have put forward characteristics of infrastructure in attempts to identify commonalities to technical systems classified under the umbrella of the term, which I have built upon here. Notable among those include the works of Hughes, the National Council of Public Works Improvements, and the World Bank.Hughes 1983 Hughes 1987 Firth et al. The policy implications of these characteristics and definitions, apart from lack of coordination, are discussed briefly below.National Council on Publics Works Improvements Several other implications have been interspersed throughout the text.

Planning Link 
Emperics prove urban planning has long been linked to regressive forms of social control to strengthen divisions within the public. It allows access for imbalances of power to satisfy one-sided economic, political, and social interests and to favor those in control of and/or with influence over modern urban planning.

Allmendinger and Gunderis 5

(Phil Allmendinger and Michael Gunderis, Phil Allmendinger is Professor of Planning and Director of the Centre of Planning Studies, Department of Real Estate and Planning, University of Reading, Reading, UK, Michael Gunderis a Senior Lecturer at the Department of Planning, National Institute of Creative Arts and Industries, University of Auckland, Auckland, New Zealand, “Planning Theory,” “Applying Lacanian Insight and a Dash of Derridean Deconstruction to Planning’s ‘Dark Side’,” accessed on Sage Journals, March 22, 2005)

Because this broad enlightenment consensus to build a ‘better’ world is so widely accepted by planners, most studies of planning focus on evalu-ating it. From his experience in Israel, Yiftachel (1995, 2000: 434–5) argues that planning may well have a progressive potential, but that it can equally be used for regressive purposes that assist ‘in creating a stratiﬁed and segregated national space which reinforced and reproduced social inequalities and polarization’. In deeply divided societies of ethnic and religious difference, mechanisms such as planning can be and are used to resist change and overtly reinforce divisions between the dominant ‘tribal’ group (in Yiftachel’s own words – pers. com.) and the Other that this group seeks to oppress or remove. In what Yiftachel terms ‘pluralistic societies’ (less polarized societies, such as the USA, Australia and the UK) difference and threats to multicultural change are accommodated more subtly through, for example, market or legal mechanisms of exclusion. In this pluralist context, Sandercock (1998:4) has accused planning of being ‘anti-democratic, race and gender-blind, and [supporting] culturally homogenizing practices’. The landscape of post-modernity which Sandercock (1998, 2003) witnesses in many world cities is one where diversity occurs despite not because of planning schemes that seek to stultify a natural emergent order of pluralism. Healey (1993: 235) has also pointed to the ‘darker side’ of UK planning characterized by unwanted outcomes that seem ‘to be everywhere, from the disaster of high- rise towers for the poor to the dominance of economic criteria justifying road building and the functional categorisation of activity zones’. In Denmark, Bent Flyvbjerg’s (1998) case study of Aalborg has further demonstrated the duplicity, conﬂicting objectives, bargaining, abuse of power and post-hoc rationalism that go under the name of planning practice. Flyvbjerg invokes Machiavelli and Nietzsche as being appropriate to understanding the rationality of planning practice. He follows Machiavelli and Von Rachau in making a distinction between formal rationality and real-politik and invokes Nietzsche’s ‘will to power’ thesis, where planning ‘is not about producing better arguments, it is about strategies and tactics’ (Flyvbjerg, 1998: 74). Planning in India has similarly been labelled culturally insensitive and homogenizing in the face of a fragmenting society shorn of consensus. There, planning has been used to create enclaves of great afﬂuence that keep out the poor. Marcuse (1994) and Tajbakhsh (2001) have highlighted the role of planning in reinforcing inequality in New York while Oranje(1996) has clearly linked planning and apartheid in pre-democratic South Africa. Similarly, Gunder and Mouat (2002) illustrated the implicit mechanisms of victimization and exclusion of the unempowered majority deployed by ‘efﬁcient’ planning in New Zealand. Finally, Ihlanfeldt (2004) has explored the impact of land use regulations in the USA on segregated housing patterns that exclude lower-income households through specifying minimum plot sizes for single family homes therebyinﬂating the price.

Ports Link 
The aff’s depiction of docks as spaces to be ordered should be rejected 
Wood 2k9 (Stephen, Senior Lecturer, School of Behavioural and Cognitive and Social Sciences @ University of New England, “D E S I R I N G D O C K L A N D S : D E L E U Z E A N D U R B A N P L A N N I N G D I S C O U R S E” Planning Theory 8(2))

When serious planning commenced in 1989, the Docklands was largely hidden from the lives and minds of most Melburnians. Over the next three years, its profile was raised considerably as the Victorian State Government (VSG) and a Docklands Task Force (DTF) embarked on a first thread of planning. This thread emerged as a ‘well-founded’ process, with numerous grounds functioning to stabilize the Docklands’ identity. Determinate boundaries, for example, implied that the Docklands was a fixed and limited place; its internal spaces were demarcated for this and for that land-use. Histories of the area reinforced this impression, giving the Docklands a character profile of sorts, conveying the sense that it had always been perceived as a discrete territory with a distinct identity. And accounts of the Docklands’ geographical context highlighted a range of local, interstate and global development trends which would be reproduced at the Docklands, this mimicry being at once a source of security and excitement. It was suggested that ‘Docklands is the logical next step’ in Melbourne’s recent rediscovery of the Yarra River (VSG, 1989: 5, emphasis added), ‘a natural extension of the existing city area’ (VSG, 1990: 3, emphasis added), and its development would see Melbourne join ‘other great cities of the world which are using the transformation of redundant port and railway areas to create new vigor, growth and economic activity’ (VSG, 1989: ii). This picture of a stable and ordered landscape was underpinned by an established and procedurally formalized method of planning. Major reports of this thread mirrored planning’s ‘normal’ paradigm, beginning with problems, goals and objectives, moving on to identify ‘all the facts’ and options, and concluding with requests for public evaluation of the plan and feedback. Numerous site analyses produced a semblance of ‘comprehensiveness’: in 1990 alone, the DTF commissioned 18 different studies of the Docklands area, together with nine working papers. Similarly, an extensive, two-phase, public consultation process worked to enrol and record community opinion (see DTF, 1991, 1992). At all times, proceedings were linked to the authority of the State. Government policies were said to ‘set the parameters in which development could occur’ (DTF, 1990: 5) and community opinions were assessed against these policies, often rendered as tacit expressions of support. Visions produced in this thread of planning tended to portray an ordered and regulated landscape; a more or less complete and comprehensive picture of the Docklands’ future, the correlate of an all-seeing, all-knowing state (see Figure 1). The apparent concern to maintain an established order entailed that contributors to the consultation process were only ‘recognized’ when they corresponded to an already existing social distinction or identity group. Without exception, the opinions explicitly represented in the DTF’s consultation summaries derived from ‘representatives’ (of community organizations, government departments, unions, professional bodies, the academy, etc.) or ‘experts’ (see DTF, 1991, 1992). This was despite the fact that in the first phase of consultation alone more than a third of the formal submissions were from ‘private individuals’ (DTF, 1991: 131). In principle, all members of the public could contribute to public consultation processes; in practice, only a certain type of social actor had his or her views placed on the public record.

Discourse surrounding ports and docks is flawed 
Wood 2k9 (Stephen, Senior Lecturer, School of Behavioural and Cognitive and Social Sciences @ University of New England, “D E S I R I N G D O C K L A N D S : D E L E U Z E A N D U R B A N P L A N N I N G D I S C O U R S E” Planning Theory 8(2))

The dramatic departure from planning’s traditional rational comprehensive model stands as one of the most striking features of the Docklands planning process. After thread one, the remaining three threads abrogated a central doctrine of planning’s ‘normal paradigm’ by placing a strident emphasis on ‘market rationality’ vis-à-vis ‘social rationality’ (Friedmann, 1987). Moreover, these threads could not be construed as ‘comprehensive’, with little effort being made to garner ‘all the facts’. This shift away from social rationality and comprehensiveness was accompanied by a heightened emphasis on affectivity. Very few major decisions and proposals were accompanied by reasoned exposition, but they were all accompanied by affect-laden language and illustrations which added much to the ‘feel’ of the process. In short, the planning process placed a specific emphasis on market rationality vis-à-vis social rationality, and a more general emphasis on affectivity vis-à-vis rationality. Numerous alternatives to the rational comprehensive model have been proposed, yet their capacity to account for Docklands planning processes would also seem limited for at least two main reasons. First, most of these alternatives tend towards descriptions of what planners ‘should’ do; the implicit appeal to a more or less ideal setting means they tend to proffer negative explanations of any process that deviates from what ‘should’ be done in urban planning practice. Habermas-inspired (Habermas, 1984) ‘communicative action’ models, for example, might advise that an ‘ideal speech situation’ was not generated by the Docklands planning process, that it did not open up a space of ‘undistorted communication’ and so on, but they are less able to describe what the planning process did do, what it did produce, how it did work (see, for example, Forester, 1989; Healey, 1992, 1996, 1997; Innes, 1995; Stein and Harper, 2003). And second, many of the ‘problems’ which frame these alternatives were rendered obsolete within the Docklands planning process. Various ‘social learning’ models, for example, contend that planning needs to close the gap between the knowledge of experts (science-based, professional) and of actors (experiential) (see, for example, Dunn, 1971; Friedmann, 1973, 1987; Friedmann and Abonyi, 1976; Michael, 1973; Schön, 1971). Yet threads two, three and four did not – or could not – exhibit a scission between these two types of knowledge when, for the most part, they did not draw upon ‘expert’ knowledge, they made little appeal to ‘knowledge’ per se, and they furnished discourses which were geared towards the ‘experiential’ (so far as is possible for static documents). Here it is not that the planning process necessarily solved problems posed by social learning models so much as it sidestepped them altogether. Similarly, key problems posed by various of the ‘advocacy’ and ‘radical planning’ models were short-circuited within the Docklands planning process (see, for example, Davidoff, 1965; Krumholz, 1994a, 1994b; Krumholz and Forester, 1990; Mier, 1993; Sandercock, 1998). Threads two to four could not be based upon already existing desires and identities of particular social groups when the threads were working to produce these desires and identities in the first instance. The focus of these threads was not on social ‘beings’ but on social ‘becomings’, not on identity as it ‘is’ but on identity as it ‘might be’, as it could be ‘other’ than what it ‘is’ (see Massumi, 1993, 1998). The obsolescent nature of the problems which underwrite these models derives from their tendency to gear urban planning towards ‘actuality’ and ‘being’, when the majority of the Docklands planning process was oriented towards ‘virtuality’ and ‘becoming’. The consequent limitations of the models might be highlighted by a hypothetical question: supposing that thread one embodied all that is sought by ‘social learning’ models and/or all that is sought by ‘advocacy’ and ‘radical planning’ models, would the first thread have been rendered any less of an instant archaism by the second and third threads? Here the intention is not to critique these models as such; they are each informed by the noblest of intentions. Instead, it is simply to highlight how the ground-shift in emphasis (from the actual to the virtual) which was embodied in the Docklands planning process, curtails the transformative potential of approaches that are focused on ‘knowledge’ of existing states of affairs (whether this be ‘expert’ knowledge or knowledge of ‘experience’ and/or ‘social norms’), and of approaches which seek to represent the perceived interests of a group defined according to existing social distinctions (see Massumi, 1993, 1998).

Poor advocacy strategy because it relies on rationality and not affect 
Wood 2k9 (Stephen, Senior Lecturer, School of Behavioural and Cognitive and Social Sciences @ University of New England, “D E S I R I N G D O C K L A N D S : D E L E U Z E A N D U R B A N P L A N N I N G D I S C O U R S E” Planning Theory 8(2))

To shed further light on the parallel emphases on market rationality and affectivity, discussed above, it is instructive to draw on Deleuze and Guattari’s (1983, 1987) theory of social desiring-production. For Deleuze and Guattari, the key determinant of a society’s structure is given by the way in which it produces desire rather than the way in which it produces goods and services. If urban planning and development are examined through this theoretical lens, dominant (i.e. neo-Marxist) critical understandings of the relationship between capital and planning – and between capital and urban development – are not necessarily refuted. However, a clear variation on these understandings is provided, incorporating a range of different emphases. As Massumi (1992: 194) explains, with respect to concepts such as mode of production, class, base and superstructure, ‘Deleuze and Guattari question less their existence than their centrality. They are end products, derivations of more encompassing processes [of desiring-production].’ This argument follows from Deleuze and Guattari’s particular conception of desire which offers a significant departure from conventional constructions of desire as ‘lack’ (as in Freudian and Lacanian psychoanalysis, Marxism, and the marketing and advertising practices of late-capitalism). Deleuze and Guattari maintain that life is a process of striving, self-enhancement and increasing expansion. Desire is the most basic force or power which animates this process; a principle of creativity, invention, and connection which fuels all of life’s processes of production and becoming (see Colebrook, 2002a, 2002b; Patton, 2000 for useful summaries). Deleuze and Guattari (1983: 116) characterize desire as ‘revolutionary in its essence’ because it constantly drives bodies to make new and different connections, without necessarily exhibiting any concern for social codes (see Olkowski, 1999). From this account of desire, flows of capital must of necessity be parasitic upon flows of desire; the basic argument which follows is that ‘before’ the market can play a determining role in urban development, flows of desire must be made tantamount to, and seemingly derivative from, flows of capital. And a key question which might be asked is: if there is an infinite array of forces and desires which might be drawn upon to produce any urban environment, how do these forces and desires come to be tamed and regulated by capital, channelled in a certain direction? In very simplified terms, Deleuze and Guattari’s response might be that capitalism works by first ‘deterritorializing’ desire (sweeping aside pre-existing desires) and then ‘reterritorializing’ desire (subsequently producing new desires which are indexed to capitalization processes). The first movement, deterritorialization, reduces all flows of desire to flows of capital. It does this by ‘converting’ the qualitative values which underpin social codes into purely quantitative values of money, investment, profit. Using money as a universal equivalent, capitalism brings all social flows together in quantifiable and commensurable relations. Having done that, it then uses its own laws, axioms and equations to determine how particular social flows should be related and deployed. Critically, this process is indifferent to the qualitative character of different social flows. It involves quantitative, economic calculation rather than symbolic meaning or belief (see Guattari and Alliez, 1984; Hardt and Negri, 2000; Holland, 1999; for further discussion of deterritorialization). Much of the second and third threads of Docklands planning may be viewed as an expression of the radical deterritorialization potential of capital. Both of these threads evacuated nearly all qualitative, non-financial values from the planning process; only quantitative, financial values were permitted to play a determining role. The second movement, reterritorialization, responds to the dependence of profit on consumption. To ensure that consumption takes place and profit is realized, the quantitative, de-coded flows just discussed must be re-coded with qualitative values. New desires are produced which are indexed to capitalization processes. The later stages of the third thread of Docklands planning, together with the fourth thread, may be viewed as an expression of this movement of reterritorialization. These aspects of the planning process worked to stimulate consumption, attempting to convince everyone that Melbourne ‘needed’ what developers were proposing for the Docklands, ‘recoding’ proposals as a ‘must have’. Deleuze and Guattari also argue that capitalism functions by simultaneously producing two different kinds of surplus-value: a quantitative, capitalistic surplus value, and a qualitative, subjectifying surplus-value. On the one hand, the Docklands planning process was self-evidently concerned to ensure that financial investors secured a profit, the familiar surplus-value of money. On the other hand, the process also seemed concerned to produce a non-capital, ‘subjective’ form of surplus value, something like an affective ‘buzz-charge’ or ‘aura’. As the Docklands was being produced and consumed in the name of financial profit, ‘an evanescent double of what accrues to the capitalist’ (Massumi, 1992: 201) was concurrently being deposited in the hands of, say, the government (‘political kudos’), citizens of Melbourne (‘civic pride’), prospective residents of the Docklands (‘prestige’), and other consumers of the landscape (an ‘aura’ of ‘style’ or ‘hipness’). Although these two types of surplus value are inscribed on different game boards (the one quantitative-capitalist, the other qualitative-subjective), it may be noted that they are co-dependent upon one another for their realization. These observations point to at least three important consequences for the theorization of urban planning’s role in society. First, the interlocked nature of capitalist and subjectifying surplus-values, just discussed, suggests that identity is contingent on the production process and not the other way around. ‘Needs’ and ‘interests’ were not necessarily given in advance, but were instead produced through the Docklands planning process itself, through processes of desiring-production. This suggests that the explanatory significance of such issues as ‘class’, ‘need’, ‘use value’, and the servicing of pre-existing interests is substantially reduced. The planning process seemed more concerned to produce new ‘interests’, ‘needs’, and ‘identities’, than it was concerned to ‘repress’ old ones (which were, in any case, swept aside by the deterritorialization process). Second, to the extent that the Docklands planning process was ‘reduced’ or ‘reducible’ (note the scare quotes) to the ‘logic’ of flows of capital, capital substitutes for the state as planning’s dominant authority figure. Throughout the era of the Docklands Authority, for example, it was difficult to identify a moment when the state was not maintaining that its own interests were tantamount to the interests of capital. And third, in so far as Docklands planning reduced flows of desire to flows of capital, the process driving the production of urban space was dissociated from meaning. Determinations about ‘what’ was to be produced were not made on the basis of qualitative values since these were swept aside by deterritorialization. Instead, they were made on the basis of quantitative, economic calculations. As Holland (1999: 67) suggests, drawing on Deleuze and Guattari, ‘[i]t matters not at all what (qualitatively) is produced, only that production occurs and surplus-value is realized’ (emphasis in original). This argument is substantiated by the contentless form and style of so much of the Docklands discourse. Here it is not being suggested that the Docklands planning process was without meaning, or that meaning could not be found in the process. It is simply being suggested that this meaning was ‘added’ onto a more basic and determining process which was itself meaningless. Here it might be argued that much of the Docklands discourse ‘meant’ the same thing as any advertisement ‘means’: ‘An advertisement merely means that a company is trying to increase its profits’ (Goodchild, 1996b: 99). Indeed, the elision of sensible referents and detailed references to ‘actual’ proposals seems to parallel contemporary advertising practices where the nature of the ‘product’ often appears to be of less consequence than its ‘branding’.

Got some more card

Wood 2k9 (Stephen, Senior Lecturer, School of Behavioural and Cognitive and Social Sciences @ University of New England, “D E S I R I N G D O C K L A N D S : D E L E U Z E A N D U R B A N P L A N N I N G D I S C O U R S E” Planning Theory 8(2))

Foucault (1977) argues that, since around the time of the Enlightenment, power has been exercised in a ‘disciplinary’ fashion. Certain norms and normative identity types are established and valorized, so that individuals mould their own subjectivities to fit the cast of these normative categories. In schematic terms, ‘disciplinary power’ functions primarily in terms of positions and fixed points. It valorizes particular identity types and labels those which are ‘oppositional’ to these types as ‘deviant’, ‘abnormal’, and ‘dysfunctional’ (Hardt, 1998; Massumi, 1998). Foucault argues that ‘disciplinary institutions’ – broadly comparable to the institutions of civil society – play a central role in this power regime. They play something of a mediating role between grassroots social agents and the capitalist state. They educate, order, and regulate individuals, attempting to produce social actors which are able to be integrated into the ‘universal’ interests of the state (Hardt, 1998). While this understanding of power may be embodied in elements of the consultation process associated with the first thread, it seems less able to account for the exercise of power in threads two to four. In these other threads, for example, established norms were swept aside by the deterritorialization processes discussed above, or else deviation from any norms was actively encouraged (for example, the loop-hole in the 1996 Melbourne Planning Scheme amendment). In addition, the institutions of civil society did not play any discernible role in determining how the area should be developed. To account for the exercise of power in these other threads, it is instead useful to draw on Deleuze’s (1995) argument that power, in the contemporary era, is exercised more through ‘control’ than it is through ‘discipline’ (see Table 2). Control power is predicated on a condition of groundlessness (Massumi, 1993); as Hardt (1998: 36) suggests, ‘[i]nstead of disciplining the citizen as a fixed social identity, the new social regime seeks to control the citizen as a “whatever identity”, or rather an infinitely flexible placeholder for identity’. In schematic terms, control power is oriented not toward position and fixed identity but rather toward mobility, anonymity and the flexible performance of contingent identities (Hardt, 1998). For example, the identity of the Docklands was, for a long time, rendered in a very loose and fluid fashion. Descriptions were provided of what the Docklands ‘could be’ or ‘might be’, but there was a refusal to specify what it ‘is’ in advance of the determinations of investors and developers. Its identity was held in check as an unqualified, nonspecified, indeterminate ‘whatever’. This means that control power is not exercised on anything determinate, on something which already exists. Rather, control power functions to determine that which comes into existence in the first instance. As Massumi (1998: 54) argues, ‘[t]he object of control power does not pre-exist the exercise of that power’. Rather, the object emerges through the exercise of power, as power is exercised. As developers and investors made decisions, the previously unqualified, non-specified, indeterminate identity of the Docklands began to become qualified, specified, and determinate. With control power, the ‘normal’ becomes free-standing and in constant flux (Massumi, 1998: 57), at any given moment synonymous with whatever functions to aid capitalization processes. Control power does produce norms, social codes, and symbolic structures, but they are produced in effect, and primarily through affect. When, finally, determinations did begin to be made about the Docklands identity, they were accompanied by a barrage of seductive imagery and language that attempted to ‘control’ how these determinations were perceived. Flows of affect were circulated as a normative control mechanism; a channelling of attention. Finally, control power does not ‘require’ the disciplinary mediation of civil society, when the phased emergence of subjectivity and identity can be controlled directly from within the system itself. Where an army of institutions might once have been needed to produce identities and subjectivities able to be integrated into the capitalist system, identity and subjectivity now seemingly emerges as a product of the system itself. Where ‘representatives’ were key to the consultation process associated with thread one, later threads were characterized by a desire ‘to win the hearts and minds of Victorians’ through a discourse which was as much about advertising and marketing as it was planning per se. Massumi (1998: 60) argues that the emergence of control power entails that many versions of identity politics do not, in and of themselves, constitute sites of resistance: ‘As it is usually conceived, resistance starts from a particularity and either defends or deepens that particularity. But particularity is an effect of the very system of determination that resistance is meant to resist.’ To defend a particularity is to regard limitation as constitutive of identity, to regard boundaries as founding of identity. Yet, as the Docklands planning process demonstrates, such limits and boundaries are fluctuating and intermittent. Delimited social territories appear to exist only at the discretion of – or as an effect of – capitalization processes and their powers of actualization. More generally, it might be observed that with control power – together with the system it supports – no real concern is ever exhibited for ‘who’ anybody ‘is’, any more than the Docklands planning process exhibited real concern for ‘what’ was produced. Any ‘Other’ is as good as any ‘Other’ just so long as they are willing to consume. Control power – no less than capitalism itself – is not underwritten by any kind of morality or symbolic code. As Colebrook (2002b: 129) observes: ‘Any “belief” can circulate if it sells, and any science will be supported if it produces a further flow of capital.’

Roads Link 
The road system sanitizes deaths via vehicular accident –the infrastructure system itself is designed to accept those deaths as normal and ordinary – this refusal to account for death is ethically suspect and should be rejected outright 
Forstop 2k6 (Per-Anders, “Quantifying automobility: speed, ‘Zero Tolerance’ and democracy” The Editorial Board of the Sociological Review 2006.)
Vision Zero is conceived from the ethical base that it can never be acceptable that people are killed or seriously injured when moving within the road transport system. It centres on an explicit goal, and develops into a highly pragmatic and scientificallybased strategy which challenges the traditional approach to road safety. (Vision Zero1) The aim of analysing ‘automobility’ is to look beyond the car itself as an economic and technological object, towards the basic socio-cultural notions of time, space, and desire which make automotive culture and automobile subjects possible. The notions of time, space, and desire condition automobilities and its subjects and are as important for mobility as are its tangible artefacts and physical infrastructures, its ‘scapes’ and ‘flows’ (Urry, 2000). Automobility is a highly paradoxical phenomenon, associated with multiple subjects and desires, eg, efficiency, independence, and autonomous mobility (Rajan, this volume; Bonham, this volume). These paradoxical desires, subjects and objects converge in concrete socio-spatial junctions. These socio-spatial encounters are constrained in many ways, for instance by the management of individuals and vehicles through rules for coordinating and educating the various mobile bodies. The vast market for mobility includes not only the development of artefacts and infrastructures but also a simultaneous cultivation of desires for efficiency, enjoyment, freedom, independence, speed and (auto-)mobility. This market is always constrained, moralized and regulated for various purposes, ranging from governance and citizen surveillance to proactive measures towards public health and environment. A main purpose for making constraints and regulations concerning automobility is to consolidate a functional socio-spatial system for ease of movement and mobility and to avoid serious malfunctions and unintended consequences such as injuries and deaths among individuals and groups of system users. Automobility is an object of ideological work and politicization working through the control of behaviour (Bonham, this volume; Merriman, this volume) and by means of prophylactic anticipation (see below). As an integral part of modern societies, a politics of automobility aims at enabling automotive culture but strives also to improve public health, foster technologically competent citizens – ‘automobile selves’, and to govern the socio-technical body politic through various means and measures in terms of access, limits, speed, resources, infrastructures, sanctions, etc. In this chapter, I will focus on the politicization and ideological work aiming at constraining, governing and managing citizens in connection with the Swedish Road Traffic Safety campaign, Vision Zero. This plan for managing road safety was initiated in 1997 and has since been the official Swedish policy, also being disseminated by authorities in other countries such as Austria, Australia, Germany, Ireland and Switzerland. The long-term goal of Vision Zero is that no one will be killed or seriously injured within the (Swedish) road transport system. The vision provides an image of a desirable future where nobody is ‘punished’ for having made simple mistakes in traffic. The main principles of Vision Zero are the following: • human fallibility – accidents cannot entirely be eliminated; the traffic system has to adapt to the users and take better account of the needs and mistakes they make; • the anatomy of the human body – a safe road traffic system can alleviate the consequences of inevitable accidents; the basic scientific parameter in the design of road traffic system is the limits of the human body and its vulnerability, which are taken as standards for the design of systems; • reduction of speed – the most important regulating factor for a safe road traffic system is speed. The quote in the header, which is taken from this campaign, indicates the characteristic combination in Vision Zero of rational strategies for managing traffic safety with the ethical unacceptability of allowing continuous damages to humans resulting from their exposure to the road transport system. Vision Zero is thus an example of an ideology that is made up of a combination of scientific rationality with ethical beliefs. Quantitative notions such as ‘zero’, ‘noone’, ‘eliminating the risk’, ‘vehicle speed’, along with various other measures of distributive fairness, are very explicit in the campaign. The dominating rhetorical trope in the campaign is the visionary long-term goal of ‘zero’ which is operationalized, hic et nunc, into concrete strategies that are ‘highly pragmatic and scientifically-based’ and which, during the first decade following the Road Traffic Safety Bill of 1997, are assumed ‘to reduce the number of fatalities by a quarter to one third’. Grand utopianism is mixed with everyday pragmatism and managerial accountability. Vision Zero is based on a critique of received statistical determinism and its implicit view on ‘fatalities’ as calculable and therefore also ‘acceptable’. Vision Zero polemically designates death and serious injuries as ‘punishments’ by the road traffic system against the individuals who act fallibly. In contrast to the received and fateful interpretation of statistics, Vision Zero is introduced as an alternative paradigm for the interpretation of numbers, implemented as a strategy for road traffic safety based on a new sense for quantification, a new awareness of the role of numbers and its use in social and scientific political reforms, and, in particular, a return to an atmosphere of idealistic utopianism characteristically envisioned in the notion of Vision Zero. Both in this retrospective critique of statistical determinism and in these prospective visions of a desirable future consisting of riskfree socio-spatial practices, the campaign is characterized by ‘quantifrenia’ (Porter, 1996), an obsession with numbers, and a desire for both statistical precision in logical terms and a visionary utopianism of a more romantic numeric character. Automobility will be understood as a socio-technical institution and ‘as a product and producer of modernity’ (Rajan, this volume, ch. 7).2 In the subsequent analysis, special attention will be paid to the forms and functions of the quantitative dimensions represented in the campaign. These quantitative dimensions include the following numerical and political notions: speed, ‘zero tolerance’, democracy. The analysis is made in order to outline the different dimensions for quantification and regulation at work in a politics of automobility. I will argue that the return of idealism and visionary utopianism in this campaign takes place in the context of the dominating contemporary rationality of planning, characteristic of what has been called ‘the managerial state’ (Clarke and Newman, 1997). In this process of domestication and planning, quantification plays a crucial role. The analytic perspectives will be inspired by critical discourse analysis, cultural studies of quantification, and Foucauldian ‘governmentality’ studies. 

Automobiles colonize our cities through automated spatial organization– bicycles are forms of protest against this dominate regulation 

Horton 2k6 (Dave, ESRC Postdoctoral Fellow “Environmentalism and the Bicycle” Environmental Politics, Vol. 15, No. 1, 41 – 58)
Activists’ use of the bicycle also renders their lives more ‘public’. The car is a ‘privatised’ capsule inhabiting ‘public’ space.11 Thus, as the city has been colonised increasingly by roads, cars, parked cars and car parks, automobilised society has effectively privatised vast expanses of urban space which, for the contemporary car dweller, consists of an increasingly distant and unfamiliar ‘outside environment’ and an intimately familiar cocoon-like ‘inside environment’. The bicycle is also, of course, a ‘private’ vehicle, and perhaps more so than the car, in that most carry a single individual.12 But the cyclist is far from isolated; the bicycle is also an intensely ‘public’ mode of mobility. There are two different aspects to cycling as a public act. First is the way in which, by cycling, activists are demonstrating a green lifestyle to themselves and others, and most especially and importantly likeminded others. With no screen mediating the ‘public’ gaze and rendering them anonymous, cyclists traverse space nakedly, in full view of others (although to some extent the increasing use of helmets tends to mask the cyclist’s identity). Engaged in a marginalised, distinctive and distinguishing act, the cyclist unavoidably sends signals to the rest of society. Cycling is a key way in which one’s green credentials, and thus standing as an authentic local environmental activist is announced, paraded (or pedalled) and maintained. People using bicycles for the kinds of journeys which might be considered difficult to make by bicycle compound these distinguishing effects. Some activists also pull trailers behind their bicycles, to carry large and/or heavy loads – weekly shopping, tools to and from the allotment, even furniture during the process of moving house. Similarly, activists’ children ride in child seats, in bike trailers, on trailer-bikes and tandems. Such examples demonstrate use of the bicycle as a practical, everyday form of transport, and one which can cope with the complexities and demands of contemporary life; they are therefore especially distinctive and status-rich. Second, the public act of cycling reproduces a local ‘green community’ not only through the affiliative work of performing an appropriate green identity but also because of an associated increase in chance encounters between cycling and walking environmental activists.13 Not only is the cyclist more likely to notice and be noticed by like-minded others than the person in a car, but the person on a bicycle finds it relatively easy to slow down and exchange greetings, or to stop and chat. Indeed, on a bicycle it can be (sometimes frustratingly) difficult to ignore the social and moral compulsion to do so. Overall, then, reliance on the bicycle as one’s ordinary means of mobility contributes to the reproduction of the socially dense, physically proximate setting within which activists’ everyday lives are played out. These compact and vibrant locally occurring social networks to which cycling contributes form the essential backdrop to the production of environmentalists’ distinctively green lifestyles (Horton, 2006).
Road planning and congestion reductions further urban segregation and increase the gap between rich and poor

Martens et al 12 – Martens: Institute for Management Research, Radboud University Nijmegen; Golub: Assistant Professor, School of Sustainability at ASU, PHD in civil and environmental engineering for UC-Berkley; Robinson: School of Engineering and Institute for Urban Research, Morgan State University (Karel, Aaron, and Glenn, “A justice-theoretic approach to the distribution of transportation benefits: Implications for transportation planning practice in the United States”, Elsevier, January 5th, SciVerse Science Direct) AW
Looking first at roadway planning, by and large the dominant approach to access distribution is through the active maintenance of levels of service (mobility). Congestion delays are reduced or stabilized through roadway investments or operations improvements in areas of the road network where demand exceeds capacity and travel speeds are degraded or are projected to degrade based on forecasted travel (Johnston, 2004; McNally, 2000). The more a traveler utilizes these improved networks, the more access benefits they reap. These approaches do vary by place, and it is well documented that access through automobile-based mobility is strongly focused on suburban to city and suburb to suburb travel (Cervero, 2004; Sanchez et al., 2003). This means, in effect, that the most mobile who make greater demands on the road network will be the beneficiaries of future investments because of the congestion they cause (Martens, 2006). Historical processes of urban segregation and social containment resulting from job, housing and lending discrimination left many low-income and minority residents concentrated in central cities (e.g., Bayor, 1988; Mohl, 1993; White, 1982). The barriers posed by the costs of automobile ownership in combination with public transportation systems ill-equipped to service center-city to suburban trips, resulted in a well-documented spatial mismatch (Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist, 1998), sometimes called ‘‘automobile mismatch’’ (Ong and Blumenberg, 1998). These populations, who are relatively less mobile and will pose fewer demands on the road network, will benefit less from road investments than the most mobile. In effect, the gap between the least and most mobile is likely to grow under a mainstream transport planning process focused on congestion mitigation (Martens and Hurvitz, 2011). This distributional ethic is hardly ever discussed explicitly.
Silence Link 
Silence around the spaces that the 1AC constructs is a particular relation to space that ought to be rejected because it obscures violent relations of power 
Van Assche and Costaglioli 2011 (Kristof, Felip “Silent places, silent plans: Silent signification and the study of place transformation” Planning Theory 11(2) 128–147
Space is necessarily loosely coded. Spaces can acquire meaning by themselves, when foregrounded in communication, but they need the capability to disappear in the back​ground, to make place for objects and events that require attention and signification (Keane, 2003: 411; Van Assche et al., forthcoming). In other words, space can be an object, but it is simultaneously a medium and a frame of reference (Keane, 2003: 410; Van Assche, 2004: 25), and in those capacities it needs to be flexible enough to absorb the multiple and shifting meanings that make up our lives (hence the possibility of spiri​tuality in the chicken coup, as in Espiritu de la colmena). Fluid re-signification of space is a requirement for the versatility of discourse (Eco, 1976: 184–6). High ambiguity, or under-determination, is an aspect of this condition of fluidity. For planning, this property of spatial interpretation has consequences. First of all, the effects of spatial interventions under the labels ‘planning’ or ‘design’ can not easily be discerned. In a museum, the whole setting indicates that the objects hanging on the wall are ‘art’ and ought to be observed utilizing a separate set of distinc​tions (Vanbergen, 1986: 32). In the world at large, similar pointers are usually absent, and interpreting certain structures, patterns, places, as ‘art’ or in a broader sense as result is difficult. Intentionality in space is usually ambiguous, in other words (Karmanov, 2009: 52; Keane, 2003: 412; Van Assche et al., forthcoming). As a rule, it is difficult to see authorship, to see authors with intentions behind the organization of space, or behind the appearance of a place. That in turn makes it easy on the one hand to ignore or overlook intentionality, and on the other hand, to project unintended meanings on a place. The hero in Trafic did not recognize the intentions of the city planners that created the space around him, but he did recognize intentionality, with rather suffocating effects, and this recognition led to an ironic, and rather resisting attitude. Ambiguous intentionality cre​ates openness in the interpretation. What comes through from any intention, even if it was a consistent and strong plan, and one that dominated the development process, is necessarily unpredictable and unstable (for Peirce, ascriptions of intentions are always tenuous; cf. Short, 1981). Personal histories and cultural differences can tinge the interpretation of certain spaces and the attribution of intentionality, but in present-day planning, diverging spatial interpreta​tions appertaining to professional roles and disciplines also play a prominent role. (Ferguson, 1994; Howe, 1992; Karmanov, 2009; Van Assche et al., 2010). Meanings intended by plan​ners, architects, landscape designers will, once implemented, not be recognized by the users of a place, since the signification of space assumed by (modernist) experts is one that is virtually restricted to the profession itself (Gunder and Hillier, 2009: 1627). A second, related, consequence of the multiple roles and malleability of space in inter​pretation, is that interpretations of places, and types of places, are highly marked by personal and group histories. Those histories tend to shape the visions for the future (Gunder and Hillier, 2009: 29–32; Van Assche et al., 2009: 238). In a participatory plan​ning process, the actors around the table bring in not only differences in spatial interpre​tation, but also different sensitivities regarding history. Especially in heritage planning, this can generate conflicts (Duineveld, 2006). Discourses on history can not only silence alternative versions of time, but also of place, and vice versa (Davies, 2001; Sandercock, 2004). If individuals and groups narrate themselves through discourse on place and time (Van Assche, 2004: 100–10), and if silence as a dissolution of naming ability can dis​solve identity (Glenn, 2004: 12) then the power of planners to silence histories-in-place is a power that can restructure social identities (Gunder and Hillier, 2009: 128–31). The Sicilians in Il gattopardo, reflected in and shaped by their landscapes, would probably over time redefine themselves if those places were massively re- planned (by others). If one considers a space that is the product of recent planning and design, it will be very difficult to distinguish the effects of intended silences from those of unintended silences, as it will be hard to differentiate between ambiguities that result from properties of and strategies in the planning/design process, and ambiguities that should be ascribed to the process of spatial interpretation, to the openness of any space for re-signification. This difficulty is aggravated by the fact that, in case of a recognized intentionality, a recognized plan, the actual function and impact of that plan have to be uncovered in every context (Flyvbjerg, 1998: 143–5; Van Assche et al., 2010: 378). No two plans have exactly the same impact on the area they intend to reorganize, even if the rhetoric of planners and designers is identical. The rhetoric of the expert groups has to be carefully distin​guished from the actual process of implementation, and secondly from the interpretation of space by user groups that are not exposed to that rhetoric. If one considers a place that is not clearly designed or planned, those places can still engender artistic interpretations (Barthes, 1983; Van Assche et al., forthcoming). Silence seems to play an enabling role here. As in Manon des Sources, even the most familiar places can be turned into spatial poetry in silence. Its paradoxical nature can stretch, even overturn, the meanings we habitually attribute to places. As enabler/disabler of interpretation, it ‘establishes an oscillation among the several levels of discourse and between the domain of discourse and the domains of non-predicative experience’ (Dauenhauer, 1980: 82) In silence, both the unspeakable and the unspoken assert their presence/absence (cf. Moitra, 1984: 224; Olinick, 1982: 270). The Return masterfully maintains the ambiguity, slowly and silently developing the idea that the unspeakable inhabits the unspoken. Silence and plans Plans, as textual or graphic documents, as synthetic visions for the future of an area, are open to various interpretations. In the case of plans as written documents, every indi​vidual rule (e.g. regarding a type of zoning) might be easily grasped, relatively unam​biguous, but the overall intention of the plan, the hierarchy of the goals embedded here, the kind of space and the kind of community that are envisioned, might be hard to distill. The synthetic nature of plans implies complexity, and ambiguity. Plans in the traditional sense, as visuals, share this interpretation problem, and additionally suffer from the natu​ral ambiguity, the loose coding, of visual language (Karmanov, 2009: 12). In Peircean terms, iconic signs, based on resemblance, are not enough by themselves to reconstruct the object that is referred to. The sign requires further development by means of sym​bolic signs, shared conventions telling the observer what stands for what in an iconic sign (Savan, 1988: 21; Van Zoest, 1978: 14). A Modigliani portrait might be iconic, but familiarity with his oeuvre and with early 20th-century art tells that he did not strive for photographic accuracy (Vanbergen, 1986: 78). In the case of plans, and the supporting visuals offered by landscape architects and urban designers, the different documents are often coded differently, without making this explicit. For plans, as map-based visuals with scale and symbols, the symbolism might be hard to read for non-experts, and their accuracy is generally overestimated. Furthermore, many of the glossy visuals provided by designers suggest an atmosphere indicative of the overall vision by underestimating the level of detailing already decided on, or by ignoring the possibility that later detailing might undermine the spatial identity communicated (Van Assche et al., forthcoming; cf. Scott, 1998: 103–7). Metaphorical silence, as omission in the plans, and literal silence, as absence of explanation, can combine here to multiply the ambiguities and instability of the interpretation. The polyvalence of plans plays out even more in participatory planning, where many actors are involved in the process, and the resulting document is used by many. Such a process incorporates many sites of decision-making and interpretation, many sites of silence. On each site, professionals and lay people read or pretend to read different inten​tions in the documents, weigh the various goals and intentions differently, and come up with diverging strategies for implementation (Flyvbjerg, 1998: 118–20; Hillier, 2002: 193–5). A plan attempts to simplify and synthesize communication and decisions on the future organization of space, yet, paradoxically, the document itself adds complexity to the game of signification. While its overall goal is closure, it adds new openness (Van Assche, 2004: 240–4). It leads to new, unintended interpretations by parties involved in the process, and reduces further the predictability of interpretations, and thus apprecia​tions (Ferguson, 1994; Scott, 1998: 142–4). Silencing users in the planning and design process, therefore increases the chance that the intentions of planners and designers are silenced later, by those users. Silence and the planning process Planning can never be fully inclusive of all the voices in society, and it can not guarantee win-win situations for all the actors included (Gunder and Hillier, 2009: 31–3). In other words, coordination of spatial organization can never be innocent. There will always be hard decisions causing losses (Hillier, 2002: 177–9; Van Assche, 2007: 108). Invoking a common interest will not always work to smooth the resulting tensions, as a common interest is not common or important for all actors to the same degree (Cortini, 2001: 170; Healy, 2005; Innes and Booher, 2002). So, if we consider a participatory planning pro​cess, certain voices, present or absent, will be silenced, before or after negotiation. Some of these will be disgruntled afterwards, while others never identified with the common enterprise of plan-making (Duineveld, 2006: 113; Ferguson, 1994; Keohane, 1998: 89). Some parties might have followed along, calculating that their real intentions could be realized independently of, or by means of, the stated intentions of the plan. Since it is, to speak with de Toqueville, ‘impossible to look in the hearts of the people’, it is extremely hard to discern a real consensus, to distinguish official and unofficial agendas, to find out what the real support for a plan is, and which voices were given which weight (Hillier, 2002: 251–60; Howe, 1992). In other words, the plan as embodiment of the desire of the community, its intention for the organization of its territory, probably silenced voices in the community (Gunder and Hillier, 2009: 131–3), while some voices in the choir that produced it, were not honestly there. If we consider a planning process as a series of decision sites, then those occasions for decision-making offer room for reinterpretation of prior decisions (Seidl, 2005: 13). This in turn enables the silencing of voices previously included, while it simultaneously opens up silences that were embedded in prior decisions. Since silencing voices in decision-making implies silencing interpretations of space and plans, silencing narratives of past and future, each decision site can potentially reshape the plan, its intentionality, its con​cept of the common good, and each time a new mosaic of silence and voice will emerge (Kroskrity, 2000; Lacan and Wilden, 1994, for a similar perspective on silence and reinvention). After each decision, it becomes increasingly difficult to trace the origin of fragments of discourse to this or that actor, since they all perceive the plan through the lens of prior decisions. They all reinterpreted the fragments and the pattern of the mosaic numerous times, incorporating and assimilating discourse of various origins. Authorship and intentionality therefore become scattered over the community if the process remains participatory for the whole duration. If a designer takes over at the end, and ‘translates’ the goals laboriously formulated in a participatory visioning process, it is very well possible that the translation becomes more of a re-creation, that resemblance with her other designs is closer than with the community vision; that in other words the authorship can more realistically be attributed to the designer than to the community. In case this does not happen, community authorship cannot be naively taken to represent a perfect and perfectly stable consensus. This erasure of meaning, this introduction of silences, can be ascribed to the differ​ence in discourse between user and designer, but also to the interpretive polyvalence of space mentioned earlier, and to its properties as a different sign system (Van Zoest, 1978: 112; Van Assche et al., forthcoming). Mental visions of reordered space, visual and tex​tual representations of those visions, and the material spaces after implementation are four different things. Space being a medium and a sign system by itself, an object and background of objects, the differences between those four constructs are bound to intro​duce new erasures, new silences. Each step is more than a translation, and involves par​tial autonomy of the sign system (Keane, 2003: 414; Vanbergen, 1986: 122). A thought expressed as a painting is not that thought any more. It is altered by the materiality and the visual coding of that painting, inspiring new thoughts or reformulations of the origi​nal one (Niebylski, 1993: 4). The polyvalence of silence and the polyvalence of space mutually reinforce each other, producing new and unexpected meanings.
Silence is exclusionary 
Van Assche and Costaglioli 2011 (Kristof, Felip “Silent places, silent plans: Silent signification and the study of place transformation” Planning Theory 11(2) 128–147
In Ecrits, Lacan (1966: 392) asserted that in the symbolic order ‘nothing exists except on the foundation of absence’. Similarly, we conceived silence as a place of paradox: silence is absence, and therefore allows for easy recognition of presence (Dauenhauer, 1980: 61). We treated silence as fullness and emptiness, as a condition where all meanings can be projected on the environment, and a condition where meaning dissipates. Silence is simultaneously a limit of and a precondition for meaning. The invitation for projection can also be conceived, in Lacanian terms, as a potential to stand in for the object of desire, for the objet petit a. Silence can shift patterns in the symbolic order, but it can also break open that order, by the power of desire and the imaginary order it fuels. As the objet petit a stands in the symbolic order for what is exterior to it (Zizek, 2005: 372), silence, as presence/absence, easily takes on this function. Furthermore, silence, in its quality of openness, can confront us with the radical alterity of the Real, a mute Nature and mute gods that remind us, like in the films, that our symbolic order might be self-delusion and our desires do not touch anything essential in the world. Thus, the power of silence to shift between orders of experience and signification, and its call for radical self-reflection (and re-narration; cf. Bilmes, 1994). In planning, silences manifest themselves at many levels and in many sign systems. Silences create flexibility in the interpretation of maps, policies, places and direct inter​actions. Especially in participatory planning, with its multitude of voices and interests, and its use of many different sign systems, silences are multiplied, radically undercutting the illusion of control many planners still have (Gunder and Hillier, 2009: 31–3). Positively, the same silences can naturally loosen some of the rigidities produced by expert-illusions (Van Assche, 2004: 240). Intentionality is a second key issue: while clear authorship is no prerequisite for the interpretation of planned spaces, intentionality is. What is intended by a plan will not entirely be communicated in the materialized space, introducing new silences and hence sites of polyvalence and reinterpretation. Conversely, if no intention at all is perceived, the whole place remains silent as a product of planning; alternative interpretations will emerge, relying on prior experiences with similar places, or personal histories in that particular place. If intentionality is perceived, its relative importance cannot be predicted, and even a dominant design can move to the background, into silence. Silence in decision-making excludes certain interpretations of space and plans, of their patterns of silence and meaning. It delineates openings for further reinterpretation. In the physical space resulting from plan implementation, literal silence can catalyze more dramatic shifts in interpretation. The ambivalence of space and of silence reinforce each other there, inviting the projection of new meanings, enabling the stretching of familiar interpretations. In silent places one can hear more clearly the double message of silence to communicative planning: planning cannot impose an interpretation of planned space (silence introducing radical ambiguity), and it is never too late to reinterpret or redirect a plan or planned space. A study of silence greatly contributes to the study of spatial signification. The para​doxical nature of silence partly creates the complexity and unpredictability of the mean​ings places have for people. If we really want to learn from the missteps of modernist architecture and planning, each fostering an illusion of objective spatial semiotics, then we will have to understand the shifts, transformations and erosions of meaning in place. Silence is a prime shifter (cf. Silverstein, 1976: 12). Planning does not become pointless in the face of silence, but is destined to study its cultural surroundings continuously, and destined to regularly revise its goals and ambitions accordingly. A study of the meanings and roles of silence in space also indicates that planners, in their determination of the physical environment, tinker with the semiotic matrix in and through which people nar​rate themselves. If indeed (Jacques Hassoun in Nasio, 1997: 121) ‘Silence is the modula​tion of two “I love you”s impossible because of the incompleteness of the terms used to evoke them’, then a community’s desire for a shared future, and for beautiful places, both embodied in the planning enterprise, is destined to be at the mercy of silence. Plans and planning become subjected to the positive modulations of silence, bringing people closer together around plans and processes that are inherently ambiguous, but also to the dis​junctures and de-centerings that spring from the silent link between the symbolic, the imaginary and the Real.

