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Advancing the Art and Science of Planning

Abstract

The interplay between harmony and conflict focusing on the definition of planning and the financing of
promotional activities has characterized the seventy year history of the professional organizations.
Despite these currents, foundation support, visionary leadership, and dedicated volunteerism have
combined to spread the planning ideal throughout the nation. Nonetheless, the profession remains weakly
defined, leaving a challenge for the newly formed American Planning Association.
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Advancing the Art and Science of Planning

Planners and Their Organizations

1909-1980

Eugenie Ladner Birch

The interplay between harmony and conflict focus-
ing on the definition of planning and the financing
of promotional activities has characterized the sev-
enty year history of the professional organizations.
Despite these currents, foundation support, vision-

ary leadership, and dedicated volunteerism have
combined to spread the planning ideal throughout
the nation. Nonetheless, the profession remains
weakly defined, leaving a challenge for the newly
formed American Planning Association.

The Hyatt Regency, a glittering, cool island in muggy
New Orleans, bordered by the expansive Superdome
and its acres of steamy, black asphalt parking lots and
hard, hot concrete of Interstate 10 was an appropri-
ate place for the meeting. Brightly colored banners
hung gaily from its fifth story atrium. A glass elevator
glided up and down carrying young, conservatively
dressed, predominantly male conventioneers to and
fro. Clusters of earnestly talking coffee drinkers, jam-
packed meetings with flitting slides and patriotic
words, aisles of exhibits demonstrating the accom-
plishments of award winning towns, mountains of
books, maps and census materials, and a bulletin

board posting jobs: it was the sixty-first, and the last,’

annual meeting of the American Institute of Plan-
ners.

Several stories above, twenty eight people gathered
around a long conference table, chattering nervously
yet comfortably. Fred Bosselman, a dignified Chicago
lawyer, called the meeting to order. Two quick mo-
tions ended the corporate lives of the American In-
stitute of Planners (AIP) and the American Society of
Planning Officials (ASPO). Another created the
American Planning Association (APA) in their place.’

Eugenie Ladner Brich, assistant professor of urban affairs at the
State University of New York at Purchase, received her Ph.D. in
urban planning from Columbia University and has lectured at
Ruigers and Yale. She is currently working on a history of Amer-
ican land wse controls.
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In this way, on September 30, 1978, the institutional
framework of the American planning movement was
consolidated into a single organization.

Although the APA with its semiautonomous sub-
sidiary, the American Institute of Certified Planners
(AICP), was the result of years of thought and ne-
gotiation, its basic structure was similar to the 1920
form of the first planning organization, the National
Conference on City Planning (NCCP) with its wing,
the American City Planning Institute (ACPI).

Like the NCCP, the APA had a twenty-one member
board of governors, a single class of membership with
a supplemental and selective professional section,
publications, a shared executive director, and a na-
tionally based annual meeting.

In addition, as the APA leaders considered its mis-
sion, they committed the organization to the original
objectives of the NCCP and the later conceived
ASPO. In their documents, they reiterated these ob-
jectives as “to study and advance the art and science
of city, regional and national planning” and to "pro-
mote effectiveness in land and community planning
through the association of planning commissionss
elected government officials, key public administra-
tors and others.”

This historic continuity was deceiving. As the
APA emerged, it faced a world far different from
that of its earliest predecessor. By 1978, planning, 3
deeply affected by changing political and economiC
currents, was no longer narrowly concerned with lo- ¢

cal urban land use, but was broadly involved Wit
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dations played an important role, again, in funding
some activities.

The fourth, 1946 to 1960, was a growth period for
the associations and saw a dramatic increase in the
demand for planning caused by postwar suburbani-
zation and new federal urban programs. The AIP
became truly national with the inclusion of a com-
peting California group, decentralized with the de-
velopment of chapters, and more formally profes-
sional with the adoption of self-protective policies
covering education, membership, and ethics. For the
first time, it engaged in lobbying. Concurrently,
ASPO solidified its constituency by marketing vital
basic technical services to all levels of government.

Finally, in the fifth period, 1961 to 1978, with ma-

jor federal programs financing a broad range of ac-

tivities, the associations expanded rapidly. The AIP,
vacillating on professional issues, undertook a major
internal review of its purposes. As in earlier periods,
ASPO grew steadily. The distinction between the
services of the two organizations became increasingly
blurred and ultimately they sought consolidation for
philosophical as well as practical reasons.

1909 to 1919: The American planning
movement creates national organizations

City planning gradually evolved from nineteenth
century progressive reforms to improve slum hous-
ing, beautify cities, and restore honest government.
An amorphous group of public spirited citizens, pre-
dominantly architects, landscape architects, social
workers, engineers, and lawyers, supported the newly
emerging interest. Although their efforts were local,
they frequently met at national meetings of the Na-
tional Conference of Charities, the American Civic
Association, the American Institute of Architects, and
the Municipal Art Society. They soon discovered the
need for their own forum.® By 1909, they organized
the first Conference on City Planning. The conferees
assembled in Washington, D.C., from all over: New
York settlement houses, the Hartford Planning Com-
mission, the Chicago Commercial Club, and profes-
sional offices in Boston, Detroit, Kansas City, and San
Francisco. This first meeting with its noteworthy ex-
hibits received so much publicity that the United
States Senate Committee on the District of Columbia
recorded its sessions.” Buoyed by their success, the
incipient city planners formalized the organization,
calling it the National Conference on City Planning
(NCCP) and made the meeting an annual event. In
the following years, the NCCP became an ongoing
institution. By 1915, it employed an executive secre-
tary, Boston lawyer Flavel Shurtleff, it published a
quarterly magazine, The City Plan, as well as the full
proceedings of its annual meeting, and had a mem-
bership of about four hundred.”
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[ts financing came from a variety of sources: dues,
contributions from cities hosting the annual confer-
ences, and foundation grants.® However, the Russell
Sage Foundation actually sustained the Conference.
[n 1907, Margaret Olivia Sage, a septuagenarian long
interested in social reform and heir to her husband’s
immense fortune, had created the foundation with a
ten million dollar endowment.” She specified that its
annual income, about one-half million dollars, was to
be used to “improve the socdal and living conditions
in the United States;” and that a quarter of the sum
was to be spent in New York City." Sage and her
board of trustees (which included Robert W. De-
Forest and Alfred T. White, important housing re-
formers) made sizeable gifts to city planning causes.
In addition to the NCCP, the tfoundation subsidized
Forest Hills Gardens, the Pittsburgh Survey, the Pres-
ident’s Homes Commission, the Regional Plan for
New York and its Environs, the National Housing
Association, and important publications such as Car-
rying Out the City Plan by Frederick Law Olmsted |r.
and Flavel Shurtleff, and Lawrence Veiller's Model
Tenement House Law."" Without this initial support, the
housing and city planning movements would have
been severely retarded.*”

The NCCP operations mirrored those of other
contemporary reform organizations. Its members’
primary activity was to legitimize planning, first by
fighting for state enabling legislation and later by
pressuring cities to create commissions. By 1915,
Shurtleff announced that campaigns had been suc-
cessful in ten states and that over one hundred plan-
ning commissions were functioning."

At this time, the NCCP viewed itself as a promo-
tional co-ordinating unit, stating its objectives as fur-
thering general education and faclitating coopera-
tion among professional associations on city planning
matters.™ Tt did not yet consider city planning a sep-
arate profession but rather an activity practiced by
professionals of many fields.

This view changed in the next few years. The prac-
titioners within the NCCP, traditionally dominant as
members of the Board of Governors, increasingly set
themselves apart from general supporters. In 1917,
they institutionalized the separation by creating the
American City Planning Institute. It was to be the
vanguard of the NCCP. Although its members would
continue to participate in the annual conference, its
main function would be to hold its own meetings
which were limited to selected participants. Thus this
elite could responsibly advance the art and science of
city planning which the NCCP would then propagan-
dize. Explaining the new organization, Shurtleff
wrote:

The conviction has been growing in the last few
years among those who are interested in city plan-
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ning that something besides the annual conferey,
15 needed to advance the science of city plannin
The conferences have been very valuable stirmy]
tors of public thought but give little Opportunj
for thorough discussion. The Conference wqy
not be fulfilling its mission if it did not arouse g
community in which it is held to the importance
planning ahead. For this purpose, much time
been given in the past and will be in the futyre
a broad and somewhat popular consideration
city planning subjects. The function of the new g
ganization will be to provide times when technjc
details of the problems may be considered by g
dents and practitioners of the science of city pla
ning."”

The ACPI had a very shaky beginning. Althought
from its founding its members adopted policies r
flecting a professional stance, they lacked agreeme
about implementation. Conflict arose immediate
over questions of membership, services, and functio
Many members who were drawn from establishe
professions were reluctant to draw exclusive bou
daries for a field so new. Others wished to emphasiz
the educational, rather than the professional, ob
tives of the association. And finally, the organizatio
was so impoverished that its leaders often let financi
considerations determine its direction.

In accordance with professional considerations,
ACPI was to select members who could demonstrat
competence by having a degree in a design or eng
neering field and two years experience. The twent]
one member board of governors (about half the tot
membership at founding) was given discretion 0v6
selection procedures. Yet from the beginning, the
were difficulties in distinguishing among candida
The work requirement was rather ambitious wh'
there were so few opportunities for employmer
Ultimately, they settled on the rather vague judgmel
of whether a prospect had a “city planning poin
view.”" (This casual test would be used by succee
ing membership committees until an oral examl :
tion was substituted in the 1960s.)" _

To prevent one professional group from dom!
ing the Institute the charter provided for a rotati
presidency among the architects, landscape arcs
tects, and engineers. Although lawyers were (0 P&
a decisive role in the development of planning, U3
were relegated to a separate category. N

The Institute’s primary service was to faclll._
communications. Prior to the first meeting, Shurt$
explained the intention: “The aim . . . is to get 4%
from the standard presentation of a subject in 2 ]9_
paper followed by a general discussion and t0 Ps
duce informal discussion closely limited to the €%
nical working out of the subject.”® Yet the first 2
sions did not live up to the standard. An irate 4%
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l.n'esident, Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr., then Manager
of the Town Planning Division of the U.S. Housing
(IOI‘poraliun (the World War | housing authority),
scolded John Nolen about his handling of a 1918
conference on defense housing.

I do not see much point in saying that you will do
what you can to keep the Institute small, informal,
and as distinctly technical as possible under the cir-
cumstances when you are now definitely committed
to the other kind of meeting. . . . I cannot talk
freely, lest 1 be understood as making official an-
nouncements of policy. . . . My remarks will nec-

essarily have to be rather discrete and colorless. 11

it had been a small technical Institute meeting with-
out danger of half baked newspaper reports we
could have had a full frank discussion of any or all
phases of the question. . . . It is wholly unsafe for
government scrvants to think out loud in a general
meeting and thinking out loud in a group of City
Planners is much needed right now."

The Institute, as befitting a professional group,
studiously avoided politics. This stance was also tied
to its attempts to disassociate its work from civic re-
form. In planning a meeting in Philadelphia the local
committee even selected the site with care. B. Antrim
Haldeman, the chairman, wrote Nolen:

QOur committee feels that at all the sessions, the
luncheon and the dinner should be held at the
Bellevue Stratford. There seems to be some objec-
tion to going to the City Club lest the enterprise be
regarded as a “reform” movement.*

In the first two years, the Institute almost folded.
In 1918, philosophical differences led Olmsted to
recommend a reconsideration of the whole project
declaring that it was “premature.” He was respond-
ing to mounting complaints that “the meetings had
not carried out the intent,” “it was impossible to
determine qualifications for membership . . . when
there are no definite standards,” and “the Institute
1s now doing propaganda work and is clearly open to
criticism.”™' A year later, these problems somehow
resolved, the Institute was nearly bankrupt. Its dues
had never covered expenses and foundation aid had
run out. It was forced to discontinue its magazine.
Failing drastic measures, it would not survive. For
Olmsted, the only solution was to open the ACPI
membership rolls to anyone “experienced in any
technical branch of the work which goes to make up
city planning even though their grasp of comprehen-
Stve city planning as a whole may be quite limited at
the time of their admission.”” The main target was
to be the municipal engineer because “engineers . . .
ha\"e thus far shown themselves, in proportion to
their numbers, less apt to grasp and to be influenced

Y the broad and comprehensive ideas of city plan-
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ning than
tects.”®

Olmsted justified the move with a re-emphasis of
the educational purposes of the Institute. He recog-
nized, however, that the decision had important im-
plications for the membership noting that a reduced
standard:

. the landscape architects and archi-

implies a distinct renunciation, at least for a long
time to come of any attempt to make membership
in the Institute a criterion of general professional
competence in city planning, in the sense of giving
assurance that any member possesses a sufficiently
comprehensive and well balanced understanding
of the field as a whole to make him a safe director
of work in any fairly comprehensive planning ef-
fort.®

As the period closed, the Institute was in a precar-
ious position. Although its membership drive would
be only moderately successful, a timely grant from
the Russell Sage Foundation guaranteed the Insti-
tute's survival.?® Still to be resolved was the issue of
its role as an organization. Its members had to decide
whether to make it a selective professional creden-
tialling society, a small technical discussion group, or
some combination of the two.

1920-1934: Planning becomes a
profession

Planning blossomed in this period. For the first
time America’s urban population was a majority.
The city dwellers experienced unprecedented pros-
perity measured by all time high personal income and
a rapidly rising level of car ownership.* The new
wealth and mobility put enormous demands on city
governments which experienced new waves of sub-
urban growth and stress on internal infrastructure.
They were desperate tor advice on how to manage
these changes. In this climate, city planning, espe-
cially as it came to be defined in the twenties, made
sense to municipal leaders.

Cities of all sizes hired consultants to create long
term plans, now called master plans, emphasizing the
central business district and transportation system
improvements.”” Regional planning was cultivated
through the well publicized work of the Committee
on the Regional Plan for New York and its Environs
and the Regional Planning Association of America’s
experiments with new housing forms and garden cit-
ies at Sunnyside and Radburn.® Implementation
strategies, especially zoning, were gaining favor after
the landmark U.S. Supreme Court case, Euclid v. Am-
bler.*® Further encouragement for local planning
came from the U.S. Department of Commerce
through its circulation of the standard state enabling
acts for planning and zoning legislation.™




By 1927, almost four hundred American cities had
planning commissions. Frequently, volunteer citizens
acting in an advisory capacity staffed them. Only a
few municipalities employed full time planners. Many
local governments, however, periodically hired plan-
ning consultants to solve specific technical problems.
For this reason then, the dominant type of planner
was the private practitioner. Since there were only a
few such specialists, the business was limited to a
handful of firms. Among the busiest were the offices
of John Nolen, Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr., Harland
Bartholomew, and George B. Ford.

The consultants used the ACPI to fortity their own
work. In the process, they developed a clear but lim-
ited definition of the character of the profession. By
constructing stricter membership requirements, ex-
panding services, creating university programs, and
organizing periodic meetings, they slowly increased
the usefulness of the ACPI. As in the earlier period,
these advances were not achieved withoul deep strug-
gles. The always shaky financial conditions continued
to affect thewr acuvities. The membership require-
ment debates best illustrate the earliest planners’
view of the profession. Opposing factions debated the
meaning of the affiliation. Some, like 'Thomas Ad-
ams, were adamant that the Institute be a society pro-
viding credentials not a promotional group. Adams,
who was a surveyor by training, was long experienced
in organizational development. He had been the first
secretary of the International Garden Cities and
Town Planning Association (founded in 1913), man-
ager of Letchworth, and a founding member and first
president of the British Town Planning Institute.
Consequently, he had a clear vision ot the ACPI as
a professional society. In the midst of one of the bit-
terest exchanges he stated his views to John Nolen:

I thought we had already agreed that the Institute
should, as soon as possible, achieve the position of
being a technical institute, in which the members
should be practicing city planners. | think that if
it is merely to be an association for an exchange of
ideas and experience then we should call it a de-
bating society not an Institute.”