The 1AC’s refusal to understand it’s place within the space of the nation is a form of cartographic amnesia that should be rejected 
Woodward 2k5. Rachel Woodward, reader in geography at the University of Wewcastle 2k5, “From Military Geography to militarism's geographies: disciplinary engagements with the geographies of militarism and military activities” Progress in Humran Geography 29, 6 (2005) pp. 718-740

A final explanation relates to a set of powerful national discourses, or national myths, circulating in economically advanced nations in the postwar period (particularly the UK and USA), that have promoted the idea that 'we' are at peace, that violent armed conflict is something that other nations do. This, of course, is utter nonsense if one looks at the record of military engagements conducted by both the UK and USA since 1945. However, it is a powerful idea which has maintained an illusion that military capabilities and military activities, as well as militarism itself, are but a minor element of the nation's concerns. Perhaps this accounts for the relative invisibility of militarism's geographies within the discipline. This myth has well and truly splintered now, of course, with the use of military force in places such as Afghanistan and Iraq (among others), and time will tell whether the resurgence of visibility of military activities prompts a resurgence of interest in the full geographies that those activities produce. There are reasons to hope that it does, although there are also reasons for pessimism, given the power of militarism to naturalize and legitimate military action and to obscure its effects (including its geographies) from critical gaze. This naturalizing facilitates and legitimates military control over space, place, environments and landscapes. Yet we should not give up too easily; just because things are difficult to research does not mean that they should not or cannot be done. I suggest two avenues for conceptual and empirical study, to take a critical military geography further. The first of these is a fuller conceptualization of militarism and military power. As Allen (1999; 2004) observes, drawing on Mann (1988) in his examination of the 'lost geographies of power', power in military networks is highly concentrated, coercive and mobilized, relative to place, yet limited when stretched. Military power, military control, lies at the root of military geographies. Yet there are very few (any?) existing accounts which explain exactly how military power works to produce the geographies that it does. Its potential and limits need describing and explaining if we are to understand militarism's controls over space. Specifically, its methods of operation through physical controls over space, controls over data and information, controls over systems of governance and controls over representational strategies seem to be crucial (see Woodward, 2004). A critical military geography should not just describe the outcomes of military power and control, but needs also to explain the origins of that control and the mechanisms by which it operates. The second avenue for research is that which takes the small, the unremarkable, the commonplace things that military activities and militarism make and do, and traces the networks or connections between them. It is often the seemingly prosaic things, the things that lurk at the edge of the big picture, which can tell us much about how systems (be they material or discursive or both) operate. Things that seem mundane are often protected by their ordinariness from critical gaze. The most interesting stories lie in the connections between many seemingly small things that build a bigger picture, revealing networks. Think, for example, of the supply chains linking the design and manufacture ofa weapon like the AK47 (Kalashnikov), and the deployment of these easy-to-use weapons in violent conflicts, large and small. Or the connections between the political economy of heavy artillery production and these systems' environmental impacts in training and war. I could go on, but the point is a simple one; that the escalation of armed conflict should not distract us from paying attention to the little things that make armed conflict possible. In the words of Arundhati Roy, 'The threshold of horror has been ratcheted up so high that nothing short of genocide or the prospect of nuclear war merits mention' (Roy, 2003: 4). Even ostensibly mundane military geographies deserve exploration. My final point is about the imperatives for doing military geographies. We live in a violent, militarized world, even ifmany of us are insulated from many ofthe more appalling and horrific effects of that violence. Our research and teaching should reflect that we live surrounded by military violence; indeed, it is imperative that it does. Studying military geographies means making a moral judgement to think critically not just about militarism, the moral basis of militarization and military activities, and the morality ofthe use of organized violence for political and economic ends, but also about the moral consequences of states of militarism and military preparedness. Studying military geographies means putting not just armed conflict within our sights, but also all the things that make armed conflict possible in the first place. Military geographies, in the sense that I have outlined in this paper, make war real; they bring the battles back to the home front. This can only be a good thing. As Ignatieff puts it, 'If war becomes unreal to the citizens of modern democracies, will they care enough to restrain and control the violence exercised in their name?' (Ignatieff, 2000: 4; see also Gray, 1997, on this issue). The moral imperative is particularly pertinent for academics. As Cohen writes, 'Intellectuals who keep silent about what they know, who ignore the crimes that matter by moral standards, are even more morally culpable when their society is free and open. They can speak freely, but choose not to' (Cohen, 2001: 286). The moral imperative extends to tertiary education. There is a long history of engagement between geography curricula and studies ofinternational relations (see Marsden, 2 0 0 0), and geography i s potentially well placed to teach about political violence (Gallaher, 2004). While much of the subject matter of military geographies may not necessarily be pleasant to teach or think about, it is certainly necessary. Although writing about photographic representations of violence, Susan Sontags words are pertinent here: it seems a good in itself to acknowledge, to have enlarged, one's sense of how much suffering caused by human wickedness there is in the world we share with others. Someone who is perennially surprised that depravity exists, who continues to feel disillusioned (or even incredulous) when confronted with evidence of what humans are capable of inflicting in the way of gruesome, hands-on cruelties upon other humans, has not reached moral or psychological adulthood. No one after a certain age has the right to this kind of innocence, of superficiality, to this degree of ignorance, or amnesia. (Sontag, 2003: 102)

The absence of understanding or the refusal to understand how space has been mapped within a speech act is in itself a form of violent mapping that ought to be rejected 
Harley 2k1. JB Harley, professor of geography at the University of Wisconsin at Madison, The New Nature of Maps, pg. 106

A second conclusion is that we are on much surer ground when it comes to the importance of silences. Assuming the world to be a place where human choice is exercised, the absence of something must be seen to be as worthy of historical investigation as its presence. So it is with cartography. Recently it has been suggested that "the map is not made.. warrants as much attention as the map that is made." This aphorism can be extended both into the history of map production and into the history of the representational silences in particular maps. We have been able to show, from particular maps, that deliberate acts of censorship and secrecy in the past have indeed resulted in detectable cartography and historical consequences. But the same is true of the epistemological silences, the "unthought" elements in discourse. These are also affirmative statements, and they also have ideological consequences for the societies in question. Such silences also help in the reproduction, the reinforcement, and the legitimation of cultural and political values. Finding them expressed geographically on maps pints to their universality. There is no such thing as an empty space on a map. Revealed by a careful study of the cartographic unconsciousness and its social foundations, these hidden agenda have much to offer historians of cartography in coming to an understanding of how maps have been - and still are - a force in society. 
“The Plan” Link 
Cannot separate the plan from the design – the plan offers an action – but the rest of the 1AC is a design for how that plan is carried out, and the plan means nothing without the design 

Van Dijk 2k11 (Terry asst prof spatial and envionrmnetal planning @ U Gronnigen “Imagining future places: How designs co-constitute what is, and thus influence what will be” Planning Theory 10(2) 124–143)
For the sake of clarity we first need to define and structure the intimately related con​cepts of decision, plan, design and map, all of which are related to our intentions for the future, our deliberations over concerted action for accomplishing a future circumstance and establishing documents that enable them to actually be produced. In planning, the concept of decision mainly refers to every choice regarding future actions and situations to be pursued. The ends are normative and often political in nature, and are therefore subject to some degree of tokenism that makes them too vaguely defined or too unrealistic to ever be realized, while the means consist of the finances and other resources available to achieve the ends through physical intervention. The concept of the plan is very closely related to that of the decision (they might even be conflated). However, what is specific to the plan is that it is focused more on specifying how to achieve what is desired. In everyday language, while the decision determines what we want, the plan sets out the steps which specify exactly how this will be achieved (such as the marketing plan, battle plan, rescue plan, health plan or Marshall Plan). What we want and how we achieve it are closely related; we do not pursue ends we know will be out of our reach nor do we choose things, however desperately we want them, that can be achieved only at too great a price. To decide implies the scanning and evaluation of optional plans. Devising a plan entails design. According to our dictionary, the concept of design, both as a noun and a verb, is concerned with plans. The activity of design aims to develop an intentional plan for an object, a process or even a mental image, such as a corporate identity. All products made by people are in some way designed, that is, created with a purpose. The content of a land use design product (the image and the story about the future it tells) is about the eventual concrete physical form intended more than the process that produces that form. The process of making and disseminating a design, however, is crucial to the actual impact of the design on physical reality. In planning the act of creating things with a purpose (design) starts well before the physical details are designed. The design also includes crucial choices, such as choosing which site to use next for housing, constructing a road along a certain line on the map, knowing it will attract commercial development, designating zones for nature protection or planning a new rail transit station. Every decision about changes to the wider organi​zation and use of land entails design, through which an estimation of the consequences and mental images of future situations will emerge. Unique to the design, as opposed to the decision, is that the former is not about opera​tionalizing choices made, but rather about helping to choose, because designs are foremost explorative; they help to imagine in what ways our ambitions can be satisfied and what the consequences of those possible ways are. Designs visualise possible futures, often without saying what future we should choose. A good example is a recent study into the future pos​sibilities of using an existing dam that closes a former estuary in the centre of The Netherlands in a new way. With the explicit intention to stimulate decision-making, Rijkswaterstaat (RWS, the Dutch water management agency) commissioned the design of several options for modifying the form and function of the dam (RWS, 2009) (see Figure 1). Indeed, we need to know what the possibilities and consequences are before we can decide on a course of action. That is why design has to precede decision-making. Explorations by designs may even take into account the consequences on land use of events we do not choose; the possibilities and consequences of the uncertainties of trends that may or may not overcome us due to changes in economy, climate, availability of energy, and so on. This makes designers explore multiple possibilities and because of that, the act of designing (and phronesis) concentrates on uncertainties more than on certainties. As a consequence, the design also differs from the decision in that a design tends to use images; and in the field of planning these images typically take the form of maps. Although the notion of a map is sometimes used metaphorically to represent a sequence of actions, it is usually a realistic image, depicting physical space from above. In planning, we deal with issues of a geographical nature (about or related to the qualities and the position of elements in a three-dimensional space), and there​fore a map is an important way of communicating and documenting decisions, plans and designs; a map is used to convey the representation of a present or future geo​graphical situation. With information presented in a map we are able to understand the relationships between objects in a city or region, discuss them and design future situations by simulta​neously acknowledging geographical constraints (distance, elevation and barriers) and opportunities in line with our ends. Designs are map-based representations of imaginary future situations emanating from design sessions. They differ from the more factual con​notation of maps and the more rational, formal connotation (at least in the planning profession) of plans (such as the zoning plan or water management plan). Plans, as understood by planners, are functional (for example, Hopkins, 2001), whereas designs go deeper, representing realistic dreams that touch the ideological and philosophical thrust of how we organize our cities and regions. Moreover, designs appeal to our imagi​nation, our vision of the future; they are optional plans for future geographies that tend to take the form of maps.

Transportation Infrasturcture Link 
Transportation infrastructure is racist 

Peña 2k6 (Devon, prof anthropology @ U Washington “Toward a critical political ecology of Latina/o urbanism” http://www.acequiainstitute.org/images/Toward_a_political_ecology_of_Chicana-o_sustainable_urbanism_Draft_of_June_2006_.pdf
In the afterword to a fabulous visionary book, East Los Angeles: History of a Barrio, the Chicano historian Ricardo Romo anticipates the historic revolt of Latina/o communities against environmental racism: Under the auspices of Urban Renewal, giant earth movers began carving up East Los Angeles in the mid‐1950s. The old barrio of Chávez Ravine had already disappeared, a victim of the construction of a new home for the Los Angeles Dodgers. Angry homeowners had taken the city of Los Angeles to court in a futile attempt to keep the Dodger organization from destroying their neighborhood…In the later 1950s the massive construction of freeways linking the Anglo suburban communities with the central business core began. High overpasses and expansive six‐lane freeways crisscrossed the eastside. Thousands of residents from Boyle Heights, Lincoln Heights, City Terrace, and surrounding neighborhoods were relocated. The freeways divided the neighborhoods without consideration for the residents’ loyalties to churches, schools, businesses, or family. Residents, especially the young and the aged, became increasingly isolated from other areas of town as the massive layers of concrete and asphalt eliminated trolley lines and disrupted public transit service. The daily trek of hundreds of thousands of autos left a gloomy grey cloud of smog hanging over the east side. (1983: 169‐70) Romo describes the now familiar targeting of communities of color for the siting and construction of transportation infrastructure and large‐scale urban re‐development projects that continue to destroy places and dislocate communities. In post‐1950 LA, urban renewal, ‘white flight,’ and sprawl became central elements of strategy for the articulation of race and class privilege through ‘spatial racism.’ Urban planning and design theories served to rationalize the land use policies that segregated, contained, and repressed African American, Mexican‐origin, and other communities of color. Planning practices simultaneously promoted a new spatial order that served white middle‐class commuters who began relocating to the outer rings of the burgeoning suburbs accompanied by their strip malls, freeways, and amusement parks. Romo suggests that capitalist interests controlled post‐war reconstruction and sprawl politics in Southern California. There is an exciting new generation of urban planning scholars like Eric Avila (2004), David Díaz (2005), and Michael Mendez (2005), as well as new works by Mike Davis (2000) and Robert Gottlieb (2005). These authors have taken Romo’s suggestion seriously to create a rich body of new critical histories of urbanism and urban planning focused on Los Angeles and Southern California. These works provide keen insights on the networks and alliances of elected officials, speculators and real estate developers, and manufacturing and other industrial interests that literally paved and bulldozed their way to suburban sprawl, ‘urban renewal,’ and the devastation of Chicana/o Mexicana/o neighborhoods of the eastside and especially the urban core in the communities of Belvedere, Boyle Heights, Chávez Ravine, Lincoln Heights, and City Terrace. They also provide significantly detailed local histories of the cycles of struggle waged by Latina/o workers, immigrants, students, community‐based groups, and social movement organizations. For example, in City of Quartz (1992), , Mike Davis, the dean of LA urban studies, focuses on the role of capitalist power structures that assert control over much of Southern California urban policy. In The Ecology of Fear (1999) Davis illuminates the role of individual and collective white middle‐class fears of the other and the paranoid thirst for private and environmental security against threats (cultural and natural) both real and imagined. Davis illustrates this ecology of fear in a lucid discussion of ‘social control districts’ designed by the LAPD and LA County Sheriff to control prostitution, drug trafficking, gang activities, and homelessness. The ‘ecology of fear’ is as a major force underlying the urban political ecology of the region. Finally, in Magical Urbanism (2000), Davis begins to sketch the history of organized resistance by Latina/o workers, students, immigrants, and barrio residents who have increasingly faced down the ecology of fear and the prerogatives of capitalist planning imperatives. Davis demonstrates how the protracted urban crisis, experienced by Latina/os as displacement, enclosure, and increased ‘policing,’8 has been met by a cycle of repeated grassroots mass mobilizations since the 1960s (see also Gottlieb 2005). The Chicano Moratorium of 1970; resistance in the 1980s against incinerators, prisons, and pipelines led by grassroots organizations like the Concerned Citizens of South Central and Madres del Este de Los Angeles (MELA); the rise of the Latina/o labor‐progressive coalition in the 1980s and 90s; and the establishment in 2003 of the South Central Farmers Feeding Families to resist neoliberal enclosure of urban common spaces for agriculture; all these are examples of a deeper history of resistance marking the trajectory of urban affairs in Los Angeles. This has never been a one‐sided story of unopposed domination by business elites, elected officials, and government planners. By the time Reaganomics rolled around in the early 1980s, with its promise of returning the nation and world to prosperity through the trickle down of de‐regulated tax‐free havens called ‘enterprise zones’ (Peña 1985), LA had already experienced three decades of urban riots between Watts and the aftermath of the police beating of Rodney King in 1992, the year that the South Central Farm was established. These cycles of struggle are tied to one of the most enduring sources of Latina/o activism, the labor movement. The history of the labor movement (understood both as the self‐organization of workers and the organization of labor by and for capital) is not limited to the history of strikes and organizing campaigns, although these are important. Of interest to urban historians should be the relationship between unions and the spatial organization of the city and neighborhoods. The union hall as a center of civic and social life is part of that history, but so too would be the contributions of working‐class organizations (including mutualistas and other communitary associations) to the actual built environment of the barrios. How many carpinteros have contributed to the vernacular landscape of East LA and increasingly South Central LA? These are the types of inquiries missing from the vast corpus of Latina/o urban history. However, most current scholarly work relevant to an understanding of LA’s political ecological landscape presents a primary focus on the agents of change conceptualized as workers, immigrants, students, and barrio residents active in labor and social justice movements. This history of struggle can even be invoked as the basis for the eventual election of Villaraigosa, the first Mexican‐origin mayor of LA in more than a hundred years. However, this approach can obscure the less formal and more quotidian ways that urban landscapes and neighborhoods are reinvented from the bottom‐up by multitudinous subjectivities making place. The million protestors that marched and brought the metropolis of LA to a standstill between March 25 and May 1 of 2006 are exemplary of a subaltern force that is usually not visible or accounted for. It is to the histories and cultures of these multitudes that we must turn to as these remain largely unknown to the urban planning discourse except as uncomfortably annoying encounters of arrogant planners with the alter/native voices of criticism and dissent. These histories must surely begin to include the emerging patterns of urban neighborhood spatial organization and use practices occasioned by the arrival of a growing number of indigenous diaspora Mesoamericans including Mixteca, Nahua, Seri, Tojolobal, Triqui, Tzetzal, Tzeltal, Yaqui, and Zapoteca peoples who have settled in the LA basin and the entire West Coast over the past twenty years.
Vulnerability Link 
Understanding infrastructure as vulnerable to threats frames that space as something to be protected, militarizing and securing it 

Collier and Lakoff 2k8 (Stephen, prof @ The New school and Andrew prof @ UCSD “The Vulnerability of Vital Systems: How “Critical Infrastructure” Became a Security Problem” http://anthropos-lab.net/wp/publications/2008/01/collier-and-lakoff.pdf
In this chapter we have described the process through which a new way of defining and intervening in collective security problems emerged over the course of the twentieth century. Through this process, experts began to define a new class of threats to security: events that threatened the vital systems supporting collective life. In conclusion, we consider how this new way of approaching security problems relates to the notion of “critical infrastructure protection” as it emerged in the last decade. Critical infrastructure protection as a concept and practice was first explicitly articulated in the 1990s. As Myriam Dunn has argued (this volume) early critical infrastructure protection policy focused on cyber-infrastructures, responding to a growing concern with information security in the U.S. Government that had developed in the 1980s. Experts then expanded the concept to include the entire range of critical infrastructures on which economic and political life were seen to depend. By the post9.11 period, critical infrastructure protection had come to the center of domestic security doctrine. The story we have told in this chapter suggests that this development is not best understood as a process of the “securitization” of a civilian sector. Rather, it would be better to say that in the 1980s and 1990s a growing concern with information security found a technical vocabulary, a set of analytical tools, and practices of intervention in a longstanding mode of thinking about infrastructures as a security problem. Although it has not been the focus of this chapter, it would certainly be possible to trace the lines of connection between the history we have recounted and the explicit articulation of critical infrastructure protection in the 1990s. Thus, for example, both Kupperman and Woolsey participated in an expert panel as part of a 1997 Institute for Defense Analysis (IDA) report to the President’s Commission on Critical Infrastructure Protection (Institute for Defense Analysis 1997). And a remarkable proportion of the support staff for the pivotal Critical Foundations report were officers in the Air Force (United States. President's Commission on Critical Infrastructure Protection 1997: iv). More broadly, critical infrastructure protection has clear conceptual connections and institutional precursors going all the way back to strategic bombing theory. Seen against the background of the twentieth century history of system-vulnerability thinking, the underlying rationality of critical infrastructure protection is entirely familiar. Notwithstanding these continuities, the emergence of critical infrastructure protection as an explicit area of government initiative does, we argue, mark an important development in the history of system-vulnerability thinking. For most of the 20th century, the elements of system-vulnerability we have described – “vulnerability analysis”, “contingency planning,” and so on – functioned as adjuncts to a paradigm of sovereign state security that was concerned with defense against foreign threats. As we have shown, in the inter-war period and the Cold War the rudiments of system vulnerability thinking were developed as specific responses to the challenges posed by the threat of air war or Soviet nuclear attack. We might say that in these contexts system-vulnerability thinking – as a way of conceptualizing security problems and intervening in them – was circumscribed and limited by the exigencies of sovereign state security. This situation began to change as the major existential threat of the post-WWII period – Soviet nuclear attack – faded, and new threats such as terrorism, technological failure, and energy crises came to be identified as central to national security. The identification of these threats introduced, in Foucault’s language, an “uncertainty” provoked by difficulties in “previous way[s] of understanding, acting, relating” (18). It was unclear whether the questions and concepts of sovereign state security could be meaningfully applied to these new risks. In this context, techniques for understanding and managing system-vulnerability were disarticulated from the specific demands of sovereign state security. The mitigation of system-vulnerability came to be seen as an autonomous aim of security policy. In the process, national security came to be defined, at least in part, in terms of the security of vital systems (Collier and Lakoff 2006). It is important to bear in mind that this new way of understanding security problems has not, thus far, produced stable organizational forms or modalities of intervention. For the moment, rather, what we observe is a profusion of plans, schemas, techniques, and organizational initiatives that respond to new kinds of perceived threats to collective security. Critical infrastructure protection is only one such response, and one whose actualization in bureaucratic arrangements, resource flows, and established regimes of security is just beginning to emerge.
***

Impact Stuff 

Social Justice Stuff 
Urban planning results in domination, oppression, and manipulation

Kamete 11 (Dr Amin Kamete,  PhD, Lecturer in Planning, Bangor University, Member of the editorial board of the Open Urban Studies Journal, External reviewer for international academic and professional journals, Senior Lecturer at the Department of Rural and Urban Planning, University of Zimbabwe in Harare, Programme co-ordinator at The Nordic Africa Institute from 2003, “Interrogating planning's power in an African city: Time for reorientation”, August 10, 2011, http://plt.sagepub.com/content/11/1/66, VG)
Space, the primary focus of planning, is a ‘power-full’ phenomenon. Foucault (1991: 252) recognized the central role of space not only in communal life, but also ‘in the exercise of power’. This role particularly became evident at the end of the eighteenth century when architecture became involved ‘in problems of population, health and the urban question’ at which point ‘it becomes a question of using the disposition of space for economico-political ends’ (Foucault, 1980a: 148). Being a discipline that ‘mobilises space and architecture’ urban planning is, for Foucault ‘no longer the expression of power, but…[it is] power itself’ (Hillier, 2002: 53). Indeed, the city, which urban planning builds through the production of space, is itself ‘rarely the site of disinterested practices’ (Amin and Thrift, 2002: 105). In analysing the city, Amin and Thrift (2002: 105), effectively associate it with ‘the “hard” issues of power, domination and oppression’ and bring out ‘the role of cities in defining who or what is normal or what is abnormal, who or what is appropriate and who or what is inappropriate, and who or what can be conceived and who or what is inconceivable.’ Needless to say, urban planning plays a key role in this process. In light of the above, it is appropriate that the exact forms of power that planning exercises in specific cases be mapped out and critiqued. Writing about power in educational institutions, an educationist suggests, ‘We should be asking what form of power we face, for power is multi-faceted’ (Covaleskie, 1993). The admonition should undoubtedly apply to planning, which has been described as ‘an inherently normative discipline’ (Hillier, 2002: 53) that supposedly ‘seeks the rational, orderly and efficient use of land’ (Dear, 2000: 120). In this vein, Huxley rightly argues that ‘planning can be seen as a form of what Foucault…calls “governmentality” – practices shaping the actions of others and strategies for the management of a population’ (2002: 137). 

Urban planning leads to socioeconomic and racial segregation

Cryton 10 (Naomi, a Senior Research Associate at the Community Development Department at the Federal Reserve Bank of San Franscisco, Prior to joining the Fed, Naomi conducted fair housing investigations and consulted on affordable housing projects. Naomi holds a BA in Biology from Macalester College in Saint Paul, Minnesota, and a Masters in Regional Planning, with a concentration in Community and Economic Development, from the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “The Role of Transportation Planning and Policy in Shaping Communities”, Community Investments, Summer 2010/Volume 22, Issue 2 http://www.frbsf.org/community/about/staff.html, VG)

For low- and moderate-income (LMI) and minority communities, though, the outcomes of transportation policy and planning over much of the past 50 years have been largely about isolation rather than access. Arguably, in many places transportation policy and planning have served to exacerbate the challenges that the community development field seeks to confront, such as socioeconomic segregation and limited economic development opportunities. Consider the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, which authorized the interstate highway system and sparked the large-scale construction of roadways. This, along with the post-war boom and the rise of the automobile, accelerated and expanded the development of the suburbs. But the suburban migration that ensued left behind minority households in particular, who were unable to leave central cities for the suburbs due to discrimination in housing and mortgage markets. For example, exclusionary zoning practices and racially restrictive covenants barred minorities from living or purchasing property in newly developing suburban neighborhoods. And as late as the mid-1960s, minorities were largely unable to qualify for federally guaranteed mortgages, greatly limiting their ability to purchase new homes being built in the suburbs.1 Jobs and capital, however, did follow the mass suburban departure. Between 1963 and 1977, central city manufacturing employment in the 25 largest US cities dropped by 19 percent, while growing by 36 percent in the suburbs. Central city retail and wholesale employment also dropped during these years, while booming by 110 percent in the suburbs during this period.2 For central city residents without cars, commutes to suburban jobs were near impossible since these areas were not well served—or not served at all—by public transportation. The exodus of retail outlets and office space to the sprawling suburbs also contributed to the decline of city tax bases, which affected funding levels for public infrastructure, including—critically—public schools. As these patterns led to diminishing investment in central city areas, LMI and minority residents’ access to quality jobs, housing, education, food, and health care grew increasingly limited. The development of the highway system affected LMI and minority communities in other ways as well. During the 1950s and ‘60s, freeways were commonly constructed through poor and minority neighborhoods. Special Focus: Transit-Oriented Development Homes and businesses were razed to make way for highspeed roadways which often disconnected LMI communities from development taking shape on the urban fringes, while simultaneously eroding local economies. In California, for instance, the Cypress Freeway, completed in 1957 (and destroyed by the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake), cut ethnically-mixed West Oakland off from downtown Oakland, uprooting families and businesses and subjecting the remaining community to high volumes of traffic overhead.3 This kind of proximity to expressways disproportionately exposed neighborhood residents to noise and air pollutants emanating from vehicles. Health in many LMI and minority communities was thus compromised; epidemiological studies have consistently demonstrated that proximity to freeways significantly increases the incidence and severity of asthma and other respiratory diseases, diminishes lung capacity and function, and is related to poor birth outcomes, childhood cancer, and increased mortality risks.4 Demographic patterns have shifted gradually over time, with mobility increasing for all racial, ethnic and income groups. Still, many cities continue to face the challenges that were spurred or aggravated by past transportation decisions. Residential segregation, neighborhood disinvestment, and unemployment remain dominant features of many, if not most, central cities. LMI and minority communities continue to be disproportionately exposed to air pollution and other externalities of roadways – in California, for instance, minority children are three times as likely as their white counterparts to live in areas with high traffic density. 

Though the goal of Urban Planning may be benevolent, the reality is often different

Yiftachel 98 (Oren Yiftachel, teaches political geography, urban planning and public policy at Ben-Gurion University of the Negev, He has taught in urban planning, geography, political science and Middle East departments, at various institutions, He was a research fellow at RMIT, Melbourne; the US Institute of Peace, Washington DC; and the Van Leer Institute, Jerusalem, serves on the editorial board of Planning Theory (essay editor), Society and Space, IJMES, MERIP, Urban Studies, Journal of Planning Literature, and Social and Cultural Geography, Yiftachel is also a board and founding member of several activist and professional organizations, including Faculty for Israel-Palestine Peace (FFIPP), PALISAD, The Coexistence Forum, Adva (centre for social equality), the Israeli Planning Association, Ekistics and Habitat International. He is a regular op-ed contributor to leading Israeli newspapers, including Haaretz, Ynet and Ma'ariv, has published over 100 books, “PLANNING AND SOCIAL CONTROL: EXPLORING THE 'DARK SIDE'”, Journal of Planning Literature, Vol. 12, No. 2. pp: 395-406. 1998, http://www.geog.bgu.ac.il/members/yiftachel/paper1.html, VG)
Finally, the 'dark side' of planning may often surfaces despite the stated intentions of policy makers. As Foucault (1980: 97) demonstrates, the study of power relations should not be overly concerned with stated goals, rules or ideologies, but rather with the concrete reality of policy outcomes. This 'ascending' approach (Foucault, 1980: 99) is adopted by our present inquiry and thus requires the analyst to 'step-out' of both professional rhetoric and conventional planning texts (Huxley, per. com). For that end, concepts from political science and political geography are used later in the paper to assist the analysis of planning as part of a state-space-society nexus of power relations. 
Urban planning leads to discrimination and marginalisation

Yiftachel 98 (Oren Yiftachel, teaches political geography, urban planning and public policy at Ben-Gurion University of the Negev, He has taught in urban planning, geography, political science and Middle East departments, at various institutions, He was a research fellow at RMIT, Melbourne; the US Institute of Peace, Washington DC; and the Van Leer Institute, Jerusalem, serves on the editorial board of Planning Theory (essay editor), Society and Space, IJMES, MERIP, Urban Studies, Journal of Planning Literature, and Social and Cultural Geography, Yiftachel is also a board and founding member of several activist and professional organizations, including Faculty for Israel-Palestine Peace (FFIPP), PALISAD, The Coexistence Forum, Adva (centre for social equality), the Israeli Planning Association, Ekistics and Habitat International. He is a regular op-ed contributor to leading Israeli newspapers, including Haaretz, Ynet and Ma'ariv, has published over 100 books, “PLANNING AND SOCIAL CONTROL: EXPLORING THE 'DARK SIDE'”, Journal of Planning Literature, Vol. 12, No. 2. pp: 395-406. 1998, http://www.geog.bgu.ac.il/members/yiftachel/paper1.html, VG)
To illustrate, racial, ethnic and national minorities have often been subject to discriminating spatial policies, resulting in ghettoisation and disempowerment. June Thomas (1995) and Huw Thomas (1994) analyse the impact of urban policies on British and American blacks, respectively, and show convincingly how housing, zoning and development policies have systematically excluded and/or distanced blacks from the opportunity and wealth in both countries. The frequent segregation of blacks in the two societies also meant that the development of their collective identity progressed in clear distinction to the dominant white groups, spawning a process of coterminous class-racial marginalisation (see also: Massey and Denton, 1993; Smith, 1989). Jacobs (1996) adds examples from Australia, where the regulation of space and development in Perth and Brisbane is shown to exclude, marginalise, ignore or silence the persistent attempts of Aborigines to maintain some control over their previous living spaces and sacred places. 

Urban planning causes socio-economic rifts

Yiftachel 98 (Oren Yiftachel, teaches political geography, urban planning and public policy at Ben-Gurion University of the Negev, He has taught in urban planning, geography, political science and Middle East departments, at various institutions, He was a research fellow at RMIT, Melbourne; the US Institute of Peace, Washington DC; and the Van Leer Institute, Jerusalem, serves on the editorial board of Planning Theory (essay editor), Society and Space, IJMES, MERIP, Urban Studies, Journal of Planning Literature, and Social and Cultural Geography, Yiftachel is also a board and founding member of several activist and professional organizations, including Faculty for Israel-Palestine Peace (FFIPP), PALISAD, The Coexistence Forum, Adva (centre for social equality), the Israeli Planning Association, Ekistics and Habitat International. He is a regular op-ed contributor to leading Israeli newspapers, including Haaretz, Ynet and Ma'ariv, has published over 100 books, “PLANNING AND SOCIAL CONTROL: EXPLORING THE 'DARK SIDE'”, Journal of Planning Literature, Vol. 12, No. 2. pp: 395-406. 1998, http://www.geog.bgu.ac.il/members/yiftachel/paper1.html)
A large volume of studies has also documented the privileged position of the rich, and the deepening deprivation of the poor caused by urban and regional policies. David Harvey's groundbreaking work (1973, 1985), based mainly on structural analyses of American and British cities, has shown how the modern capitalist state in general, and urban planning in particular, are embedded in the facilitation of capital accumulation, and therefore in the repeated reproduction of class inequalities. This was reinforced by the influential works of other marxist scholars, including Dear and Scott (1981), Foglesong (1986) and Scott (1980). Peter Marcuse's analysis (1978, 1986) of American urban renewal and housing policies has also clearly shown the use of spatial public policies to control, contain and deprive the poor and shift material and political resources to the wealthy. Another illustration of this process was presented by McLoughlin's (1992) comprehensive study of the planning of Melbourne, Australia where he demonstrated how post-war policies tended to deepen area-baseddisparities. This effect was achieved by both regional planning policies with their emphasis on creating appropriate conditions for investment, and by local planning which tended to improve townscape and facilities in areas already inhabited by wealthy and influential groups. Mcloughlin found little evidence of planners or other 'built environment professionals' strategising or acting in pursuit of equity of social justice goals. 