Furthermore, Adams feared that city planning
would never become a profession unless its American
practitioners, as had their English counterparts, seized
the opportunity to control entry. He wrote:

No profession is so open as City Planning to the
danger of being watered down to dilettante level
by groups of amateur civic reformers and un-
trained exponents of civic improvements. Every-
body in a sense is a city planner . . . (Yet) City
planning needs to be developed as a science. Prac-
tice is the basis, for it is the means by which we get
our real knowledge.*
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On the opposing side, George B. Ford, an architect
and vice president of the successful Technical Advi-
sory Corporation, was much less concerned with
professional development. He favored no objective
standard other than personal merit. All should be
members, he declared, so long as “they can give fully
as much as they get from the roundtable discussions.
I would even go so far as to recommend that the by-
laws should contain no specitic qualifications for
membership.” Ford's views derived from his broad
definition of city planning which he saw as “far too
varied and comprehensive in its ranges to make it
possible or even desireable to create a distinct tech-
nical profession.”™

In turn, Adams, who by this time was director of
the New York Regional Plan, repeated his view. Far
from being unsure of the ability of city planning to
hold its own as a profession, he considered the ACPI
as a guardian of its growth:

There 1s one fundamental difference between the
attitudes of some of the members on this matter,
Some of us are looking to the future and consid-
ering how the Institute will recruit its membership
and become a powerful professional body. Others
are allowing their attitudes toward the future be
influenced by the fact that a tew now preaching are
exceptions to the rules proposed to be laid down
for the future. I do not see why these exceptions
cannot be provided for and thereby permit us to
draw up a classification of members based on
sound general principles . . . . Unless this is done
there will be no encouragement for men to train
themselves as city planners.™

Adams went on to argue forcefully for a firm dis-
tinction between practicing planners and administra-
tors. Membership in the ACPI would signify the cer-
tification of a planners’ having reached the “highest
standard of competency.”*

Ultimately Adams won. In 1927, an amended
ACPI constitution specified four membership classes.
A full member would have prior technical training in
architecture, landscape architecture, and engineering
or “special attainments” in city planning and three
years experience. A legal member was a lawyer who
specialized in zoning. An associate could “be without
special professional qualifications” and an honorary
member was a distinguished person having an inter-
est in planning. A junior level was established to in-
volve younger but less experienced members. Only
the full and legal members had voting privileges. Fur-
ther tightening occured by 1931, when a candidate
for full membership had to have had eight years of
expericnce. All prospects had to be nominated and
endorsed by existing members.**

In 1925, the Institute agreed to sponsor a journal,
City Planning Quarterly. Tt had the impossible task of
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ing “pmctitionfﬂ\‘i and’smdents .of' city pla‘nning,
- icLi Hal officials and city planning committees,”
mlénad}mg as a newsletter for the Institute.*” Both the
anCCP and ACPI (who shared the same treasury)
?grced to tund it for two years, donating $4,000.
Harvard professor Henry V. H‘ubbard, a charter
member of the ACPI, acted as editor. Relative to in-
come, this was 2 large commitment for the organi-
sations for the Institute collected less than $900 in
dues and the NCCP, about $2,500. Out of this sum,
they paid Shurtleff $3,000 a.nd spent $1,500 to pub-
lish the conference proceedings. By 1927, City Plan-
ning Was bringing in only about $1,000, but the
NCCP-ACPI continued to subsidize it.*

The Institute moved only gradually toward taking
a stand on professional issues such as education. City
Planning surveyed university instruction and, of
course, reported some details of first degree program
started at Harvard in 1929. But the Institute as a
group only offered informal advice and friendly crit-
icism.** However by 1930, the Board of Governors
did take up the matter by passing a resolution de-
claring that the schools of city planning be urged to
arrange their courses with a basic training in archi-
tecture, landscape architecture, and municipal engi-
neering.*’ Increasingly the group was acting as a
professional society by laying claim for a specialized
skill, controlling entry, and regulating training. There

is no mention at this time of ethical codes.

Over time, the Institute meetings became increas-
ingly elaborate. Like other professional societies, the
ACPI aimed to “promote fellowship among its mem-
bers.”! It is clear that participants enjoyed the con-
vivial as much as the educational aspects. The twen-
tieth conference, for example, was especially
noteworthy. Opening in Fort Worth, Texas, it in-
cluded auto tours of the park system and a new sub-
division, and a gala dinner at the local country club.
The following day, it moved to Dallas where confer-
ees viewed the accomplishments of the Kessler Plan
Association, a private group supporting a 1910 mas-
ter plan, visited another suburban subdivision, and
again dined at the country club. They spent the next
three days in serious roundtable discussions, with
zoning issues dominating the schedule. They then
traveled to Kansas City where ACPI founding mem-
ber J.C. Nichols guided them through that city’s not-
able projects, most of them built by Nichols’ com-
pany. Hilarity often softened even the business
proceedings. Although reports of these events are
few, a description of one gives some hint: “An ex-
haustive paper on ‘Light—Modern Standards and
Ancient Law’ by Lawrence Veiller was distinguished
by his tossing each sheet as read over his shoulder in
the style of Theodore Roosevelt and by witty stories
and remarks.™**
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The twentieth conference was also marked by great
jubilation as the NCCP and ACPI celebrated the an-
niversary year. NCCP President John Nolen pre-
sented a long list of accomplishments concluding
“What does the record of the twenty years mean?
... First that those who have worked for city planning
... have done well.”*?

The optimism of the late twenties did not last long.
By the end of 1927, the NCCP and ACPI were again
in debt. The Russell Sage Foundation rescued them
once more by extending a small grant to create a
Planning Foundation of America. This foundation
{which had to raise matching funds) was to aid in the
training of planning administrators and issue tech-
nical advice to municipalities. Although Russell Van
Nest Black, a young planner who had worked on the
1925 San Francisco Regional Plan, was hired as a field

service representative, the foundation never got off

the ground.” The funds tided the NCCP-ACPI over
for a short time.

The Depression put an end to this temporary re-
prieve. At first, planners were particularly hard hit
by the disaster. Cities, asked to provide emergency
reliefl for the thousands of unemployed, were soon
bankrupted. In these circumstances, municipal plan-
ning became a luxury, easily eliminated, for local gov-
ernment leaders perceived it as an unnecessary serv-
ice. Concurrently, some nationally known figures
such as historian Charles Beard, economist Stuart
Chase, labor leader John L. Lewis, and industrialist
Gerard Swope, called for a new kind of central plan-
ning to direct economic activity. Their views, sugges-
tive to some of the unpopular Russian communism
and considered radical by many, represented a far
broader interpretation of planning than was gener-
ally accepted by the practitioners involved in the
NCCP and ACPI, whose aim had been to promote
local and land oriented matters. Ultimately, the as-
sociations did not survive this chaotic period. Tradi-
tional foundation and dues support dried up. By
1933, the financial situation became so grave that the
associations were forced to begin re-organjzation pro-
cedures.

Although financial difficulties stimulated the or-
ganizational reassessment, there were other reasons
spurring the change. The battery of New Deal pro-
grams created to meet the emergency had begun to
transform the planning movement.*> No longer was
it composed solely of citizen supporters and private
consultants. Now, it included an ever enlarging body
of public administrators, only some of whom were
technical planners. They had new needs which the
old organizations could not meet. Ultimately three
planning associations evolved: a reorganized ACPI,
the American Society of Planning Officials (ASPO),
and the American Planning and Civic Association
(APCA). This three pronged structure would remain
with few changes until the 1978 merger.
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Under the presidency of Jacob Crane, a young II-
linois state planner, the Institute faced the issue of its
own survival. Crane appointed a committee headed
by Russell Van Nest Black and including a mixture
of old tmers (Arthur C. Comey and Harold M.
Lewis) and newer members (Charles Eliot, 1I, and
Frederick Bigger) to study the bleak alternatives.
After several, soul-searching months they firmly rec-
ommended a “complete divorcement of Conference
and Institute.” They repeated the vision of the In-
stitute as a “technical society” which would “advance
planning knowledge and the standards of planning
practices” and promote “the general interests of the
profession and its members.” They rejected any
suggestion that it undertake “propaganda and edu-
cation work.” By so delimiting the Institute, the
committee had two motives. The first was to reaffirm
a basic commitment to the professionalization of
planning. The second was to achieve financial re-
trenchment, for above all, they wanted to maintain
its independence.*

In addition, the Committee presented a thoughtful
implementation plan. First, they recommended that
the ACPI become the American Institute of City and
Regional Planning. Their efforts to change the title
represented their recognition of the expansion of the
field and an effort to capture all who were perform-
ing planning work, whether it be urban or rural®
They now were defining their exclusive skill as a pro-
cess, untied to a specific geographic location, but still
focused on land use:

The field of planning and of planning practice has
expanded to a point where ‘city’ has no real de-
scriptive significance. The word planning has come
into such extensive usage as to require descriptive
qualification. Inclusion by specific name of all the
fields of physical planning is impracticable. It
would seem that some such inclusive term as re-
gional be used.*®

The title change recommendation would touch off a
lengthy bitter debate which would not be resolved
until 1938 when the organization finally agreed to be
called the American Institute of Planners.**