Urban planning leads to Patriarchy

Yiftachel 98 (Oren Yiftachel, teaches political geography, urban planning and public policy at Ben-Gurion University of the Negev, He has taught in urban planning, geography, political science and Middle East departments, at various institutions, He was a research fellow at RMIT, Melbourne; the US Institute of Peace, Washington DC; and the Van Leer Institute, Jerusalem, serves on the editorial board of Planning Theory (essay editor), Society and Space, IJMES, MERIP, Urban Studies, Journal of Planning Literature, and Social and Cultural Geography, Yiftachel is also a board and founding member of several activist and professional organizations, including Faculty for Israel-Palestine Peace (FFIPP), PALISAD, The Coexistence Forum, Adva (centre for social equality), the Israeli Planning Association, Ekistics and Habitat International. He is a regular op-ed contributor to leading Israeli newspapers, including Haaretz, Ynet and Ma'ariv, has published over 100 books, “PLANNING AND SOCIAL CONTROL: EXPLORING THE 'DARK SIDE'”, Journal of Planning Literature, Vol. 12, No. 2. pp: 395-406. 1998, http://www.geog.bgu.ac.il/members/yiftachel/paper1.html, VG)
Additional examples for the potentially regressive influence of planning can be brought from studies of gender relations and sexuality in the built environment. As shown by a host of writers (including Little, 1993; Kenny, 1995; Sandercock, 1995; Sandercock and Forsyth, 1992; Wilson, 1991; Wajcman, 1991; Weisman, 1994), planning policies have been generally dominated by male interests and heterosexual values, and have been identified as a major factor in the continuing discrimination experienced by women and homosexual communities. Systematic critiques of the 'man-made' environment is provided by Wajcman (1991) and Weisman (1994) who examine both the design process and physical realities of American, Australian and European cities. They establish a clear association between the built environment and the patriarchal order, expectations, assumption and hierarchies of modern society. These analyses examine the production of space on all scales, ranging from the home, through the street, the neighbourhood, the suburb and the city. On all scales, these studies conclude, the design of the modern city and its housing are organised in men's interests to the detriment of women, who have been expected to assume a subordinate and domestic role in economic and political life. Women are therefore disadvantaged, excluded, feared, controlled or ignored, and are rarely accommodated fully by shapers of the built environment. 
The urban planning mentality leads to a totalitarian death state

Thoreau Insitute 10 (Antiplanner, writes articles and books for the Cato Insitute, the American Dream Coalition, and the Thoreau Institute, “Urban Planning Dream or Nightmare?”, 10/18/10, http://ti.org/antiplanner/?p=3886, VG)
In Best-Laid Plans, the Antiplanner argues that cities are too complicated to plan, so anyone who tries to plan them ends up following fads and focusing on one or two goals to the near-exclusion of all else. The current fad is to reduce per capita driving by increasing density and spending money on rail transit. The logical end product of such narrow-minded planning is illustrated by a SimCity constructed by Vincent Ocasla, an architecture student from the Philippines. His goal was to build the densest possible SimCity, and the result is a landscape that is almost entirely covered by high-rise towers used for both residences and work. There are no streets and residents travel either on foot or by subway. There is little need for travel, however, as most residents live in the same tower in which they work. Magnasanti, as Ocasla calls his creation, does have a few down sides. Dirty industry allows for higher densities than clean industry, so the air is polluted and the average life span in the city is only 50. A strong police force keeps residents from rebelling. As Ocasla says, residents have been “dumbed down, sickened with poor health, enslaved and mind-controlled just enough to keep this system going.” As another blogger points out, Magnasanti “teaches us the pinnacle of urban planning is a totalitarian death state.” Naturally, urban planners will emphatically deny that they want to build magnasantis. But Ocasla’s creation raises important questions: if driving is so bad that we have to reduce it, where do we draw the line? If single-family homes are bad because they waste land and encourage people to drive too much, why allow people to live in single-family homes at all? Planners respond that they just want to provide people with choices. But Portland planners (and planning-oriented politicians) are letting roadway bridges fall down even as they spend $1.5 billion or more on a light-rail line to a community that has repeatedly voted against light rail. (Portland planners even claim to have “found” $20 million in savings from the unfunded Sellwood Bridge project to spend on the light rail.) Meanwhile, planners are perfectly happy for people to live in single-family homes as long as they can afford to buy them. But the same planners see nothing wrong with using urban-growth boundaries and onerous permitting processes in California to make such homes cost five times what they ought to cost. There also seems to be no limit to what many transportation planners and rail advocates are willing to let other people pay for high-speed rail. Secretary of Transportation Ray LaHood has vowed that nothing will stop the Milwaukee-to-Madison moderate-speed train (which initially at least will be slower than the existing bus), even though it will require $130 in subsidies per rider and compete against an unsubsidized bus whose average fare is less than $20. Just how ridiculously expensive does high-speed rail have to be before transportation planners say, “this makes no sense”? Instead, it seems most would support anything, no matter what the cost, if it would get even one person out of his or her car. Not only are urban planners across the country overly focused on one objective, it is the wrong objective: because alternatives to driving are either slower or more expensive or both, reducing driving unequivocally means reducing mobility, and reducing mobility means reducing economic productivity (not to mention recreation, social, and other opportunities). Magnasanti shows, says Ocasla, “that by only focusing on one objective, one may end up neglecting, or resorting to sacrificing, other important elements.” The Antiplanner hopes that planners and planning advocates learn this lesson soon. 

Urban planning perpetuates ethnic and social discrimination by creating physical boundaries and excluding minorities through policy.

Yiftachel 98

(Oren Yiftachel, Professor of Geography and Urban Studies at Ben-Gurion University in Israel, was a research fellow at RMIT, Melbourne; the US Institute of Peace, Washington DC; and the Van Leer Institute, Jerusalem, “Planning and Social Control: Exploring the Dark Side,” Journal of Planning Literature, May 1998)

To illustrate, racial, ethnic and national minorities have often been subject to discriminating spatial policies, resulting in ghettoisation and disempowerment. June Thomas (1995) and Huw Thomas (1994) analyse the impact of urban policies on British and American blacks, respectively, and show convincingly how housing, zoning and development policies have systematically excluded and/or distanced blacks from the opportunity and wealth in both countries. The frequent segregation of blacks in the two societies also meant that the development of their collective identity progressed in clear distinction to the dominant white groups, spawning a process of coterminous class-racial marginalisation (see also: Massey and Denton, 1993; Smith, 1989). Jacobs (1996) adds examples from Australia, where the regulation of space and development in Perth and Brisbane is shown to exclude, marginalise, ignore or silence the persistent attempts of Aborigines to maintain some control over their previous living spaces and sacred places.

Generic Impact Cards
Their imperative to protect certain populations and the deeming of others as expendable necessitates killing in the name of security 

Dean prof soc @ Macquarie U Australia 2k1 (Mitchell, States of Imagination eds Thomas Hansen and Finn Stepputat. Pp 41-64) 
Sovereignty and Biopolitics in Nonliberal Rule 
There are, of course, plenty of examples of the exercise of sovereignty in the twentieth century that have practiced a decidedly nonliberal form and program of national government both in relation to their own populations and those of other states. Does this mean that the form of government of such states is assembled from elements that are radically different from the ones we have discussed here? Does this mean that state socialism and National Socialism, for example, cannot be subject to an analysis of the arts of government? The answer to both these questions, I believe, is no. The general argument of this essay is that the exercise of government in all modern states entails the articulation of a form of pastoral power with one of sovereign power. Liberalism, as we have just seen, makes that articulation in a specific way. Other types of rule have a no less distinctive response to the combination of elements of a biopolitics concerned with the detailed administration of life and sovereign power that reserves the right of death to itself. Consider again the contrastive terms in which it is possible to view biopolitics and sovereignty. The final chapter in the first volume of the History o Sexuality that contrasts sovereignty and biopolitics is titled “Right of Death and Power over Life.” The initial terms of the contrast between the two registers of government is thus between one that could employ power to put subjects to death, even if this right to kill was conditioned by the defense of the sovereign, and one that was concerned with the fostering of life. Nevertheless, each part of the contrast can be further broken down. The right of death can also be understood as “the right to take life or let live”; the power over life as the power “to foster life or disallow it.” Sovereign power is a power that distinguishes between political life (bios) and mere existence or bare life (zoe). Bare life is included in the constitution of sovereign power by its very exclusion from political life. In contrast, biopolitics might be thought to include zoe in bios: stripped down mere existence becomes a matter of ticrli. Thus, the cont between biopolitics and sovereignty is not one of a power of life versus a power of death but concerns the way the different forms of power treat matters of life and death and entail different conceptions of life. Thus, biopolitics reinscribes the earlier right of death and power over life and places it within a new and different form that attempts to include what had earlier been sacred and taboo, bare life, in political existence. It is no longer so much the right of the sovereign to put to death his enemies but to disqualify the life—the mere existence—of those who are a threat to the life of the population, to disallow those deemed “unworthy of life,” those whose bare life is not worth living. This allows us, first, to consider what might be thought of as the dark side of biopolitics (Foucault 1979a: 136—37). In Foucault’s account, biopolitics does not put an end to the practice of war: it provides it with new and more sophisticated killing machines. These machines allow killing itself to be reposed at the level of entire populations. Wars become genocidal in the twentieth century. The same state that takes on the duty to enhance the life of the population also exercises the power of death over whole populations. Atomic weapons are the key weapons of this process of the power to put whole populations to death. We might also consider here the aptly named biological and chemical weapons that seek an extermination of populations by visiting plagues upon them or polluting the biosphere in which they live to the point at which bare life is no longer sustainable. Nor does the birth of biopolitics put an end to the killing of one’s own populations. Rather, it intensifies that killing—whether by an “ethnic cleansing” that visits holocausts upon whole groups or by the mass slaughters of classes and groups conducted in the name of the utopia to be achieved. 
There is a certain restraint in sovereign power. The right of death is only occsionally exercised as the right to kill and then often in a ritual fashion that suggests a relation to the sacred More often, sovereign power is manifest in the refrainn from the right to kill. The biopolitical imperative knows no such restraint. Power is exercised at the level of populations and hence wars will be waged at that level, on behalf of everyone and their lives. This point brings us to the heart of Foucault’s provocative thesis about biopolitics: that there is an intimate connection between the exercise of a life-administering power and the commission of genocide: “If genocide is indeed the dream of modern powers, this is not because of a recent return of the ancient right to kill: it is because power is situated and exercised at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population” (1979a: 137). Foucault completes this same passage with an expression that deserves more notice: “massacres become vital.” There is thus a kind of perverse homogeneity between the power over life and the power to take life characteristic of biopower. The emergence of a biopolitical racism in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries can be approached as a trajectory in which this homogeneity always threatened to tip over into a dreadful necessity. This racism can be approached as a fundamental mechanism of power that is inscribed in the biopolitical domain (Stoler 1995: 84—85). For Foucault, the primary function of this form of racism is to establish a division between those who must live and those who must die, and to distinguish the superior from the inferior, the fit from the unfit. The notion and techniques of population had given rise, at the end of the nineteenth century, to a new linkage among population the internal organization of states, and the competition between states Darwinism, as an imperial so cial and political program, would plot the ranking of individuals, populations, and nations along the common gradient of fitness and thus measure efflcienqj.6 However, the series “population, evolution, and race” is not simply a way of thinking about the superiority of the “white races” or of justifring colonialism, but also of thinking about how to treat the degenerates and the abnormals in one’s own population and prevent the further degeneration of the race. 
The second and most important function for Foucault of this biopolitical racism in the nineteenth century is that “it establishes a positive relation between the right to kill and the assurance of life” (Stoler 1995: 84). The life of the population, its vigor, its health, its capacities to survive, becomes necessarily linked to the elimination of internal and external threats. This power to disallow life is perhaps best encapsulated in the injunctions of the eugenic project: identifS’ those who are degenerate, abnormal, feeble-minded, or of an inferior race and subject them to forced sterilization; encourage those who are superior, fit, and intelligent to propagate. Identify those whose life is but mere existence and disqualify their propagation; encourage those who can partake of a sovereign existence and of moral and political life. But this last example does not necessarily establish a positive justification for the right to kill, only the right to disallow life. 
If we are to begin to understand the type of racism engaged in by Nazism, however, we need to take into account another kind of denouement between the biopolitical management of population and the exercise of sovereignty. This version of sovereignty is no longer the transformed and democratized form founded on the liberty of the juridical subject, as it is for liberalism, but a sovereignty that takes up and transforms a further element of sovereignty, its “symbolics of blood” (Foucault 1979a: 148). For Foucault, sovereignty is grounded in blood—as a reality and as a symbol—just as one might say that sexuality becomes the key field on which biopolitical management of populations is articulated. When power is exercised through repression and deduction, through a law over which hangs the sword, when it is exercised on the scaffold by the torturer and the executioner, and when relations between households and families were forged through alliance, “blood was a reality with a symbolic function” By contrast, for biopolitics with its themes of health, vigor, fitness, vitality, progeny, survival, and race, “power spoke osexua1ity and to sexuality” (Foucault 1979a: 147). 
For Foucault (1979a: 149—50), the novelty of National Socialism was the way it articulated “the oneiric exaltation of blood,” of fatherland, and of the triumph of the race in an immensely cynical and naïve fashion, with the paroxysms of a disciplinary and biopolitical power concerned with the detailed administration of the life of the population and the regulation of sexuality, family, marriage, and education. Nazism generalized biopower without the limit-critique posed by the juridical subject of right, but it could not do away with sovereignty. Instead, it established a set of permanent interventions into the conduct of the individual within the population and articulated this with the “mythical concern for blood and the triumph of the race.” Thus, the shepherd-flock game and the city-citizen game are transmuted into the eugenic ordering of biological existence (of mere living and subsistence) and articulated on the themes of the purity of blood and the myth of the fatherland.  In such an articulation of these elements of sovereign and biopolitical forms of power, the relation between the administration of life and the right to kill entire populations is no longer simply one of a dreadful homogeneity. It has become a necessary relation. The administration of life comes to require a bloodbath. It is not simply that power, and therefore war, will be exercised at the level of an entire population. It is that the act of disqualifing the right to life of other races becomes necessary for the fostering of the life of the race. Moreover, the elimination of other races is only one face of the purification of one’s own race (Foucault igç7b: 231). The other part is to expose the latter to a universal and absolute danger, to expose it to the risk of death and total destruction. For Foucault, with the Nazi state we have an “absolutely racist state, an absolutely murderous state and an absolutely suicidal state” (232), all of which are superimposed and converge on the Final Solution. With the Final Solution, the state tries to eliminate, through the Jews, all the other races, for whom the Jews were the symbol and the manifestation. This includes, in one of Hitler’s last acts, the order to destroy the bases of bare life for the German people itself. “Final Solution for other races, the absolute suicide of the German race” is inscribed, according to Foucault, in the functioning of the modern state (232). 
Their discourse of antagonism serves as a justification for making war against difference 

Jabri senior lecturer dept war studies @ Kings College and director of IR Dept 2k6 (Vivienne, “War, Security and the Liberal State” Security Dialogue 2006; 37; 47) 
The matrix of war is centrally constituted around the element of antagonism, having an association with existential threat: the idea that the continued presence of the other constitutes a danger not just to the well-being of society but to its continued existence in the form familiar to its members, hence the relative ease with which European politicians speak of migrants of particular origins as forming a threat to the ‘idea of Europe’ and its Christian origins.6 Herein lies a discourse of cultural and racial exclusion based on a certain fear of the other. While the war against specific clandestine organizations7 involves operations on both sides that may be conceptualized as a classical war of attrition, what I am referring to as the matrix of war is far more complex, for here we have a set of diffuse practices, violence, disciplinarity and control that at one and same time target the other typified in cultural and racial terms and instantiate a wider remit of operations that impact upon society as a whole. The practices of warfare taking place in the immediate aftermath of 11 September 2001 combine with societal processes, reflected in media representations and in the wider public sphere, where increasingly the source of threat, indeed the source of terror, is perceived as the cultural other, and specifically the other associated variously with Islam, the Middle East and South Asia. There is, then, a particularity to what Agamben (1995, 2004) calls the ‘state of exception’, a state not so much generalized and generalizable, but one that is experienced differently by different sectors of the global population. It is precisely this differential experience of the exception that draws attention to practices as diverse as the formulation of interrogation techniques by military intelligence in the Pentagon, to the recent provisions of counter-terrorism measures in the UK,8 to the legitimizing discourses surrounding the invasion of Iraq. All are practices that draw upon a discourse of legitimization based on prevention and pre-emption. Enemies constructed in the discourses of war are hence always potential, always abstract even when identified, and, in being so, always drawn widely and, in consequence, communally. There is, hence, a ‘profile’ to the state of exception and its experience. Practices that profile particular communities, including the citizens of European states, create particular challenges to the self-understanding of the liberal democratic state and its capacity, in the 21st century, to deal with difference. While a number of measures undertaken in the name of security, such as proposals for the introduction of identity cards in the UK or increasing surveillance of financial transactions in the USA, might encompass the population as a whole, the politics of exception is marked by racial and cultural signification. Those targeted by exceptional measures are members of particular racial and cultural communities. The assumed threat that underpins the measures highlighted above is one that is now openly associated variously with Islam as an ideology, Islam as a mode of religious identification, Islam as a distinct mode of lifestyle and practice, and Islam as a particular brand associated with particular organizations that espouse some form of a return to an Islamic Caliphate. When practices are informed by a discourse of antagonism, no distinctions are made between these various forms of individual and communal identification. When communal profiling takes place, the distinction between, for example, the choice of a particular lifestyle and the choice of a particular organization disappears, and diversity within the profiled community is sacrificed in the name of some ‘precautionary’ practice that targets all in the name of security.9 The practices and language of antagonism, when racially and culturally inscribed, place the onus of guilt onto the entire community so identified, so that its individual members can no longer simply be citizens of a secular, multicultural state, but are constituted in discourse as particular citizens, subjected to particular and hence exceptional practices. When the Minister of State for the UK Home Office states that members of the Muslim community should expect to be stopped by the police, she is simply expressing the condition of the present, which is that the Muslim community is particularly vulnerable to state scrutiny and invasive measures that do not apply to the rest of the citizenry.10 We know, too, that a distinctly racial profiling is taking place, so that those who are physically profiled are subjected to exceptional measures Even as the so-called war against terrorism recognizes no boundaries as limits to its practices – indeed, many of its practices occur at transnational, often indefinable, spaces – what is crucial to understand, however, is that this does not mean that boundaries are no longer constructed or that they do not impinge on the sphere of the political. The paradox of the current context is that while the war against terrorism in all its manifestations assumes a boundless arena, borders and boundaries are at the heart of its operations. The point to stress is that these boundaries and the exclusionist practices that sustain them are not coterminous with those of the state; rather, they could be said to be located and perpetually constructed upon the corporeality of those constructed as enemies, as threats to security. It is indeed the corporeal removal of such subjects that lies at the heart of what are constructed as counter-terrorist measures, typified in practices of direct war, in the use of torture, in extra-judicial incarceration and in judicially sanctioned detention. We might, then, ask if such measures constitute violence or relations of power, where, following Foucault, we assume that the former acts upon bodies with a view to injury, while the latter acts upon the actions of subjects and assumes, as Deleuze (1986: 70–93) suggests, a relation of forces and hence a subject who can act. What I want to argue here is that violence is imbricated in relations of power, is a mode of control, a technology of governmentality. When the population of Iraq is targeted through aerial bombardment, the consequence goes beyond injury and seeks the pacification of the Middle East as a political region. When legislative and bureaucratic measures are put in place in the name of security, those targeted are categories of population. At the same time, the war against terrorism and the security discourses utilized in its legitimization are conducted and constructed in terms that imply the defence or protection of populations. One option is to limit policing, military and intelligence efforts through the targeting of particular organizations. However, it is the limitless construction of the war against terrorism, its targeting of particular racial and cultural communities, that is the source of the challenge presented to the liberal democratic state. In conditions constructed in terms of emergency, war permeates discourses on politics, so that these come to be subject to the restraints and imperatives of war and practices constituted in terms of the demands of security against an existential threat. The implications for liberal democratic politics and our conceptions of the modern state and its institutions are far-reaching,11 for the liberal democratic polity that considers itself in a state of perpetual war is also a state that is in a permanent state of mobilization, where every aspect of public life is geared towards combat against potential enemies, internal and external. One of the most significant lessons we learn from Michel Foucault’s writings is that war, or ‘the distant roar of battle’ (Foucault, 1977: 308), is never quite so distant from liberal governmentality. Conceived in Foucaultian terms, war and counter-terrorist measures come to be seen not as discontinuity from liberal government, but as emergent from the enabling conditions that liberal government and the modern state has historically set in place. On reading Foucault’s renditions on the emergence of the disciplinary society, what we see is the continuation of war in society and not, as in Hobbes and elsewhere in the history of thought, the idea that wars happen at the outskirts of society and its civil order. The disciplinary society is not simply an accumulation of institutional and bureaucratic procedures that permeate the everyday and the routine; rather, it has running through its interstices the constitutive elements of war as continuity, including confrontation, struggle and the corporeal removal of those deemed enemies of society. In Society Must Be Defended (Foucault, 2003) and the first volume of the History of Sexuality (Foucault, 1998), we see reference to the discursive and institutional continuities that structurate war in society. Reference to the ‘distant roar of battle’ suggests confrontation and struggle; it suggests the ever-present construction of threat accrued to the particular other; it suggests the immediacy of threat and the construction of fear of the enemy; and ultimately it calls for the corporeal removal of the enemy as source of threat. The analytic of war also encompasses the techniques of the military and their presence in the social sphere – in particular, the control and regulation of bodies, timed precision and instrumentality that turn a war machine into an active and live killing machine. In the matrix of war, there is hence the level of discourse and the level of institutional practices; both are mutually implicating and mutually enabling. There is also the level of bodies and the level of population. In Foucault’s (1998: 152) terms: ‘the biological and the historical are not consecutive to one another . . . but are bound together in an increasingly complex fashion in accordance with the development of the modern technologies of power that take life as their objective’. What the above suggests is the idea of war as a continuity in social and political life. The matrix of war suggests both discursive and institutional practices, technologies that target bodies and populations, enacted in a complex array of locations. The critical moment of this form of analysis is to point out that war is not simply an isolated occurrence taking place as some form of interruption to an existing peaceful order. Rather, this peaceful order is imbricated with the elements of war, present as continuities in social and political life, elements that are deeply rooted and enabling of the actuality of war in its traditional battlefield sense. This implies a continuity of sorts between the disciplinary, the carceral and the violent manifestations of government. 

Militarism

Urban planning normalizes war, transforming space into a place of subjugation and violence

Graham 2012 (Stephen, “When Life Itself is War: On the Urbanization of Military and Security Doctrine” International Journal of Urban and Regional Research Volume 36.1 January 2012 136–55)
In an earlier article (Graham, 2005), I began to explore the ways in which both the ‘war on terror’ and its offshoots have been conspicuously marked by overwhelmingly urban discourses, materialities and practices. Building on this work, and drawing on research recently completed for a book project (Graham, 2010), in what follows I develop an argument — deliberately transdisciplinary, synthetical and polemical in scope — which seeks to demonstrate that new ideologies of permanent and boundless war are radically intensifying the militarization of urban life in the contemporary period. It is important to stress at the outset that such processes of urban militarization do not constitute a simple clean break with the past. Rather, they add contemporary twists to longstanding militaristic and urban transformations — political, cultural and economic. Together, these serve to normalize war and preparations for war as central elements of the material, political–economic and cultural constitution of cities and urban life. Michael Geyer (1989: 79) defines the militarization process as ‘the contradictory and tense social process in which civil society organizes itself for the production of violence’. Militarization processes are inevitably complex, diverse and multidimensional; they link to urban sites, cultures, representations, state spaces and political economies in myriad ways (for a review, see Graham, 2004). Their key constituents, however, are as old as war itself. These have invariably centred on the social construction of powerful imagined division between the ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ of a nation, city or other geographic area, and the orchestrated demonization of enemies and enemy places beyond such boundaries. Practices of militarization also invariably rely on the normalization of military paradigms of thought, action and policy; (attempts at) the aggressive disciplining of bodies, places and identities seen not to befit the often masculinized notions of nation, citizenship or body (and the connections between them); and the deployment of wide ranges of propagandist material which romanticizes or sanitizes violence as a means of righteous revenge or achieving some God-given purpose. Above all, militarization and war involve attempts to forge powerful new links between cultures, states, technologies and citizenship. Invariably, these work as means to orchestrate the rapid creative–destruction of inherited geographies, political economies, technologies and cultures, either deliberately or unintentionally. In what follows, I attempt to delineate the ways in which contemporary processes of militarization raise fundamental questions for critical urban scholarship because of the ways in which they work to permanently target everyday urban sites, circulations and populations. Indeed, I believe that such thinking is now so dominant within contemporary state security and military thinking that it is necessary to talk of a ‘new military urbanism’. This I define as the emerging constellation of military and security doctrine and practice which posits that the key ‘security’ challenges of our age now centre on the everyday sites, spaces and circulations of cities. As I will demonstrate below, the new military urbanism gains its power because of the ways in which such doctrine and practice increasingly fuses with the wider circuits of visualtechnological popular culture, political economy and state practice. As such, it plays a crucial role in forging dynamics whereby political power centres less on sovereign, territorial and disciplinary configurations, and more on the biopolitical arrangements of life within highly urbanized, mobile and digitally mediated societies (Foucault, 2003; 2007). In what follows, I focus primarily on how the doctrines, cultures and technologies sustained by US military and security complexes are playing a central role in constituting the new military urbanism. My purpose in the current paper is twofold. Firstly, I seek to provoke critical urban scholarship to engage with the contemporary nature of militarization and its central role in shaping contemporary cities more deeply than has thus far been the case. Secondly, I want to delineate precisely what is ‘new’about the new military urbanism as a way of understanding the complex linkages between contemporary cities, contemporary warfare and the politics of security. I attempt to achieve these two goals by exploring what I argue are the new military urbanism’s five interrelated foundations. These are: the urbanization of military and security doctrine; the links between militarized control technologies and digitized urban life; the cultural performances of militarized media consumption; the emerging urban political economies of the ‘security’ industries; and the new state spaces of violence.

Neolib 

Planning policy allows the government to shape our values to further the cause of global capitalism

Gunder 2010 (Michael, prof planning @ U Auckland, “Planning as the ideology of (neoliberal) space “Planning Theory 9(4) 298–314)

This article calls for a return to ideological critique in planning theory, but rather than traditional critique predicated primarily on Marx or Gramsci, it argues for a critique predicated on the psychoanalytical thought of Lacan, as developed by his followers, culminating in the work of Slavoj Žižek. This article explores how ideas come to struc​ture and direct society. It suggests how ideas gain ideological traction to become our sublime ideals of a better future. Planning as a form of urban policy formulation and analysis is largely normative in the shaping of its ideas and values (Campbell, 2006). Accordingly, this article argues that planning is inherently ideological, because ideology constitutes our chosen and dominant belief, or value, systems. These in turn, shape what we want, what is important, and hence our planning objectives and goals (Fagence, 1983; Foley, 1960; Gunder and Hillier, 2009; Kramer, 1975; Reade, 1987). Urban, regional, or spatial planning is specifically about making choices about how we use land – it’s about governing space (Cowell and Owen, 2006). Planning is the ideology of how we define and use space. This article will briefly review the history and concept of ideology, largely as articu​lated by exponents of the Frankfurt School, and consider the impact that this has had on historical planning theory and practice, culminating in Habermas’s (1984, 1987) com​municative rationality and Habermasian-derived collaborative, or communicative, plan​ning theory and its resultant contemporary planning practices (Forester, 1989; Healey, 1997; Innes, 1995). It will then touch on the role of ideology in post-structuralism and related contemporary discourses. The latter part of the article will focus on a definition of ideology derived from Lacan and his followers, culminating in the work of Slavoj Žižek (1989, 1993, 1997, 2006a, 2008), and from this perspective demonstrate how plan​ning policy practice is largely deployed as a mechanism that shapes our identifications with, and of, space. The article will argue for the value of Žižekian-derived ideological critique for understanding planning’s contemporary and evolving role of defining the use of space and that this is a space currently dominated by the values and logic of global capitalism: neoliberalism. ‘The doctrine of Neoliberalism is in many ways the reassertion of a classical liberal economic argument: society functions better under a market logic than any other logic, especially a state-directed one’ (Purcell, 2009: 141). Neoliberalism has become the suc​cessful ideological project of hegemony or dominance (Purcell, 2009) that ‘required both politically and economically the construction of a neoliberal market-based populist culture of differentiated consumerism and individual libertarianism’ (Harvey, 2005: 42). As Žižek (1999: 55) observes, nobody seriously considers possible alternatives to capitalism any longer . . . as if liberal capitalism is the “real” that will somehow survive under conditions of global ecological catastrophe . . . [We] can thus categorically assert the existence of ideology qua generative matrix that regulates the relationship between visible and non-visible, between imaginable and non-imaginable. In other words, this neoliberal ideology regulates essentially everything! In this light, Purcell (2009: 142) declares that the logic of neoliberalism under globalization ‘has come more and more to occupy a hegemonic position in urban policy’. For neoliberalism ‘accords to the state an active role in securing markets, in producing the subjects of and conditions for markets, although it does not think the state should – at least ideally – intervene in the activities of the market’ (Dean, 2008: 48). Roy (2006: 13) rhetorically asks if it is ‘possible to disassociate the “innocent professional”’ – that is unbiased, or value-free, planning practitioners and policy drafters – ‘from the political regimes in which they work’ and responds that it is ‘perhaps necessary to see through what Harvey (2003: 210) calls the “liberal ruse of empire”’. Phrased in a more traditional manner, this is a call by Roy for ideological critique, or in poststructuralist parlance: deconstruction. But prior to a critical engagement with ide​ological deconstruction of contemporary planning practice, this article first will consider the history of the concept of ideology and its implications for planning.

Communicative planning is flawed and justifies globalization and neoliberalism

Gunder 2010 (Michael, prof planning @ U Auckland, “Planning as the ideology of (neoliberal) space “Planning Theory 9(4) 298–314)

Bengs (2005) argues that planning theory, and hence spatial planning, is simply ideol​ogy facilitating the governance motives of neoliberal globalization, with the concept of ‘bottom-up’ communicative planning being deployed to especially empower key stake​holders in articulating their wants and hegemonically achieving them. For Bengs (2005) planning is solution driven not problem defining, which he claims is the domain of the​ory. Accordingly, Bengs contends ‘that the main function of communicative planning theory is to lubricate the neo-liberal economy, and in particular the workings of the real estate market’ (Sager, 2005: 1). In regards to Habermasian predicated communicative planning, Roy (2006: 21) asks: Can mediation be radical practice if it is inside the system? Can mediation always break the spell of ideology if it is inevitably contaminated? Can mediation expose the liberal ruses of empire if it is beholden to the liberal ideal of ethical communication? Indeed, Brand and Gaffikin (2007: 288, emphasis in original) observe that communica​tive or collaborative planning is ‘characterized by certain ideological assumptions that reflect its purveyor’s idea of how the world ought to be’. For them, while communicative planning holds ‘firm to distributional values, it is disposed to a “new realism” about what works amid structural shifts in economy and society, including new partnerships between state and market’ (p. 288). In doing so ‘collaborative planning tries to [naively] dispense with power plays altogether by [attempting to remove] the distortions that Foucault and Lukes detected as embodied in almost every aspect of discourses, in formal routines, informal practices and physical structures’ (p. 288). Further, ‘with its typical focus on the immediate and local, collaborative planning often understates the pervasive influence of globalisation’ (p. 289). So much so that communicative or ‘collaborative planning is sometimes even understood and marketed as an accomplice of globalization’ (p. 289). Purcell (2009) argues that communicative planning acts as a mechanism to assist the legitimization of neoliberal market logics and competitive agendas. It is ideology at its most insidious and hegemonic. What the neoliberal project requires are decision-making practices that are widely accepted as ‘democratic’ but that do not (or cannot) fundamentally challenge existing relations of power. Communicative planning, insofar as it is rooted in communicative action, is just such a decision-making practice. (Purcell, 2009: 141) Communicative or collaborative planning practice strives to be socially inclusive. In response, Miraftab (2009: 32) calls for an insurgent planning and ‘radical planning prac​tices that respond to neoliberal specifics of dominance through inclusion’. Alternatively, Irazábal (2009: 127), drawing on regime theory calls for ‘[r]enewed attention to this role for Ideologiekrittik, or the critique of ideology’, in collaborative or communicative planning, so that it can more fully engage with power, knowledge, subjectivity and space. Of course, Hillier (2003) demonstrated, drawing on Lacan, that the Habermasian fallacy of communicative planning as consensus-formation can never be achieved in language because language is always incomplete and predicated on misrecognition and lack, not to mention driven by undefinable agonism that resides outside of symbolic representa​tion, or imagination, in what Lacan terms the Real.4

Planning lulls the populace into a false sense of security and truth as it furthers neoliberalism

Gunder 2010 (Michael, prof planning @ U Auckland, “Planning as the ideology of (neoliberal) space “Planning Theory 9(4) 298–314)

For Žižek (2006a: 188) neoliberal ideology and globalization particularly has this sec​ond element – enjoyment – as a guiding principle of interpellation, but without necessar​ily directly constituting any specific ‘ideological narrative proper’. Rather this is construed in the Real of capitalism itself, which underwrites all interrelationships, that is, it acts as the generative matrix of neoliberal social reality (Dean, 2008; Žižek, 2006a). Accordingly, Žižek argues that the ‘more we pride ourselves on being “free thinkers in a free world”’, ‘the more we blindly submit ourselves to the merciless superegoic command (“Enjoy!”) which binds us to the logic of the market’ (Vighi and Feldner, 2007: 146). ‘Ideology, then, would connote all our attempts to manage subjective lack and the “lack in the Other” through (discursive and fantasmatic) articulations of reality promis​ing fullness, integration, and harmony’ (Stavrakakis, 2009: 160). Under neoliberalism’s global capitalism these are pledges ‘elevated to central parameters of the social bond’ and include ‘[p]rograms that promise to restore order, upgrade the urban environment and facilitate consumptive flows’ (Stavrakakis, 2007b: 144). Ideological critique, following Žižek, would be a deconstruction of these ideological discourses and their fantasy components of enjoyment. In the case of a spatial plan or urban policy, its key terms (often master signifiers), constitute promises such as those of ‘liveability’, ‘sus​tainability’, and/or place identification and life opportunities of a ‘globally competitive city’. A central fantasy of this ideology, which is seldom ‘advanced as part of a conscious and deliberative propaganda campaign’ as it ‘informs a sense of the “obvious,” the “taken for granted”’, is the delusion that planners and their ‘“technocratic” solutions’ ‘are able to calm every crisis, resolve in an impartial manner every antagonism, satisfy all social grievances and abort political explosions’ (Stavrakakis, 2007b: 144). Hence, one dimen​sion of this enjoyment-inducing fantasy comes from the resultant sense of security, har​mony and certitude towards the future, induced by the promise of the resolution of the identified deficiency, which the plan or expert’s policy prescription appears to provide: for we all desire to live in a well planned, liveable, sustainable and globally competitive city, for the alternative would be unthinkable7 (Gunder and Hillier, 2009)! Contemporary planning spatial ideology draws on competitive market logics (economic growth, globally competitive cities, etc.) maintaining the status quo of existing global​ization combined with an ideology of utopian transcendent ideals of sustainability, prog​ress and betterment. These striate the contemporary structures, or ideology, of neoliberal space. Marcuse’s (1955) anti-capitalist emancipatory utopia of pleasurable play has now been captured by the ideology of capitalist globalization; where consumption now lies at the very heart of enjoyment. Planning, both communicative and instrumental, has a cen​tral role to play in this neoliberal formulation. Pløger (2008: 52) observed that ‘[i]t was through the city that societies developed ideas about how to discipline life through space’. Planning disciplines city life in a man​ner consistent with neoliberal market logics. Now it is argued that economic develop​ment ‘is driven by cities’ ability to attract creative people, rather than traditional factor endowments, which will, in turn, attract investment and stimulate economic growth’ (Boland, 2007: 1022). Hence we must plan our cities to accommodate the needs of foot​loose talented knowledge workers and the inward social and financial capital that they bring, for Florida (2002: 744) asserts that ‘talent is a key intermediate variable in attract​ing high-technology industries and generating higher regional incomes’. This must be done even if it overlooks the needs of the city’s indigenous population; similarly, the environment must be cared for, provided economic development can maintain eminence and sustainable development is the means both can be achieved (Gunder, 2006; Gunder and Hillier, 2007, 2009; Kipfer and Keil, 2002; McGuirk, 2005). Planning provides the discipline for life in urban spaces to achieve the ends of our dominant market logics. Planning is the ideology of contemporary neoliberal space.

Methodology 
Planning theory is too perpetually flawed by multiple power-struggles within urban planners to ever be effective in aiding society

Friedmann 71

(John Friedmann, Ph.D. in Planning, Economics, Geography, University of Chicago, Professor Emeritus in the School of Public Affairs. He was founding professor of the Urban Planning Program in the Graduate School of Architecture and Planning at UCLA, awarded Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning Distinguished Planning Educator Award, “The Future of Comprehensive Urban Planning: A Critique,” Public Administration Review, Vol. 31, No. 3, May/June 1971)

The actors with the potential power for af- fecting life in the metropolis are many. They range from general purpose governments to neighborhood organizations, from district au- thorities for the provision of specialized serv- ices to voluntary local service organizations, from large corporate entities such as a univer- sity to Head Start offices in the poverty areas. There are thousands upon thousands of such organizations-no one has managed yet to count them-and they all contribute in one way or another to the urban experience for all of us. Comprehensive planning sought to reduce the immense diversity of these interacting, overlapping, superimposed, complementary, competitive interests to a single value hier- archy and a single program. Central govern- ment was thought to be the principal author- ity capable of concerting the interests of all the groups so that the public purpose might be served. This, as we have seen, was a utopian hope based on the optimistic idea that the en- lightened citizens would readily agree on what was good for civitas. But in the life spaces of contemporary American society, the urban fields and urban realms, all groups, each or- ganized around a central set of interests, are now asserting to be speaking with an equal claim to hearing. If a scientific-technical in- telligence is therefore to be linked to action, it must be brought to where the action is, and this implies accepting the multiplicity of ac- tion groups as a fundamental reality. Even general purpose government does not act in full coordination, for if power is fragmented, the powers of central government bureaucra- cies are also partial, each capable of doing some but not all things. Central policy analy- sis is no less fragmented than at the level of specialized group interests. 

Planning ideology doesn’t take into account the specific society affected and creates a status of social repression through dominating policies.

Allmendinger and Gunder 5

(Phil Allmendinger and Michael Gunderis, Phil Allmendinger is Professor of Planning and Director of the Centre of Planning Studies, Department of Real Estate and Planning, University of Reading, Reading, UK, Michael Gunderis a Senior Lecturer at the Department of Planning, National Institute of Creative Arts and Industries, University of Auckland, Auckland, New Zealand, “Planning Theory,” “Applying Lacanian Insight and a Dash of Derridean Deconstruction to Planning’s ‘Dark Side’,” accessed on Sage Journals, March 22, 2005)

Yiftachel (1994) deﬁnes the dark side more by what it is not. For him there is an established consensus around goals for planning including residential amenity, social equity and environmental sustainability, what Gunder (2004a: 303) deﬁnes as planning’s master signiﬁers of value, knowledge and belief. The dark side of planning is used in ways that are contrary to these master signiﬁers and instead involves ‘social repression, economic retarda- tion or environmental degradation’ (Yiftachel, 1995: 117). There are two related problems with this approach reﬂective of Derrida’s (1981, 1997) critique of Western thought’s reliance on preferential binaries. The ﬁrst is that of the weakness in logic created when an argument is predicated on the use of a simpliﬁed dichotomy with an unchallengeable desirable preference, particularly, when it overlooks the existence of un- deciderable states existing between the two polar binaries. The second related problem is one of relativity, for example, when a planning rule or policy is deployed in moderation by a democratically elected council it may be an effective planning remedy, yet the same rule or policy may be an oppressive bane, or poison, when used in excess by a repressive regime. Further, it is often impossible to identify at what point the transgression from a benign beneﬁcial state to an oppressive harmful state occurs, i.e. it is also undeciderable. 

Urban planning is predicated off of a different set of norms that define good versus bad than pure moral principle, which alienates the actual context of the community and creates an only interest-based ideology.

Baum 11

(Howell Baum, professor of University of Maryland, Urban Studies and Planning Program, Ph.D. City and Regional Planning from University of California in Berkeley, “Planning and the problem of evil,” Planning Theory Journal, vol. 10 no. 2, May 2011)

Planners are concerned about poverty. However one analyzes the causes of poverty, it can be considered evil in the sense of reducing people to less than human conditions. And yet the language of planning rarely refers to morality, much less evil. Planners speak of a ‘good’ that may be aesthetic, orderly, or profitable and is, above all, rational. However, this goodness is typically more performative than moral – a matter of efficacy or functionality rather than ethics. The greatest specificity in the American Institute of Certified Planners’ Code of Ethics and Professional Conduct concerns the fair and honest treatment of colleagues and clients in the process of planning. With regard to the sub- stance and outcomes of planning, the Code refers only generally to ‘social justice’ for the poor and racial minorities (American Planning Association, 2005). Among city plans, the 1975 Cleveland Policy Planning Report is exceptional in invoking ‘religious teaching’ and quoting Jesus of Nazareth in support of economic and racial equity (Cleveland City Planning Commission, 1975, 10). When planners say something is bad they are more likely to mean that it fails to per- form well (for example, that it is unattractive, disorderly, unprofitable or otherwise irra- tional) than that it violates moral principles. The only reference in planning literature to ‘wickedness’ is to characteristics of problems, not the character of persons (Churchman, 1967; Rittel and Webber, 1973). Some planning theorists tacitly invoke religious tradi- tions in writing of ‘the dark side’, echoing, for example, Protestant theologian Reinhold Niebuhr, who identified ‘the children of darkness’ as ‘the moral cynics … who know no law beyond their will and interest’ (Niebuhr, 1944: 9). Yiftachel uses notion of the dark side to refer to the consequences of planners’ actions, when policies harm racial minori- ties and the poor (Yiftachel, 1994, 1998), Flyvbjerg associates the dark side generally with the exercise of power, particularly when people act on interests rather than knowl- edge (Flyvbjerg, 1996; Flyvbjerg and Richardson, 2002). 

A component of “planner intervention” will always be present in urban planning theory, therefore a proper methodology toward decisions can never be reached, skewing the structure in favor of the planner.

Shiefelbusch 10

(Martin Schiefelbusch, Area Manager for Mobility Research at the nexus Institute in Berlin & Berlin Technical University, Germany, “Rational planning for emotional mobility? The case of public transport development,” Planning Theory, vol. 9, 3: pp. 200-222, April 21, 2010)

Second, despite all attempts to create ‘rational’ – that is, methodologically sound, unbiased, and realistic – assessment and forecasting procedures, the planning process is not immune to manipulation: Many criteria that are used as ‘hard’ quantitative data in such a process require decisions on how they should be used – there may be more than one possibility to quantify and weigh them. The planners’ experience and guidance documents assist in this process, but their application to the concrete situation still requires some judgment. The problem is that the result of this process, for example, a rank- ing of the alternatives, usually does not show this subjective element anymore. Second, while planning and research delivers these assessments, the final decision on how to proceed is usually taken on the political level which is not bound to follow the recommendations from the professional world. Whether, under these circumstances, ‘scientific rationality’ is still a sensible objective is increasingly a matter of opinion (Gall, 2006; Richardson, 2005; see also Duckenfield, 2005). This issue refers to the perception of transport matters by policy-makers rather than the actual act of travelling. The criticisms implicitly demand a better understanding of how these decision-makers decide – in other words how policy is made. This is not only influenced by political values, interests and power considerations, but also by politicians’ personal experiences and their final accountability to their (non-expert) voters. 

Planner methodology and thought process are entrenched in subjectivity – a true assessment for transport planning will never be reached.
Shiefelbusch 10

(Martin Schiefelbusch, Area Manager for Mobility Research at the nexus Institute in Berlin & Berlin Technical University, Germany, “Rational planning for emotional mobility? The case of public transport development,” Planning Theory, vol. 9, 3: pp. 200-222, April 21, 2010)

The basic idea of people assessing alternative options before acting is reflected in many other areas of everyday life. But this does not imply that such assessments are limited to the time and cost implications of the different options (see Pipkin, 1986; Stern and Richardson, 2005). Much research has sought to explore this assessment process further, challenging the ideal of ‘rational decision-making’ based on ‘complete information’ in several ways: Information about the available options may not be complete, criteria may be weighed differently by the assessing person, these weightings may change due to external or internal circumstances, and decisions about destination, mode, time are not independent of each other (see Heinze, 1979; Lanzendorf, 2003; Pipkin, 1986). These criticisms refer to two aspects: the range of criteria used in decision-making and the way they are processed. To capture the act of travelling adequately requires first of all suitable criteria, which are not necessarily those used in transport planning so far (see Figure 1 and section 5). But the question of how assessment processes are influ- enced by ‘soft’ factors comes up as well, in particular if personal attitudes and routines are considered (Duckenfield, 2005; Gärling and Axhausen, 2003; Heinickel and Dienel, 2007; Stern and Richardson, 2005). A general conflict has to be dealt with in pursuing these considerations further. Modelling tools have the basic function to reduce reality’s complexity – as mentioned bove, much effort has gone into bringing the number of parameters to be considered down as far as possible. Therefore the call for a more differentiated analysis is easily met with suspicion and the argument that ‘qualitative’ issues are implicitly included in values of time and other aggregate entities. The question when and in which way a more detailed approach is necessary deserves without doubt further attention. At the moment, the argument for doing so lies in the nor- mative power of a long established reduced view: its dominance entails the risk to miss relevant dimensions of reality in the analysis and (perhaps worse) to make wrongly over- simplified extrapolations from the model back to reality when future actions are designed. Another key area of critique is the failure of the basic understanding of transport as a cost to be minimized to explain the growth in travel demand observed over the past decades (which has mainly been a growth in trip lengths). Time savings are, in other words, ‘re-invested’ in more travel rather than being used for other activities as might be expected based on the classification of transport demand as ‘derived’.

Flawed Theory 
Planning theory isolates itself into a world of power without paying attention to real social problems and discrepancies.

Forester 99

(John Forester, Professor and  Director of Graduate Studies of City & Regional Planning at Cornell University, Ph.D. from the University of California-Berkeley, “Reflections on the future understanding of planning practice,” International Planning Studies, vol. 4, no. 2, pg. 175, Jun 1999)

Third, the study of planning, as I have suggested, is less in intellectual crisis than in denial-and students of planning pay the price. In particular, we deny the rationality of moral inquiry-in a nutshell that when value is at stake, argument and evidence matter, and norms of inquiry too can be criticized-and so we skirt questions of past injustice and present pain, questions of value and need, respect and autonomy. Planning theory today gives us too little analysis of better and worse planning, as if notions of good and bad, right and wrong, were the province of simple relativists, as if better and worse were only matters of perspective. Planning theory today gives us too little analysis of real, if tragic, choices, acting when all our options involve doing harm; too little analysis of public suffering and abiding humiliation, anger and resentment. A planning literature that remains intellectually inarticulate about questions of value, questions of better and worse processes and outcomes can hardly be worth much, I will argue. We pay too little attention, as well, to racism and exclusion, and even less to what anyone can do to counteract these; we pay too little attention to the ways that our fascination with social constructivism and epistemology displaces attention to reflective ethical judgement and praxis. We pay too little attention to the moral qualities of our own rhetoric and public pedagogy, and less to the needs for planners to write, draw, and speak to cultivate the public imagination of the city.4 We have too often been fooled, most poignantly on the left, into a rationalist's fantasy that yet another demonstration of spatial inequality will, by some miracle of logic, lead to emancipatory work to overcome such inequality. We document problems, failures, irrationalities-as we should-but too often we stop there, and we fail to explore the possibilities of what really, strategically and feasibly, ought to be done. Seduced by `physics envy', taking solace in 'at least being scientific', we document our distance from our goals, but we pay too little attention to the qualities of action and the capacities of organization that might bring us closer to those goals. We rediscover bureaucracy and politics and racism and selfishness until we are numb, if not cynical; but we need, now more than ever, along with the acknowledgement of political viciousness, corporate greed, systematic impoverishment and institutional racism, to articulate-more and less publicly, depending on the setting-the searching analysis of how to do better, pragmatically and critically, really, in a world of power. 

Planning theory is entrenched in normative rhetoric, and can never be completely objective for the society affected.

Langmyhr 2K

(Tore Langmyhr, SINTEF Civil and Environmental Engineering, Department of Transportation Engineering, Trondheim, Norway, “The rhetorical side of transport planning,” European Planning Studies, vol. 8, no. 5, October 2000)

Blaming a planner for using rhetoric is like blaming a zebra for wearing stripes. Still, it seems appropriate to blame many transport planners (at all levels of the planning hierarchy) for not admitting the rhetorical element of their work. Planners often fall away from accepting the important limitations to 'neutral' expert planning. "First, in democratic societies there is a tradition of a true public forum for debate about decisions and policy; and, second, in planning arguments, unlike scientific arguments, claims are based upon normative premises in addition to empirical premises" (Goldstein, 1984, p. 302). Embracing 'neutrality' is tempting because value laden conflicts with colleagues and powerful planning interests may be avoided, or ascribed to 'politics'. This psychological aspect helps explain the persistence of the synoptic Planning paradigm (Baum, 1996), although primarily as an 'espoused theory' (Argyris & Scon 1978, p. 11), while the 'theory-in-use', the theory actually governing planning practice, involves persuasion strategies and techniques. Unawareness of this rhetorical element may render much planning effort ignored, inappropriate, irrelevant or unethical. Of course, there is no easy way out of a wicked planning problem, or out of the 'rhetorical challenge'. In the context of a post-modem pluralistic society, a normative planning ideal may still prove relevant and inspiring. One possible line of development has attracted attention in planning theory over the last decade or so. In communicative planning theory, the rhetorical content of planning is fully acknowledged. Here, I will focus on the normative content of this approach, particularly utilizing the work of John Forester (1980, 1989).

Epistemology 
Planning theory is embedded in post schools of thinking that come from a greater change in understanding of plans

Allmendinger 02 – Uni-versity of Aberdeen (Phillip, “The Post-Positivist Landscape of Planning Theory”, Planning Futures: New Directions for Planning Theories, http://ucl.academia.edu/MarkTewdwrJones/Papers/497104/Communicative_planning_collaborative_planning_and_the_post-positivist_planning_theory_landscape) AW
The¶ leitmotif ¶ of planning and social theory over the past two decades or so has been¶ post ¶ : postmodern, post-structuralist and post-positivist. Whether one argues that planning theory has developed within this spirit (e.g. postmodernism) or inconstructive opposition to it (e.g. communicative planning) its inﬂuence cannot be denied or ignored. Here, the term ‘post’, as in the debates over ‘post’-modern, does not necessarily follow the strict deﬁnition of ‘after’. ‘Post’ is just as likely to mean a¶ development of ¶ that is signiﬁcantly different from the original. In this respect, the ‘post’ of planning theory discussed above (under a wide deﬁnition)has been part of and has been heavily inﬂuenced by wider shifts in understanding and sensibilities in social theory and the philosophy of science. Planning theory is deeply embedded within social theory generally – communicative planning and critical theory are an example of how both normative and empirical/positive theories have been fused into planning thought. This shift in social theory has involved a questioning of the logic of positivism and the basis to scientiﬁc knowledge gener-ally, which sought the discovery of a set of general methodological rules or forms of inference that would be the same in all sciences

Planning theory is links power to truth in a vile attempt to justify its atrocities

Jensen 97 - Department of Development and Planning¶ Aalborg University (Ole, “DISCOURSE ANALYSIS & SOCIO-SPATIAL¶ TRANSFORMATION PROCESSES: A THEORETICAL¶ FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSING SPATIAL PLANNING”, Global Urban Research Unit, University of Newcastle, August, ¶ http://www.ncl.ac.uk/guru/assets/documents/ewp28.pdf) AW
Michel Foucault points at the connection between power, rationality and truth. What we in¶ our civilisation takes for granted, he shows us are indeed social constructions. His famous¶ examples are madness and sexuality. So Foucault poses the question:¶ ‘What is this reason that we use? What is its historical effects? What are its¶ limits, an what are its dangers? How can we exist as rational beings,¶ fortunately committed to practising a rationality that is unfortunately crisscrossed¶ by intrinsic dangers? One should remain as close to this question as¶ possible, keeping in mind that it is both central and extremely difficult to¶ resolve’ (Foucault 1984:249)¶ Foucault’s general research program started as a Nietzschean ‘hermeneutics of suspicion’7.¶ Thus he says that there is no reason to take departure in the Enlightenment’s idea of a¶ teleological history of ever increasing happiness for man:¶ ‘I say that is a bad method to pose the problem as: ‘How is it that we have¶ progressed?”. The problem is: how do things happen?” (Foucault 1980:50)¶ Foucaults interest was the overarching systems of thought rather than concrete sociological¶ phenomenon:¶ ‘my general theme isn’t society but the discourses of true and false, by¶ which I mean the correlative formation of domains and objects and the¶ verifiable, falsifiable discourses that bear on them; and it’s not just their¶ formation that interests me, but the effects in the real to which they are¶ linked” (Foucault 1980/96:116)¶ Every society has a ‘regime of truth’, and this ‘truth’ is intrinsic connected to power (Foucault¶ 1977/95:132) . So what is true is defined socially and set into the world as parts of discourses¶ that has the ‘power of naming’. What is distinct of our contemporary civilisation is that the¶ ‘political economy of truth’ is deeply embedded in the scientific discourses. Foucault’s¶ examples of medicine and government rationality (governmentality) shows this, but¶ professional planning practice could as easily be mentioned. Thus science is power, which is¶ why other (competing) discourses often ‘steal’ elements of this discourse in order to¶ legitimise themselves by the ‘aura of scientific discourse’. One of the main points in¶ Foucaults power conception is that the attempts to think the ideal social organization in the¶ realm of the Herrschaftsfreie communication is in vain. Thus the disagreement with¶ Habermas, who insists upon the emancipative properties of the incomplete project of the¶ Enlightenment (Habermas 1987). Foucault’s power conception can therefore be said to be¶ ‘positive’ in the sense that he sees power as a constitutive and unavoidable fact of all social¶ relations, why he has no illusions of ‘dismissing’ power. But it is also a rather ‘fluid’¶ conception of power as Foucault tends to see power everywhere and without privileged centre¶ (Foucault 1976/94:99). This is why Foucault made the famous statement, that political theory¶ must ‘cut of the head of the king’ (Foucault 1977/95:126). The point is, that the ‘classic’¶ notion of power relates this to the institutions and ‘juridico-discursive’ sovereignty, and thus¶ misses the point that power saturates practices on all levels of society and is found in all¶ social relations. In his analysis of the social discourses Foucault introduces the genealogical¶ method8. In the essay Nietzsche, Genealogi, History, Foucault says of his method of¶ ‘genealogy’:
Planning discourse is unidentifiable and necessitates a new way of thinking 

Jensen 97 - Department of Development and Planning¶ Aalborg University (Ole, “DISCOURSE ANALYSIS & SOCIO-SPATIAL¶ TRANSFORMATION PROCESSES: A THEORETICAL¶ FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSING SPATIAL PLANNING”, Global Urban Research Unit, University of Newcastle, August, ¶ http://www.ncl.ac.uk/guru/assets/documents/ewp28.pdf) AW

In the ‘argumentative turn’ within planning theory (Healey 1993a, 1993b, 1995, 1996a,¶ 1996b, 1997, Fischer & Forester 1993, Hajer 1993, 1995, Kaplan 1993, Dryzek 1993),¶ discourses are broadly seen as ‘systems of meanings’. The approach acknowledges that such¶ systems of meanings needs interpretation, and thus that discourse analysis is a hermeneutic¶ practice. It is also a basic premise, that through the communication that plans are medium of,¶ we can get to a rational and democratic consensus between plural discourses. A framework¶ for analysing development plans is illustrative of the way this discourse analysis is thought.¶ Six distinct themes and questions can be identified within this discourse analytical approach¶ (Healey 1993a:88-100):¶ 􀀄 In what context is the planning taking place?¶ 􀀄 In what format, or style is the plan presented?¶ 􀀄 What is the basic theme of the plan?¶ 􀀄 What discourses & discourse communities are presented within the plan, and¶ how?¶ 􀀄 Does the plan facilitates communicative work, and how?¶ 􀀄 Which power relations are present, and how are they articulated?¶ Thus on the background of a Habermasian notion of communicative action, discourse ethics¶ and universal pragmatics (Habermas 1991), the theory of ‘Collaborative Planning’ stresses¶ some basic and essential questions (Healey 1996b, 1997). First of all, on should look into¶ what constitutes the ‘arena of discussion’. That means we must ask:¶ ‘Where is the discussion to take place, in what forums and arenas; how are¶ community members to gain access to it?’ (Healey 1996b:222)¶ This means that one has to investigate the inclusion and exclusion mechanisms of the¶ particular social field in question, seen in an institutional and organisational context. Next one¶ must investigate in what style the discussion will take place? (Healey 1996b:233). Here the¶ point is to consider the linguistic competences, vocabularies and articulations that characterise¶ the social field. Thus language itself can function as an exclusion mechanism in a social field.¶ The third question that is asked, considers whether the planners are able to clarify and¶ condensate the semantic points in the discourse:¶ ‘How can the jumble of issues, arguments, claims for attention, and ideas¶ about what to do which arise in discussion be sorted out?’ (Healey¶ 1996b:223)¶ This is a crucial point, since the sorting out of the ‘jumble of issues’ is a rather power oriented¶ process. Who are to decide which issues that counts? The point refers strongly to the idea of¶ the planner as a facilitator or mediator (Healey 1992). The crucial thing is of course whether¶ the discourses can absorb new strategies, wishes and desires into them. Thus the question is,¶ how a strategy can be created that becomes a new discourse about how spatial and¶ environmental change in urban regions could be managed? (Healey 1996b:223). The question¶ here is whether the subjects or agents are considered empowered to make discourses that¶ absorb new wants. One could just as easily state, that discourses have a structuring capacity¶ that often lies beyond the reach of the subjects. The final question that the theory of¶ collaborative planning raises is the question of how to relate to the strategy:¶ ‘How can a political community get to agree on a strategy, and maintain that¶ agreement over time while continually subjecting it to critique?’ (Healey¶ 1996b:223)
Planning theory’s “maturation” has actually left it murkier than ever, with no signs of unity

Law-Yone 07 - Faculty of Architecture and Town¶ Planning at the Israel Institute of Technology. His major interests are ideology,¶ planning practice, counter-hegemonic planning (Hubert, “Another planning theory? Rewriting the meta-narrative”, Planning Theory Journal, Nov 13, Vol. 6. No. 3, Sage Publications) AW

It is surely a curious historical note that, even though almost a century has past¶ since this literary genre known as ‘planning theory’ appeared on the scene in¶ American academia,1 followed by a prolific production of volumes of texts,¶ journals, research reports, conferences and degrees conferred, the field has¶ become strangely formless and sporadic, with no signs of convergence towards¶ a unified body of knowledge worthy of the name ‘theory’. Furthermore, even¶ though all European and post-colonial states that have followed the hegemonic¶ path and have taken the Anglo-American planning mechanism of joint¶ state/capital administration on board, have also jumped onto this shaky bandwagon¶ and have taken part in this somewhat fuzzy discourse (in English, of¶ course), it is sadly becoming apparent that each new foray into this arena of¶ discourse simply adds to the cacophony. It would appear that the field has¶ become considerably murkier and formless since the Grand Debates of the early¶ days of planning.2We are faced with a paradox: while planning has matured and¶ consolidated into a universal ‘public good’, its ‘theory’, PT for short, it seems, has¶ gradually disintegrated into ‘theories’, fragmentary and partial literary offerings.¶ The paradox is heightened by the fact that, while practitioners apparently go¶ about their business under well-known planning orthodoxies, the theoreticians¶ cannot seem to get their act together. PT texts have in fact become a recognizable¶ genre somewhat akin to ‘fast-capitalist texts’, which are described as ‘a mix¶ of history and description, prophesy, warning, proscriptions and recommendations,¶ parables (stories of success and failure) and large doses of utopianism’.3
Planning theory is dominate by ideas of Western neo liberalism that makes it inefficient and necessitates re-analyzing to undo its inherent problems

Law-Yone 07 - Faculty of Architecture and Town¶ Planning at the Israel Institute of Technology. His major interests are ideology,¶ planning practice, counter-hegemonic planning (Hubert, “Another planning theory? Rewriting the meta-narrative”, Planning Theory Journal, Nov 13, Vol. 6. No. 3, Sage Publications) AW
It is worth recalling that planning, the elusive object of this stubborn¶ ‘theorizing’ (or perhaps one should write, persistent re-presentation), has been¶ with the Anglo-American dominated West for over a century. Deriving from¶ different formative antecedents, ranging from post-Industrial Revolution urban¶ reform to post-world war reconstruction policy formation, new Fordist managerial¶ technologies, real-estate market corrective interventions, colonial¶ administration etc.,4 it has become a mundane fixture of governance centered¶ on the formation and control of the spatial economy at all levels, from the¶ national to the personal. Indeed, so firmly entrenched has it become that it¶ survives even the most drastic of changes in political regimes. Foundationally¶ associated with the distribution mechanism of public goods by the Welfare¶ State, it has so far withstood the so-called dismantling of this particular regime¶ in the West, smoothly sliding into the privatized neo-liberal mode with relatively¶ little pain of adaptation. With the ascent of globalization theory and its prognosis¶ of the withering away of the nation-state, could it be that planning might¶ even survive the demise of its patron, the nation-state? (After all, even the¶ global must be planned even while the spatial contours of the state undergo¶ drastic transformations.) It is perhaps understandable to ruminate on the fate¶ of PT, at this crucial juncture, in which theory seems to be strangely at odds with¶ practice. The paradox bears repetition: while the planning profession appears¶ to go from strength to strength in spite of drastic regime change, the diverse¶ narratives that compete to reflect this practice appear to give less and less theoretical¶ knowledge of the practical, the material and the social context of¶ planning. The persistence of this literary form of PT and its content raises a¶ question: in spite of the seemingly incoherent discourse, is there an underlying¶ message that is being built, reinforced and perpetuated? If, at this historical¶ junction, we are to come to terms with this ubiquitous and insidious institutional¶ construct called planning, our first task would seem to be to try to unravel the¶ meta-narrative that PT has become.

***

Alt Stuff 

Alt Solves – Generic 
The alternative is to take a step back from our modern notions of planning, to rethink how we plan and to understand how power relations affect planning. All other modes of thought are doomed to fail and be coopted. 

Flyvbjerg and Richardson 2k2 (Bent, prof Said business school @ Oxford, and Tim, prof planning @ U Sheffield “Planning and Foucault In Search of the Dark Side of Planning Theory1” http://flyvbjerg.plan.aau.dk/DarkSide2.pdf
Conclusions: take a walk on the dark side. Planning theorists (and other modernist thinkers) have tended to disregard Foucault’s work as being oppressive. His talk of the all-pervasiveness of power has been seen as crushing the life out of any possibility of empowerment, of change, of hope. Yet this analysis seems to be based on a superficial reading of parts of Foucault’s major works, such as Discipline and Punish, rather than an attempt to understand his overall project. Foucault’s theory of power is exactly not about oppressiveness, of accepting the regimes of domination which condition us, it is about using tools of analysis to understand power, its relations with rationality and knowledge, and use the resulting insights precisely to bring about change. When it comes to portraying planners and planning, the quest of planning theorists could be called the escape from power. But if there is one thing we should have learned today from students of power, it is that there is no escape from it. We wish to stress that the modern normative attitude - an attitude that has been dominant in planning theory throughout the history of this discipline - does not serve modernity, or planning theory, well. The ideals of modernity, democracy and planning - ideals that typically are worth fighting for - are better served by understanding Realrationalität than normative rationality. Normative rationality may provide an ideal to strive for, but it is a poor guide to the strategies and tactics needed for moving toward to the ideal. This, in our analysis, is the quandary of normative idealists, including the majority of planning theorists: they know where they would like to go but not how to get there. The focus of modernity and of planning theory is on ‘what should be done’. We suggest a reorientation toward ‘what is actually done - towards verita effettuale. In this way we may gain a better grasp - less idealistic, more grounded - of what planning is and what the strategies and tactics that may help change it for the better. Foucauldian analysis, unlike Habermasian normativism, offers a type of planning theory which is more useful in understanding how planning is actually done, and offers better prospects for those interested in bringing about democratic social change through planning. Habermas, among others, views conflict in society as dangerous, corrosive and potentially destructive of social order, and therefore in need of being contained and resolved. In a Foucauldian interpretation, conversely, suppressing conflict is suppressing freedom, because the privilege to engage in conflict is part of freedom. The Foucauldian challenge applies to theory too: perhaps social and political theories that ignore or marginalise conflict are potentially oppressive. And if conflict sustains society, there is good reason to caution against an idealism that ignores conflict and power. In real social and political life self-interest and conflict will not give way to some all-embracing communal ideal like Habermas’s. Indeed, the more democratic a society, the more it allows groups to define their own specific ways of life and legitimates the inevitable conflicts of interest that arise between them. Political consensus can never be brought to bear in a manner that neutralises particular group obligations, commitments and interests. A more differentiated conception of political culture than Habermas’s is needed, one that will be more tolerant of conflict and difference, and more compatible with the pluralisation of interests. A strong democracy guarantees the existence of conflict. A strong understanding of democracy, and of the role of planning within it, must therefore be based on thought that places conflict and power at its centre, as Foucault does and Habermas does not. We suggest that an understanding of planning that is practical, committed and ready for conflict provides a superior paradigm to planning theory than an understanding that is discursive, detached and consensus-dependent. Exploring the dark side of planning theory offers more than a negative, oppressive confirmation of our inability to make a difference. It suggests that we can do planning in a constructive empowering way, but that we cannot do this by avoiding power relations. Planning is inescapably about conflict: exploring conflicts in planning, and learning to work effectively with conflict can be the basis for a strong planning paradigm.
The power exerted through government planning strips the population of rights- the aff substitutes idealistic falsehoods to ignore the suffering they create
Gunder and Mouat 02 (Gunder is a Senior Lecturer at the Department of Planning, University of Auckland. He was in professional practice prior to returning to the academy in 1994 and completing his mid-life PhD. He served as Head of Department from 1999 to 2001. Michael has research interests in post-structuralism, planning practice and transportation policy. Mouat is a PhD in the Department of Planning, University of Auckland. )
Just as planning can produce public goods and progress towards a better society, it can also be regressive; leading to oppression, exclusion and social and environmental injustice (Yiftachel, 1998). Drawing on the post-structural, planning and sociological literature, as well as a limited range of New Zealand planning cases, this article will illustrate and conceptualize two of the numerous interrelated constellations of consequences produced by planning practices of regression in New Zealand. We propose that these interrelated outcomes of symbolic violence and institutional victimization are but two of the many consequences of power in daily planning practices. Further, they negate the ideal of a Habermasian predicated communicative turn in planning as expressed by Innes (1995), Healey (1997) and many others. This article attempts to follow Allmendinger’s (2001) admonishment to analyse ‘unaccountable and dominatory centres of power’ (p. 221) and, particularly, those embedded in everyday practices of implementing New Zealand’s planning legislation. For Bourdieu (2000), the state and government regulation always has ‘a symbolic dimension, and acts of submission, of obedience, are acts of knowledge and recognition’ (p. 172). We propose that these acts of submission and obedience can become symbols of violence in themselves. This occurs when the state acts upon citizens against their interests, yet those affected are allowed no elements of choice, or freedom to resist. This is compounded further into victimization when the oppressors are also the ﬁnal practicable, or actual, arbiters of appeal. Yiftachel (1995) has illustrated planning cases of overt physical violence and victimization, including the uncompensated alienation from land tenure via state planning regimes and controls. Symbolic violence and victimization, while more subtle, are not without signiﬁcant impacts for their recipients. Effects may include a priori fear, angst, loss of health and anomie produced by both the perceived and actual loss of tangible and intangible rights, such as those of personal amenity in the achievement of a public or private good, without realistic means of appeal. 1 We argue that this regularly occurs in, allegedly, more equitable democratic societies (such as New Zealand) and, Arrow’s Impossibility Theorem2 notwithstanding, this signiﬁcant concern requires explicit redress. Yiftachel (1998) argues ‘that planning theorists should rethink their conceptualizations of urban and regional planning and seriously explore its dark side’ (p. 403). Allmendinger (2001) observes that, apart from Flyvbjerg (1998), few liberal or postmodernist planning theorists deal with this messy world of power and oppression. Rather theorists propose a simpliﬁed ‘abstract and general view’ of the world – an ideal – instead of an insight into its concrete actuality. In this light, Huxley (1997) suggests a Foucaultian approach to understanding planning practices, observing that planning and, in particular: land-use regulation has at its heart, the function of ‘governmentality’ and ‘biopower’ as conceived by Foucault (1990 [sic 1980], 1991a). This aspect of planning practices is captured neither by freemarket/libertarian critiques or justiﬁcations for planning, nor by political economic/Marxian critiques, and still less by Habermasian-inspired prescriptions for communicative debate. 3

Planning is used to channel public resistance to a degree that allows government to exert unrestrained power biopoweresque

Gunder and Mouat 02 (Gunder is a Senior Lecturer at the Department of Planning, University of Auckland. He was in professional practice prior to returning to the academy in 1994 and completing his mid-life PhD. He served as Head of Department from 1999 to 2001. Michael has research interests in post-structuralism, planning practice and transportation policy. Mouat is a PhD in the Department of Planning, University of Auckland. 
From a Foucaultian perspective, the application of power can only occur when those acted upon are free to exert power back – resist. But what happens when some actors can resist and others cannot? What happens when government technologies of power exist where well-resourced stakeholders can resist and the less resourced majority cannot – strategic liberties for some and domination for the rest? This is a situation that we suggest happens constantly under the RMA and other legislation with scope for public participation and litigation in democracies. Further, we suggest, that identiﬁcation of this bifurcation in democratic process is one example of the detailed insight that Foucaultian critique can contribute to understanding planning practice. Foucault (1980: 145) admonishes us: we cannot have a theory of power, we can only ‘analyse the speciﬁcity of mechanisms of power, locate the connections and extensions, [and] build little by little a strategic knowledge’. Foucault (1988a) states that power, as such, has no measurable substance; it is only measurable in its effects. It is a neutral spirit, neither good, nor bad, in itself. Power is central to planning as to all human agency; but in Foucault’s conceptualization of power, it must be differentiated from concepts of force, domination and violence. For Foucault (1982: 219), power – ‘a mode of action on the action of others’ – can only exist as part of a dynamic duality with resistance. Foucault would say that Stalin did not employ power when he shipped dissidents to the Siberian prison camps, rather he employed force and domination. Those acted upon by power must ‘be thoroughly recognized and maintained to the very end as a person who acts; and that, faced with a relationship of power, a whole ﬁeld of responses, reactions, results, and possible inventions may open up’ (p. 220). If there is no scope for resistance, then only domination and oppression may occur resulting in violence and victimization on those acted against. In one of his last interviews, Foucault (1988a: 19) observed: we must distinguish the relationships of power as strategic games between liberties – strategic games that result in the fact that some people try to determine the conduct of others – and the states of domination, which are what we ordinarily call power and, between the two, between the games of power and the states of domination, you have governmental technologies. Modern planning is a human discipline of governmentality, control and normalization with the ‘ostensible object the spatiality of social processes(Lewi and Wickham, 1996; Fischler, 2000; Huxley and Yiftachel, 2000). Consequently, planning is one of the many disciplines of government whose forms of thought are often obscured and ‘not readily amenable to be comprehended from within [their] own perspective[s]’ (Dean, 1999: 16). Foucault called the analysis of these ‘particular mentalities, arts and regimes of government and administration a study of “governmentalities” ’ (Dean, 1999: 2). While these practices of government are seldom accessible to critique by their practitioners, these practices produce many of the ‘truths’, norms and unquestioned narratives of everyday life (Fischler, 2000; Flyvbjerg, 1998). Pløger (2001: 227) observes that ‘planning is governmentalized through institutionalized hierarchical procedures distributing power in space and time, and represents institutional ways of thinking.’ Further, ‘mechanisms and apparatuses of governmentality are designed for ensuring the docility of individuals, not for respecting their rights’, such as those of environmental and social justice (Clifford, 2001: 120). Governmentality guides resistance within power relationships of governance by producing docile citizens that accept the norms and expectations of government as part of the ethical governance of themselves. The disciplinary mechanisms of governmentality are able to function more or less smoothly because they are able to channel such resistance, where it arises, towards objects that do not really touch on the way individuals are managed, controlled, and deﬁned. Governmentality is able to control the shape and degree of resistance precisely through the notion of the private autonomous individual. Individuals . . . direct their resistance towards sovereignty and couch it in terms of democratic representation and the recognition of rights; but sovereignty does not control governmentality. (Clifford, 2001: 121) From a social and environmental justice – or rights – perspective, the critical issue is the right to object to and appeal against undesired action by others on one’s environment. The RMA appears to provide the legislative structure for this, but access to this right is artfully limited for reasons of administrative efﬁciency and effectiveness via mechanisms of timeliness, knowledge and resources (as documented below). The onus is on all autonomous individuals to act responsibly at the correct time and in the proper manner. If they do not, the outcome is a product of their actions – or lack of them. The normalized citizen, ethically governing themselves, can hardly fail to obey and accept the consequences in a ‘responsible’ docile manner.

Reanalyze power
The only alternative is to take a critical stance on the issue of urban planning and to critically study how power and control takes part in the process of urbanization. This is the only way to prevent error replication. 

Yiftachel and Huxley ’00 [OREN YIFTACHEL AND MARGO HUXLEY-Oren is a professor of geography and urban planning at Ben-Gurion University of the Negev and Margo works in the Town and Regional Planning Department of The University of Sheffield; International Journal of Urban and Regional Research Volume 24.4 December 2000; accessed 7/12/12; < http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Debating+dominance+and+relevance%3A+Notes+on+the+%27communicative+turn%27+in+planning+theory&rft.jtitle=International+Journal+of+Urban+and+Regional+Research&rft.au=Oren+Yiftachel&rft.au=Margo+Huxley&rft.date=2000-12-31&rft.issn=0309-1317&rft.volume=24&rft.issue=4&rft.spage=907&rft.externalDBID=IURR&rft.externalDocID=66594446>

Theorizing without critical distance?¶ The recent wave of communicative planning theories has mainly focused on a normative,¶ inward-looking question: ‘how can we make planning practice better?’. This normative¶ agenda is, of course, professionally worthy, but it provides a precarious foundation for the¶ theorization of the phenomenon of urban and regional planning. We suggest that a¶ broader analytical approach which examines the causes and consequences of planning¶ policies from a critical distance may be a more appropriate ‘vista point’ to account for the¶ shaping of cities and regions.¶ Why is this approach important? Mainly because it can candidly examine the¶ conventional view of planning as an intrinsically progressive public endeavor. As Flyvbjerg¶ (1998) recently showed, ‘rationality’ in planning is often determined by power. Similarly,¶ McLoughlin (1992), Huxley (1994; 1997), Marcuse (1994) and Yiftachel (1995; 1999) have¶ shown that planning authorities and planners often act regressively, exerting domination and¶ causing inequalities in what has been termed ‘the dark-side’ of planning (Yiftachel, 1994;¶ 1998; Flyvbjerg, 1996). We may thus need to reconceptualize (that is, re-theorize) planning¶ as a ‘double-edged sword’, able to either facilitate and enhance ‘rational’ and progressive¶ development or, conversely, repress, fragment and control subordinate groups.¶ But this reconceptualization requires a critical distance, that is, the positioning of the¶ researcher outside the internal discourse of planning, free from a-priori faith in the¶ profession’s supporting ideological apparatus. The faith in planning characterizes most¶ literature in the field, preventing scholars from examining critically not just the conduct¶ of planners vis-a`-vis their clients, and not just the optimization of outcomes by rational¶ evaluation methods, but the taken-for-granted assumptions about the progressive and¶ rational promise of planning.¶ In other words, only by treating the public production of space as a contingent¶ political phenomenon (and not as a desired or cherished intervention), and only by¶ recognizing that ‘planning principles’ are often used to rationalize oppressive policies,¶ can we advance towards a robust understanding of the societal endeavor we label¶ ‘planning’. This is precisely the purpose of critical theory: testing professional concepts,¶ models and ‘gospels’ against their ‘real world’ material and discursive consequences.¶ This cannot be achieved without ‘stepping outside’ the cozy and self-assuring¶ professional discourse.
The alternative is to stop and think about our pre-conceptualizations of control and how we view space. This is the only way to prevent error replication. 

Yiftachel ’98 [Oren Yiftachel- he “teaches political geography, urban planning and public policy at Ben-Gurion University of the Negev.”; “Planning and Social Control: Exploring the Dark Side”; Journal of Planning Literature 1998 12: 395; accessed 7/11/12; < http://www.scribd.com/doc/88551604/Oren-Yiftachel-Planning-and-Social-Control-Exploring-the-Dark-Side>]

WIDENING OUR EXPLORATIONS¶ I argue that planning theorists should rethink their conceptualizations of urban and regional planning and seriously explore its dark side. This broadens our un­ derstanding of planning as a double-edged activity that uses its principles and tools in either regressive or pro­ gressive ways. This view comes from linking planning to the state apparatus that provides planning's legiti­ macy and power. Drawing on Foucault's (1980) episte­ mological approach and on recent works by Taylor¶ ¶ (1994), Mitchell (1991), and Anderson (1991), I argue that the modem state often advances the interests of social elites and dominant groups at the expense of weaker groups. Therefore-and contrary to conven­ tional wisdom-urban and regional planning is not just an arm of government that may or may not contribute to societal progress and reform; it is also embedded in a structure that often oppresses subordinate groups.¶ Social control can occur in a variety of ways, some¶ that are totally benign.It can also be a useful instrument for the preservation of public rule and order. However, the evident link between urban and regional planning and the dark side of minority, gender, and peripheral group oppression has rarely been aired in the planning discourse, let alone properly theorized.This oppression is exercised through four main planning dimensions: the territorial dimension (containment, surveillance, and segregation), the procedural dimension (exclusion and marginalization), the socioeconomic dimension (deprivation and dependence), and the cultural dimen­ sion (homogenization, alienation, and delegitimation). Planning thus facilitates elite domination and control of four key societal resources: space, power, wealth, and identity.¶ The regressive consequences of planning often occur¶ despite planners' positive intentions because of the frameworks of power that manipulate and reshape pol­ icy outcomes (McLoughlin 1992). And although plan­ ning theorists often deal with visionary and normative prescriptions, they generally perceive that planning is benign. This perception is incomplete and is often mis­ leading.¶ This article extends insights offered by previous criti­¶ cal studies in two main ways. It broadens the mainly sectoral perspective of previous accounts and demon­ strates that planning is able to affect social change in a wide range of societal dimensions. It also shows that planning is not only manipulated and used by powerful interests, but that urban and regional planning-as an integral part of the nation-state-is structurally devised to exert control and oppression.¶ Why, then, do planning theorists refrain from criti­¶ cally examining this dark side? Why is there a constant flow of planning texts glorifying the efforts of reformist and progressive planners or assuming a priori that plan­ ning is an agent of positive change? Why has so little been written about its sinister, oppressive, or regressive dimensions? This myopia may occur because of the close association between planning theorists and the profession (Baum 1996; Innes 1995). Both theorists and practitioners, so the argument goes, have a joint agenda to promote planning because both depend on a thriving practice. Specifically, some academics argue that plan­ ning theorists became deeply frustrated by the intellec­ tual and practical"cul-de-sac" presented by the grand¶ ¶ ¶ Marxist theories and the dogmatic rationalist models that dominated the field in previous decades.Given the debilitating rivalry between the rationalist and Marxist schools, several leading theorists deliberately at­ tempted to inject practicality, energy, optimism, and hope into the profession by focusing on micropolitics, communication, and planning's positive impacts (see Healey 1996; Innes 1995).¶ These are plausible explanations, but they also ex­¶ pose a distorted conception of theory and a paralyzing link between the academe and the profession. The inti­ mate links between the planning profession and the academe have damaged both practice and theory. Un­ tenable expectations to produce applicable theories bur­ den theoreticians. Partial and often misleading theories about planning's potential impacts on the built environ­ ment misguide practitioners (McLoughlin 1994).¶ Planning theory's association with professional prac­¶ tice results in theory that is heavily oriented toward producing normative and prescriptive models rather than analytic explanations. This is clearly articulated in Mandelbaum's (1996) survey of recent developments in planning theory. He discerns a consensual orientation toward normative and pragmatic approaches, and a near total"abandonment of the image of grand theoreti­ cal syntheses" (Mandelbaum 1996,xix). Thus, the field's leading theorists have produced a continuous flow of normative and prescriptive work that clearly favors agency over structure (see Healey 1996, 1992; Innes¶ 1995; Forester 1993). This type of work, by its very nature, focuses on microscale processes and the design of "better futures" and better ways of"doing planning" (Healy 1992), rather than examining planning's sys­ temic roles, functions, and consequences. Our under­ standing of how planning shapes our cities, states, and social relations is impeded by this lack of critical dis­ tance between theory and practice.¶ Beauregard (1995), McLoughlin (1994), and Baum¶ (1996) observe that planning theory and planning theo­ rists are introspective and narrow. Beauregard (1995) comments on the double marginality of planning theo­ rists, within the profession and the academy, and on planning theory's distance from social science research and discourse. Similarly, McLoughlin (1994) astutely observes that "town planners relegate urban political economy to the periphery and place town planning at the center" to the detriment of a thorough under­ standing of "how cities and regions work" (p. 1111). Baum (1996) contends that planning theorists have col­ lective amnesia because the realities of planning are too painful to recognize and too risky to publicly expose. Consequently, theorists deny the political and often regressive nature of planning policy to their students, professional subjects, and even themselves. This natu­ rally leads to a retreat into rational, technical, or norma-¶ ¶ tive models that are reassuring but analytically weak¶ (Baum 1996).¶ Thus, the agenda is clear. Much more knowledge is needed about the association between spatial public policies and social oppression,domination,and control. Promising beginnings are already appearing in plan­ ning literature and in related fields. Although this is essential for the advancement of theoretical and empiri­ cal knowledge, it will also assist practitioners by en­ abling them to learn from examples and analyses of planning's negative aspects. Key issues for future stud­ ies include the philosophical, political, economic, and spatial circumstances in which planning emerges as an oppressive activity;the short-term and long-term socie­ tal consequences of control policies;the relative weight, importance, and prominence of the four dimensions of planning control;and the role of planners as profession­ als and citizens within the apparatus of control. More empirical case studies and comparative research will help theorists advance toward generalizations and reju­ venate the planning theory discourse. It is time for planning theorists to broaden the scope of their explo­ rations and venture beneath the long shadows of the discipline's dark side.