A second important change was in the administra-
tive organization. First, the president was to be
elected by the membership as a whole rather than by
the board of governors. Second, the secretary-treas-
urer became an elective office separate from the ex-
ecutive secretary. (These two positions would be
joined in 1971 with unfortunate results.)* Third, the
Board was reduced in size—a device to make it a
working rather than approving board—and the ex-
ecutive secretary, a salaried employee, was to serve
the ACPI exclusively. (By these methods, the com-
mittee hoped to engage the growing membership in
the governance, and to focus the secretary on the
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limited scope of Institute activities. By implig;?tion,
the Committee was criticizing Shurtleff's inability to
keep the NCCP and ACPI separate.) Fourth, domi-
nance of the organization by the large number of
members from the northeast was to be cognteractcd
by having an informal regional representation on the
board of governors and a meeting schedule locating
the sessions in different geographic sections.” Fifth,
the City Planning quarterly was not to continue but
another publication would take its place. (Although
City Planning had been valued as a “house organ,”
its glossy, picture-filled format was deemed extrava-
gant-) It was to be replaced by a “montl_lly bulletin of
2 more current content and more technical nature.”%

All in all, the committee fashioned an Institute that
did not differ substantially in form from its prede-
cessor, the affiliate of the NCCP. With its focus sharp-
ened through a strict circumscribing of its activities,
it was still a professional society. As in the past, mem-
bers would participate in all matters of policy and
administration. With the adjustments, it emerged as
a more democratic but still quite self-conscious or-
ganization. But as they developed the organizational
structure, they redefined the field.

The ACPI reorganization occurred relatively
smoothly. There had been some dispute at one three
hour meeting at which members discussed incorpo-
rating with the newly formed ASPO. But ultimately,
ACPI leaders dismissed the suggestion on the basis
of political neutrality, declaring: “a technical society
could not profitably merge with administrators, par-
ticularly administrators who might be in office for
only a short time.™

The planning triad was complete by the end ol
1934. The American Planning and Civic Association
(APCA) resulted from a consolidation of the NCCP
and the American Civic Association. Based in Wash-
ington, D. C., and directed toward the general public,
its first president was Frederick Delano, the seventy
year old uncle of President Franklin D. Roosevelt and
member of the important National Resources Board.
Although Delano had a successful business career as
president of the Chicago-based Wabash Railroad, he
was closely involved with planning. He was one of the
prime financiers of the 1909 Chicago Plan, a trustee
of the Russell Sage Foundation (and a member of its
Committee on the Regional Plan of New York), and
he had served as chairman of the National Capital
Park and Planning Commission for many years. Har-
lean James, of the American Civic Association was
named executive secretary, a position she would hold
for over twenty years.” Later, the APCA would be
absorbed into Urban America, which later would
merge with the Urban Coalition to form the National
Urban Coalition.

The second organization, the American Society of
Planning Officials, was the brainchild of Louis
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Brownlow and Harold Buttenheim. Brownlow, a for-
mer city manager and consultant to the City Housing
Corporation Inc. (sponsor of Radburn, the aborted
garden city effort), was head of the newly formed
Public Administration Clearing House (PACH). Am-
ply funded by the Spelman Fund, PACH had been
created under the tutelage of Charles E. Merriam,
famed University of Chicago political science profes-
sor and one time good government mayoral candi-’
date.”® Buttenheim, editor of the American City Mag-
azine, active in local town planning efforts in New
York and New Jersey, and angered by his rejection
for full membership in the ACPI, had long been
deeply concerned with the need to educate municipal
administrators.®® Both he and Brownlow had known
each other for years, as members of the New York
City “Snag Club,” a group which met monthly to
discuss planning problems.”

ASPO arose quickly because of the pivotal positions
of its sponsors. Merriam, a trustee of the Spelman
Fund, knew personally of the critical needs of the
area and was eager to finance projects improving
public administration. At the time, he was participat-
ing in the highest levels of New Deal policy making.
A long-time friendship with Harold Ickes, who had
been his campaign manager in his first mayoral at-
tempts, led the newly appointed public works admin-
istrator to call on Merriam for advice in setting prior-
ities for his budget. Merriam, who brought in
Brownlow, made countless trips to Washington, D.C.,
and was ultimately responsible for the creation of the
National Resources Board—the National Resources
Planning Board (NRPB) after 1939. Under the NRPB,
a massive network of state and city planning boards
developed throughout the nation.™ Thus ASPO arose
to provide the technical advice needed to implement
the national planning strategies. It also sought to as-
sure locals that planning was a legitimate and dem-
ocratic function.”

Merriam left the creation of ASPO to Brownlow.
Brownlow formed an association quite different in its
governance from the ACPIL. He provided for a strong
executive director and weak membership participa-
tion. Membership qualifications were simple. Public
officials, elected or appointed, were eligible. Mem-
bership carried no significance, for the Association
was a service group with clearly articulated functions:
to educate, conduct practical research, and exchange
information for the benefit of the planning admin-
istration.”” Brownlow’s heavy handed organizational
style may have been one of the reasons why the ACPI
chose to remain independent when confronted with
the choice of a well funded ASPO affiliation or im-
poverished independence.®'

As 1934 drew to a close, the planning movement
had taken on a dramatic new form. However, many
questions remained. With the New York base relin-
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quished, the ACP1 had yet to find a new headquarters
and an executive director. Although its members’
morale was high, for its last “meeting demonstrated
a high degree of interest, esprit de corps, and pride in
the Institute as a select and valuable technical soci-
ety,” its minimal income of less than $2,000 severely
limited its choices.® The newcomer ASPO was in bet-
ter condition. It moved into the PACH offices, a red
brick school house adjacent to the University of Chi-
cago at 850 East Fifty-eighth Street and had a trea-
sury containing a $20,000 Spelman Fund grant and
$1,000 in dues.® Yet its board of governors had not
chosen their executive secretary and the success of
the organization hinged on the selection of a strong
leader.

1935 to 1945:; Ten years of growth and
self-discovery

Although the division of the movement would clas-
sify its supporters in ways which would soon be un-
realistic, the creation of the three associations met
many contemporary needs. In the next few years,
planning flourished under wider governmental sup-
port than it had ever experienced. (This expansion
would be cut short in the early forties with the onset
of World War Two, the elimination of the NRPB,
and the dismantling of other New Deal programs.)
Nonetheless, prior to the war, planners fared well in
the federal experiments, particularly the develop-
ment of the Greenbelt towns, the work of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, the creation of the NRPB
state planning network, and the nitiation of Works
Progress Administration public housing and slum
clearance programs. In essence, the nation became a
practitioner’s laboratory. The field expanded quickly.
In 1942, an all time high of 1200 attended the Na-
tional Conference as membership in the two associ-
ations reached about one thousand. Five universities
offered degree programs, and there was a declared
shortage of trained professionals.”

At this time, the associations followed their clearly
designated paths. Both ASPO and ACPI (later AIP)
had overlapping memberships. Leaders of one group
tended to be leaders in the other; yet there was a
perceived division between the two groups which
would become increasingly unrealistic. During this
time, ASPO, with its ample budget, stable adminis-
trative structure, and well defined mission, had a
major impact on the spread of local planning. While
the ACPI, with far fewer resources, showed some
progress in accepting its responsibilities to define
planning as a profession.

In 1935, former Detroit planning director Walter
Blucher became the executive secretary of ASPO.
Blucher was a lawyer who had been involved in the
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field since 1919 when the Detroit Planning Gommis-

sion hired him in a ste nogr"xphic position. While

working for the planning commission, he had at-
tended law school at night, learned drafting from his
roommate (an engineer), and read all the planning
books in the Detroit city hall.®* Avowedly practical
and disarmingly blunt, his byword was “it takes imag-
ination and guts to plan.” As executive director, he
immediately set out to hawk his brand of planning to
local government. He based his strategy on the belief
that “what was called planning in those days came
from the East and was hardly recognized by anyone
west of Buffalo.” To sell planning, he believed,
“People had to trust you. They did not want any high
falutin’ language. [And] when they saw we were on
a practical level, they came in for services."