The alternative is to step outside” the sphere of power that encompasses all of urban planning. To step outside allows us to critically interrogate how power influences the way we see space and the control we exert over it. 

Yiftachel ’10 [Oren Yiftachel- Oren is a professor of geography and urban planning at Ben-Gurion University of the Negev; published 7/21/10; accessed 7/13/12; “Can Theory be Liberated from Professional Constraints? On Rationality and Explanatory Power in Flyvbjerg's Rationality and Power”, International Planning Studies, 6:3, 251-255; <http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/713672902>]

It is this rare quality of weaving the local narrative with concepts, ideas and¶ theories from other discourses, times and places which makes Flyvbjerg’s book¶ conspicuous among planning studies. The reader is constantly aware that while¶ the discussion may probe the issues of parking spaces or property rights in¶ central Aalborg, Nietzsche, Foucault and Machiavelli are omnipresent, helping¶ the reader interpret the dynamic sequences of events. Resorting to these analysts of power allows Flyvbjerg to ‘step outside’ the¶ walls of the planning world, and to ‘look in’ to analyse it as a political¶ phenomenon. Here lies a major contribution to planning theory, which has been¶ caught for too long in a normative, inward-looking discourse, focusing on the¶ questions ‘How can we make planning practice better?’ or ‘How can we make¶ the city better?’ Even in the present symposium (taking place between planning¶ theoreticians), other comments aim at finding links between Flyvbjerg’s arguments¶ and improvements to the practice of planners. This normative agenda is¶ of course professionally worthy, but it provides a precarious foundation for the¶ theorization of the phenomena with which we are dealing, namely the societal¶ production of space. As argued elsewhere (McLoughlin, 1994; Yiftachel, 1998),¶ an analytical approach, such as the one adopted by Flyvbjerg, provides a sound¶ ‘vista point’ from which to explain the link between society, politics and the¶ shaping of cities and region.¶ Why is this approach important? Mainly because it uses theory to unsettle a¶ conventional view of planning that is partial and often misleading. Flyvbjerg’s¶ analytical gaze at planning ‘from the outside’ makes conspicuous the lack of any¶ inherent, universal or intrinsic social progress linked to planning. If, as Flyvbjerg¶ shows, ‘rationality is determined by power’, and if Nietzsche’s ‘will to power’¶ and Foucault’s ‘rationality as rationalization’ are core behavioural principles of¶ many planners and decision makers, then we may need to reconceptualize (that¶ is, retheorize) planning as a ‘double-edged sword’. It is able either to facilitate¶ and enhance ‘rational’ development, in the name of improving quality and¶ amenity, or conversely, to retard, fragment and control progress and development.¶ Accordingly, we have seen too often examples of development and spatial¶ policies putatively following ‘the best principles of rational planning’, but in¶ effect working to expand the space and domination of those holding the strings¶ of power. At the same time, such policies tend to exclude minorities, marginalize¶ women or silence oppositions and challengers (for recent analyses, see Marcuse¶ & van Kempen, 2000; Yiftachel, 2000).¶ The positioning of the researcher outside the internal discourse of planning¶ (which typically deals with improvement to cities or to the planning process) can¶ thus release the observer from an a priori belief in the profession’s supporting¶ ideological apparatus. Such belief characterizes most literature in the field,¶ preventing many scholars from examining critically, not just the conduct of¶ planners vis-a`-vis their clients, not just the lack of public participation and not¶ just the optimization of outcomes by rational evaluation methods, but the¶ taken-for-granted ‘truths’ adopted by most planning scholars about the progressive¶ and rational promise of planning. In other words, only by treating the¶ public production and regulation of space as a contingent political phenomenon¶ (and not as a desired or cherished intervention), and only by recognizing that¶ ‘planning principles’ are often used to rationalize material or ideological interests,¶ can we advance towards a robust understanding of the societal endeavour¶ we label ‘planning’.¶
Only the kritik can solve, internal reforms and incomplete discourse change results in flawed ideologies and recreates the problems. You can also ignore their hackish “planning isn’t so bad” arguments, we assume their evidence and it is predicated upon preconceived biases. 
Yiftachel ’02 [Oren Yiftachel-Oren is a professor of geography and urban planning at Ben-Gurion University of the Negev; published 4/30/2; accessed 7/14/12; “INTRODUCTION:

OUTLINING THE POWER OF PLANNING” The Power of Planning: Spaces of Control and Transformation Kluwer Academic, pp. 1-19; < http://www.geog.bgu.ac.il/members/yiftachel/books/Power-Intro.pdf>]

A final aspect in the critique and agenda outlined here, regards the place from which¶ planning knowledge is produced. I contend that the reconceptualization of urban and¶ regional planning requires a critical distance, that is, the positioning of the researcher¶ outside the internal discourse of planning, free from the profession’s supporting¶ ideological apparatus. A faith in planning, as promoted in the internal discourses of the¶ profession, characterizes most literature in the field, explicitly or implicitly. In our view,¶ it has prevented scholars from openly examining, not just the conduct of planners vis-àvis¶ their clients, and not just the optimization of outcomes by rational evaluation¶ methods, but the taken-for-granted assumptions about the nature of planning and¶ planners. This applies to the analysis of both the formal planning system, and wider¶ circles of public bodies and entities involved with the production of the urban habitat.¶ But, regardless of the scale of analysis, only by treating the public production of¶ the urban habitat as a contingent political phenomenon (and not as a desired or¶ cherished intervention), and only by recognizing that ‘planning principles’ are often¶ used to rationalize oppressive policies, can we advance towards a robust understanding¶ of the societal endeavor we label ‘planning’. This is precisely the purpose of critical¶ theory: Testing professional concepts, models, assumptions, values and ‘gospels’,¶ against their ‘real world’ material, discursive and political consequences. This cannot be¶ achieved without ‘stepping outside’ the cozy and self-assuring professional discourse¶ pertaining to planning’s goals and methods.¶ The need to ‘step outside’ and view planning with social science tools as an arm¶ of the state and dominant societal interests was already advanced by early critical¶ thinkers. Their works have been crucially important for contemporary critical¶ scholarship. These emerged mainly from Marxist (for example, Harvey, 1973; Castells,¶ 1978; Hague, 1984), and later from feminist (see, for example, Huxley, 1988;¶ Sandercock and Forsyth, 1992; Wilson, 1991) and multicultural, ethnic and racial¶ critiques (see: H. Thomas, 1995; J.Thomas, 1996; Yiftachel, 1994; Young, 1990).

Breaking down power
Breaking down development discourse shifts focus to more practical approaches that don’t disregard environmental and social conditions

Harlow, et al 11 - Harlow: B.A. in religious studies, MA at Arizona state University, Golub: Assistant Professor, School of Sustainability at ASU, PHD in civil and environmental engineering for UC-Berkley, Allenby: Lincoln Professor of Engineering and Ethics Professor of Law, PHD in environmental studies from Rutgers (John, Aaron, and Braden, “A Review of Utopian Themes in Sustainable Development Discourse”, June 6th, Wiley Online Library) AW
There are numerous examples of sustainable development practices that transcend the triple bottom line. They actively incorporate local knowledge and traditional practices and attempt to tackle some of what have been termed our most ‘wicked problems’. The ‘Ecodialogue Station’, at Mexico’s University of Veracruz, attempts to transcend differences between conventional enlightenment science and traditional ways of knowing through cooperative problem solving involving indigenous scientists. The Lynedoch EcoVillage in Stellenbosch, South Africa, tackles problems of ecology, food production and poverty, while directly confronting the legacy of racism and apartheid that plagues all sustainable development efforts in South Africa (Swilling and Annecke, 2006). Agyeman and Evans (2003) review prominent case studies in which justice was successfully prioritized against the constraints of ecological and economic viability, overcoming Campbell’s ‘conflicts of sustainable development’ (Campbell, 1996). There are also successful examples of egalitarian, market‐based and collectivized development solutions at a variety of scales. There are policies that protect non‐ as well as benefiting humans. There is even an emerging ‘sustainability science’ that combines issues of scale, complexity and transdisciplinarity with local and indigenous knowledge and participation. It offers a problem‐solving framework focused on process rather than solutions (Kates et al., 2001). Such approaches, systems and models project of people, in the aggregate and as individuals, not rationality, but that of which they are truly capable in actual lived experiences. Changes in sustainable development goals will mirror shifts in discourse, allowing varied perceptions of sustainable development to become many small‐scale experiments, instead human species of large‐scale arguments. Developing a flexible and reflexive suite of sustainable development best practices could make the discourse of the Brundtland Report actionable. It could shift the discussion from myriad definitions and interpretations of ‘sustainable development’ to comparing and contrasting practical results at realistic scales. A self‐aware discourse based around practical implementations of culturally and scale appropriate development interventions can help conventional sustainable development overcome the limitations and tensions of its discourse.
Genealogically deconstructing planning theory is critical to breaking down and understanding power relations

Jensen 97 - Department of Development and Planning¶ Aalborg University (Ole, “DISCOURSE ANALYSIS & SOCIO-SPATIAL¶ TRANSFORMATION PROCESSES: A THEORETICAL¶ FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSING SPATIAL PLANNING”, Global Urban Research Unit, University of Newcastle, August, ¶ http://www.ncl.ac.uk/guru/assets/documents/ewp28.pdf) AW
Genealogy is gray, meticulous and patiently documentary. It operates on a¶ field of entangled and confused parchments, on documents that have been¶ scratched over and recopied many times’ (Foucault 1971:221)¶ The genealogical method is occupied with the decipherment of how different fields of¶ knowledge and discourses are constituted through history (Foucault 1977/95:122-3). But not¶ as a result of some sort of linearly historical process with a specific Ursprung, but rather as a¶ result of multiple breaks and discontinuous events.9 The genealogical discourse analysis is a¶ de-ontologizing strategy that aims at de-masking human practices as what they really are:¶ object constructing. So various phenomena that are considered ‘nature given’ are in the prism¶ of genealogical discourse analysis shown to be the result of specific structures and agent’s¶ practices.¶ The Danish professor of planning Bent Flyvbjerg uses Foucault’s methodology as a¶ foundation for his research (Flyvbjerg 1991, 1996a, 1996b). Flyvbjerg states that Foucault is¶ the Nietzschean democrat, for whom any form of government must be subjected to analysis¶ and critique based on a will not to be dominated (Flyvbjerg 1996a:13). From his own analysis¶ of the relation between power and rationality in a specific planning case in Aalborg, Denmark¶ (Flyvbjerg 1991), one of the crucial points is that the genesis as well as the implementation of¶ plans are saturated with power and vested interests. Thus Flyvbjerg uses Foucault’s¶ genealogical method to analyse planning in its concrete context but without the Habermasian¶ notion of utopian zwanglos communication as the driving ideal (Flyvbjerg 1996a:16).¶ According to rationalist planning theories, thinking about power is perceived imprudent for¶ planners. Power is thought to be the domain of politicians, rationality the domain of planners.¶ Flyvbjerg proposes that:¶ ‘What is lacking today in planning theory is an understanding of relations of¶ power, an understanding of Realrationalität as opposed to ideal rationality,¶ an understanding of actual as opposed to ideal processes of communication,¶ and attention to details that make or break plans and programs during¶ implementations ... Such ‘analytics’ would be based on genealogies,¶ historiographies and narratologies of actual planning in particular contexts’¶ (Flyvbjerg 1996a:20, emphasis in the original)¶ Part of the Foucaultdian discourse analysis will therefore be an attempt to show how specific¶ forms of discourse are related to authoritative places in the social field and thereby also¶ identify ‘privileged speakers’. Planning and planning documents can be seen as examples of¶ such authoritative discourses (Kaarhus 1996:42, Allen 1996:329). A Foucault inspired¶ discourse analysis can involve the following three steps (Christensen 1994:12):¶ 􀀄 How are objects/subjects/concepts/strategies ordered into categories?¶ 􀀄 After what rules are these categories established?¶ 􀀄 Which positive conditions exists to establish objects/subjects/concepts and¶ strategies?¶ 
Planning theory is a complex process that requires correct use of power on the part of the planners – analyzing power relations key for this correct use

Albrechts 03 - Professor of Planning in the Institute for Urban and¶ Regional Planning at the University of Leuven (Louis, “RECONSTRUCTING DECISION-MAKING:¶ PLANNING VERSUSPOLITICS”, Planning Theory, November, Sage Publications) AW 

Planning is not an abstract analytical concept but a concrete socio-historical¶ practice, which is indivisibly part of social reality. As such, planning is in¶ politics, and cannot escape politics, but is not politics. Since planning actions¶ are clear proof that they are not only instrumental, the implicit responsibility¶ of planners can no longer simply be to ‘be efficient’, to function¶ smoothly as neutral means of obtaining given and presumably well-defined¶ ends. Planners must be more than navigators keeping their ship on course.¶ They are necessarily involved with formulating that course (see also¶ Forester, 1989). In order to avoid planning being more concerned with how¶ to plan rather than with the content of planning, substantive rationality¶ (Mannheim) or value rationality (Weber) must become an intrinsic part of¶ planning processes (De Jouvenel, 1964; Ozbekhan, 1969). Speaking of¶ values is a way of describing the sort of environment in which we want to¶ live, or think we should live. The values and images of what a society wants¶ to achieve are defined in the planning process. Values and images are not¶ generated in isolation but are created, given meaning and validated by¶ traditions of belief and practice, they are reviewed, reconstructed and¶ invented through collective experience (see Ozbekhan, 1969; see also¶ Elchardus et al., 2000: 24; Foucault, 1980: 11). Just as there are many¶ traditions and collective practices, there are also many images of what¶ communities want to achieve (see Weeks, 1993). The opportunities for¶ implementing these images are not equal. Some individuals and groups¶ have more resources and more power, which allow them to pursue their¶ images. To give power to the range of images in a planning process requires¶ the capacity to listen, not just for an expression of material interest, but for¶ what people care about, including the rage felt by many who have grown up¶ in a world of prejudice and exclusion, of being outside, being ‘the other’¶ (Forester, 1989; Healey, 1997a). The core is a democratic struggle for¶ inclusiveness in democratic procedures, for transparency in government¶ transactions, for accountability of the state and planners to the citizens for¶ whom they work, for the right of citizens to be heard and to have a creative¶ input in matters affecting their interests and concerns at different scale¶ levels and for reducing or eliminating unequal power structures between¶ social groups and classes (see also Friedmann and Douglas, 1998). Forester¶ (1989) stresses that planners must use the power available to them to anticipate¶ and to counter the efforts of interests that threaten to make a mockery¶ of a democratic planning process by misusing their power. Developments¶ towards more direct forms of democracy, the focus on debate, public¶ involvement and accountability – even with the best intentions – imply the¶ danger of making democratic public involvement more and more dependent¶ on knowledge and on the skills of the more highly educated (see¶ Benveniste, 1989: 67). These developments may contribute towards turning¶ socio-economic inequality into political inequality. Research (Elchardus et¶ al., 2000) into public involvement in a local referendum illustrates that the¶ more highly educated were 12 times over-represented. To overcome the¶ structural elements of unequal access to and distribution of resources,¶ inequalities in social position, class, skills, status, gender and financial¶ means, empowerment is needed for ‘ordinary’ citizens and ‘deprived¶ groups’. Rather than being a neutral eunuch, the planner him- or herself is¶ a strong partisan for certain outcomes as opposed to others, for the interests¶ of some groups over others, for some styles of governance, for some¶ concepts of justice, some patterns of future development and so on (Beauregard,¶ 1989; Forester, 1989; Webber, 1978). Power relations must be built¶ into the conceptual framework of planning (Forester, 1989; Friedmann,¶ 1998; Healey, 1997a; Sager, 1994) and must be looked at in a given context,¶ place, time and scale, regarding specific issues and particular combinations¶ of actors.¶ 
Applications of justice to planning are necessary to adequately address planning problems
Campbell 06 - professor and head¶ of the Department of Town and Regional¶ Planning at the University of Sheffield (Heather, “Just Planning: The Art of Situated Ethical Judgment”, Journal of Planning Education and Research, September, Vol. 26. No. 1, Sage Publications) AW

This article has therefore argued that planning is about¶ making decisions, which involves determining what is important¶ and significant in a particular situation; that the decisions¶ made are unlikely to please everyone; and that this task should¶ be informed by a relational understanding of justice, which¶ explicitly acknowledges the values involved in making such¶ judgments, and which does not presume objectivity nor that¶ decisions will be correct for all time. Bringing values and substance¶ into the open will provide the public, politicians, and¶ other planners with insights as to why decisions were made and hence why in the future, as circumstances, knowledge, and¶ values change, different courses of action might be appropriate.¶ If there is any validity in these conclusions about justice in¶ planning, they raise particular challenges for the development¶ of planning theory. Fainstein (2005) concludes a recent¶ article, in which she suggests greater attention should be paid¶ to the “just city,” by emphasizing Friedmann’s (2002) call for¶ theorists to engage in both critique and vision in the context¶ of a global political-economy. I would not dissent from this¶ view in general terms. However, critique must mean more¶ than purely analysis. It must also include: a concern with evaluation¶ and hence the development of evaluative frameworks¶ (what do we need to know to be able to come to a judgment?),¶ and in this there may be much to be gained from the¶ work of writers such as Sen; an ability to link analysis and evaluation¶ to normative concerns; a concern with analysis and¶ evaluation which is constructive in intent, not merely with the¶ easy task of deconstruction (Forester 2004); and an understanding¶ of context and its relationship to the planning activity¶ that avoids “idealization” (to use O’Neill’s term discussed¶ earlier) once theorizing becomes concerned with the normative.¶ Finally, there also needs to be recognition that planning¶ is concerned with spatial processes and the nature of place.¶ Attention, therefore, needs to be focused on the nature of¶ spatial justice and spatial equity. Space and place are central to¶ planning, and with this comes the complicating issue of geographical¶ scale. What may be “just” at the scale of the locality¶ may look very different at the level of the city, region, nation,¶ transnational region, or the globe, as well as across generations.¶ It seems arguable that much recent work within planning¶ theory has contributed to understanding justice at the¶ scale of the locality but in so doing has overlooked planning’s¶ vitally important contribution to seeking just outcomes¶ beyond the confines of the locality.

Just action is necessary for effective planning theory

Campbell 06 - professor and head¶ of the Department of Town and Regional¶ Planning at the University of Sheffield (Heather, “Just Planning: The Art of Situated Ethical Judgment”, Journal of Planning Education and Research, September, Vol. 26. No. 1, Sage Publications) AW

Charles Taylor (1993) has lamented the extent of “moral skepticism” inherent¶ within contemporary intellectual thought that results, as he sees it, in the erosion¶ of the space for reasoning and the triumph of the arbitrary. Such an intellectual¶ context poses particular challenges for the development of the conceptual basis of¶ an activity such as planning, premised as it is on the need for action and the ability¶ to make choices between good and bad, right and wrong, in relation to the making¶ and shaping of places. Recognition of the oppressive and exclusionary capacity of¶ homogenizing models of identity leaves planners floundering in a sea of difference¶ and fragmentation: if no contention has any more validity than any other, how can¶ planners justify arriving at closure, even temporarily, on a particular course of action?¶ The depth of the resulting conundrum is accentuated by the contested nature of the¶ issues with which planning is concerned. Notions of what makes for good places and¶ the appropriate distribution of the spatial consequences of governmental, market,¶ and individual decisions are characterized by dissent, dispute, and even violence¶ (Flyvbjerg 1998; Watson 2003; Yiftachel 1998). Contestation, with respect to both¶ process and outcome, is inherent in the planning activity (Campbell 2002).¶ Moreover, it is not only different worldviews and identities that may be in friction;¶ often basic issues of economics add an edge to the passionately held concerns at¶ stake. The inadvertent coalition between the implications of the individualism inherent¶ in the politics of identity and the spread of neoliberalism (Sayer and Storper¶ 1997; Storper 2001) has if anything further accentuated the underlying conflicts with¶ which planning (and planners) must engage. There is, however, no formula available¶ through which the right and the good may be calculated. Consequently, in this context¶ of contestation, planners are fundamentally concerned with making ethical judgments¶ (Campbell 2002; Campbell and Marshall 1999; Harrison 2002; Upton 2002).¶ What societies ask of the institutions charged with the responsibility for arriving at¶ such judgments is that they be just. The concept of justice is therefore central to the¶ theory and practice of planning (Fainstein 2000, 2005).¶ 
Tearing down and reformulating new planning theories through critical deconstruction is the only way to overcome the tyranny of planning theory

Law-Yone 07 - Faculty of Architecture and Town¶ Planning at the Israel Institute of Technology. His major interests are ideology,¶ planning practice, counter-hegemonic planning (Hubert, “Another planning theory? Rewriting the meta-narrative”, Planning Theory Journal, Nov 13, Vol. 6. No. 3, Sage Publications) AW
The present way of seeing things as presented in the PT meta-narrative is¶ that of a patchwork of individual interpretations of the workings of a mysterious¶ but benevolent machine. Surely it makes no sense to add to the cacophony¶ by proposing another theory? It would appear to be more to the point to first¶ destroy the false duality of practice and theory in planning and then to reformulate¶ a reconciliation between another kind of theory with another kind of¶ practice. Such a project, taking its cue from Bourdieu’s Theory of Practice,17¶ could perhaps offer the prospect of another possible world. The present lack of¶ a clear historical or ontological situating of planning within a social context¶ makes it almost impossible to contemplate a serious alternative. In order to¶ break out of this impasse we need recourse to a different kind of theory, what¶ Harvey calls revolutionary theory.18 Is a different kind of theory possible? If¶ theory must explain and justify, then in order to explain and justify planning, it¶ must explain and justify the state in its concrete form. Surely there are moral¶ limits to what science can and should do to serve constituted power?19 If on the¶ other hand theory is to liberate, then it should be embedded in a counterdiscourse,¶ challenging the meta-discourse. The counter-discourse will have to be¶ firmly embedded in the material manifestations of planning in situated reality¶ under different contexts and different histories. In other words, we need a¶ synchronic reformulation of ways of doing and thinking.¶ In order to envisage a different way of doing, we will have to build upon a¶ critical deconstruction of the practice of planning in present-day capitalist¶ society. What are the essential features of this dominant mode of planning? First¶ of all, it is authoritarian. Having taken the historical step of subordination to¶ state violence for its legitimation, planning has demanded obedience to¶ authority as sine qua non for sanction. The authority being the centralized state,¶ planning is also hierarchical. It is a nested, top-down framework of delegated¶ authority. From plan initiation to consideration to approval to implementation;¶ from state to region to local authority to neighborhood; from budgeting to¶ short-range to long-range plans; the ideal is to have a chain of command and control. The identification of valid planning with the professional class also¶ reflects the inherent hierarchy. Planning is also faceless. The pretense of¶ scientific neutrality and the insistence on an ultimate general public welfare¶ criterion that overrides identities and contingencies, makes it resistant to¶ genuine deliberative democracy. Above all, planning makes time and space¶ absolute. The future is made absolute by making the plan identical to law. The¶ forced adherence to a projected arbitrary future, arbitrary because no one can¶ as yet foresee the future, finalizes inhuman power in the plan. The fixing of¶ abstract land uses as immutable law regardless of place identity and invested¶ social meanings makes the space of planning also absolute. The tyranny of the¶ plan is therefore made challengeable only by power – political, cultural or¶ economic.

Planning theorists engrained in power can only be deconstructed through counter-discourse – logic necessary to stop violence

Law-Yone 07 - Faculty of Architecture and Town¶ Planning at the Israel Institute of Technology. His major interests are ideology,¶ planning practice, counter-hegemonic planning (Hubert, “Another planning theory? Rewriting the meta-narrative”, Planning Theory Journal, Nov 13, Vol. 6. No. 3, Sage Publications) AW

Meanwhile mainstream planners laboring under hopes of reform or a secret¶ desire for a gradual dismantling of the state/economy machinery of planning¶ can take some comfort from the fact that the material consequences of¶ planning are still nowhere determined by official planning practice alone, but¶ are the joint outcomes of agonistic social will pitted against technical power.¶ Even radical planners may, however, be beginning to realize that this is a¶ false promise of a genuine change for, while faithful servants of hegemonic institutions attempt to ‘serve the public’ by conscientiously playing the official¶ game, they come to realize that they have become part of the discourse that¶ strengthens, not weakens, the constituted power. Adding to this realization, the¶ despair and debilitation which is the product of present-day neo-liberalism¶ would account for the lack of energy and will of planners. Nevertheless, the¶ alternative is not nihilism but a fresh look at the genealogy of planning from¶ which the promise of a renewed social practice can be elicited. Such a practice¶ can be built up by means of a counter-discourse that builds upon the strategies¶ and tactics of resistance while scorning the dictates of the hegemonic discourse.¶ Such a path is not at all a leap in complete darkness. There is much fresh,¶ cheerful and revolutionary thinking that can serve as beacons. We can take¶ heart from the fact that over a century of vigorous modernistic planning still¶ has not succeeded, either in regimenting space and action for the common¶ person or in cowing his or her spirit in resisting the confounding state in all its¶ power. It seems that the singularity of the human being has to be comprehended¶ before it is controlled. As an ultimate clientele, a community of singularities¶ that goes beyond the essential identities that present-day politics¶ attempts to define and control presents a formidable challenge for a different¶ kind of planning,22 a new planning based on the countervailing power of the¶ collective individual, the constitutive power, which is the promise of a true¶ democracy.23 Planning can be made not only to change society as the modernists¶ would have it, but to transform itself. A true emancipatory theory in the form¶ of a vigorous counter-discourse can serve not only as a new morality but also¶ as handmaiden to this process. Can we then hope for a turn in the theoretical¶ debate, away from the apologetics of the necessity and inevitability of planning¶ for humanity and justifications of its totalizing dystopias, towards a serious look¶ at the possibility of a future in which ordinary people, struggling to live their¶ lives coping with buffeting vicissitudes of nature, capital and the forces of social¶ control, could repossess a self-liberating power, a power that is embodied in a¶ new form of planning? We close with a quotation from Lefebvre (2003: 96):¶ The agents of the state conceive and construct dominant spaces ruling over¶ dominated spaces. . . . They subject space to a logistics, believing thereby that they¶ can either suppress conflicts and contradictions, or at least understand them in order¶ to combat them. Against this, however, the intrinsic connection between logic and¶ violence suggest that these agents in fact revive conflicts and aggravate¶ contradictions. . . . Can’t we today consider social space to be the very incarnation of¶ violence, whether virtual or actual? This in turn calls for a global project of another¶ society in another space.
We need to rethink our notions of planning, power and control and use a Foucauldian genealogical perspective to critically see how they function together. All other methods fail. 

Flyvbjerg and Richardson 2k2 (Bent, prof Said business school @ Oxford, and Tim, prof planning @ U Sheffield “Planning and Foucault In Search of the Dark Side of Planning Theory1” http://flyvbjerg.plan.aau.dk/DarkSide2.pdf
So Habermas neither provides an achievable model for planning, nor does he explain planning as it is actually done, to the exasperation of many practitioners. He therefore fails to provide guidance for those involved in bringing about change - he does not describe a world they inhabit. We see two dilemmas here for the communicative paradigm. Firstly, why ground a planning paradigm in theory which is in turn grounded in an idealism that even Habermas, together with the proponents of his paradigm, accept as unattainable? Power-free critical debate is set up as the essence of what planning ought to be, when no planner has yet had the good fortune to work in such conditions. Nor are they likely to. Secondly, how can this theory help planners understand the full richness of what happens in real life planning, when they are restricted to a vocabulary of communication, which conditions the thoughts of planning analysts? Nevertheless, the rhetoric of communicative rationality is reproduced in a burgeoning of interest in, variously, communicative, collaborative, consensus-seeking analysis and normative theorising which is beginning to be translated into new models of practice. The outcome of the new consensus-based approaches to planning remains to be seen, particularly when applied to bitterly fought disputes, with which planning is well supplied. Michel Foucault presents an alternative theoretical approach which deliberately focuses on ‘what is actually done’ and embraces the centrality of power. Additionally, the spatiality of Foucault's work opens up the possibility of developing a planning theory which understands how power and space are closely bound up in planning. The Foucauldian approach problematises existing planning tools and processes, suggesting the need for a power-sensitised understanding of the nature of knowledge, rationality, spatiality, and inclusivity in planning theory. Communicative theory, unsurprisingly, tends to focus on communicative elements of planning. This focus risks overemphasising the importance of key communicative events in planning, such as public meetings, whilst failing to capture the importance of non-communicative processes and actions. Communication is part of politics, but much of politics takes place outside communication. The reorientation from Habermasian towards Foucauldian planning theory - or planning analytics - would involve detailed genealogies of actual planning in different contexts, of the type we have mentioned above, which would allow a re-imagination of planning in the light of conflict. Foucault takes us towards a different kind of empirical work. Many of the methods are familiar to social researchers, but there are important differences in the overall approach: - the researcher is equipped with a language and theoretical analysis of power and its techniques and strategies which guides the researcher through the studies; - research is based on richly contextualised, detailed case studies; - the relations between power and rationality are a central focus; - the focus moves beyond communicative events; - the language is of conflict rather than communication. Planning processes and events are written as the playing out of strategies and conflicts rather than debates or arguments. Lastly, there is no assumption of the key role of the planner as the facilitator of a rational, communicative process. This can be the role of some planners, but others, clearly, choose to work in other ways. Even in the analysis of communicative events, a language and analytics of power is required, if the non-communicative effects on communication are to be understood.

2NC alt stuffs
The only alternative is to reconseptualize our notions of power and knowledge, to see how they interrelate to the field of planning. 

Flyvbjerg and Richardson 2k2 (Bent, prof Said business school @ Oxford, and Tim, prof planning @ U Sheffield “Planning and Foucault In Search of the Dark Side of Planning Theory1” http://flyvbjerg.plan.aau.dk/DarkSide2.pdf
The concept of neoliberalism has had multiple iterations ever since Foucault first tied it to the study of governmentality.9 Liberal and socialist critiques of globalization define neoliberalism as a set of governmental rationalities that include: (1) Privatization of the state sector and communitary ownership of land, water, and other resources; (2) Commodification of all living biological materials and systems (from the biosphere to the genome); (3) Narrowing of the administrative horizon of the state through reduced social sector spending on health, education, housing, nutrition, and social cooperation; (4) Concurrent expansion of state spending in the areas of behavioral regulation through the criminal justice (police, courts, jails, prisons), border and customs control, homeland security, and emergency management systems; (5) Deregulation of the control and mitigation of environmental externalities and a transition to market‐based policies for pollution “abatement” through cap and trade agreements. The concept of neoliberalism advocated by Foucaultian students of governmentality is unique. This approach includes proposals aligned with the theory of the “risk society.”10 For example, Joe Austin (2005) proposes that neoliberalism is “characterized by an expansion of economic logic to encompass and describe larger segments, if not the whole, of human behavior.” Hardt and Negri emphasize the idea that governmentality may “directly structure and articulate territories and populations” (2000: 23), but the novel feature of the new paradigm is its “biopolitical” nature. Biopower “regulates social life from the ‘inside,’ so the system produces not just commodities, but ‘subjectivities’” (see Rooke 2001: 2). Pierre Bourdieu states that neoliberalism is a political project designed with aim of destroying all forms of “collective structure” like trade unions, ejidos, or neighborhood associations. In the place of collective action institutions, the neoliberal regime promotes a new order based on provision of the “lone, but free individual.”11 In a word, neoliberalism renders subjectivity in anti‐communitary and hyper‐individualist terms. A critical political ecology of urbanism requires examination of the problematic of power/knowledge and how it plays‐out in urban planning as an institutional practice that is directly tied to neoliberal governmental regimes. For example, extant planning practices within municipal government administrations in the USA habitually accord privilege to the knowledge claims of expert planners who may be acting as legitimation agents of corporate ‘redevelopment’ or infrastructure projects. Planning discourses promote rationalization of the urban spatial order by subjecting it to outcomes that must be measured against the holy grail of metrics, qua the highest economic use. The neoliberal model narrows the horizon of spatial syntax to that which is considered sui generis as the “normal economic” quality of all spaces. Critical engagement with theories of governmentality can involve a critique of the dialectics of articulation and legitimation in cycles of struggle for control of the socio‐spatial organization of the city.12 Foucault defines government as “the conduct of conduct” in the sense of normalized self‐regulation (‘self‐control’) and a second sense as “governing others” through forced normalization, discipline, and punish. Governmentality is relational but it also involves technologies of regulation which for Foucault are discursive strategies in the ‘games of truth’ (see Vásquez and Torres 2003). Examples are the domains of expert rationality performed by lawyers, risk assessors, law enforcers, urban planners, and so on to rationalize capitalist control and hegemony. It is little wonder then that Latina/o scholars have long insisted on the need to deconstruct discursive strategies in the framing of space, for example in the critique of the conceptualization of nature as wilderness (ecosystem), natural resource (commodity), or home land (community) across different locations of class, race, or gender (cf. with Pulido 1996, Pulido and Peña 1998, Peña 2003, 2005a). Inevitably, any engagement with the study of the politics of urban place‐making will involve not just attentiveness to the ‘linguistic turn’ but more significantly to a thoughtful critique of power/knowledge dynamics in the analytics of social movements. Urban politics presumably operate at the ‘macro‐structural’ level: In this sense, urbanism is a broad political conflict over the extent to which the diverse constituencies of the city ‘internalize’ the dramatic social and environmental costs (qua externalities) of urban redevelopment projects and investments in large‐scale infrastructure to subsidize the grid frame and circulation networks of capital. These causes are championed in the extant planning regimes that rationalize capitalist imperatives and worldviews. We need an approach that avoids sidelining macro‐structural dynamics (e.g., the ‘stateless’ theories of power as per Foucault’s focus on the microphysics of power) or a relapse into the romanticist myopia of fragmented localism. We can take seriously Canclini’s call for the study of ‘post‐border’ cities: “We can deduce that borders can be geographic or symbolic, material or invisible, places of loss or recovery of identity” (2004: 282‐3). One point could be to use displacement and by this I am not referring to displacement that induces geographic mobility of labor, which is the production by capital of the uprooted migrant or iterant worker, landless ‘peasant,’ or jobless proletariat. Instead, I have in mind diaspora movements and their transnational networks. I want us to recognize how these are at once bodies produced by neoliberalism and bodies that produce their own resistance and counter‐strategies against corporatist hegemony – no somos ilegales, somos obreros transnacionales. The subaltern experience of displacement can mean disruption of space as inscribed and controlled by capital – a process of re‐territorizalization if you will – through the refusal to be reduced to mere labor power and thus liberation from the de‐territorialization of spaces that capital imposes to control, regulate, and exploit our bodies within the spatial grid. In this sense resistance is also re‐emplacement – the recovery of the body’s ability to place itself in relation to social space, living space, and hence in the freedom to negotiate and experience conviviality amidst the free association in communities emerging from the interconnected relationships we have with other bodies. However, we live in a post‐ 9‐11 context and a rush toward a national security state that seeks to tighten control of the border while increasing surveillance and harassment of diaspora peoples and their organizations. This requires that we initiate critical institutional ethnographies of the rationalities, technologies, and strategies of governmentality that are used to advance neoliberal agendas. We must do this with an eye on the systematic de‐legitimation of neoliberal imperatives and a reversing of the momentum of attacks by the minimalist state against the conditions for the social reproduction of Latina/o transnational diaspora and native communities. We also need to understand social movements and especially the strategies that succeed and the values and ethics that underlie effective mobilization and identity formation practices. There is a need to recognize and study collective resource mobilization in the strategies of everyday resistance like the use of informal rotating credit associations that allow diaspora families to acquire health insurance; there are many other extant and evolving forms of mutual aid that merit ethnographic attention as sources of social and cultural capital.

(Extra alt solves, maybe plan fails? Idk) Attempts to jump right into planning are doomed to fail, the only way to solve the impact is to step back and look critically at the study of urban planning, to change the way we visualize space and human life therein.  

Yiftachel and Huxley ’00 [OREN YIFTACHEL AND MARGO HUXLEY-Oren is a professor of geography and urban planning at Ben-Gurion University of the Negev and Margo works in the Town and Regional Planning Department of The University of Sheffield; International Journal of Urban and Regional Research Volume 24.4 December 2000; accessed 7/12/12; < http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Debating+dominance+and+relevance%3A+Notes+on+the+%27communicative+turn%27+in+planning+theory&rft.jtitle=International+Journal+of+Urban+and+Regional+Research&rft.au=Oren+Yiftachel&rft.au=Margo+Huxley&rft.date=2000-12-31&rft.issn=0309-1317&rft.volume=24&rft.issue=4&rft.spage=907&rft.externalDBID=IURR&rft.externalDocID=66594446>

What now?¶ Rather than searching for ‘a’ or ‘the’ planning theory based on some notion of scholarly¶ primacy, a more productive task for theoreticians and practitioners alike may be to¶ critically examine planning itself. That is, on the one hand to ask questions about the¶ genealogy of the practices and the power/knowledge discourses gathered under the¶ heading of ‘planning’, and on the other hand to understand the role of planning as a statesanctioned¶ strategy for the creation and regulation of space, populations and¶ development. To be sure, we do not advocate an exclusive approach or a dichotomous¶ interpretation of structure vs. agency or material vs. communication. We see most¶ theorists as using elements from a variety of epistemological approaches, and seek to¶ regain a healthy diversity in the field.¶ It may be noted that, despite its relatively low profile in the main arenas of planning¶ theory, the material-critical approach is alive and kicking in planning/spatial/urban¶ studies, including the recent critical works of authors such as Beauregard (1995), Dear¶ (1995), Fainstein (1995; 2000), Fischler (1995), Judge et al. (1995), Richardson (1996),¶ Lauria (1997), Dear and Flusty (1998), Flyvbjerg (1998), Friedmann (1998), Neuman¶ (1998), Sandercock (1998a; 1998b), Tewdwr-Jones and Allmendinger (1998).¶ This partial list demonstrates the rich and diverse theoretical work taking place on the¶ nature of planning, its practice and effects, beyond the communicative perspective. We¶ encourage theorists to continue in this nascent momentum, shrug aside claims about the¶ dominance and greater relevance of one approach, and explore more widely and deeply in¶ theorizing the public production of space.

Alt – Foucault stuff 
Understanding the epistemology and historical narratives within the 1AC are essential to understand it’s relation to power and knowledge – our alternative is the only methodology for dealing with dominant power structures 

Seisun 2k6 (Chris, “Space Power Foucault” http://architectureinsights.com.au/resources/space-power-foucault/ Note: this URL takes you to a synopsis, the link to the full-text of the article is at the bottom of the page, I included this URL because it has the citation information on it – parker) 
What has always eluded me in my understanding of our urban environment is what are the formative reasons or causes. Is it the response of market and economic forces, politics, architectural and planning interventions and responses. These reasons seem to successfully provide a logical explanation but they always address the urban and the city as a result of socio-economic or cultural forces. Unsatisfactorily the city and the urban is seen as a by-product and not an entity of itself that is equally evolved in the formation of the social and cultural body and the individual. Foucault’s concept of Power-Knowledge offers a theoretical perspective of interpreting the urban fabric as an integral factor in the formation of the cultural and social. Power structures, relations and their effects, are actualized and stabilized through their integration into formalized structures. At the risk of oversimplification, Foucault’s notion of ‘power’ is not to be considered in the colloquial understanding, it is a far more complex, intricate and omnipresent. For Foucault ‘power’ is co-extensive with society, it regulates and is utterly pervasive. “Power reaches into the very grain of individuals, touches their bodies and inserts itself into their actions and attitudes, their discourses, learning processes and everyday life.” (Foucault, M. Power/Knowledge pg 39). ‘Power’ cannot be captured in a dichotomous construct of dominators and dominated. It can be an oppressive agent in society, yet is the also the creative. It is the implementation which creates our cultural and social circumstances. Foucault illustrates how power is embodied in cultural and material institutions, including architectural manifestations as examined in his analysis of the panopticon. In the study of the panopticon Foucault is illustrating that architecture may become an apparatus for creating and sustaining power relationships independent of the persons who operate it. (Foucault, M. Discipline & Punishment. pg 201) In other words, architectural form can help to engender a form of social control. (Leach, N. Architecture and Revolution. pg 120) Foucault traces the history or genealogy of power relations and how Power (more specifically Power-Knowledge) is constructive and the result of a particular period. In effect power is historicised, its particular quality and effects and nature belong to a particular period of history, cultural and social relations. In summary Foucault identifies an essential shift in power relations, from the top down powers of the sovereign and monarch to disciplinary modern and contemporary power relations where the power of the elite is not visible and difficult to comprehend. This paradigm shift is important because it marks the creation of the modern and contemporary period and how we are formed within the social body. In traditional forms of power, like that of the sovereign, power itself is made visible, brought out into the open, put constantly on display. The multitudes are kept in the shadows, appearing only at the edges of power’s brilliant glow. Disciplinary power reverses these relations. Now, it is power itself which seeks invisibility and the objects – those on whom it operates – are made the most visible. It is this fact of surveillance, constant visibility, which is the key to disciplinary technology. Whereas in monarchical regimes it was the sovereign who had the greatest visibility, under the institutions it is those who are to be disciplined, observed, and understood who are made the most visible. The panopticon introduces the basic ideas of ‘Power’, ‘PowerKnowledge and discipline. On the first level of understanding, the Panopticon or the Panopticon machine illustrates the obvious influence and discipline surveillance or the appearance of surveillance in controlling behaviour and the pedagogical exertion of discipline over the body. To quote Bentham to ‘grind rogues honest’. The goal of the Panopticon is to individualise the body, allowing the body to be isolated and clearly displayed rendering it docile to the norms of allowed behaviour. This importance in surveillance does not just belong to the prison, but to institutions and as Foucault believes the modern era. The Panopticon is an obtuse example that clearly introduces the concept of surveillance working within and with regimes of power and knowledge. Within the Panopticon knowledge is the ordering, standardising and the theoretical and ideological motivation for the building, with power it is the reason why the building and institutions exists. ‘Power is productive of knowledge and knowledge is productive of power’. It is the power of the gaze that ties the workings of Power-Knowledge as a disciplinary and normalising force, because it enforces control, without surveillance there would be no control mechanism. Knowledge acting through institutions (such as the Panopticon) and ordered by knowledge regularizes, distributes, standardises and orders, where the individual is isolated and individualised allowing observation and the implementation of control mechanisms. Control mechanisms or the knowledge of, forces the subject into compliance. Foucault labels this as the ‘normalizing individuation’, where subjects are constructed in institutions in such a way that they too become a resource of power. Military cadets, factory workers, hospital patients, insane asylum patients, school children, and so on. The prime example is the production of an individual through an institution that not only produces material for the institution but advocates and supports it, but becomes integrated in the knowledge system of the institution. Power structures, relations and their effects, are actualized and stabilized through their integration into formalized structures. Institutions, not understood in the formal sense as an entity but as a social practice are a result. This result is not merely productive, but reproductive of the very relations which presuppose it. Subjects are thus transformed into beings of a particular type whose conduct is patterned and governed, attributes and skills, and too the greater extent thinking and ideological position. One point I think needs to be made clear is the precise role of surveillance, and its spatial importance. In formative institutional structures, or as latter I will illustrate within public space, ordering, rationalising and demarcation of space is ineffective if the knowledge of the institution or social norm is not respected and ignored. The importance of space and structure is to furnish surveillance and the threat of correction and retribution, it is the active force that enforces or encourages normalisation. If the gaze within the panopticon was ignored, the ordering, partitioning and rationalising of the space of the prison would merely be material, the intended reproduction of Power-Knowledge relations and structure would evaporate. Disciplinary power and Power-Knowledge relations are not specific to institutional bodies. Foucault forwarded that the modern era, including the Enlightenment ‘power is productive of knowledge and knowledge is productive of power’. The formation of Power-Knowledge differs from a sovereign or monarchical power relationships is that knowledge systems are the productive means of ordering establishing networks, not the rule of the sole elite. The elite have been replaced with a homogeneous network of knowledge’s (ie ideologies, utopias assumed objective truths deduced from science and cultural norms) that are formative and reproductive of power. According to Foucault institutions are essential, because they house and are ‘sites’ of Power-Knowledge. Institutions, schools, hospitals and insane asylums, and so on, were all individuals are trained and judge, are sites of and centres of power-knowledge. But institutions exist and function within the larger social body. Institutions do not exist in physical isolation, they exist within the greater structure of the state, city and the urban and the domestic. The city and urban space ties together, reproduce, expand and forms the power-knowledge that are produced within the sites of institutions, where according to Foucault surveillance still is the disciplinary controlling mechanism. “If power were never anything but repressive, if it never did anything but say no, do you think one could be brought to obey it? What makes power hold good, what makes it accepted, is simply the fact that it doesn’t only weigh on us as a force that says no, but that it traverses and produces things; it induces pleasure, forms knowledge, produces discourse. It needs to be considered as a productive network which runs through the whole social body, much more than as a negative whose function is repression”. (Foucault. Power/knowledge) Power-Knowledge relations can be expanded from the institutional to the ‘public spaces’ of the urban environment. Institutions need a context to function within. Public space and the physical networks of the city and urban provide another level of institutionalising of the social body and individual. The pre- modern urban space supported the existing regime of power relations, as is discussed further in the paper. In the modern period Foucault saw the Panopticon as synonymous with the public space. Not only the physical similarity, but the same spatial effect of isolating the individual and normalising through surveillance. Not only the question of surveillance but the Power-knowledge relations that form the fabric, the reasons for the planning, portioning and formation of boundaries and transport networks through regimes of the knowledge that are the ultimate judge and modifier of the social body. Within public space surveillance is still the key to Foucault’s conception of the workings of power. It is the binding element that solidifies and generates discipline. A parallel to this thinking of urban space as productive and reproductive of power and the inhabitants as actors is the view of Lefebvre. In Summary Lefebvre view is that the urban is a ‘form without content’. The city creates nothing, rather the city and the urban centralises creation. It affords the formal situation and site for exchange and proximity to take place. The urban is a place of encounter, assembly, simultaneity. But the form of the urban and city has no specific content, it is an abstraction, a concrete abstraction of pure form. This position parallels with Foucault’s because the urban and public space affords not only a vessel of social and cultural interaction and production, but its form and ability to shape its contents is recognised not as bilateral relationship, but a symbiotic and reproductive.

Alt Solves – Security Stuff 
Alt changes how we understand security 

Lundborg and Vaughn-Williams 2011 (Tom, Nick, ‘Resilience, Critical Infrastructure, and Molecular Security: The Excess of ‘‘Life’’ in Biopolitics” International Political Sociology (2011) 5, 367–383)
Shifting the register of analysis from molar to molecular yields a number of significant outcomes that challenge extant ways in which we study not only resilient CIs, but practices of (in)securitization to which they relate more generally. First, a molecular frame posits a radically relational ontology, which encourages greater sensitivity toward the active role that material forces play in the composition of contemporary social and political life. The stuff that is part of our everyday milieu of interaction shapes behaviors, conditions the possibility of different outcomes, and is performative of different types of subjectivities. Moreover, the shared reliance on access to CIs indicates their vital function in reproducing certain forms of life and communities based around those visions. For this reason, CI and attempts to securitize it must be read as performing a political role in the fashioning of global security relations. Second, thinking in terms of the molecular politics of resilience and CIP challenges molar conceptions of such systems as totalizing, infallible structures of biopolitical control. The examples of the grossly inaccurate no-fly list and absurd terror target lists illustrate that far from being resilient these systems are prone to fail, breakdown, and back-fire according to their own logic. These ‘‘failures’’ are of course ‘‘successful’’ in the Foucauldian sense as they reproduce the need for better resilience, more investment in technology, and enhanced attempts to securitize facets of life. However, a molar orientation remains blind to such dynamics and their effects. Third, taking the power of materiality’s variation seriously involves heightened awareness of the role of nonhuman forces in various ‘‘becomings.’’ For example, the production of the children as terrorist suspects on their journeys to the US from Europe was a direct result of automated risk assessments rather than human immigration officials. In turn this prompts the need for greater critical reflection on the role that techn_e plays in the (re)production of sovereign lines between those who are deemed worthy to be mobile on the one hand, and those cast outside as risks and thereby rendered immobile on the other. Finally, the molecularization of the study of resilient CIs does not imply the abandonment of molar categorizations, positions, and perceptions. Deleuze and Guattari insist that the two modes of composition are not posited in a zero-sum relation to each other. Rather, a molecular approach works alongside molar registers by complicating them, destabilizing their attempts at creating coherence, and challenging the totalizing horizons that they represent. For the purposes of this article, this serves as a significant reminder that while the fantasy of molar biopolitical logics may be all-too readily detectable in the context of the war on terror, these logics are only ever attempts at producing and securing life in particular ways. Life is more than code: there is always an excess of life in biopolitics.

***

Framework 

Key to Policy Making 
New conceptions of space are key to understanding policy making 

Flyvbjerg and Richardson 2k2 (Bent, prof Said business school @ Oxford, and Tim, prof planning @ U Sheffield “Planning and Foucault In Search of the Dark Side of Planning Theory1” http://flyvbjerg.plan.aau.dk/DarkSide2.pdf
A discussion of the full potential of Foucauldian analysis in enhancing our understanding of policy making would not be complete without considering the spatiality of Foucault’s work. This dimension has often been overlooked by theorists who have utilised his theories of discourse and power. Yet it is the spatiality of Foucault’s thinking that makes his work particularly relevant to those working in overtly spatial activities such as planning. The importance of Foucault’s attempted ‘spatialisation of reason’ has been discussed elsewhere (e.g. Flynn 1993, Marks 1995, Casey 1996). For the purposes of our argument, it is important to explain here briefly how Foucault links space with the operation of discourses, and hence with power. Foucault’s critique, in Discipline and Punish, of Jeremy Bentham’s panopticon is perhaps the archetypal example of this linkage (Foucault 1979). Bentham published his plan for the panopticon in 1791. The object was to create a prison arranged in a ‘semi-circular pattern with an inspection lodge at the centre and cells around the perimeter. Prisoners ... in individual cells, were clearly open to the gaze of the guards, but the same was not true of the view the other way. By a carefully contrived system of lighting and the use of wooden blinds, officials would be invisible to the inmates. Control was to be maintained by the constant sense that prisoners were watched by unseen eyes. There was nowhere to hide, to be private. Not knowing whether or not they were watched, but obliged to assume that they were, obedience was the prisoners’ only rational option’ (Lyon 1993, 655-656). Foucault explains the panopticon as a physical space which, through its design, permits physical functions such as surveillance and control of prisoners, and in so doing makes possible the prevailing modern social discourses of punishment, reform, and education (Marks 1995, 75). The panopticon therefore serves as an axiom for contemporary sociopolitical conditions, illustrating how surveillance and control are reproduced in the fine grain of daily life, in cities where ‘factories resemble schools, barracks, hospitals, which all resemble prisons’ (Foucault 1979, 228). The construction of the panopticon therefore creates a social ‘space-time’: it creates or makes possible a particular set of practices and knowledges that are specific in both space and time. In this way, social norms are embedded in daily life, and the individual is ‘constructed’ to think and act in particular ways. Through this type of analysis, it becomes possible to understand, for example, how different planning policies construct their own ‘space-time’. For example, discourses of personal freedom and mobility may require transport policies which produce transport spaces which are dominated, for example, by high speed private transport, at the expense of other types of movement. In this way, the late-modern individual is constructed as increasingly mobile, rejecting barriers to freedom of movement. The pattern of daily life adapts to the opportunities of increased mobility, and land use patterns shift to accommodate the new trends. Conversely, discourses of accessibility, which recognise the mobility needs of those who, for example, do not have access to a car, or wish to travel by other modes, may require policies which intervene to restrict the opportunities of movement by private car. Physical spaces may be characterised by pedestrianisation and traffic calming. However, if spaces may be constructed, in this way, to allow certain forms of control, they may also be reconstructed by others, to serve different functions. Crush has shown, using Foucauldian analysis, how mining compounds in South Africa, which were designed using panoptic principles, were not simply environments for repression and coercion, but that they ‘were also sites for the development and practice of rich oppositional cultures’ (Crush 1994, 320). Spaces, then, may be constructed in different ways by different people, through power struggles and conflicts of interest. This idea that spaces are socially constructed, and that many spaces may co-exist within the same physical space is an important one. It suggests the need to analyse how discourses and strategies of inclusion and exclusion are connected with particular spaces. Perhaps most importantly in the context of this paper, exploring power - space relations begins to suggest how we can supplement the preoccupation with language and communication, and develop a distinctively spatial planning theory.
Our FW is key to policy making 
Van Dijk 2k11 (Terry asst prof spatial and envionrmnetal planning @ U Gronnigen “Imagining future places: How designs co-constitute what is, and thus influence what will be” Planning Theory 10(2) 124–143)
Although the design disciplines of urban design and landscape architecture are often integral aspects of the practice of planning, planning research is yet to acknowledge the power of regional design to act as a catalyst due to the stories it tells, which can alter regional frames of reality even prior to any formal decision-making. In a recent book by De Jonge (2009), as well as in recent conferences in Europe, attempts have been made to connect the worlds of design and planning. Designs deserve to be seen as much more than an aesthetic afterthought. They are ways of understanding and communicating the order of things. Hence, they shape the direction and acceptance of planning policies. The stories conveyed by designs produce a chain of interpretations, and they frame adjustments and, consequently, the anticipatory reactions that eventually affect the direction of spatial development. Designers and the images they communicate are facil​itators that help make decisions in the complex systems that regional communities constitute. In this respect, the storytelling perspective on planning and the role of design from this perspective offer a way to link design with the planning debate and replace the notion of a central actor found in government-centred paradigms (still present in current theories on administration, institutional change and parts of planning theory) with a more relational perspective. The ‘critique of positivism and rationalism must be continued’ (Flyvbjerg, 2004: 286) because positivist practices remain embedded in our educational and governmental institutions. Storytelling offers a constructive alternative to rational​ism and instrumentalism. Although the principles described here may apply to plans as small as at street level or as big as at continental level, this article argues that, particularly in regional planning processes that cover (parts of) city regions and include multiple towns, landscapes and infrastructural networks, it is not the formal actors who induce transition or change but rather the stories of the future that are documented in and conveyed by designs. This can be observed in all developed countries with a planning tradition, but I draw particularly on Dutch planning practice. These changes often commence long before formal actors give their formal consent. As an example, establishing the impressive shiny office towers we see being planned in San Francisco, Amsterdam and Melbourne (Dovey, 2005), Berlin and other big cities alike, all started with a dream that gradually gained momen​tum. Similarly, establishing new towns across Europe started with dreams, not decisions. Like the vast nature development that is part of realizing national ecological networks and the implementation of green belt and green heart concepts, regional transitions need to be driven by a common dream that leads the way, otherwise they could never be real​ized. The formal processes merely facilitate that intentionality. The stories encapsulated in plans and designs can be actors in themselves, and the reframed view of reality and the consequent chains of anticipation induced by designs are the real reason for the emergence of a new subway line, an Olympic village, a regional park or a high-profile office park. Such developments are not built because the facts say that they have to be but because we are attracted by images of the future that arise from designs. The formal, administrative decisions are vital and spread the transition along the way, but they are not the starting point. In a situation of dispersed sources of power, we need designs to persuade us, through their stories of concrete structures for the future, presented in images and concrete forms. Accepting that the telling of stories about the future does have an impact implies adopting a much more sociologically oriented perspective on design in planning. An attempt to do this is made in this article. A sociological perspective acknowledges that plans, policies and designs are not significant unless they are used by people and integrated into their frames of reference (Van Dijk and Beunen, 2009) in order to eventu​ally shape their behaviour. Planning has significance only when it modifies the behaviour of the primary actors who determine change in actual land use. This happens in diffuse ways and can occur ahead of formal trajectories. Planning means designing and propagating stories of regional futures and by doing so regions gradually grow towards that future, both government and society do so. Much of the actual outcome depends on the larger, often power-laden process of producing and promoting a design. Participatory and interactive charettes where a community is invited to discover the present and the future can be powerful in raising awareness and commit​ment. Ideas suggested by actors who are of little regard to the public, however, are not likely to be acceptable. The process affords legitimacy to the viewer and therefore to the strength of the message. But I want to concentrate in this article on understanding the subtle mechanisms, regardless of the larger setting, in which designs change what people see around them, and how they act in consequence. In the next section I briefly review the literature to show that, despite various previous pleas for a ‘rhetorical turn’, planning scholars in general tend to underestimate the fact that planning is an activity fuelling and fuelled by sociological processes such as practicality, dreams, assessment and response. As a consequence, design is currently conceptualized in a limited way, which is unhelp​ful in understanding the reality of planning practice. Hoch and Throgmorton have emphasized the significance of rhetoric in planning (considered in the constructive, storytelling sense), and I aim to point out three impor​tant implications of the rhetorical perspective that have not been adequately explored thus far, but which are vital for further understanding of planning performance in regional design processes. My first contribution to existing rhetorical planning thought is the idea that design deserves to be understood as a particularly powerful form of storytelling because it is central to devising and sharing credible and appeal​ing stories about regional futures (Section 3). Secondly, I expand on the effect of designs in regional communities by drawing on theories of framing and place-making (Section 4) which logically follow from the notion of rhetorical planning, but which are nonetheless still remarkably absent from the discussion. Thirdly, given the refram​ing effect of designs, I argue that the relationship between governments and regional communities should be understood as symbiotic (Section 5) and therefore in constant interaction. In this sense, the relationship can be considered as much more diffuse and co-constitutive than is commonly acknowledged by planners and policy scientists. This suggests that regional society itself is the source of regional change, rather than change being the result of regional policy that is exogenously administered to a soci​ety by a government. Nevertheless, with respect to planning issues, the values held by the regional population are also fluid and partly influenced by communicative plan​ning processes. Together, these three claims help us to understand regional planning in a more strate​gic relational way, where stories constructed within and told through design, play a cen​tral role in spatial developments. In this scenario, the formal and governmental are just single aspects of an overall regional web of interrelationships. 
Psychological studies prove we are correct 
Van Dijk 2k11 (Terry asst prof spatial and envionrmnetal planning @ U Gronnigen “Imagining future places: How designs co-constitute what is, and thus influence what will be” Planning Theory 10(2) 124–143)
In recent planning literature the notion of design is usually used to discuss urban form, in particular, what form should best be pursued. New Urbanism, for example, is an impor​tant strand of American planning literature that sits in a wider field of studies that investigate how smart design can help improve sustainability (Garde, 2009; Smith and Levermore, 2008), safety (Dumbaugh and Rae, 2009; Saville, 2009), social life (Bramley, et al., 2009) and the health of city residents (Herrick, 2009; Nazelle et al., 2009; Shoshkes and Adler, 2009; Townshend and Lake, 2009) and reduce criminality (Kitchen, 2009). In this respect, design is typically understood as a process related to choosing the concrete form of the built environment, and in the planning literature design is mainly defined as involving the challenge of devising and accomplishing the appropriate physical forms of buildings, neighbourhoods and public spaces. Considered in this sense, design is effec​tive in the local planning and post-planning phases, and refers to the process undertaken after the important decisions, such as where to build what and at what density, have already been made. This common perception ignores the sense-making function that creating and com​municating a design can have in an open planning process. Current design-related studies are often normative and have a low-scale focus, whereas my contention is that designs and the stories they tell are vital agents in processes of change in the reality of planning major parts of cities and in taking major decisions on regional investments. We need to connect the search for physical form (design) with the more social and psychological aspects of that explorative process (planning). In this respect, the literature on cognition and planning is relevant. However, the existing literature considers planning in the broad sense of typical mental problem-solving activities that occur in everyday life. The few studies available that do inquire into the socially constructive role of plans and stories in decision-making processes emphasize the performance of texts rather than images (as do Throgmorton, 2003 and Eckstein, 2003). Nevertheless, they point out that storytelling by planners (‘rhetoric’ defined in a constructive, positive way) is essentially an intervention at a deep level that is meant to change perceptions, expectations and the intentionality behind human behaviour. An explicit and elegant demonstration of the importance of stories in regional planning processes is provided by James Throgmorton’s (1996) in-depth analysis of decision-making on Chicago’s electric futures. He shows that planning occurs within a complex web of relationships where multiple rationalities (and therefore multiple languages) are present – stories are an important way of coordinating these rationalities, or ‘partial truths’ (Throgmorton, 1996: 38). For Throgmorton, this is a straightforward observation of the reality of planning practices as well as a theoretical position: good planning entails persuasive and constitutive storytelling about the future. Similarly, Charles Hoch (2007) presents a critique of the rational definition of plan-making and attempts to reconnect the theory of plan-making with religious prophecy or sentiment, emotional attachment or institution, and other sources of judgement that are considered to be irrational or non-rational. He emphasizes the intentionality typical of the human capacity to devise plans and act accordingly, confronting Bratman’s (1987) empha​sis on practical reasoning in the formation of intentions with the selective focus on the logical and the rhetorical by Hopkins (2001) and Innes and Booher (1999), respectively. The perspective of this article is therefore not novel (both Krieger and MacIntyre also laid important foundations for such a rhetorical perspective in 1981) but the constructive importance of rhetoric deserves ongoing attention and further inquiry. The basic argu​ment of my article starts from Hoch’s conclusions about what plans actually are, but, in addition to positioning design more explicitly within this theme (see Section 3), I further elaborate on two themes that both Hoch and Throgmorton mention only briefly and that deserve to be addressed more explicitly. I first expand the concept of intentions, the internal drivers of action, used by Hoch. I also link intentions to the concept of framing (Section 4), meaning the ways in which people think about the place where they live and work. Secondly, while Hoch and the analysts he reviews discuss plan-making by humans in general, they do not further consider structuring or provide an analysis of the interac​tion between the formal (governments) and the social (citizens). This is the subject of Section 5.
Key to policy 
Van Dijk 2k11 (Terry asst prof spatial and envionrmnetal planning @ U Gronnigen “Imagining future places: How designs co-constitute what is, and thus influence what will be” Planning Theory 10(2) 124–143)
In their role of translating ambitions into spatial structures, designs above all help regional communities to first define the physical spatial reality they live in. This aware​ness shapes the construction of reality, affecting local attitudes and individual behaviour. Perceptions of the opportunities, threats and strengths and weaknesses of a region rely on the stories of the region, partly told by designs, which in turn rely on stories present in or acceptable to regional society. Perceptions of reality are constantly reconsidered, with designs potentially being part of that ongoing reframing process.

Key to citizen understanding of policy making 
Van Dijk 2k11 (Terry asst prof spatial and envionrmnetal planning @ U Gronnigen “Imagining future places: How designs co-constitute what is, and thus influence what will be” Planning Theory 10(2) 124–143)
Taking the perspective of designs as persuasive stories that cause a change in regional frames – with the communication of images inducing chains of decisions (behaviour and formalization) – calls for a modified conception of the relationship between governments and citizens. The role of government tends to be misunderstood as an autonomous initia​tor of regional change. I argue that it is the symbiosis of regional and local communities, rather than the formal planning institutions, that determine which spatial change emerges and which plans and policies will be effective. Dynamics in governmental policies The implication of designs having a reframing effect is that not only are spatial policies dependant on local values but the latter are also constantly changing – in terms of the standards by which people assess their current region and plans for the future – due to the influence of all forms of information, including regional designs. Neither policy nor regional identity is given. While there is always variation and dynamics within a region of constituent communities that hold diverging perceptions of the same place, designs are one of many tools people use to construct (and reconsider) their frame for a region. The act of sharing designs with the public can change the frames held by the com​munity about current possibilities and tempting futures. Depending on the political weight attributed to a design or the power of a design to change the meaning people give to a region, they will change how people perceive their region to a smaller or larger degree. Because frames inform behaviour, designs have consequences for future devel​opment trajectories. Even when the formal status is still absent, designs may already be having an effect. The changes to a region also affect the political basis of governmental decisions about land use change. What governments think and do is not so much concerned with facts, reason and knowledge but is a response to what it considers the electorate will find acceptable. Politicians know that voters are sensitive to what has been done to them (the negativity effect) (Weaver, 1986) and punishment by voters is to be avoided (blame avoidance) (Armingeon and Giger, 2008). In other words, regional policy is a product of the regional community. Nonetheless, planning literature pays great attention to the role of governments in planning and overestimates the driving role of governments. Put more accurately, the position of formal decisions in the overall time frame of a transition (mostly assumed to take place early in a process) reflects an assumed power to initiate events. In reality, however, the formal power of governments appears to be confined to events that are already underway. The combination of seeing regional designs as sense-making devices and govern​ments as political reflections of the regional community calls for a rejection of the notion that governments (at any level) attempt to determine or ignite local processes, instead seeing policies and regional activities in terms of symbiosis. Uitermark, in his review of where urban policies really come from, puts it this way: especially in advanced liberal societies … the strategies of local actors can only have significant effects if they productively intersect with strategies of local actors.… Viewing the activity of local governance actors not only as an execution of or a resistance to national policies but also as constitutive of such policies may help identify forces of change that have hitherto been neglected. (Uitermark, 2005: 144, emphasis in original). For Uitermark, ‘the central state draws from distinctly local processes of knowledge production for the formulation of its policies and it tries to manipulate the outcomes of those struggles through strategic intervention’ (Uitermark, 2005: 150, emphasis in origi​nal). The regional and local levels allow for the experimentation that is required before a higher level can develop and formalize its policy. As we will see below, designs are a sublimation of and source of inspiration for transitions. Communication redefined As representations, designs thus constitute a form of information delivery that, when shared with the public, goes beyond the general way that the term communication is understood. The instrumental and rational perspective on the communication of plans (such as publishing them in newspapers and on websites and organizing informative meetings in the town hall) is planner-driven, with a clear objective for the government that is organizing the communication, and transparency among the audience about the government’s objective (and thus how to judge the weight of the design). They are meant to work in one direction and in a fully objective way. In reality, however, the flow of information is much more diffuse and at times very coincidental. From a rhetorical perspective, communication should be understood as much more than the distribution of information. Governments should be receptive to the regional community, continuously monitoring the response amongst the receivers of their mes​sages, evaluating what the reception (potentially) means to the planning process and responding adequately. The act of communicating changes reality, rather than just the formal processes that communication is concerned with. Therefore, we must acknowledge that conversations at the hairdresser’s are also part of the total communication process. In such informal set​tings, the content of official communication is assessed, reconsidered and blended with prior perceptions, producing interpretations of interpretations. The stories originally told by the planners are internalized and transformed. Nonetheless, conversations constitute reality (Ford, 1999; te Molder and Potter, 2005). Therefore communication entails more than sending messages: it links into a diffuse and constitutive process of framing, the outcomes of which are out of our control. Thus, we must be responsive (Stacey, 2001).
Planning is used to justify policy decisons

Healey  09 (Patsy Healey is professor emeritus in the School of Architecture, Planning and Landscape at Newcastle University,  She is a past President of the Association of European Schools of Planning, was awarded the OBE (1999), and the RTPI's Gold Medal in 2007, In 2009, she was made a Fellow of the British Academy, Senior Editor of Planning Theory and Practice journal, “The Pragmatic Tradition in Planning Thought”,  Journal of Planning Education and Research Vol. 28, Issue 3, 04/01/2009, Sage Journals, VG)
Although sidelined in the enthusiasm for logical positivism as a scientific method, reinforced by the tendency in U.S. social science to seek a methodological model based on the natural sciences, pragmatist ideas provided a strand of inspiration for the rising critique of an approach to science that sought to represent “reality” “out there” objectively. This critique came from several directions,25 and by the end of the 1970s, had become a torrent (Bernstein 1983), setting the climate for what developed by the end of the twentieth century into a “cultural turn” in many fields of inquiry. The idea of planning as a rational, logical method for producing development strategies and justifying public policy decisions in the light of future consequences was one casualty of this torrent, while what came to be known as the “communicative turn” in planning theory evolved in the light of this intellectual shift. 

Planning is part of the rational policy-making process

Healey  09 (Patsy Healey is professor emeritus in the School of Architecture, Planning and Landscape at Newcastle University,  She is a past President of the Association of European Schools of Planning, was awarded the OBE (1999), and the RTPI's Gold Medal in 2007, In 2009, she was made a Fellow of the British Academy, Senior Editor of Planning Theory and Practice journal, “The Pragmatic Tradition in Planning Thought”,  Journal of Planning Education and Research Vol. 28, Issue 3, 04/01/2009, Sage Journals, VG)
The writings of these pragmatists provided inspiration to critical theorists such as Jurgen Habermas and in some respects paralleled the developments in French social thought that shaped the work of Michel Foucault and the various contributions that have become labeled as “poststructuralist.” 3 The pragmatists were also a major influence on the development of U.S. sociology and on the management sciences, which in turn helped to shape early concepts of planning as a rational policy-making process (Hoch 1984a). Reanimated by the work of “neo-pragmatist” philosophers in the 1970s and 1980s, pragmatist ideas had a major influence on the group of U.S. scholars developing conceptions of a “progressive” planning focused on practice.4 T

Planning affects public policy

Healey  09 (Patsy Healey is professor emeritus in the School of Architecture, Planning and Landscape at Newcastle University,  She is a past President of the Association of European Schools of Planning, was awarded the OBE (1999), and the RTPI's Gold Medal in 2007, In 2009, she was made a Fellow of the British Academy, Senior Editor of Planning Theory and Practice journal, “The Pragmatic Tradition in Planning Thought”,  Journal of Planning Education and Research Vol. 28, Issue 3, 04/01/2009, Sage Journals, VG)
In this article, I review how U.S. pragmatist philosophy has influenced ideas about and challenges to the project of planning. I understand planning to be a governance practice1 that has evolved to address the difficulties created by the complex colocations of activities and their relations and the impacts these colocations generate across space–time. It is a practice that is not merely concerned with managing existing relations but with imagining and opening up future potentialities for improving the conditions of daily life existence and enrichment for humans in their coexistence with each other and the rest of the animate and inanimate world (Healey 2007). The idea of planning as a practice implies a particular form of governance. Its motivating force is to assess what to do now in the light of available knowledge and aspirations, while giving attention to impacts both near and far in space and time. Such an idea as an approach to public policy encourages attention to evolving futures and to the relation between the particularities of specific instances as well as wider relations and consequences. It seeks to interrelate multiple phenomena and their relations as these interact with each other and as these relate to human and nonhuman concerns in all kinds of situations. It involves the formation and practicing of complex public realm judgments about what to do and how to do it. 

Reps Key 
The language and representations of the 1AC are most important 
Van Dijk 2k11 (Terry asst prof spatial and envionrmnetal planning @ U Gronnigen “Imagining future places: How designs co-constitute what is, and thus influence what will be” Planning Theory 10(2) 124–143)
Regional designs come in all shapes and sizes. They may be images produced by a local government to inspire local debate over what the community does or does not want. Or they may be products of charettes or workshops that include decision-makers, citizens and interest groups. They may also be expressions of a local opposition group highlight​ing the unwanted effects of a trend or a plan. Designs are ever more frequently submis​sions for contests organized to generate a variety of original ideas that may or may not be adopted in a process of formal decision-making (see StudioSK, n.d.). What exactly does a design mean to the people who examine it? What precisely does the design represent? Does it intimidate, or excite? Is it intended to induce an emotional response? While a design contains knowledge about a place, for example about expected trends, ultimately it expresses intentions. However, whose are they, and how realistic are they? For a positivistically inclined planner, the meaning of a design ought to be defined by: (1) whoever produced it, (2) whoever commits to it and on the basis of their power resources and (3) what their intentions are. These are the rational denominators that people use when deciding how seriously they take a particular design. However, in prac​tice, exposing residents to designs has more than a rational impact, because people are driven by emotion rather than rational objective deliberation. Therefore, the impact of the designs on citizens who see them is unpredictable. We need to make a distinction between the purpose for which the designer produced and communicated the design, and the meaning it conveys to the people who examine it. The purpose intended may differ from the meaning produced. Planners and decision-makers tend to expect that residents can discern how a design relates to a particular phase in the planning procedure. For example, when many options are still available and pre​liminary sites still being studied, residents are expected to understand how to evaluate the map that is being presented. However, do they? They are likely to misjudge the map and read too much into the picture that they see. The language of planners is partly obscure to the public, causing a misinterpretation of the procedural nuances with which planners at best try (but sometimes completely fail) to position their messages. Perhaps it is precisely because designs use maps that the communication has an unex​pected impact. Maps reveal the personal and thus the emotional impact of ideas about future geographies: it is my life they are discussing, my property, community, jurisdiction or the view from my house that may be changed. This notion makes it difficult not to respond to designs. Maps are representations The meaning that a design will have for a regional community is hard to foresee. A design will, in its broadest sense, be a representation of the region and its future. In an attempt to conceptualize the social construction of space, cultural geographers (Holloway and Hubbard, 2001) have embraced the notion that people and communities live in a physical reality that they socially construct, selecting, ignoring and highlighting ele​ments relevant to their purpose. To some extent they reproduce other people’s construc​tions of a place by adopting aspects of the information that other people produce. In this communicative interpretive process concerning places, people produce representations using texts, images and maybe even other art forms. These three phases – construction, reproduction and representation – interact, such that people constantly negotiate and revise their perception of place. Because a design is a deliberately value-charged representation of a region’s poten​tial, it may open people’s eyes to unexpected qualities, disclose alternative future trajec​tories of development or present extreme scenarios for eras to come. Whether the effect is intended or not, designs change perceptions. They make people realize risk, they may inspire them to see the region in a different light, fuelling dreams of grasping opportuni​ties that were hitherto unknown or they may frighten people and generate resentment or mistrust. In any case, a design changes perceptions of the present and therefore choices for the future made through the power of imagination. Being a representation, a design enters the social construction of reality through indi​viduals and communities. Mental frames (constructions) about a region (its present qual​ities and potential future) guide land use change, as they define the estimated return on investments, and since designs have an impact on these perceptions, they can profoundly shape people’s decision-making frames. Designs thus amend people’s mental worlds concerning both in what their region consists and what to do with it. Rhetoric is a level in planning that is beyond rationality and communicative action; it is operates on the most fundamental level of what makes people tick. Stories are at the root of spatially relevant human action. Stories also make the present.
Scholars of organization science acknowledge that stories are essential to any endeavour to establish processes of change in organizations. Stories shape and indicate group forma​tion and development as they serve a deep social and cultural purpose. Bate (2004) shows that community identity is established primarily through language or rather, the use of language, because it is in stories that facts are given meaning. Collective action and social movements centre around stories that are therefore inseparable from the construction of action; stories are the mechanisms of mobilization (Bate 2004: 37). Thus, if you want to change the way people think, start by changing the way they talk, which involves feeling as much as thinking. However, as Ford et al. (2002) show, every new story finds itself in a context of already present stories that together form an attitude (complacent, cynical or resigned) that filters all new information, which is thus given meaning in a self-referential way. It is in this way that new stories are accepted or rejected but they are always transformed before being used. Information cannot be neutrally transferred to the public – it will be given meaning by those who receive it. Past experiences have an important effect on such perceptual filters. Without addressing these historically grown background conversations, strategies to induce change will at best be counterproductive. Design and stories do not start from an objective reality but rather constitute reality. As Ford puts it: Representations infuse the presentation and we relate to our representations as if they are presentations that are ‘in-the-world’ independent of us. What we experience as presented depends on our representations, resulting in self-fulfilling prophecies in which representations begin to prove themselves by creating new ‘facts’. (Ford, 1999: 482–483) Stories are at the heart of the social construction of reality. Regional and local planning processes can only be understood when we realize that each individual or group gives a personal, specific meaning to reality. Planning as story​telling in this sense is not only about changing expectations for the future, it is also about changing perceptions of what is already there: ‘Future-oriented storytelling is not … simply persuasive. It is also constitutive’ (Throgmorton, 1996: 51, emphasis in original). This role is much deeper than that associated with the harmless connotation associated with storytelling at first glance. Constituting means that the story deeply affects com​munity, character and culture. In the end, both local approval of policies and local land use developments are an expression of how people perceive the world around them – how they give meaning to what they observe. As Hoch states: ‘When we make a plan we do more than anticipate and describe the logical order among future urban relationships, we assign value and meaning to these relationships as well’ (Hoch, 2007: 27). Designs engage in the very construction of the world. For Forester, it is ‘a matter of altering, respecting, acknowledging, and shaping people’s lived worlds’ (Forester, 1989: 127). Through an implicit analysis of the opportunities, qualities and future of the region, people shape their considerations about how to act or whether to agree with policies. Some planning problems are in fact only perceptual, and their solution might lie primar​ily in changing the dominant story (and view), as Hartz and Kühne (2009) shows in rela​tion to the Ruhrgebiet in Germany. In an economy in which function has become less important than personal experience, ‘imagineering’ the perception of a product is more important than improving its quality per se (Schmitt 1999; Wolf, 1999). That is what happens in design, in planning and in all public policy: we tell stories that frame issues, define problems and introduce relevant ‘facts’. All this selective reframing happens either implicitly or explicitly, either on purpose or unintended, either strategi​cally or not, either dishonestly or with a genuine intention. Regardless of the intentions, communication is about stories and stories mould frames.
Key to Politics 
Planners can shape politics 