As part of its services, ASPO continued to sponsor
the annual conference on city planning, which had
an average attendance in those years of about 500.
The meeting remained the major public forum, at-
tracting such speakers as Charles Eliot II (director of
the National Resources Planning Board), Lewis
Mumford (noted author and historian), Charles Mer-
riam, and Rexford Tugwell, (city planning director
for New York City and later head of the Resettlement
Administration).® Yet despite the conference discus-
sion of all streams of contemporary planning, ASPO
remained basically oriented to the local level. In 1936,
ASPO president Alfred Bettman, the Cincinnati law-
yer who had written an influential amicus curiae brief
for Euclid v. Ambler and a noted authority on zoning,
clearly stated what would be the major aim of ASPO
activities:

The tremendous interest in national planning and
state planning by virtue of the prestige which of
course national action always carries with it and of
the men who have engaged in it and the novelty of
it, the somewhat thrilling size and magnitude of it
and its ideals has tended rather to overshadow city
planning. That is something we must counteract
because no skill, no high degree of thought, no
degree of thoroughness in national, state or inter-
state planning will provide for the social welfare of
the American people unless local planning be kept
alive and growing and made effective.*”

To further these objectives, ASPO developed a spe-
cial field service. Blucher and his assistants, Charles
B. Bennett (a city planner who had worked for the
Milwaukee and Los Angeles planning commissions)
and Hugh Pomeroy (a brilliant zoning expert) put
Logether what has later been called an impressive

“road show.”®® Dispensing a mixture of salesman-
ship and expert advice, they traveled throughout the
nation at a rapid pace. In 1938, Bennett, for exam-
ple, had a typical assignment in a month ]()Ilg trip to
the South. At one point, he had nine meetings in nin¢
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Walter B!ucr at the Minneapolis National Conference on

Planning, 1938 . .
Source: Olin Library, Cornell University

South Carolina cities in four and one-half days.™

In addition to the field service, ASPO had extensive
clearing house activities. In 1937, Blucher, who kept
a tally for the Spelman Fund, reported that his small
staff wrote 2,500 general letters, 30,000 form letters,
answered 251 . . . inquiries . . . and sent out 16 bul-
letins, in addition to the monthly newsletter.” (There
were also 43 field trips that year).™

By 1938, ASPO and its fifteen sister organizations
had outgrown their offices. The Spelman Fund fi-
nanced the construction of what came to be known
as the “1313 building,” a multi-story gothic struc-
ture adjoining the University of Chicago campus.”™
When ASPO moved from its “three boxlike cells” to
“four large offices” Blucher felt he could handle his
600 member constituency with more efficiency and
grace.”™ Unlike ACPI, ASPO drew its members from
the South, Midwest, and far West and Blucher made
the “1313” offices a meeting place for them.™

Finally in the early forties, ASPO undertook edu-
cational training programs. Hoping to meet the “un-
paralleled demand for planning technicians creating
one of the most serious . . . planning problems of
1943 ASPO used federal financing to establish
short programs for lower level administrators.™

By 1942, some of the ASPO work was showing
progress. In that year, the International City Man-
agers Association published a study of municipal
planning. It revealed that of the 412 American cities
with populations greater than 25,000, more than 70
percent had planning agencies and zoning ordi-
nances. However, only 22 percent had full time em-
ployees.™ In offering technical advice, Blucher had
analyzed the situation correctly.

During this period, the American City Planning
Institute increased its efforts to formalize the outlines
of the rapidly changing profession. With a larger,
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Hugh Pomeroy of ASPO Field Service and past president of
AlP
Source: Olin Library, Cornell University

younger, and iconoclastic membership challenging
older definitions of planning, the Institute again en-
gaged in heated debate. At the same time, its budget,
about $1,800 in 1934, himited 1ts services to a modest
mimeographed journal.”” Since the Institute was in
effect a “mailing organization™ its executive secre-
tary and headquarters could be located anywhere.
Harvard's offer of rent free space stemming from
professor Henry V. Hubbard’s long time ACPI in-
volvement, the excellent library assembled by Hub-
bard’s wife, Theodora Kimball, and the highly re-
garded city planning research coming from the
University’s city planning department, made the as-
sociation with Harvard attractive.™ Howard Menhin-
ick, a Hubbard protegé and assistant professor of city
planning, became executive secretary and, for “pur-
poses of economy and convenience,” editor of the
Planners’ Journal.™ With Menhinick’s appointment,
the Institute began a twenty year association, broken
only for a short period in the forties, with Cambridge
and the departments of city planning at Harvard and
MIT.

Until 1938, the name change issue dominated all
the ACPI meetings. The argument, of course, was
deeper than a mere adjustment of title. Nonetheless,
as an ever present source of contention, it led to a
diversion of more serious Institute activity. At one
point, President Russell Van Nest Black was so weary
of the issue that he wrote:

I am embarrassed for us that so large a proportion
of Institute activity has been in search of an iden-
tifying appendage of impossible perfection. We
seem momentarily to have forgotten that it isn't
the name that imparts the perfume to the rose®

Coupled with the name change was the question of
membership requirements. The age old issue of pro-
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fessionalization versus propagation was an underly-
ing theme. Some felt the Institute would lose vital
input by excluding those who did not meet the eight
year work experience requirement. Others, including
Black, wished “by intelligent membership require-
ments, intelligently administered [to] arrive at a point
where Institute membership becomes a real badge of
professional competency.” The arguments were
echoes of those of the mid-twenties. As in the earlier
period, the professional wing won and strict mem-
bership requirements remained.

While the name change and the membership de-
bates were temporarily resolved by the end of the
thirties (when the Institute became the American In-
stitute of Planners), the issue of the definition of
planning continued to reappear. In 1941, the editor
of the Journal would still ask *“Has the question “What
is planning’ been adequately met? The answer is an
emphatic ‘no’."® Nonetheless, the Institute contin-
ued to struggle on and attempted to answer the ques-
tion through its increasingly complicated committee
structure,

The most active group, the Committee on Profes-
sional Education and Personnel, was chaired by the
hardworking Henry Hubbard. Producing three re-
ports in rapid succession between 1936 and 1937, it
began the hands off tradition regarding university
programs which the Institute would follow for many
years.®® While the committee outlined the necessary
features of a professional planning education, it fell
short of establishing accrediting criteria.

The Committee’s reports served to document the
evolving nature of planning. In 1936, they defined
the field as:

The application of forethought to the affairs of
civilization and that city planning, regional plan-

Harland Bartholomew addressing the ACP! Chicago, 1938
Source: Olin Library, Cornell University
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ning etc. is the process as it applies . . . to whatever
geographic unit is concerned.™

For the first time, planners stated that social sciences,
notably economics and sociology, should be included
in the training. In addition, they suggested that mas-
ter’s degree candidates could come from the liberal
arts as well as from design, legal, or engineering
fields. By the end of an “ideal planning program,”
the graduate would have an “irreduceable minimum
of planning training” which would include a com-
prehensive view of problem solving, mastery of one
single subject area, a methodological base for evalu-

ating data and an understanding of “the power of

creative comprehensive designs, always including but
seldom primarily, esthetic design.™®

Halting far short of recommending ACPI accred-
itation, the Committee recommended that the Insti-
tute act as a friendly watchdog, putting pressure on
a few universities to institute comprehensive curri-
cula, working with the schools to help staff the pro-
grams, and encouraging the government to have a
proper set of civil service tests for measuring com-
petence in planning. Ultimately, the ACPl was to
“keep in full and complete touch with the universities
and the government agencies employing planners
and make diplomatic, but authoritative, creative sug-
gestions when needed.”™*

The Education Committee was continually active
through the early forties. Although its personnel
changed somewhat, Hubbard and Frederick Adams
{the son of Thomas Adams and a professor of plan-
ning at MIT) were always present. By 1945, the Com-
mittee fashioned a definition of planning which
would hold until 1967. They described it as a concern
tor:

the unified development of urban communities
and their environs and of states, regions and the
nation as expressed through the determination of
the comprehensive arrangement of land uses and
occupancy.”

The Committee on Legislation also acted on im-
portant issues. In addition to informing members
about pertinent legislative proposals, it advanced pol-
icy recommendations which anticipated future activ-
ities. Since, for much of the period, the Committee
was headed by Alfred Bettman, the author of the
ASPO-sponsored Draft Legislation on Urban Redevel-
opment, the planners worked on proposals which fore-
shadowed the 1949 Housing and Slum Clearance Act.
Also, they drafted tentative legislation for federal aid
for local planning and for the creation of a federal
department of urban affairs®

The AIP remained in Cambridge for seven years.
Howard Menhinick had resigned in 1938 to work for
the TVA and his replacements were Harold Lautner,
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ecutive secretary, and Frederick J. Adams, editor
e}‘ the]guma!. When they resigned in 1941, the AIP
o eft without a headquarters. Eventually, Walter
an AIP member as well as ASPO executive
director, gave the Institute space and the part-time
gervices of his assistant, B‘arbara Terret!..*"’

The Institute was inactive in this period. The war
(ook everyone’s attention. The Journal lapsed for
about a year and a half, and several meetings were
cancelled. One quarter of the membership was in the
armed forces.” By 1944, the AIP bounced back. It
returned to Cambridge where it was housed at MIT
and managed by Draveaux Bender, executive secre-
tary, and Paul Opperman, editor of what was now
called the Journal of the American Institute of Planners.
with the resumption of the Jowrnal, the group again
struck a hopeful, allegory filled note:

was 1
Blucher,

The goals of our professional society are, we be-
lieve firmly, becoming clear and convictions are
forming which seem to strike a more positive note.
Whether the Institute can weather the storm on its
own “inner sea’—mnot to speak of the hurricane
ranging on the wider ocean—remains to be seen.
Certainly all will agree, a firm hand at the helm is
a major and urgent need, but not a bit less impor-
tant are teamwork and good will on the part of the
entire ship’s crew if we are to reach port.”

1946 to 1960: The explosion of planning

In the immediate postwar years, America experi-
enced important demographic changes. For the first
time, suburban growth far outpaced inner city ex-
pansion. Regional shifts occured as millions of people
migrated west and an almost equal number left the
South.” Mass-produced residentialdevelopmentssuch
as Levittown, Long Island, shopping centers, and rib-
bons of new high speed highways became regular fea-
tures of the suburban landscape.* Islands of public
housing, acres of slums replaced by glittering office
buildings, parking lots, and, again, the ever present
highways became the new central city image. Federal
programs, in particular the 1949 Housing Act and its
subsequent amendments, the 1956 Federal Highway
Act, and Federal Housing Administration policy
héiped to create this scene.” Planning was involved
but not central to the transformation. Initially neither
of the new acts incorporated the field. The Housing
Act included redevelopment but had no planning
provisions until 1954 when it did require compre-
I‘{ensive municipal plans prior to funding.” At that
tme, it also created the “701" grants to fund local
planning. The highway act gave minimal recognition
1 planning until 1962 when it mandated that major
Gities seeking funds have “comprehensive, co-ordi-
Nated, and continuous transportation plans.”™
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In keeping with their divergent functions, the AIP
and ASPO met these changes with varying degrees
of success. For ASPO, the new programs as well as
the explosive suburban growth opened new oppor-
tunities from which the Association profited as much
by intent as by accident.

For fifteen years ASPO had received a substantial
portion of its budget from the Spelman Fund. In
1949, however, the Fund was dissolved and ASPO
was left to fend for itself. The situation was not so
desperate as it appeared, for over time, the grant had
become an increasingly smaller proportion of the ex-
panding ASPO budget.”” To fill in the gap Blucher,
who remained as executive director until his resig-
nation in 1954, raised dues and expanded services.

Two new services became one of the most impor-
tant ASPO contributions to planning. In 1949, Blucher
created the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) and the
Zoning Digest. (By 1956, his successor, Dennis
O’'Harrow, former Youngstown, Ohio, planner,
would add Jobs in Planning, an enlarged version of
the long-established employment service.) The PAS
and the Zoning Digest, sold on a subscription basis,
would generate 65 percent of ASPO’s income by
1958 .

The services, particularly the PAS, had an enor-
mous impact on local planning practices. A subscrib-
ing agency would receive twelve technical reports an-
nually. The narrowly focused reports dealt with nitty
gritty topics. The first one, for example, was “Build-
ing Lines, Mapped Streets, Setbacks, Front Yards.”
However, taken as a group, they began to form a
body of technical information which planners could
call their own. This, of course, Is a pre-requisite for
a profession. The expertise defined by ASPO in the
PAS statements would be quite different from the
ATP view recorded in the Journal. The ASPO contri-
bution tended to be piecemeal, not comprehensive,
applied studies solving specitic problems,™ while the
AIP input was comparatively more theoretical, less
detailed, basic research investigating the limits of the
field."" (Some have attributed a growing division be-
tween AIP and ASPO to these differing approaches
while others have pointed to the contrasting organi-
zational styles and purposes to explain the evolving
roles of the two associations,)'™ Clearly, ASPO was
oriented to service administrators eager for technical
information to be used in directing the exploding
metropolis, while the ATP was structured to assist the
professional planner define his mission in contem-
porary society. At the same time, the earlier distinc-
tions between administrators and technical planners
were beginning to diminish as a larger number of
planners were directly employed by the public sec-
tor."* Thus, planners and government ofticials alike
turned to ASPO for assistance. By 1958, over 60 per
cent of all large American cities would be subscribers
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to the advisory services.'"

As the demand for the technical bulletins grew,
Blucher, and later O'Harrow, increased the ASPO
staff. By 1959, it had grown to seventeen. The re-
search division would be an important breeding
ground for later planning leaders. In addition, ASPO
maintained very strong connections with the newly
founded planning program at the University of Chi-
cago, headed first by Rexford Tugwell (the former
New Deal official) and later by economist Harvey Per-
loff. Based on the social sciences, the Chicago pro-
gram would produce some of the most important
leaders of the postwar planning movement. Through
these activities ASPO, again, was assuming some
professional responsibilities by contributing to the
education of planners.™

Spurred by financial exigency, ASPO had also be-
gun a membership drive. Its reduced membership

requirements, as well as the increased popularity of

planning, enabled the association to double its size so
that by 1959 its roster numbered 3,000.

From within its membership, ASPO encouraged
committee activity. In this period, however, these
committees never had the same stature within the
organization as the AIP groups, for the basic admin-
istration of ASPO was much less democratic. Mem-
bers did not dictate association policy as they did in
AlP.

ASPO continued to be a sponsor of the annual con-
ference. The immediate postwar attendance of about
500 tripled to 1,650 by 1950. The program had over
70 separate meetings with more than 120 speakers
and the events were covered by national media.
ASPO further increased the visibility of planners by
issuing monthly news releases to over 400 newspa-
pers, magazines, and radio stations.'”

While ASPO grew steadily without major internal
difficulties, the AIP also increased its size but its ex-
pansion was accompanied by painful inner dissen-
sion. One reason for the difficulties was the speed
with which AIP developed. Its growth rate was far
greater than ASPO’s and as a volunteer organization,
it was less well-equipped to deal with the onslaught
of new members. (Its 1945 membership of 240 ex-
ploded to 2,900 by 1960. Its meagre $5,000 budget
swelled to nearly $100,000.'%) Additionally, its ex-
pansion was due in large part to dramatic structural
changes in the association.

In actuality, there were several sources for the
growth. One was the 1948 incorporation of the mn-
dependent California Planners Institute (CPI). Al-
though differences in entrance requirements had
prevented an earlier union, these problems were re-
solved by offering the westerners a grandfather
clause. Nearly 150 Californians came into the AIP.
With this merger the Institute became a truly national
organization for the first time.""
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The second source was the decision to create local
chapters. Not a consciously planned strategy, it was
pressed on the Institute by war-time hardships mak-
ing national meetings impossible. The Institute en-
couraged local groups to meet informally. These ses-
sions proved so valuable that the AIP, after its usual
lengthy debates about the function of the organiza-
tion, allowed them to continue as chapters under na-
tional supervision. The first chapters developed in
Washington, Chicago, New England, and Califor-
nia.’® By 1960 there would be seventeen. The chap-
ter meetings provided ongoing professional ex-
change and would become a strong factor in mem-
bership allegiance to the AIP. Later the AIP,
recognizing their value as aids to policy making,
would create a chapter presidents council (CPC) to
advise the Board of Governors. Still later, the Board
of Governors would give the CPC voting represen-
tation in its deliberations.