Healey  09 (Patsy Healey is professor emeritus in the School of Architecture, Planning and Landscape at Newcastle University,  She is a past President of the Association of European Schools of Planning, was awarded the OBE (1999), and the RTPI's Gold Medal in 2007, In 2009, she was made a Fellow of the British Academy, Senior Editor of Planning Theory and Practice journal, “The Pragmatic Tradition in Planning Thought”,  Journal of Planning Education and Research Vol. 28, Issue 3, 04/01/2009, Sage Journals, VG)
The pragmatic revival led by Rorty and Bernstein gave added impetus to a new generation of planning theorists interested in how professionals used and developed their expertise and in the method of planning. Donald Schon was already working on this issue, but John Forester, then based at UC Berkeley, was more concerned with the political dimensions of planning work.37 He enlarged on Bernstein’s insight to emphasize how, in their practicing, planners could challenge inequities and oppressions and help to build humane and richly informed democratic polities. He linked a pragmatic approach with the critical exploration of the practices and potentials of the communicative dimensions of social action in public sphere contexts, as developed in the work of Jurgen Habermas. The result he referred to as “critical pragmatism.” This led Forester to advocate a focus in planning research and in theorizing about practices on practical judgment and practical wisdom and on how to sustain a critical perspective on what continually becomes embedded as “normal” and “conventional.” Forester’s work began to appear in a stream of articles from the late 1970s, consolidated in three important books (Forester 1989, 1993, 1999).38 He draws on the pragmatic message to focus attention on how planners as active agents accomplish their work. Over twenty-five years, he has developed a research program focused on how planners navigate the complex demands made on them. He wants to know what is involved in “being” a planner and “doing” planning work in specific contexts through the experience of particular planners. He asks, What if social interaction were understood . . . as a practical matter of making sense together in a politically complex world. Planning and public policy analysis would then become processes of envisioning and attending to possible futures, shaping public attention to public possibilities. Public policy itself, by patterning social interaction, could then be seen to shape not only the distribution of “who gets what,” but the more subtle constitution of ways we learn about and attend to our concerns, interests and needs. (Forester 1993, ix) Forester (1993) maintains an acute consciousness of the way “planning and administrative practices [are linked] to the exercise of influence and power” (p. 6), particularly through shaping attention and agenda setting. He argues, This understanding of practice suggests a distinctively counterhegemonic or democratising role for planning and administrative actors: the exposure of issues that political– economic structures otherwise would bury from public view, the opening and raising of questions that otherwise would be kept out of public discussion, the nurturance of hope rather than the perpetuation of a modern cynicism under conditions of great complexity and interdependency. (Forester 1993, 6) 

Planning influences politics

Thoenig 95 (Jean-Claude Thoenig, a Senior Research Fellow at 'Dauphine Recherche en Management' (university of Paris Dauphine). He has been a professor at INSEAD for many years. A sociologist by training, his research and teaching cover issues linked to organization and policy-making management. His publication record makes him an internationally respected scholar. He is a co-founder and the first chairperson of EGOS (European Group for Organizational Studies). He has a long and intensive experience as a consultant and as an executive coach with major global companies and governmental bodies,  Book Reviews : John Forester: Critical Theory, Public Policy, and Planning Practice -- Toward a Critical Pragmatism : 1993, Albany: State University of New York Press, Organization Studies 1995 16: 901, Sage Journals, VG)
The latest book written by John Forester opens a new chapter in the saga by applying critical theory to the tools and practices used to design and manage public policies. Forester, as a Professor of City and Regional Planning at Cornell University, considers planning, policy analysis and public administration to be professional and social practices which generate political communication in which words are used and perspectives are framed which are neither value free nor passive. Cognitive models are built up and specific structures of attention are allocated. Intellectual and normative ways of reasoning are generated about the world and how it should become, and about collective action and how it should be mobilized. Practitioners impose on society specific alternatives for the future by creating sets of discourses about reality, the context of public choices, and the values underlying the common good. However, discourses carry ethical, social as well as political dimensions. To produce words and values means that the tools of planning influence the behaviours and beliefs of political constituencies. 
Planners greatly influence environmental politics

Harrill 99 (Rich Harrill, Ph.D. Director, International Tourism Research Institute (ITRI) Director, Alfred P. Sloan Foundation Travel and Tourism Industry Center, “Political Ecology and Planning Theory”, Journal of Planning Education and Research 1999 19: 67, pages 73-4, VG)


The act of planning, including environmental or ecological landscape planning, is not a value-free endeavor. Even theorizing about the causes or impacts of environmental degradation is saturated with ideological content. Every day at the local level, politicians, officials, and citizens place environmental issues in political terms whether they are conscious of doing so or not. Planners must consider who will be affected by development decisions, along with how and where changes will take place-considerations often left out of criteria designed to measure sustainability both procedurally and temporally. The planner using political ecology as a critical tool recognizes that such criteria are heavily dependent upon the politics of institutional decision making. Thus, the difference between &dquo;shallow&dquo; and &dquo;deep&dquo; sustainability may not lie entirely with the refinement of procedural or substantive planning models, but with the ethical resolve and political action required to change our social and ecological destiny. In the new international frontier, in which the issues of ecology, economy, and society are closely intertwined, it will soon become critical that planning theorists possess a basic understanding of eco-politics and political ecology as they influence environmental issues and the ever-changing concept of sustainable development. I have argued for a theoretical approach to political ecology in planning theory emphasizing a pragmatic exploration of community norms and values. Social learning is a key to sustainability as a method of cultivating a sense of collective obligation toward one another and the earth we share. I have also argued that planners must balance the roles of advocate, negotiator, and translator with the willingness to promote progressive reform premised upon radical planning practice. A pragmatic theory of experience should help theorists and practitioners alike face the ecological realities that will, with little doubt, shape the social and political lives of individuals and communities in the century ahead. 
FW – Comparative Evd 
Our strategy is comparatively more effective in real life – impacts that are based on statistical data and facts is not nearly as important as understanding the stories that we tell – absent understanding the story the 1AC is entirely meaningless 
Van Dijk 2k11 (Terry asst prof spatial and envionrmnetal planning @ U Gronnigen “Imagining future places: How designs co-constitute what is, and thus influence what will be” Planning Theory 10(2) 124–143)
Regional designs, in their wider sense, do not predict or prescribe action, but shape the frames that motivate action. Planners need to concern themselves less with finding a theoretical rationale for planning, and focus more on how the stories told in plans shape different kinds of bounded-rational decisions. From the perspective presented here, add​ing to the rhetorical turn, the persuasive and constitutive storytelling performed by designs fills the void left by the decay of modernity and rational evidence-based plan​ning. Statistics, models and data no longer convince people about what choices to make. We now engage in an experience economy, in which we follow our gut feelings rather than scientific knowledge. We adopt directions for future development from an interactive drawing board rather than from textbook theories on what is sensible. Meanwhile, ‘such persuasive efforts take place in the context of a flow of utterances, replies and counterreplies’ (Throgmorton, 1996: 39). This storytelling cannot be applied in an instrumental way. As people’s frames are susceptible to new information, the act of sharing regional designs with the public throughout a communi​cative planning process affects the frames that people use, and therefore affects their attitudes to government policy and their own behaviour with respect to land use. As people and institutions mutually shape their expectations and actions, outcomes are unpredictable. There is no such thing as an inert, stable and consistent government. Nor is the regional community with which governments interact inert, stable and consis​tent. Both are dynamic, ambiguous systems that respond to the context, that is, to each other. Governmental planners and regional communities play a role in the process of frame revision that each undertakes because they co-constitute each context. They mutu​ally affect each other but in an imperfect, interpretive way. However, because the assess​ments of regional opportunities by residents, on the one hand, and planning policies delivered by governments, on the other, are mutually dependent, the question is how to determine which caused what (the structuration problem). It is difficult to pinpoint chains of causation when it is assumed, as Jessop (1995) also does, that all institutions and forms of behaviour have mutually determining relationships. What, then, is a planner? Critics might say the storytelling perspective suggests that they are ‘liars and manipulators’ (Throgmorton, 2003: 131). However, persuasive story​telling is neither anarchistic nor a new way of attributing a central position to govern​ments. Although storytelling influences regional change, outcomes are never certain because the response of the web of relations (the interplay of multiple rhetorics) is too complex to predict. However, convincing and well-promoted stories potentially have a catalyst effect and planning practitioners should be aware of this. Such power is not defined only in terms of content but also in terms of the persuasiveness with which the stories are told (Throgmorton, 1996), coincident with windows of opportunity opening or closing and the ingenuity with which they arrange a flow of action. The interactive design of a region’s future deserves to be seen as an attempt to prepare the regional perceptual foundations of eventual decisions, and be applied as such. Communication processes can therefore be interventions in themselves. Rather than merely serving a formal procedure that produces decisions, they may be a form of social learning that induces chains of anticipative actions. In fact, the act of sharing designs in the form of images about the future is never innocent: after people have seen these designs, they can no longer see the region as they did before. Making and sharing plans is a sense-making process through which expectations and anticipatory behaviour are created. The formal procedures therefore essentially confirm events that are already underway and that perhaps cannot be stopped. Overall, planners ought to show more interest in methods to investigate the basic level of individual decisions rather than concentrating on how designs promote the inter-jurisdictional coordination of planning policies. What is also lacking in the present litera​ture is a discussion of the role of the regional level, that is, the actions of citizens within a constituency (rather than the decision-makers who partly represent them, or business communities) and, most importantly, the notion of behaviour resulting from a subjective interpretation of reality that is highly sensitive to the images and stories presented. De Jonge (2009) calls this ‘a landscape design dialogue’ and a ‘strategic design approach’. Planners working at a regional level, in particular, need the grand stories told by designs, for they find themselves amidst complex webs of powerful urban cores facing a dual problem of legitimacy: planning for what and planning for whom. Regarding the former, planners cannot rely on traditionally defined rational models of land use alloca​tion to scientifically underpin projected geographical patterns. Regarding the latter, the political determination required as an alternative is difficult to achieve, since local decision-making is highly fragmented. In addition to lacking identity or agreement thereon, the common ground for decision-making and a clear expression of the general interest are difficult to find due to processes of incessant change. Regions therefore need stories that can unify seemingly disjointed perspectives.

Key to Deliberation 
The K is essential to democratic contestation 
Van Hulst 2012 (Merlijn, Tilburg School of Politics and Public Administration, The Netherlands “Storytelling, a model of and a model for planning” Planning Theory 11(3) 299–318)

All and all, if storytelling as a model of (aspect of) planning represents all cases of planning, storytelling is only seen as an explicit model for in a small subclass of these cases. At the same time, we could say that storytelling as a model for planning has been getting more academic attention lately than everyday storytelling. It is not just Sandercock’s and Forester’s later work that take this direction; Throgmorton’s (2003) later work also fits this strand of research. Another example is a recent book on ‘strong stories’ in Dutch planning practice (Hajer et al., 2010). The book explains what strong stories could bring to practice and how they could be built. In an article by Childs (2008), we can read about the ways in which storytelling might play a central role in urban design. Van Dijk (2011: 18) recently said that regions ‘need stories that can unify seemingly disjointed perspec​tives.’ And finally, in studies of conflict and negotiation, Cobb (2010) argued that public officials could mediate urban conflicts. She promoted an interesting practice called ‘nar​rative braiding’, in which officials work at the interconnection of different, limited views of a conflict with one another in order to develop a more complex, inclusive story that does justice to differences. All these authors seem to suggest that stories and storytelling, if taken seriously, are powerful tools of a democratic, progressive planning practice. There is much to say in favour of the more explicit use of storytelling in planning, but there are some risks of too narrow a focus. First, one might start to think that storytelling is something positive in itself. Much of the literature on storytelling in the social sciences starts from a positive attitude towards storytelling, intending, for instance, to (re)claim its value compared to other forms of knowing (cf. Bruner, 1986). But that does not mean that storytelling in planning, as it takes place all of the time (in boardrooms, in meetings of civil servants, in meetings of citizens, etc.) always contributes to an inclusive, com​munity-focused planning practice. It is only a particular kind of storytelling which is likely to have this characteristic; one in which many actors with different backgrounds, perspectives, values and interests come together and respectfully engage one another in the search for a way to deal with differences or even to live together in harmony. Secondly, when actors take the metaphor ‘planning is storytelling’ for a statement of fact and forget to see how planning is not storytelling, they might overestimate the impact of facilitated storytelling sessions on the rest of the planning process. This is not to say that storytelling cannot be a powerful way to bring about change or that stories cannot empower people. However, although one could create separate spaces in which old sto​ries could be shared and new stories could be constructed, those activities do not anchor their stories to the planning practice, yet. Storytelling sessions might remain uncou​pled from other activities like formal decision-making, investigation or the making of concrete plans. To enrich the theory of storytelling in planning, it is therefore of importance that cases of storytelling, in which storytelling remains largely implicit, are looked into, highlight​ing 1) the way in which storytelling is part of a political process in which various stories compete for attention and that most of the time has winners and losers, and 2) the way in which storytelling relates to other activities that do political work. Up until now, these issues have hardly been discussed explicitly in the literature. In order to study these issues, a close look at the interactions in the planning process and an investigation of its day-to-day dynamics on the ground are needed.

Planning affects deliberation

Verma 96 (Niraj Verma, Niraj Verma, Ph.D., an internationally recognized expert in urban planning and management, is the new director of Virginia Commonwealth University’s L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs, was professor and chair of the Department of Urban and Regional Planning at the University at Buffalo, “Pragmatic Rationality and Planning Theory”, Journal of Planning Education and Research September 1996 vol. 16 no. 1 5-14, page 8, Sage Journals, VG)
Since planning theory has developed largely in the latter part of the twentieth century when analytic philosophy was dominant, it is not surprising that the popular view of rationality in planning considers it to be closely allied to the general idea of method and conscious deliberation, embodying what is objective and measurable, and eschewing what modern science cannot bring within its purview. Boyer’s (1983) Dreaming the Rational City, for example, takes this approach. Rationality in this popular view is seen as the opposite of intuition. It is associated with scientific method, structured decision-making, and the use of methods and analytic techniques such as mathematical modeling and hypothesis testing. Yet others associate rationality with a reliance on mechanism and mechanistic science. This may be the underlying idea behind arguments which equate rationality with the market where a correspondence is seen between rational solutions and market solutions (Friedmann 1987). 

Planning Shapes Reality 
Planning shapes reality  

Van Dijk 2k11 (Terry asst prof spatial and envionrmnetal planning @ U Gronnigen “Imagining future places: How designs co-constitute what is, and thus influence what will be” Planning Theory 10(2) 124–143)
Despite attempts to connect planning with design disciplines, some opportunities to do so still await further inquiry, particularly the conception promoted by Throgmorton of planning as persuasive storytelling. According to this perspective, we persuade one another about what the future should and can bring, as well as convince others to agree on and engage in a trajectory of actions. Decision-making is not about separate facts but concerns stories that strike a chord among those who can make things happen. Stories about the future may create resonance and amplify into anticipation, due to their persuasive character. This article points to three implications of planning as storytelling that will help us to better understand the effects of interactive regional design processes. Firstly, regional design is considered to be a form of devising and sharing stories; a perspective that better serves design than its usual conceptualization in the planning literature. Secondly, by considering regional design as story-making, it is also seen to affect the frames with which we perceive reality, thus intervening in the social, cognitive and intentional processes of presenting and constructing reality and regional action. Thirdly, if designs, considered in terms of the stories that they tell, change perceived realities, the interaction between governments and citizens, notably the role of communication, needs to be redefined. It would be justifiable to consider a more symbiotic model in which all communication is found to cause change and formal decisions only confirm events that are already underway.

FW Turns Solvency 
Understanding the critical implications of the 1AC is key to understanding whether it solves or not 
Van Dijk 2k11 (Terry asst prof spatial and envionrmnetal planning @ U Gronnigen “Imagining future places: How designs co-constitute what is, and thus influence what will be” Planning Theory 10(2) 124–143)
The unique thing about persuasive storytelling is that designs in particular speak a dif​ferent type of language from that which is normally used when negotiating planning issues. Designs use the language of signs, which has the benefit of allowing multiple interpretations. On the basis of a single image, people with diverging backgrounds, values and intentions can envisage their specific version of the future. More so than in communication through texts, where definitions and jargon blur the message for an outside audience, images enter directly into people’s imagination. Because all of the information is interpreted within the bounded rationality of the beholder (which can be defined as a Luhmannian subsystem), it can be effective even in a situation in which there is a fragmentation of value systems. In fact, because subsystems have their own language, ontology and culture (Van Assche and Verschraegen, 2008), the rational mode of intervention is frustrated by incompatibilities between subsystems (including the planning authority), thus leading to inefficient or even adverse efforts (Van Dijk and Beunen, 2009). One design, on the contrary, can persuade multiple subsystems. Good designs are non-invasive and speak many languages; they ‘can travel into all kinds of arenas without losing their core ideas and motivational capacity’ (Healey, 2007: 184). Paradoxically, it is the room that is available for subsystem-specific interpretation that paves the way for a regional alignment of mental images and subsequent action. Various groups are connected by the stories about the future that are told through designs. In this way, designs sublimate complexity through images, expectations and meaning. Despite the intuitive inclination to downplay the relevance of plans in com​plex situations, complexity actually enables planning (Hopkins, 2001: ix). Furthermore, designs provide a tool that we can use to inform a self-organizing systemic response to urban complexity. Designs thus have the ability to amalgamate multiple subsystemic ambitions, qualifi​cations, meanings and languages into one image or narrative. This means designs help to induce or guide regional and local transitions in how people perceive and treat the world they live in. By their power to unify and appeal to intuitive levels of action, they can help processes move towards and beyond a tipping point. Whether they are self-fulfilling or self-falsifying, designs are an information input (in some sense, a prediction), having an effect on self-organization outcomes (Portugali, 2008) and changing behaviour, as well as perceptions about and geographies of land use.

Storytelling 
Understanding the story you tell is crucial to your plan meaning anything 
Van Hulst 2012 (Merlijn, Tilburg School of Politics and Public Administration, The Netherlands “Storytelling, a model of and a model for planning” Planning Theory 11(3) 299–318)

The importance of storytelling in planning is not new. Various researchers have argued that it is crucial. The work of James Throgmorton, John Forester and Leonie Sandercock is used here to sketch the main ideas. According to Throgmorton (1992, 1996, 2003, 2007), planning is constitutive and persuasive storytelling about the future. If they do it well, planners try to shape the ‘flow of future action’ when they tell stories about ‘interest​ing and believable’ characters who act in specific settings.4 In the course of these stories, which run from conflict through crisis to resolution, the main characters change or are significantly ‘moved’. Stories that are told also adopt certain points of view. They draw upon imagery and rhythm of language to express a certain attitude towards the situation at hand. Finally, Throgmorton (2007: 250) has argued that ‘it is not merely the individual stories that count, but storytelling and the complex social networks, physical settings, and institutional processes in which those stories are told’ (italics in the original).5 Forester (1993, 1999, 2006, 2009) gives importance to the analysis of what he has called practice stories. In 1993 (p.195) he wrote that these stories …do particular kinds of work: descriptive work of reportage; moral work of constructing character and reputation (of oneself and others); political work of identifying friends and foes, interests and needs, and the play of power in support and opposition; and, most important […], deliberative work of considering ends and means, values and options, what is relevant and significant, what is possible and what matters, all together. During various kinds of encounters, actors construct practice stories together. Problems actors are facing and their relationships with other actors are deliberated in the storytelling. And stories do not only tell us much about the world the planners are dealing with, they also tell us a lot about the planners themselves (Forester, 1999: 78). By organizing our attention, they give us the details, messiness and particulars that mat​ter to the storyteller(s) (Forester, 1993: 201). They also show the moral stance of the teller. In general, listening to and telling stories are fundamental activities in everyday planning practice. A third well-known researcher, Sandercock (2003a, 2003b, 2010; Sandercock and Attili, 2010), has written about the various applications of storytelling. According to Sandercock (2003a: 12), ‘[p]lanning is performed through storytelling, in a myriad of ways. [...] in process, as a catalyst for change, as a foundation, in policy, in pedagogy, in explanation and critique as well as justification of the status quo, and as moral exem​plars’ (italics in original).6 Sandercock has pointed out that storytelling is often an impor​tant part of, if not central to, community participation processes and in those branches of planning practice that deal with conflict situations.7 In these processes, storytelling has to be facilitated, has to offer people the opportunity to tell and listen to each other. The act of storytelling is not just nice, it is necessary (cf. Ortony, 1975, on metaphors). Through telling and re-telling, actors shape their identities. Stories told might reflect some core of a community and at the same time limit or facilitate the ways in which com​munities can change (cf. Eckstein and Throgmorton, 2003).8
Storytelling key to planning 
Van Hulst 2012 (Merlijn, Tilburg School of Politics and Public Administration, The Netherlands “Storytelling, a model of and a model for planning” Planning Theory 11(3) 299–318)

If we compare the authors with each other and early publications with later ones, an interesting difference can be found between the ways in which storytelling can be approached in research. This can be seen in the way storytelling as an activity is framed, but also in the way storytelling has been researched. To see this, we need to look at the idea of models of action and models for action that the anthropologist Geertz (1993: 93) used to talk about culture.10 The system of symbols we call culture, Geertz said, can be seen as a model of how people behave but is also used by these people as a model to guide their future behaviour. For analytical purposes, the two positions on storytelling are interesting to distinguish: 1. Storytelling as a model of planning. Looking at planning processes, Throgmorton (1992, 1996: xv; cf. Sandercock, 2003a: 26) argued that planning practice is much like telling stories. Storytelling is fundamental to planning. Planning docu​ments and the plans themselves also tell stories. Weaker versions of this position would claim that actors in practice tell stories and that this activity is an important aspect of planning (Forester, 1993). 2. Storytelling as a model for planning. Sandercock (2003a; see also, Forester, 1999: Chapter 2; Throgmorton, 2003), for example, did not just claim that plan​ning is done through storytelling, but that storytelling should be used explicitly in order to improve planning practice. Ideas on what good storytelling is should be applied to planning. Here, storytelling is used as a ‘tool.’ Stories are used ‘in the service of change, as shapers of a new imagination of alternatives’ (Sandercock, 2003a: 9). Taking storytelling as a model of (or metaphor for) what planners do is of course central to what one would call a narrative approach. Throgmorton’s early work is the clearest example of this. What the researcher does is reconstruct stories from practice. Forester also empirically showed the work individual stories do. His views regarding stories are not as radical as Throgmorton’s, since he did not suggest planning to be in the first place about storytelling. Where Throgmorton saw storytelling as a model, Forester put an emphasis on storytelling as a way to learn from each other (see also Forester, 2006).11 Forester’s later work (e.g. 1999: chapters 3–8, 2009) built on his initial observations, stressing the importance of listening to stories in the field and from the field. This is where a more normative approach becomes visible. Forester tells us stories might remind audiences of what is important and allow all to see options they had not thought of before. Telling stories and listening to them might be a way to (slowly) reach mutual recognition or reconciliation of deep conflict, or a way to recover from trauma. Ritualized storytelling processes can offer hope where hope had seemed lost (Forester, 1999: 78, 136). Recently, Forester (2009) has shown how storytelling can make an important con​tribution to the way communities and groups in conflict with each other can ‘deal with differences.’ In a similar vein, Sandercock (2003a) advocates for storytelling explicitly as a way to be doing planning. Stories, she said, can be catalysts for change. Thinking through story​telling as a model for planning makes us aware of the ways in which planning could be more inclusive, more democratic, if citizens are offered space to tell their stories. It encourages us to imagine how we can go from a shared community (core) story or a set of rival community stories to a credible plan (2003a). In Sandercock’s recent work (Sandercock and Attili, 2010), she used film in order to simultaneously research and develop a community’s narrative. This shows how storytelling as a model for is not merely about reconstructing stories, but rather about co-constructing stories.12 Studies using model of and studies using model for are not to be seen as accounts from different worlds. This would mean underestimating the way capable practitioners reflect on their own work. Practitioners, tacitly or not, know much about planning as storytell​ing and use that knowledge in their work (see, for instance, Forester, 1999). Also, aca​demic ideas about storytelling have found their way back into practice (e.g. Hemel, 2010) and their influence makes a rigid separation between a model of and a model for problematic. Academic researchers working on storytelling actually aim at influencing planning practice, rather than ‘just’ describing or explaining it. Throgmorton (1992, 1996), for instance, illustrated that showing how storytelling is done can go hand-in-hand with offering a critique. Although he stayed a distance from the developments he studied, his arguments about storytelling went beyond the mere observation that planning is like storytelling. After showing why the actors in the case Throgmorton studied failed to persuade their audiences, he advised planners to become better storytellers. In order to persuade their audiences, he argued, planners have to take the points of view of their audiences into account. Texts that planners produce do not just mean what planners and those who hire them want them to mean. Because multiple readings are possible, plan​ners might want to create some congruence between the stories they tell about them​selves in public and the acts they perform (cf. Argyris and Schön, 1974). In addition, they should recognize that they are, at best, co-authors of their own stories, while being char​acters in someone else’s story (Throgmorton, 1996).

Story-telling key to understanding what planning is and the spatial implications of planning research 
Van Hulst 2012 (Merlijn, Tilburg School of Politics and Public Administration, The Netherlands “Storytelling, a model of and a model for planning” Planning Theory 11(3) 299–318)

The Alderman and the Board had introduced three new locations in an effort to get beyond the battle between the two options that had been fought over at various times in the past. The new possible building sites served as window-dressing that would focus attention on the process and on various alternative possibilities. However, that one of the new locations became a serious competitor was an unintended consequence. The popularity of alternative location number 3 came as a surprise to the Alderman and his colleagues. Moreover, the story that accompanied this development did not try to counter previous stories, but built another story on top of it. The new narrator drew attention to expectations about the future that had not become part of the planning yet. The reasonable expectation that the town is going to grow in a different direction asked that attention be given to something that had been left out of the picture. The storyteller pointed to this future event saying: ‘Look, this matters much to what we should be doing!’ And, stretching the setting in terms of time meant that a different story could be told, one that reframed the problem and led to a different solution as well. Some council members were, all of a sudden, able to ‘forget’ (Baum, 1999) about their past preferences. Finally, it should be noted that while the debate over the choice of location filled the headlines, the Cynical Story could be heard in public only occasionally, and did not reach the political agenda at all. This is understandable if we consider that the opportunity to publicly tell a story was unevenly accessible. This was the result of the traditional insti​tutional structure of the planning process. Communication with citizens was typically a one-way communication. The politicians were telling their stories and hardly solicited stories from the citizens. The idea that a centre would perhaps no longer be desirable was ignored. As often happens, whether most citizens agreed, felt powerless or a bit of both never became clear. But if one wants to create a heart for a city, a place that becomes more than a shopping centre, finding out whether a new centre is what many citizens still want seems crucial. That, in the end, the new story about a more distant future did not lead to a different location choice and that the Cynical Story was hardly heard can also be seen as the result of the activities that accompanied the storytelling. Let us now focus on this. Deciding where a centre of a town could be called a ‘big decision’ (Krieger, 1986). A centre shapes the identity of a town and thus deciding where a centre will be built has a big impact on the lives of many people living in a town. Such a decision can hardly be taken without a persuasive story that supports the choice. But, as the case illustrates, storytelling itself should not be seen as something isolated. Storytelling is important, but not everything that is important is reached through storytelling. Stories do part of the work. They mostly work at the level of sense or meaning-making. That is, they help actors to formulate what is important to them, what they value. They help put issues on the agenda, legitimize what is put on the agenda and reason towards a plausible, credible decision regarding those issues. At the same time, stories can be used to comment on or make use of what is on the agenda and the decision-making that develops. At this point, if a storyteller is working closely with other central actors such as investigators and decision-makers, various activities can be coupled and reinforce one another, and the story told can easily become dominant. This is what happened in the case under study. The story about the need to go back to basics came to dominate – not only or at least not necessarily because it was believed, but also because it was forcefully enacted in activities like investigat​ing, decision-making in the Board and council, and in backstage bargaining. The path towards the final big decision was paved with various little decisions which in themselves could be regarded as technical but helped to order the options according to their measurable suitability as a centre. For quite a while, investigations could be used to replace political debate and the storytelling that went with it. Facts stood in for emotions and imagination (referred to as ‘daydreaming’). The concept of determining the ‘DNA’ of the locations invoked the idea that the locations had some hidden but objectively measurable and inescapable essence that could be uncovered by specialists. It also down​played the particular historical meaning of the locations to the actors within the munici​pality. Even though the DNA analogy draws on the idea of a human body, it does not have the same feel as metaphors like the ‘heart of town’ or an ‘organic link’. The richness of the different locations was reduced to numbers that put them in a ranking order. One might also say that it was not just other activities but the whole institutional design of the process that prevented some stories from becoming dominant or even heard. This, then, seems to be the secret of the success of the planning process. All this does not mean that storytelling itself could have been replaced by other activities. Storytelling became especially important at the moment that the process reached the (formal) deci​sion-making stage. This was also the moment that emotions came back into play: the Alderman and the Board tried to come up with a master story that was supposed to unite everybody. It was also the moment that an alternative story could be envisioned, one that made much sense to a group of council members. But it was too late to turn the tide. In the end, treats and backstage bargaining led to enough support for the Alderman’s story to triumph.

Space Comes First 
Understanding geography and spatial dynamics is totally essential to policy making 
McGuirk 2011 (Pauline, prof geog @ U Newcastle, Australia “Policy research as critical praxis” Dialogues in Human Geography 1(2) 233–237

Through my commentary I want to endorse Woods and Gardner’s agenda but also push beyond their conclusion that policy research with the state and critical geography can be compatible and achieved without compromising critical integrity. Instead, and without dismissing the complexities and risks involved, I want to locate policy research as a potentially rich site for critical praxis whereby the access and alliances with policy-makers throughout the research process can be mobilized to actively propel the ethical and normative commitments of a critical geography. This involves an orientation to policy research as a particular context for situated knowledge production and recognition of the performative and constitutive effects of knowledge. From this critical poststructural orientation, situated knowledge production is part of a strategy to develop transformative practices (see Gibson-Graham, 2006; Le Heron, 2006, 2007). Policy research thus becomes a context in which to consider what knowledge might be productive in propelling the ethical or normative commitments of a critical agenda: what might open up different understandings of policy ‘problems’, reframe and reconstitute policy questions, suggest different technologies of governance, and enable different enactments of policy in line with these commitments. This orientation explicitly politicizes the knowledge production process in policy research and places it on ethical and normative ground. To tease this out, I reflect on three interrelated aspects of the policy research landscapeWoods andGardner recount: (1) negotiating the politics of policy research; (2) the iterative and hybrid nature of policy research; (3) the internally differentiated nature of states. In each case I want to extend on Woods and Gardner’s position and suggest orientations that might assist in actively marshalling policy research as an occasion for critical praxis. Negotiating the politics of policy research Woods and Gardner’s analysis and reflection on their experiences present a vivid picture of how the politics of policy research pitches us into the ‘murky waters’ of pragmatic negotiation around compromises, trade-offs and politically expedient reframings of our research findings. As a primary strategy for navigating these politics while warding off critical compromise, Woods and Gardner recommend critical reflexivity. The main referent for this reflexivity presented in the article is, understandably, a pragmatic one: defending professional integrity, demonstrating expert proficiency, never misrepresenting research findings, never introducing political bias. These are sound principles of engagement to be sure and the authoritative status of professional, expert knowledge can no doubt be a referent for reflexivity and a resource to draw upon in deflecting politically motivated requests from the research commissioners. But to do more than avoid compromise and, instead, to cultivate policy research as a tentative opening for infusing policy with critical ethical and normative bearings means engaging explicitly with the politics and ethics of knowledge production, returning to the idea of knowledge as performative and reflecting on the performative effect of tradeoffs, compromises and reframings. For instance, what might certain trade-offs or compromises mean for how an issue can be represented and understood, how might this understanding shift the policy practices likely to be considered, how might this close off other action possibilities, and how do these gel with critical ethical and normative aspirations? Approaching policy research as a context for situated knowledge production provides a compelling framework for integrating ethical and normative integrity, alongside professional integrity (proficiency, rigour, technical and analytical skill, adherence to formal institutional ethics protocols, etc.) as a basis on which we can make distinctions between the trade-offs, compromises and reframings that can be contemplated and those that can not. Of course, this is no simple undertaking and how it practically translates is, unavoidably, contingent on the particular contexts in which judgments and decisions are made (see Olson and Sayer, 2009). But the point, expressed in terms of lessons for policy research, is that our reflexivity needs to be referenced to a definition of professional integrity that explicitly includes critical ethical and normative integrity.
Excluding geography makes it impossible to understand anything – we must include geography or our conceptions of the world will be epistemologically impoverished 

Murphy 2006 (Alexander B, prof geography @ Oregon, “Enhancing Geography's Role in Public Debate” Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 96:1, 1-13

In the face of examples such as this, it is not difficult to argue that geographers have much to contribute to public debate. Yet as soon as such a claim is made, it is important to consider what, exactly, that contribution might be. The risk in pursuing this line of inquiry is that it can easily invite the kind of ‘‘Championship of the Disciplines’’ approach that Bernie Bauer warned us against a decade ago. As Bauer (1996, 382–83) noted, when we start waving the geography flag, ‘‘supporting arguments and expositions are often based on extremist, opinionated, historically superficial, and logically nondefensible assertions strengthened by hegemonic posturing.’’ In my view the best way to avoid that trap is to eschew the largely unproductive task of trying to define and defend disciplinary boundaries, and instead focus on key attributes that accompany carefully considered geographical inquiry. Even the latter can invite endless debate, but few would contest the idea that central to geographical inquiry is an effort to understand something of the changing spatial organization and material character of the Earth’s surface (whether human, physical, or both; and whether actual or perceptual), as well as to understand how human and physical processes, acting separately or together, create a variable topography of places, landscapes, and environments. Professional geographers have no lock on such concerns, and sometimes their investigations are the richest when they are developed in association with ideas and perspectives from other disciplines (Johnston forthcoming). Yet there is much to suggest that when these features of geographical inquiry are absent, unacknowledged, or deployed without careful consideration, understanding can suffer.2 Let me offer just two examples to make the point. Ever since the fall of the Iron Curtain and the disintegration of the Soviet Union, considerable attention has been devoted to the changing character of the global geopolitical order (or disorder). A variety of emerging scenarios have been proposed, including ones that cast the ‘‘Islamic World’’ as a distinct, pivotal geopolitical node. Such scenarios have had considerable influence in foreign policy circles; they figured prominently, for example, in the 2003 decision of the U.S. government to invade Iraq and topple the regime of Saddam Hussein— an action that was justified in part by the desirability of implanting a democratic regime at the heart of the Islamic world (assuming such would happen, of course).3 Formulations of this sort rely on a set of geographical ideas and assumptions that have received remarkably little public scrutiny. Where does the concept of an Islamic world come from and how does its meaning differ from place to place? What are the implications of different conceptions of the Islamic world for geopolitical understandings? What geographical divisions within the Islamic world complicate or undermine its status as a distinct geopolitical node? What are the implications of Iraq’s internal cultural-geographic make-up and its regional situation for its ability to function as a model democracy for the Islamic world? What actions by external powers, including the United States, are most likely to foster a sense of identification with the Islamic world concept in the Middle East and Southwest Asia? Whatever position one takes on specific policy decisions, these are surely vital questions to address. They have attracted considerable attention from geographers (see, e.g., the forums in the Arab World Geographer, vol. 4 [2], 2001, and vol. 6 [1], 2003), yet most of them have been barely visible amidst the clamor of competing views that have dominated the airwaves and the print media in the wake of the terrorist attacks on Washington, D.C., and New York City on September 11, 2001. To turn to a different example, recall recent commentaries on the issue of anthropogenically induced climate change. They range from clarion calls for action in response to the well-documented rise in greenhouse gases in the atmosphere to cautionary invocations offered by skeptics who argue that uncertainty about the impacts of rising CO2 levels militates against prioritizing greenhouse gas reduction over more immediate economic needs. In sorting out these claims, we are clearly ill served if fundamental geographical insights are not part of the mix. Can we have an intelligent discussion about climate change if we fail to recognize that global warming is consistent with cooling in certain places or that climate change itself is a norm in Earth’s history, even if humans are introducing new catalysts for change into the system? And what about the insights that come from serious geographic inquiry into Earth’s environmental history? To note but one example: the effort to reconstruct changing vegetation patterns during the Quaternary is helping scientists refine global climate models and dissect the complex relationships between the earth’s surface and the atmosphere (see, e.g., Whitlock and Bartlein 1997). The inclusion of physical geographers in interdisciplinary scientific initiatives focused on climate change has led to an appreciation of geographic contributions in some circles (Skole 2004), but there is much work to be done if those contributions are to play a more central role in the larger climate change debate. My goal here is not simply to act as a cheerleader for geography; instead it is to argue that our understanding of issues and problems will be impoverished if geographical perspectives are not part of the mix. In making this point I have deliberately used some large-scale, wellknown examples, but the point is easily translatable to smaller-scale, more localized cases. From decisions about dam removals to the preservation of parkland to the redrawing of congressional districts, we are surrounded by issues with clear geographical content. In certain circumstances geographers have contributed substantially to their consideration, and indeed there are signs that things are moving in the right direction. I have been encouraged recently by the breadth and ambition of books such as John Agnew’s (2005) Hegemony: The New Shape of Global Power; Derek Gregory’s (2004) The Colonial Present: Afghanistan, Palestine, Iraq; Jim Wescoat and Gilbert White’s (2003) Water for Life; Neil Smith’s (2003) American Empire; Mark Monmonier’s (2001) Bushmanders and Bullwinkles: How Politicians Manipulate Electronic Maps and Census Data to Win Elections; Peter Hall’s (1998) Cities in Civilization; Cindi Katz’s (2004) Growing up Global: Economic Restructuring and Children’s Everyday Lives; and Ron Johnston, Peter Taylor, and Michael Watts’s (2002) Geographies of Global Change. I have been heartened by the reach and visibility of projects such as the Atlas of Oregon (Loy et al. 2001), An Atlas of Poverty in America (Glasmeier 2005), and The Penguin Atlas of Women in the World (Seager 2003). I have been struck by the growing participation of geographers in governmental, quasi-governmental, and nongovernmental research and policy initiatives—especially a number of recent, influential National Research Council studies (Turner 2005). I have been encouraged by the impact some geographers are having on policies at local and regional scales, notably in Britain (see, generally, Thrift 2002). Yet geography clearly has a long way to go (see Martin 2001; Massey 2001). To cite but one example, despite a history of notable contributions by geographers to congressional redistricting debates (see, generally, Morrill 1981), to my knowledge there were few calls for involvement by geographers in the redistricting controversies that developed in the lead-up to the 2004 elections in the United States. (Given the intensely political nature of the redistricting process, one might expect disinterest in outside involvement from those seeking to advance particular interests, but even those seeking to oppose particular plans did not look to geographers as a resource.) If we accept this situation passively, we accept that the decisions being made are as good as they can be and we risk further marginalization of geographical perspectives and ideas.

Geography shapes policy 

Aras and Fiden 2k9 (Bulent and Hakan, “Turkey and Eurasia: Frontiers of a new geographic imagination” New Perspectives on Turkey, no. 40 (2009): 195-217.)

The literature on critical geopolitics questions the relationship between space and place, as well as the cultural and political dimensions that enter into close interaction with them.1 It especially focuses on how the geographic imagination shapes the cognitive maps of political elites and thus paves the way for naming regions (i.e., Middle East), constructing mental zones (i.e., East and West), and the making of a culture of geopolitics. Geographic imagination is based on (and leads to) a number of attributions and categorizations, shaping the rhetoric and practices of policymakers. For example, there is a certain kind of understanding and perception about a region if it is located in the West. This conceptualization is socially constructed through historical experiences and interactions. The language and rhetoric used to describe such a region — from policy formulation to the perception of its traffic order — are influenced by the long-standing image and interpretation of the West. These attributions, categorizations, and perceptions lead to the emergence of a culture of geopolitics, which influences the making of regional foreign policy. The creation of new geopolitical images of threat plays an important role in the determination of foreign policy preferences. Geographic imagination may also re-define potential enemies as potential allies and a previous zone of conflict as a potential area of influence. Such changes reflect a distinct form of relationship between power and geography.2 Traditionally, geopolitics has been considered a concrete science dealing with natural, objective and static realities vis-à-vis the vague boundaries of foreign policy analysis. The premise of critical geopolitics has challenged this traditional view with the idea that geographical space is a product of social construction. This new approach “is concerned as much with maps of meaning as it is with maps of states. The boundarydrawing practices […] are conceptual and cartographic, imaginary and actual, social and aesthetic.”3 Imaginative creativity plays an important role in constructing and interpreting geography. In this process, concepts (such as identity, perception, and bias) are as important as material factors (such as proximity, territory, and spatial borders). In this article, we argue that geographic imagination provides a framework of assumptions and representations for policy-makers. These assumptions and representations are the practical implications of interactions between knowledge, power, and spatiality in shaping the relationship between politics and geography. We analyze the role of geographic imagination as determinant of political language and rheto ric, which finds its expression in foreign policy behavior. In this sense, the geographic imagination integrates both agent- and structure-level factors into regional foreign policy analysis. We argue that the role of geographic imagination in determining regional policy provides a useful tool for understanding Turkish foreign policy towards Eurasia. We hold the idea that Turkey adopted a new course in foreign policy due to political transformations at home, which resulted in a reconstruction of the previous geographic imagination in policy-making circles. The flexibility and adaptability of the new geographic imagination seems greater considering the dynamic harmonization process with the EU foreign policy line. Turkey’s adoption of a “zero-problem” policy towards its neighbors, in connection with this new understanding of geography, has resolved previously contentious issues to a considerable degree. The Turkish policymakers’ new geographic imagination of bordering regions cast aside the former “bad neighborhood” atmosphere and made Turkey a more active regional participant and partner. Turkey’s zero-problem policy, as an imitation of the EU’s neighborhood policy, has allowed Turkey to reach beyond its immediate borders.
Need to popularize geography 

Murphy 2006 (Alexander B, prof geography @ Oregon, “Enhancing Geography's Role in Public Debate” Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 96:1, 1-13

The tone of this piece is uncharacteristic for me, as I generally believe the best way to promote geographical ideas and approaches is simply to do good work and highlight its significance. My remarks are also made against the backdrop of a generally optimistic stance about the state of contemporary geography. The combination of the discipline’s increased intellectual influence, its strengthening institutional position, and its growing student numbers bode well (Rediscovering Geography Committee 1997; Murphy 1998; Thrift 2002; Bednarz and Bednarz 2004). Nonetheless, I believe that critical challenges lie ahead that cannot be met unless efforts are made to raise geography’s profile in public debate. My interest in highlighting this topic is not born out of a desire simply to champion an academic community with a particular label. Instead, I am motivated by a concern that critical ideas and insights receive far too little attention in the public arena, and that broadening geographers’ extradisciplinary engagement can help remedy that situation. We already have examples of the positive ramifications of broad engagement, and they come from both the spatial science and the social theory sides of the discipline. Geographers such as Michael Goodchild and David Mark played a fundamental role in shaping the development of GIScience and demonstrating its significance to those pursuing a variety of scholarly and practical pursuits. The ability of geographers such as Alan Pred, Derek Gregory, and David Harvey to enter, and at times lead, the social theory fray has helped to foster a spatial turn in the theorization of social processes that transcends the discipline of geography. Such developments have greatly enhanced geography’s standing in academic circles. Nonetheless, debates outside the academy about where society has come from and where it is going are not notably informed by what geography has to offer— and it seems more than coincidental that this is occurring at a time of growing perceptual and political divisions between different parts of the globe and within our own society. Let us then take up the cause of enhancing geography’s role in public debate not just for our own ends, but for society’s ends. Rather than running away from popular conceptions of our discipline, let us seize on the idea that geography can help us understand the complex world in which we live and commit ourselves to furthering that understanding. Let the educators among us champion the need for students to know something about the places where they live and other places around the world. Let the academic researchers among us target just one article every few years to a wider audience or write just one book during a career that grapples with a major issue in a big-picture, widely accessible manner. Let the practitioners among us look for ways to convey the larger insights that come from their work to policymakers and the public. Making a commitment to reach beyond our ranks would be a fitting way to launch the AAG’s second century—not only because it holds the promise of strengthening geography, but because it signals our dedication to making a better world.

Discourse First 
Discourse comes first in the context of urban planning 

Gunder 2010 (Michael, “Fake it Until you make it and then…” Planning Theory 10(3) 201–212

We act as planners in and through language. More widely, language defines and articu​lates, however imperfectly, all of our personal identifications and understandings that we share with others, and in so doing this constitutes culture and society. However, we largely take language and the resultant social reality it produces for granted. It just is. But this essay will argue that language should not just be taken as a given, for just as lan​guage can provide enlightened understanding, so it can also induce misconception and illusion. Further, this latter misrecognition may occur at a level profoundly beyond that addressed by Habermas (1987, 1993) in his theories of communicative rationality, action and discourse ethics, which underlies much of the theorisation constituting communica​tive planning (Hillier, 2003). Yet, regardless of its imperfections, language is profoundly decisive for our human existence as it allows us to be more than mere biological animals. It constitutes us as human subjects1. It writes both our conscious and unconscious being and permits us to participate in a shared social reality, for ‘[t]here is no society without language and no language without society’ (Lacan, 2006; MacCannell, 2009: 823). As Žižek (2008a [1999]) would summarise: ‘language is a machine in the ghost of the Cartesian subject, a principle of automatism at the dead centre of our fantasies of auton​omy’ (Harpham, 2003: 470). But language, in itself, cannot fully constitute identity for the subject or comprehen​sively describe reality. There is always more than what we can put into mere words, what we call the symbolic. Some dimensions of reality we cannot even imagine, yet alone articulate. Just as we tend to take language for granted, we also tend to overlook the fact that language is never fully comprehensive or complete. For example, try to comprehensively put into words all of your feelings towards your partner, parents, or boss; or try to fully describe exactly what they look like. There are Things, which, at best, we can have only an awareness of, in other words, there are Things that are outside of our imagination and incapable of being put into lan​guage. Yet they have an affect2 upon us, which we partially experience through the symp​toms they create. These include our feelings of pleasure, belonging, anxiety, fear and the like, produced by what Lacan calls a surplus or lack of jouissance3 (enjoyment), as well as the ideas and beliefs we construct in language to help deal with them (Verhaeghe and Declercq, 2002). Lacan (1998: 280) called this un-articulatable registry the Real4. A dimension of the Real resides in each of us. We want to be rational human beings that understand ourselves. But we are neither necessarily rational, nor do we understand ourselves, for we are split subjects, split between conscious knowing and unconscious being (Žižek, 2008a: vii–xxi). Lacan (2006) contests that in contrast to the ideal of a modern conscious subject rationally knowing how to act, perhaps as a planner, the every​day human actuality is that of a subject who seldom, if ever, consciously knows, yet somehow acts anyway (Fink, 2004: 102–103; Lacan, 2006: 430). While traditional social science defines the normal subject as an autonomous indi​vidual, theoretically observable and rationally understandable in all its actions, psycho​analysis purports ‘that human beings are inhabited and controlled by thoughts of which they are unaware’ (Nobus, 2002: 92). The ‘Lacanian unconscious emblematises an inac​cessible, yet compelling archive of knowledge’; this is ‘a discourse that continues to express itself in the absence of a conscious speaker’ (Nobus, 2002: 96). This is, at best, observed as a symptom subjects express in their repetitive seeking of renewed jouissance (enjoyment), as they desire and act in the world (Lacan, 2007: 45–6). Further, these are subjects who construct fantasies to obscure what is inconsistent, or missing, between their symbolic conscious cogito5 and the affect and impulses expressed by their unconscious, as they engage with other similarly split subjects through language, which is always incomplete and open to misinterpretation (Lacan, 2007). Between the subjects’ engagement with the Other and the misrecognition that this engagement pro​duces, a shared social reality is created. This is a social reality predicated on misunder​standing, misrecognition, illusion and fantasy occurring within and through language; as much, if not more so, than that predicated on indisputable fact and universally perceiv​able material substance. This is a social reality largely constituted, of and by, what is called ideology and, further, planning has an important role to play in its construction and maintenance as it helps to shape our aspirations towards our desired future human settle​ments of well-being (Gunder and Hillier, 2009).
Framing DA
You should defer to our argument – it is the only way to understand framing and understanding 
Van Dijk 2k11 (Terry asst prof spatial and envionrmnetal planning @ U Gronnigen “Imagining future places: How designs co-constitute what is, and thus influence what will be” Planning Theory 10(2) 124–143)
Meanings attributed to the region by residents who live there are dynamic rather than givens. Present theories of framing and discourse argue that people’s views of reality are socially constructed in a constant process of ordering and the revision of order; without a certain reference to order, people cannot deal with the information they encounter. However continuous that ordering process may be, meanings do solidify into discourses or frames that have more general validity in a community. Nonetheless, the closure of discourses and frames is always temporary. This helps people to structure the world they live in but when new information is encountered the discourse or frame may be revised or replaced. In other words, meaning is never fixed. Discourses and frames are ordering devices (Hajer and Laws, 2006) or sense-making devices (Weick, 1995) that help guide our observations of reality and, as a consequence, guide our actions. Although they are similar, they differ nonetheless. Van den Brink (2009: 43) points out that discourses are practices that are shared, contextual and rela​tional, whereas frames are generally understood as being more individual, intentional and strategic. Frames are perceptual filters, guides for doing and acting, which are influenced by the sharing of regional designs, because designing is sense-making (Forester, 1989). The notion that planning works by changing frames is under-utilised. In planning studies concerned with the implementation of government decisions, the actual impact on people of the decisions and plans is generally related to the use of carrots (the rewards offered to those who do comply, such as subsidies) and sticks (the means to punish behaviour that does not comply with the plan such as fees and legal force). These two modes prevail in all kinds of theories of intervention. Carrots and sticks are typically only administered after decisions have become final. For planning processes, however, the dichotomous carrot and stick approach to intervention has a very important third mode: persuasion (Bemelmans et al., 2003, refer to this as ‘sermons’). Persuasion starts well before formal decisions are made and will already be effective in the process of interactive deliberation on plans; a phase that instrumental planners may regard as merely rational and preparatory but that is neither neutral nor innocent. Persuasion occurs when people are inclined to adopt and comply with the appealing narratives related by a design, even when the design is not complemented by the conven​tional incentives related to traditional power resources. Rhetoric (in its positive sense) and persuasion enter people’s personal emotional decision-making frameworks, present​ing imaginary future situations, such that their expectations for future change or the optional choices for the future are complemented. Thus, regional planning is a subtle process of adjusting existing frames through per​suasive storytelling, and it works not by analytically reducing the chaotic complexity of urban life, but by ‘calling it to mind in all its wondrous, frightening, routine, unexpected, comic and tragic manifestations’ (Healey, 2007: 288). Plans do not represent logical information about future relationships – a perspective for which Hoch (2007) criticizes Hopkins (2001) – but combine logic and rhetoric into credible stories that shape our intentions (Hoch, 2007). Nevertheless, persuasion cannot provide a targeted reliable tool to implement any policy because its effect is hard to predict, as it is based on processes of interpretation (interpretation of interpretations) by the multiplicity of personal or group considerations already present in the region.
The way that we frame the world intricately affects how the world is. Understanding and interrogating the frame is essential to the system as a whole, abstract policy analysis without regard to the frame dissolves into nothingness 
Rousseau prof modern history @ Oxford 2k3 (George Sebastian Framing and Imagining Disease in Cultural History Page 1-3) 

Frames hold many things but familiarly visual imagines. By doing so, the frame shapes the picture inside and gives it another form, or at least – once we begin to think about pictures in relations to frames – changes the meaning of its interior. Framing assumes pictures and – if extended by analogy to areas other than the visual – assumes that those subjects or objects can be understood in pictorial terms through a type of translation. Frames also serve to exhibit and display pictures, and – if the analogy is extended yet again – framing encourages viewers of pictures to ponder what it is that is occurring to the picture at its top and bottom and on its sides; At the rim where the picture meets the frame and inside the core at the perceived dead centre of the picture. The frame thus opens up all sorts of possibilities, even for absent, imaginary frames, for even bare pictures have borders whether or not we can actually see the frame. This point of juncture of the parts occurs on the margins. In our time margins – literal and imagined – have taken on a theoretical life of their own, as in the expressions we have generated about life on the margins and discourse on the borders of this or that perimeter. Frames thus exist to delimit and confine and contextualize: especially to define the object in terms of diverse types of relevant constituent elements. The frame permits understanding, for example, of how the object is situated and evaluated. As Jacques Derrida claimed in ‘The Parergon,’ a famous theoretical essay about borders and margins, ‘no theory or practice can be effective if it does not rest on the frame’. The passage is worth citing at length: No ‘theory’, no practice, no ‘theoretical practice’ can be effective here if it does not rest on the frame, the invisible limit of (between) the interiority of meaning (protected by the entire hermeneutic, semiotic, phenomenological, and formalist tradition) and (of) all the extrinsic empirical which, blind and illiterate, dodge the question…every analytic of aesthetic judgment presupposes that we can rigorously distinguish between the intrinsic and extrinsic. This ‘resting’ permits us to distinguish between the intrinsic and extrinsic of an object, in the case to hand – illness – the inside and outside of disease. And it further suggests that everything excluded in the process of moving from inside to outside contains the conditions of the possibilities for constructing contests for disease and sickness. Hence frames contain pictures or images to the extent that they define perimeters and prevent pictures, or subjects, from expanding. Pictures without physical frames open up in new ways unknown to those inside frames. Thus frames exist in relation to pictures as boxes serve to confine their contents. Linguists, cognitive psychologists, anthropologists, psychoanalysts and a wide range of other types of other practitioners have resorted to the frame as their essential unit of measure, and it is by now common coinage to refer idiomatically to ‘the way something is framed’ as a shorthand for the kind of context that has been constructed around the object of attention. For example, linguist Deborah Tannen has divided frames into two essential categories: the first a ‘frame of interpretation,’ the other, a ‘schema,’ amounting to the basic unit of knowledge structures themselves. Tannen explains the different and what is at stake in the two categories: The interactive notion of frame refers to a definition of what is going on in interaction, without which no utterance (or movement or gesture) could be interpreted. To use Bateson’s classic example, a monkey needs to know whether a bite from another monkey is intended within the frame of play or the frame of fighting. People are continually confronted with the same interpretive task. In order to comprehend any utterance, a listener (and a speaker) must know within which frame it is intended: for example, is it joking? Is it fighting? Something intended as a joke but interpreted as an insult (it could of course be bother) can trigger a fight. Hence frames are also contexts without which meaning can never be derived. So long as interpretations continue to be made frame interaction will occur: the juncture of meanings happening at the point where the competing interpretations exist or eventually will be contested. But frames are not secure objects. No matter how seemingly durable their material contents – whatever is inside the frame – they are tested at the point where image (the picture) meets the frame’s border. All this suggests violence done to framing, as if the meeting points exert tension and friction on each other. It makes sense therefore to consider the security of any frame, even if some frames are clearly firmer than others. Each case is different: no way exists to generalize one instance to another.
Role of the Ballot 
The process of Urban Planning and development has evolved in a framework of defense, security, and racism, corrupting it and leading to the control and management of the domestic population in the name of their own welfare. 

The role of the judge is to reject this methodology of securitizing development
Light, 02 -Associate Professor of Communication Studies, History, and Sociology and a Faculty Associate at the Institute for Policy Research at Northwestern University. She is the author of From Warfare to Welfare: Defense Intellectuals and Urban Problems in Cold War America (2003) andThe Nature of Cities: Ecological Visions and the American Urban Professions (2009) (Jennifer, “Urban Security from Warfare to Welfare”, International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, Volume 26.3 September 2002 607–13, http://graduateinstitute.ch/webdav/site/developpement/shared/developpement/mdev/soutienauxcours0809/milbert_villes/Light%20Jennifer_02.pdf) RW

In the weeks and months following terrorist attacks targeting landmarks in American urban centers, insuring city populations’ continued security has taken a central position on the national political agenda. President George W. Bush established an Office of Homeland Security by executive order (Bush, 2001). City leaders rushed to put in place defensive measures to stem the potential flight of businesses and residents from urban centers (Milbourn, 2002; Wakeman, 2002; The New York Times, 29 January 2002). Defense contractors such as Lockheed sought new markets in domestic security provision (Dao, 2002). The National Science Foundation and National Institutes of Health issued special requests for proposals targeting research related to domestic security. Experts from universities and think tanks such as RAND were conscripted to national service on government panels and media channels (Hoffman, 2001; Pianin, 2001). Once again — if ever it was dormant — the giant engine President Dwight D. Eisenhower termed the ‘military-industrial complex’ began to mobilize for a ‘War on Terrorism’. Maintaining urban security lies at the heart of its domestic program. Eisenhower first used this phrase in his 1961 farewell address, not to praise his nation’s fast response to crisis, but to warn of the temptations and the dark side of continued preparations for war (Eisenhower, 1961). As a historian watching the events of the past year unfold, I have turned to the text of Eisenhower’s speech, and to other documents from the nation’s urban past, for insights about the current American situation. This article shares some of my findings. I recount the events of an earlier period when a variety of historical actors also concerned themselves with the nation’s urban security. Focusing on how these parties’ anxieties about internal threats were inseparable from their economic and political interests, I raise questions that must be asked of current and future domestic mobilization efforts in the ‘War on Terrorism’. Aerospace engineer seeks employment: local government job preferred Viewed over the total span of its several decades, the Cold War clearly helped to nurture the expansion of an American military-industrial complex. Federal spending on defense and aerospace comprised a majority of the nation’s budget for many years. In his farewell address, for example, Eisenhower (1961) observed that annual expenditures on military security outpaced the net income of all United States corporations. Yet amidst this long-term growth there were a few short-term dips in defense and aerospace spending. One arrived not long after Eisenhower left office, early in the 1960s. It was due in part to reductions in fear of the Soviet threat (President John F. Kennedy ß Joint Editors and Blackwell Publishers Ltd 2002. Published by Blackwell Publishers, 108 Cowley Road, Oxford OX4 1JF, UK and 350 Main Street, Malden, MA 02148, USA. * The author wishes to thank Harry Finger and Henry Rowen for sharing their recollections. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research Volume 26.3 September 2002 607–13signed a limited test ban treaty), and in part to the Apollo Program’s projected conclusion. The Vietnam conflict would soon escalate, and the nation was committed to landing a man on the moon by 1970, yet leaders of defense and aerospace companies became concerned about their industries’ longevity. The pages of trade weeklies such as Aviation Week and Space Technology are filled with industry leaders’ confessed anxieties. In this uncertain economic climate, executives and engineers from defense research institutions such as RAND (an Air Force think tank) and aerospace companies such as Lockheed (a major defense supplier) decided that the survivability of their organizations depended upon finding ways to transfer their innovations beyond military markets. City planning and management quickly emerged as targets of opportunity. Already in the late 1950s, researchers from institutions including TRW (a systems engineering firm and major defense supplier) and RAND had begun to publish in the Journal of the American Institute of Planners and Public Administration Review, suggesting how techniques and technologies from military operations research such as systems analysis and computer simulations might offer a new direction in city administration (Branch, 1957; Lowry, 1965). Their proposal, framed as a more scientific approach to managing cities, seemed to promise a remedy to the American urban professions’ most public failure of recent years — urban renewal. Change came quickly. From the early 1960s, experts from defense and aerospace found themselves recruited as advisers to management in American city governments. The partnership seemed made in heaven — better planning and management for cities, and more contracts for the defense and aerospace community. Beginning in 1962, for example, the Department of City Planning in Pittsburgh sought counsel from researchers at the CONSAD Research Corporation, a think tank comprised of former RAND, Lockheed, Hughes and Douglas Aircraft employees, to create mathematical models and computer simulations for its Community Renewal Program (Pittsburgh Department of City Planning, 1962; Steger, 1965). In California, Democratic Governor Edmund ‘Pat’ Brown took a leading role to seek opportunities in the new economic climate for the state’s large defense and aerospace community. A meeting in 1962 called by Oakland City Manager Wayne Thompson and a larger follow-up conference the next year in Oakland on ‘Space, Science and Urban Life’ (jointly sponsored by the Ford Foundation and NASA) got the conversation started, bringing together think tank researchers, aerospace executives and university faculty, with mayors and city managers (NASA, 1963). In 1964, state funding enabled the city of Los Angeles to sign contracts with four in-state aerospace companies. North American Aviation studied transportation, AerojetGeneral explored waste disposal and pollution, Space-General examined crime prevention, and Lockheed considered centralized information systems across municipal departments. These $100,000 contract projects (small for aerospace, large for cities), known as the ‘California experiments’, set the stage for similar experiments to follow in urban centers across the nation (Hoos, 1972; United States National Commission on Technology, Automation, and Economic Progress, 1966). By 1964, then, vigorous efforts were already underway to export resources from defense and aerospace to provide an antidote to the perceived failures of urban renewal. These plans for market expansion by organizations with a military history then unexpectedly received a booster shot in the form of national political events: the escalation of ‘urban crisis’. The urban crisis as a national security crisis The dark ghettos now represent a nuclear stockpile which can annihilate the very foundations of America (Kenneth Clark, 1965: 10). No official wars were fought in the continental United States during the twentieth century. But urban rioting in the 1960s came perilously close. As a tradition of nonviolent ß Joint Editors and Blackwell Publishers Ltd 2002 608 Debate protest in the early 1960s gave way to more militant protest from community groups and other organizations in the latter part of the decade, civil disorders became commonplace, in civil rights demonstrations, urban riots and conflicts over Vietnam. The ‘long, hot summers’ from 1965 to 1968 saw more than three hundred upheavals, resulting in two hundred deaths and the destruction of several thousand businesses. Especially prominent were major upsets in the Harlem and Bedford-Stuyvesant sections of New York City (1964), in the Watts section of Los Angeles (1965), and race riots across the nation following the assassination of Martin Luther King, Jr. (1968). Threats of bombing and other acts of sabotage escalated in many cities, presenting national leaders, urban leaders and law enforcement across the nation with situations that seemed increasingly beyond their control (Novick, 1970). In the most extreme cases, quelling urban riots became a domestic job for military troops (Yarmolinsky, 1971). Yet members of the armed forces and the National Guard keeping order in American city streets during these disturbances merely provided a short-term link between the defense and aerospace communities and city governments during the Cold War. Alongside these public displays were less visible examples of how military strategy and national security expertise were called upon in a longer-term effort to bring order to America’s increasingly racially divided urban cores. As former Newsweek correspondent Samuel Yette discussed in The choice (1971), following urban riots the House UnAmerican Activities Committee pressured President Lyndon Johnson to declare martial law in the nation’s cities. Instead of calling for a full-scale domestic deployment of military troops, Johnson recruited an army of ‘defense intellectuals’ — military strategists, systems analysts and social scientists from top universities, think tanks and aerospace companies. Defense intellectuals from institutions such as RAND and Lockheed, already seeking urban markets, found further opportunities for work in the violence that had engulfed American cities. By framing the urban crisis as a national security crisis, their task became ‘civil defense’ of a new variety: maintaining domestic urban security by continuing to apply defense and aerospace innovations and ideas to city planning and management. 1 From the Kerner Commission (1968) to a RAND Workshop on Urban Problems sponsored by the Ford Foundation to meetings on urban technology organized by the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, cities, government, think tanks and foundations followed President Johnson’s lead, creating numerous fora for defense intellectuals to analyze the causes of urban violence and disorder and to prevent them in the future. A shared vision of the escalating ‘urban crisis’ as a national security crisis transformed urban problems into strategic challenges to be met through techniques and technologies of command, control, communication, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance. 2 By the late 1960s, domestic social welfare goals frequently were characterized in military terms. Attorney General Robert Kennedy spoke of how ‘something on the order of the Marshall Plan is needed’ for ghetto problems (cited in Haar, 1975: 79). Milwaukee Mayor Henry Maier called for the ‘domestic equivalent of the military Joint Chiefs of Staff’ in order to ‘win our war against ghetto conditions’ (1970: 57). With race relations increasingly defined as an issue of national security, economic development and social welfare for black African-Americans became a civil defense priority. The Johnson Administration’s ‘War on Poverty’ and the ‘War on Crime’ expressed this tone in urban and social welfare policy. So too did its staffing of economic development programs. For example, Adam Yarmolinsky moved from his position as 1 The concern was not limited to violence but also to the lure of communism among certain radical groups (see Williams, 1997). 2 While my emphasis here is not on specific technologies, the urban uses of innovations including cybernetics, computer simulations, cable television and aerial reconnaissance, are the focus of my forthcoming book (Light, 2003). ß Joint Editors and Blackwell Publishers Ltd 2002 Debates and Developments 609Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense to become Deputy Director of the President’s Task Force on Poverty. William Gorham went from work as Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense to become Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation at the Department of Health, Education and Welfare. In this context, Great Society initiatives, widely remembered as multifaceted responses to poverty, educational inequalities and hunger, are revealed to have other important motivations. For the defense intellectuals these measures were part of a larger effort to diversify their markets, profit from the growth of federal domestic spending, and keep their institutions in continued operation. Mobilizing for urban defense Perhaps it is because the dangers to our national well being from spreading urban blight are not as clear cut as those from atom bombs and the advantages of pleasant living do not seem as exciting as the somewhat blurred images of a new world of science . . . Perhaps if the problems and the opportunities in courageous city planning were stated as convincingly we could look forward also to billion dollar Institutes of Research in Urbanism, to well financed Urban Development Authorities, even to Operations Crossroads devoted to the task of finding out what kinds of cities will stand up best under the conditions and the hopes of modern life (Augur, 1946: 15–16). 3 In 1946, city planner Tracy Augur had compared the urgency of civil defense with that of urban planning and concluded, pessimistically, that ‘Institutes for Research in Urbanism’ would likely never be built on a scale like those of defense research institutions. Just two decades later, the context had changed. Defense interests and urban policies became aligned. Think tanks such as RAND, SDC and MITRE, formerly exclusively committed to military contract research, created new ‘urban systems’ and ‘civil systems’ divisions to ply their trade as consultants to cities across the nation. Military leaders such as General Bernard Schriever, former chief of the Air Force Systems Command and a developer of numerous missiles, created USA, Inc. — Urban Systems Associates Inc., an organization dedicated to attacking urban problems, with affiliates including Lockheed, Northrup, Control Data, Emerson Electric and Raytheon (see Dickson, 1972: 215). Experts in ‘space age’ management such as Harold Finger, former Director of the Space Nuclear Propulsion Office jointly administered by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) and the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC), and then later Associate Administrator for Organization and Management at NASA (the space agency’s fourth highest official), found themselves called to a different kind of service in national and local government. In 1969, Finger became Assistant Secretary for Research and Technology at the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), applying management expertise gained at NASA to community development programs such as Operation Breakthrough, an initiative to increase the production of low-rise public housing across the US (Finger, 2002). Mayors and city officials gave the new breed of urban expert ample opportunities to prove themselves in cities across the nation. For example, in New York City the language of military strategy began to make its way into discussions about eliminating urban blight during the Democratic Mayoral Administration of Robert F. Wagner (1954–65). City Planning Commission Chair William Ballard opened his 1965 report on the city’s Community Renewal Program with the following words: This report discusses New York City’s Renewal Strategy for the next few years. Webster’s defines strategy as ‘the science of planning and directing large-scale military operations, 3 Operation Crossroads was the test of two nuclear explosions in the summer of 1946. ß Joint Editors and Blackwell Publishers Ltd 2002 610 Debate specifically of maneuvering forces into the most advantageous position prior to actual engagement with the enemy’. With two reservations, I believe this definition is relevant to the present report. The document has no pretensions to scientific exactitude and it is rooted in a civilian rather than military perspective. Yet the use of military terms to describe it is not inappropriate. The City’s existing housing and renewal programs, the extent to which they can be adapted to change, and both fiscal and human resources, represent our ‘forces’. The ‘enemy’ assumes many guises, including slum housing, poverty and unequal opportunity. How can the City’s forces be deployed against such formidable antagonists? (New York City Mayor’s Housing Executive Committee, 1965: iv–v). This wording, characterizing urban blight as an enemy to be attacked with all available resources — including military expertise — served more than a mere rhetorical purpose. That same year, New York City Planning Department hired researchers from CONSAD to offer their expertise on information system development for community renewal programming. This was the first in a series of contracts with defense and aerospace consultants that would peak during the administration of Wagner’s successor, Republican Mayor John V. Lindsay (1966–73). Lindsay, who served as Vice Chair of the Kerner Commission that famously declared the nation to be in a period of civil war, was the city’s strongest advocate of importing military expertise to improve city administration. This included the creation of RANDNew York City, a joint operation of the city and the think tank in 1969. It included the one-year NASA/NYC Applications Project in 1972, when funding from NASA paid the salaries of two career aerospace workers to advise on technology transfer to city government, with one assigned to the Office of the Mayor and the other to the Bureau of the Budget. And it included a host of contracts with consultants from other defense research think tanks such as the System Development Corporation (SDC, a RAND spinoff and also an Air Force think tank), which was invited to assist the Department of Social Services to provide computer systems analysts and programmers for a data processing project. The goal of these partnerships, as reported by Mayor Lindsay to The New York Times, was to: greatly assist our introduction into city agencies the kind of streamlined, modern management thinking that Robert McNamara applied in the Pentagon with such successes during the past seven years . . . I regard this as the most important development in the search for effectiveness in city government in many, many years (Reeves, 1968: A1). By 1970, the military-industrial complex had successfully done what it had set out to do at the start of the decade — expand its market to city planning and management. Yet the urban problems the defense and aerospace community had promised to solve through its collaborations with city governments were little affected. In New York City, for example, records in the city archives, think tank evaluations from the time and recollections from the participants all agree that, for the most part, these collaborations failed to deliver the improved quality of life or municipal services that had come to be understood as essential components of urban security (Costello, 1969; Yin, 1975; Rowen, 2002). The mobilization of resources to wage war on urban problems was not the same as winning the battle, and as the failure of efforts to adapt military innovations and expertise to the urban context became more widely recognized, the forces supporting these collaborations began to retreat. USA, Inc., unable to obtain a single contract, folded in 1969. RAND, controversial for the amount of money paid to its consultants in the absence of visible results of their work, dismantled its New York branch in 1975. Operation Breakthrough, which like RAND hung on through a change of administration, was discontinued soon after. ß Joint Editors and Blackwell Publishers Ltd 2002 Debates and Developments 611Lessons for cities post-September 11th As we reflect on plans to provide urban security in the post-September 11th environment, the historical study presented here offers a cautionary tale. Despite Eisenhower’s warning, the expansion of the military-industrial complex continued, and with this growth came an ever-widening definition of national security strategy. Already seeking new markets, executives and engineers from defense and aerospace transformed national headline events — the urban crisis — into a domestic security challenge for which their expertise was uniquely suited. These experts found new employment as consultants to city governments, and city leaders gained political clout from their new approach to attacking urban problems. Yet for the average city dweller, the outcomes of these collaborations were difficult to see. The idea that America could address its urban problems by continuing to fund defense research and development was only possible in a society in which, according to Senator William Fulbright in 1969, ‘not only to the Strangeloves . . . but to millions of honest, decent Americans whose primary concern is with nothing more than earning a decent living for their families . . . Violence has become the nation’s leading industry’ (1970: 362). The question for today is: How much of this past does the nation wish to repeat? The Cold War and the ‘War on Terrorism’ feature different sets of participants, facing different kinds of threats. Yet juxtaposing the most recent mobilization efforts to provide urban security on American soil alongside analogous episodes from the nation’s past reminds us that many powerful economic and political interests are well-served by the unbridled expansion of urban fear. As the mobilization continues, opportunists predictably will find ways to expand the definition of threat in order to assert how their expertise and innovations provide ideal solutions to the urban security challenges ahead. Armed with historical insights, urban professionals and their academic advisers now have at hand the tools — and I hope the motivation — to identify these unspoken agendas, and to decide whether they are aligned with the true security needs of cities.

A2 perm
We need a clean break – holding onto old planning methodologies causes error replication 

Boelens 2010 (Luuk, prof @ Utrecht U “T H E O R I Z I N G P R A C T I C E A N D P R A C T I S I N G T H E O RY: O U T L I N E S F O R A N A C T O R- R E L A T I O N A L - A P P R O A C H I N P L A N N I N G” Planning Theory 9(1)
Not only in the Netherlands, but also elsewhere, there is stalemate between modern and postmodern/post-structural planning, or alternatively, between state-controlled and neo-liberal planning. Since the 1980s at least, modernist, state-controlled planning has been fundamentally debunked as a highly regulatory and prescriptive operation, resulting in syrupy planning processes, which are very costly, inflexible and inefficient, and suppressing all new and creative initiatives that do not fit within the set framework. Postmodern and post-structural alternatives developed since then have been very effective in counter-attacking the alleged virtues of that planning strategy, but less fruitful at promoting effective and/or sustainable practices. The article assumes that this is related to the fact that time and again these alternatives continue to be formulated from within the existing planning framework, from a specific governmental, or at least a government influenced, view of planning: in essence from the inside-out. From this position, the article goes on to describe the possible outlines for a practical outside-inward, actorrelationalapproach. It has been developed from experimental case studies in concrete planning practices, for example, a case study in Southern Limburg in the Netherlands. Concurrently, it has also been derived from a fundamental interaction with behavioural, urban regime and actor-network/network actor theories, with an extensive evaluation of the latter. The article concludes with a call for a new fundamental, but proactive, reassembling of spatial planning in an actor-oriented, as opposed to a government-oriented, way.
Continuing focus on government-based-planning is bad 
Boelens 2010 (Luuk, prof @ Utrecht U “T H E O R I Z I N G P R A C T I C E A N D P R A C T I S I N G T H E O RY: O U T L I N E S F O R A N A C T O R- R E L A T I O N A L - A P P R O A C H I N P L A N N I N G” Planning Theory 9(1)
But on the other hand – and perhaps even more importantly – time and again planners still seem to be governmentally focused, in practice as well as in theory. Take Patsy Healey, for instance; although she stresses the importance of bypassing an explicitly formalized spatial strategy or a legally required development plan, she also tends towards a governance of place through all kinds of webs or intergovernmental relations that connect the organizations and procedures of formal government with informal governance arenas, decision networks, and the wider society (Healey, 2007). In similar terms, and following John Friedmann (1987), Louis Albrechts called for a transition towards a kind of ‘transformative planning practice’, in which planners should focus on ‘framing activities of stake-holders to help achieve shared goals relating to spatial change’, but in a (preferably) public sector-led socio-spatial process (Albrechts, 2008). In this way, relational planning proposals stay within the path-dependencies of the government, tending towards their own public oriented problem definitions, focusing on internal time-consuming coordination processes, interaction overkill, in the end exclusively oriented to vote-winning, and mostly resulting in less creative and less innovative middleofthe-road solutions based on subsidiary and/or concession driven principles. Therefore perhaps we have to focus not only on the need to take planners and decision-makers out of their comfort zones, to challenge conventional wisdom and to look at the prospects of ‘breaking out of the box’ (Albrechts, 2001, 2004, 2008), but also in fact on a radical turn around in planners’ views: outside-inward, instead of inside-out, and not per se, or even preferably, ‘public sector led’.
Some more card
Boelens 2010 (Luuk, prof @ Utrecht U “T H E O R I Z I N G P R A C T I C E A N D P R A C T I S I N G T H E O RY: O U T L I N E S F O R A N A C T O R- R E L A T I O N A L - A P P R O A C H I N P L A N N I N G” Planning Theory 9(1)
Dutch ‘planning paradise’ was and is not so eminent as once presented by Faludi and van der Valk. Although international scholars pay tribute to Dutch planning as seemingly embodying a kind of successful version of a highly regulatory, prescriptive, co-ordinating and visionary planning system, they have also failed to confront the reality of its entrenchment in social relations. To put it more strongly still, that kind of planning turned mostly into highly regulatory and prescriptive operations, resulting in syrupy planning processes, which were very costly, inflexible and inefficient, and even in the suppression of all new and creative initiatives that did not fit within the framework. Nevertheless, due to its supposedly visionary regulating promises, it still remains attractive to many of the spatial disciplines (architects, urbanists, planners and the like), as well as to social-democratic politicians. Even recently, some still advocate a return to the strong regulative government policy of the pre-1980s (Geuze et al., 2003), while others stress the direction-setting position of planners through ‘telling the right stories’ (Hemel, 2004, 2007), or emphasize the importance – correct in itself, but not exclusively so – of strict planning rules and spatial legislation (Needham, 2005). In this respect Dutch planning suffers in my view from a kind of ‘law of the inhibitory lead’, in which time and again we are redirected to the old, social democratic way of doing things by the use of massive powers, sometimes institutionalized, sometimes opportunistic (modernistic architectural). But on the other hand, the socially more committed and engaged planners (postmodern and/or post-structural) must take the blame too, because the interactive, entrepreneurial and/or behavioural alternatives developed since the 1990s were very good at theorizing and undermining the foundations of that old planning system, but were less effective at promoting new practical solutions. This ‘paradox’ seems to be not only a Dutch problem, but also an important international topic as well. In Anglo-Saxon countries especially, the relational and post-structural views on planning have been popular, while at the same time the developed practical proposals are hardly convincing; new urbanism and smart growth ideas are very disappointing (especially with respect to long-term planning and sustainability). Most of the entrepreneurial, behavioural or interactive practical planning proposals are still highly government driven, or at least government oriented, from the inside out; and therefore always open to the suspicion of presuming what’s good for the people and how businesses should act, or of dealing from a strict regulative versus subsidiary driven point of view. While not pretending to have found the only, and right, answer, we have taken a more facilitating, rather than a steering, planning role since the beginning of this millennium; for instance, in the Limburg case, we have been supporting, promoting, or even seducing associations among stake- and shareholders, acting from the outside-inward, with sensible incorporation of justified criticisms against pure modernistic (too much steering) as well as postmodernistic approaches (less operational and less proactive). The method employs the main features of a kind of actor-relational-approach (ARA), described earlier, focusing on immanence – by approaching planning as an inherent social assemblage focusing on immanent USPs and embedded (leading) actors – as well as on transformation – by constantly dealing with associations with reference to the normative concept of the ‘triple helix’ peopleplanetprofit. By doing so ARA wanted to give:
A2 Consequentialism 
Critical planning literature allows the best understanding of consequences 
Van Dijk 2k11 (Terry asst prof spatial and envionrmnetal planning @ U Gronnigen “Imagining future places: How designs co-constitute what is, and thus influence what will be” Planning Theory 10(2) 124–143)
When actual changes to the physical reality are about to be made, planning practices ultimately entail practical wisdom, which lies behind judgements about what can sensi​bly be done, typically based on experience. Flyvbjerg (2004), in a call for more engaged ways of planning research, sets practical wisdom (phronesis) apart from episteme (scien​tific knowledge of the ‘why’ of things) and techne (the skills, crafts and arts of how to make things). Although research concentrates on the latter two, Flyvbjerg notes that for Aristotle phronesis is at the centre of good practice. Deciding and acting always concerns unique cases in unique contexts. Phronesis focuses on what is variable; on what cannot be encapsulated in universal rules. When balancing facts and values, it concerns value judgements being developed in specific, contextually dependent situations, for which ideas from the pragmatist tradition (reviewed in Healey, 2009) are also very relevant. Phronesis is central to Aristotle’s argument because it ensures the ethical employment of science and technology. In fact, ‘any attempts to reduce planning research to episteme or techne or to comprehend planning practices in those terms are misguided’ (Flyvbjerg, 2004: 285). Sennett (2008) argues it would be unnatural and even unhealthy for people and communities not to engage in the practical shaping of their worlds. De Jonge (2009) uses that trinity of thinking, acting and making to position design (and landscape architecture in particular) in planning, and stresses that context-free knowledge that is capable of explaining and predicting is not very helpful in cases of societal change. Unique solutions involving forethought and ethical judgement are required for proper planning, and therefore planning practitioners who deal with variable situations should not limit themselves to the application of universal rules or theories. Designing can be considered as the ‘forethought for making’, which cannot create preconceived forms that will be imposed on the material, but operates by remaining responsive to the dynamism of the material itself. Therefore designs are a specific product of practical planning wisdom. Designs inves​tigate the various possibilities for accomplishing our ambitions within a unique spatial context, composed of elements such as infrastructure, urban structures, barriers in the landscape, valued open spaces and administrative boundaries. This investigation involves a sophisticated mental process capable of manipulating many forms of information (De Jonge, 2009, citing Lawson, 2006). The outcome is a practical proposal for the thought​ful connection of the given elements in the present (and in the expected future) with the ambitions held for the future – informed by scientific knowledge and technological pos​sibilities, but foremost applied within, and given meaning by, the properties of the par​ticular case. By envisioning possibilities for a future physical configuration that is realistic in light of the spatial givens and appealing in light of our ambitions, not only do the possibilities for realizing our ambitions become clear but so too do the consequences. Therefore, designs help us to decide and, as Eckstein observes, they may also be useful to disrupt the ‘beaten path of thought and action that controls everyday life’ (2003: 25). This is what makes us planners: we design new situations that have appeal and make sense. Science and technology are subservient to this activity.
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