The third source of expansion came from changed
membership standards. In 1948, the Institute created
a provisional membership category for planning stu-
dents. The AIP reluctantly included this group re-
sponding to pressure from a group called the “Young
Planners.” Immediately after the Second World
War, returning veterans, students, and younger AIP
members began to express their dissatisfaction with
the profession and the AIP’s role in promoting it
This group, which included Martin Meyerson (later
to be head of the MIT - Harvard Joint Center for
Urban Studies), Eric Carlson (later head of planning
at the United Nations), and Stuart Chapin (author of
the basic handbook Urban Land Use Planning), viru-
lently attacked AIP conservatism. They called for
membership procedures which would admit the pub-
lic administrator and social scientist on an equal basis
with the physical planner. They attacked the Institute
for its failure to influence public policy and called
upon it to open its ranks to younger people. The ATP
quickly co-opted the group which by 1946 had begun
to organize local divisions called Councils for Plan-
ning Action in New York, Boston, and New Haven.
Old hands Frederick ]J. Adams and Walter Blucher
endorsed their activities. Both the AIP and ASPO
gave them sessions at their meetings. The Journal
printed their complaints.'™ They passionately wrote:

Will this movement of young planners result in a
vital and effective new planning organization or is
it another youthful rebellion which will subside as
its members become mature in civilian life or in the
reality of a planning office? Whatever the answer
is, one thing is certain: professional planning or-
ganizations have missed the boat in not making a
welcome place in their ranks for the enthusiasm
and fire of young ideas. Young planners have now
set out to obtain for themselves what professional
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organizations did not offer them: a sense of active
participatiml and a focus for their idealism, a wid-
ening of planning vision to embrace allied fields,
an opportunity to be etfective as a body, inspiration
in the use of modern publicity techniques, a dy-
namic program to put across the planning idea in

America’"

The Young Planners attracted a following—not all
based on chronological age—and had a notable im-
pact upon Institute activities. Energetic and idealistic,
they joined AIP committees and set about promoting
their beliefs. They stimulated moves to enhance the
visibility of the profession. Some of the AIP responses
were almost pathetic, if’ not misguided, such as the
hiring of a public relations lirm to improve the im-
age.""! Others were more purposeful. For example,
by 1951 the Institute leaders began to investigate the
possibility of moving the headquarters to Washing-
ton, D. C., and staffing it with a full time executive
secretary. As always however, these efforts were de-
layed by the Institute’s lack of resources.'” None-
theless, the AIP did begin to confront other profes-
sional issues with more vigor.

As part of the effort to re-invigorate the organi-
zation, the Board of Governors lured Perry Norton,
a thoughtful young veteran from the Planning De-
partment of the Chicago Housing Authority and for-
mer regional planner in Cleveland, to a part-time ex-
ecutive secretary's position with the promise of a
faculty appointment at Harvard. His office was “a
little bitty space ... at the end of a dratting studio
room at MIT.” His stall was a part-time secretary
who “spent a lot of time visiting friends.” Nonethe-
less, Norton worked closely with successive AIP pres-
idents, particularly John T. Howard, to make the In-
stitute responsive to the demands of the expanding
membership. After one year, the Governors made
him a full time executive director and moved the
headquarters to a new office on Brattle Street, near
Harvard Square.”"

Norton was an unusual choice for the AIP. A land-
scape architect by training and a practicing planner,
he did not receive his Master’s degree in City Plan-
ning until 1959, two years after his resignation as
executive director. (The title had been changed dur-
ing his tenure.) He was the first professional to be
appointed in a long time, for in the more recent past
the job had had littdle importance and had been held
by secretaries, usually women.'™ Norton also served
as editor of the Journal. In this latter capacity, he had
great vision. He transformed it into a serious profes-
sional organ by soliciting substantial articles from
both planners and non- planners. Soon it became the
outlet for major basic research in the field.

As executive director Norton oversaw a variety of
AIP activities. These ranged from facilitating mem-
bership procedures—the rolls went from about 800
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to 1800 in his five year tenure—to prompting com-
mittee work.'"® In addition, he acted as liason between
the AIP and its chapters, which were springing up all
over the nation.

In this period, the Institute developed more policy
positions than ever before. Although in 1950 Presi-
dent Frederick Adams had attempted to start what
he called a “white paper” series of policy statements,
only one was published. It was not until Norton of-
ficially carried out President Frederick |. Clark’s di-
rective Lo use the committees to “reach agreement on
basic planning objectives and principles” that a sig-
nificant number of statements were developed.

Working with twenty-six committees involving 135
people, Norton encouraged them to deal with im-
portant professional issues."'” In 1956, the Commit-
tee on Education developed detailed criteria for a
recognition program. This program was a follow up
of two earlier reports (“The Content ol Professional
Curricula” and “Recommendations for an AIP Ac-
crediting System™) as well as two substantial educa-
tional studies written outside of the Committee (Fred-
erick |. Adams’ Urban Planning Education in the United
States and Harvey Perloff's “Education of City Plan-
ners: Past, Present and Future™) fell short ol ac-
creditation because of the Institute's continuing re-
luctance to propose “an iron-clad system as is used in
other professions.”"™ It did put some teeth into the
evaluation procedures, allowing degrees in “recog-
nized” schools to be used to reduce work experience
requirements for membership.'"*

In conjunction with educational policy, AIP com-
mittees developed policies governing behavior and
employment. By 1953, the Institute had adopted a
general “AIP Code of Professional Conduct” and a
more specific supplement, “Professional Consultants,
Services and Fees.”™ It had also surveyed employ-
ment practices and circulated a job classification sys-
tem outlining four levels of responsibility, with ranks

Early planners at work: John Black, Reg. Issacs, Eleanor
Torell, Frank Weise, and Martin Meyerson in Chicago
Source: Olin Library, Cornell University




from junior planner to executive director. This
scheme would be commonly used for employment. ™’

In public policy areas, the urban redevelopment
question received the most attention. The AIP’s pol-
icy statements issued during the period repeated a
common theme: the need to expand the comprehen-
sive planning aspects of federal legislation."® Ulu-
mately, the 1954 amendments to the Housing Act
would include recommended provisions. Although
the AIP was not directly responsible for their inclu-
sion, it, along with ASPO, had long provided outlets
for their discussion.

Despite the growth of AIP's membership and the
increasing sophistication of its activities, Institute
members continued the long tradition of self-exam-
ination, Countless Journal editorials asked the an-
guished question “What is planning?” again and
again."™ More frequently than in earlier periods,
these questions would be stimulated as a result of the
failure of implemented planning programs to reflect
current theory. The more thoughtful practitioners
responded with new theories. For example, when
Martin Meyerson, then a professor at the University
of Pennsylvania, studied urban renewal in Philadel-
phia, he found the long range planning ideas not
applicable. He then developed what he called “a mid-
dle range bridge” to comprehensive approaches. As
in the past, the ATP meetings and the Journal would
provide a forum for new ideas. However, the Insti-
tute, though open for discussion, still failed to pro-
vide an official definition of planning.™

‘In his final report to the Board of Governors in
1957, Perry Norton censured the Institute for this
failure because in his view it weakened AIP’s at-
tempts to develop as an effective professional asso-
ciation:

If one examines the documents of the American
Institute of Planners, one of the things he discovers
is that the Institute does not define planning. We
have our statement of purposes. ... This statement
is very broad, but it was of little comfort to the
Membership Committee and to the Board. ... By
raising this question, 1 don’t mean to suggest that
our stated purposes are necessarily too vague to be
useful, but rather I ask them because the direction
of the answers is somewhat critical to the future
growth of the organization, as far as its broad social
role is concerned.’™

During the presidency of the energetic Louis Wet-
more of Illinois, the Institute did commit itself o a
new role. It was to become a more forceful proponent
for planning by engaging in direct lobbying activities
at the federal level. This policy led to the 1957 de-
csion to move headquarters to Washington, D.C. It
had been prompted by general discontent expressed
by younger members, and by the capital’s chapter
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whose vocal member Carl Feiss (one-time head of the
Community Planning and Development Branch of
the Housing and Home Finance Agency) insisted that
“the AIP belonged where the action was really at.”™
The Institute, at this point, was easily moved. The
story of the event demonstrates the character of the
organization and heightens appreciation for its ac-
complishments. As Norton reminisced:

We closed up shop—Cambridge. I hired a moving
truck to get our equipment in. Went to the bank
to close our account . . . a balance of $5,000 or
$6,000. . .. Irented a car and loaded the vital books
... and drove to Washington and met Bud (Dutton,
the new executive director). . . . the Washington
chapter hadn’t found an office. I got there Friday
night and the movers were due to arrive on Sunday
morning. So all day Saturday the two of us were
going around the city . . . trying to find a place to
set up shop for the AIP. Finally, Bud got in touch
with somebody he knew. . . . That somebody had
.. a possible basement suite but he could not see
us until . . . Sunday morning for some reason. So
Sunday morning, before we could meet him, the
movers called. . . . [They] said, “We are some place
in Maryland and will be there in about an hour.
Where are we going?” We said, “When you get to
such and such intersection, call us.” In that inter-
vening period we saw the place and . . . signed
. on for it and we had a place to unload the
sttt

With the Institute headquarters now located at
2400 Sixteenth St. N.W., Dutton took over manage-
ment of the ever expanding membership and budget.
He increased the staff, which would eventually num-
ber twelve. Although he continued to edit a newslet-
ter, the Journal editorship was separated and placed
on a rotating basis in a university, for the Institute
wished its basic research function to continue. Dut-
ton, however, was instructed to begin lobbying efforts
in order to advance the organization’s legislative in-
terests. He was particularly active in open space and
urban transportation efforts.!?

In the last years of the period, the Institute created
functional departments to replace some of the com-
mittees with permanent technically based divisions.
This action was not simply an effort to make admin-
istration more efficient but a device to accomodate
some of the growing separatist elements within the
AlP,

The department suggestion had been advanced by
the private consultants and supported by the educa-
tors, librarians, and researchers. The Board of Gov-
ernors pondered the question for over two years. On
one hand, they feared that separate groups would be
divisive. On the other, they recognized the need to
accomodate an increasingly diverse membership. Fi-
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nally, Governor William Wheaton brought the issue
to a vote by declaring:

Let's go ahead and get the Constitutional amend-
ment for departments through. If the membership
votes the darn thing down we're not going to have
any other functional departments coming up in the
near future. The librarians can get along, they're
not pressing very hard, anyway. The educators said
they don’t particularly want it for themselves. The
researchers don’t show any more interest in this
than they do in anything else.'*®

The departments did provide additional forums
for certain groups and were successful in promoting
technical developments, but they could in no way
solve growing divisions, particularly the split between
public and private practitioners.

1961 to 1978: The joining of the planning
movement

The next few years were to continue the demo-
graphic trends of the postwar period. By 1970, more
than 70 percent of the nation would be counted ur-
ban. However, the suburban/urban split, previewed
in the earlier years, was intensified by its racial over-
tones. The civil disorders of the sixties and the ill-
fated war in Viet Nam stimulated massive social pro-
test deeply affecting all of American society. By the
early seventies, this turbulence subsided. The nation
turned to quality of life questions. It became con-
cerned with environmental conservation, historic
preservation, and the equitable delivery of basic hu-
man services. The era had commenced with a firm
belief in human ability to control destiny through
planning and the application of scientific manage-
ment principles. This belief then gave way to a more
limited view of what man could achieve in a complex
world.

The optimism and tension ol these years deeply
affected the planning movement. The continuing at-
tack on slum housing and urban renewal gave plan-
ners new oppeortunities to develop the field. Social
policy planning was stimulated by the Great Society’s
“"War on Poverty.” Advances in transportation and
other areas stemmed from the growing use of com-
puters. New management methods such as “plan-
ning, programming and budgeting” were also
adopted by planners. By the seventies, the planners
gravitated to new concerns created by such federal
legislation as the National Environmental Policy Act,
the Health Resources Act, and the National Historic
Preservation Act. As they moved in these directions,
the belief that their methodology, not their subject
matter, was their trademark, led planners to de-em-
phasize their focus on land use.
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The associations, particularly the AIP, were shaken
to their roots by these changes. As seen in the events
of earlier periods, the planners involved in the new
areas pressed the organizations to adjust their admin-
istration, membership policy, and even institutional
definitions of purpose to meet contemporary needs.

Concurrently, the management of the associations,
particularly AIP, became more independent of their
constituencies. With budgets nearing a million dollars
and memberships over ten thousand, organization
staffs grew increasingly large and some of the ad-
ministrative decisions made by the executive directors
crossed into policy areas.”™ This was not a great
change for ASPO, which had traditionally operated
in this manner, but 1t was a complete turnabout for
the AIP. The Institute did not benefit for 1t was hind-
ered by a rapid turnover in executive directors—five
in twenty years."” In addition, AIP membership con-
tinued to equivocate on the Institute’s role leaving
the executive directors without a strong sense of mis-
siomn.

The upcoming AIP fiftieth anniversary stimulated
a good deal of activity by the Institute. As early as
1960, president Charles Blessing had set 1967 as a
target for re-assessment. Addressing the Board of
Governors, he urged:

We should not pass up an opportunity to regroup
our thoughts and perhaps our emotions and atti-
tudes and make note of that year—that event—in
a worthwhile, deepseated, thoughtful, philosophi-
cal approach to the event.'®

Although all of the rather elaborate plans con-
ceived at that time would not come to fruition, the
anniversary year would be extremely significant for
the AIP.™ At that time, the membership voted on
the first major amendment of the Constitution since
1938. It deleted that section of the purposes which
pinned planning to land use.'™

The Institute had come to this decision after a
lengthy period of self-examination. In 1964, desiring
to make the AIP more representative of its consti-
tuency, the Board of Governors appointed a five
member ad hoc Committee on the Restatement of
Purposes, headed Louis Wetmore, then professor of
planning at the University of llinois.* After months
of labor, they presented their findings (based in large
part on a 1965 AIP membership survey) at the 1966
annual meeting. Not surprisingly, they reported a
new composite picture which showed planners en-
gaged in a broad range of activities, encompassing
social and economic as well as physical development
in large area units, not just cities. In addition, they
discovered that the era of the planning generalist had
passed for most practitioners had become special-
ists." These findings reflected the broadening field
which articles in the fournal had been demonstrating




for over ten years. '

The constitutional amendment had many ramifi-
cations for the Institute, the most important being a
complete reevaluation of the entrance require-
ments.”™ Earlier in the sixties, the AIP had stream-
lined admissions procedures; a reduction of the
apprenticelike experience requirements, the in-
troduction of an oral examination, preliminary
screening by chapters, and the establishment of a
National Membership Standards Committee (NMSC)
had resulted. By 1969, however, the NMSC totally
revamped the classifications to make them reflect the
new vision of the Institute. Four classes, member, as-
sociate, intern, and affiliate were designated. Most
importantly, a prospect for full member standing
could now qualify even if he did not have a planning
or design profession degree.'” These changes were
responsible, in part, for the great expansion of the
membership, which by 1976 had doubled to 11,184.1°
(By that time the Institute again had re-evaluated its
membership criteria. It tightened the full member-
ship requirements by increasing the work experience
requirement, and it loosened the associate category
prerequisites thus making it a general membership
category.) Of the 11,000 total, however, only about
4,000 were full members. The organization still re-
tained an elite class.™!

The changes resulting from the constitutional
amendments were too radical for some, but too con-
servative for others. Perry Norton, chairman of a new
committee on the Definition of Planning Practice,
correctly diagnosed what would become a major
source of dissension in the AIP. Really at issue, he
held, was the Institute's attitude towards change.
Norton observed:

Most of us who have been drawn into the profes-
sion of planning have come because we have re-
acted to disorder, confusion, inequity. . . . We are
concerned with change. Butcan we safely generalize
that this is a characteristic concern of the member-
ship of the Institute? We know that many people,
many towns and many agencies have espoused
planning because it appealed to them as an instru-
ment to thwart change. We know that
many professionals have worked most dilligently to
assure their employers that planning is “safe” and
that it is not about to upset any political entrench-
ments or profit-making applecarts. It 1s this con-
dition which has prompted many to observe that
we are a conservative lot. To do our work, it cer-
tainly is not necessary for us to fling ourselves in
wild utopian abandon upon the sensibilities of men.
But we more often err in the other directions.

... I think fairly persuasive arguments could be
made in [the] augmenting of the Institute. [Yet] the
idea of working in the changemaking environment
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will induce stress and complicate the forthcoming
dialogue.**

Norton had diagnosed one of the internal struggles
which seemed to occur with regularity throughout
the AlP’s history. In the mid-sixties, a group of
younger planners including Walter Thabit (a practi-
tioner in the New York metropolitan area) and Paul
Davidoff (a lawyer and later head of the Suburban
Action Institute, a group working against exclusion-
ary zoning) formed the New York based Planners for
Equal Opportunity (PEO). They believed that plan-
ners should become advocates for the clients they
served, and that they should promote social change
even if it meant that they would lose their traditional
political neutrality. In addition, they felt that plan-
ners, singly and in groups, had a moral responsibility
to take stands on public policy issues.™® Their un-
happy experiences with urban renewal programs
which had failed to have meaningtul citizen partici-
pation and their whole-hearted opposition to the war
in Viet Nam prompted them to act.

This group, which attracted a following of about
two hundred, had a profound effect on the Insti-
tute.™ Like earlier dissident factions, it used tradi-
tional routes; it called for extension of the vote to
associates and worked to place sympathizers in lead-
ership positions. Paul Davidoff, for example, made
an unsuccessful bid for the AIP presidency but was
later elected to the Board of Governors. Additionally,
the PEO would rate Institute candidates according to
their policy statements.

Ultimately, the AIP responded to their pressure.
It hired a staff member for advocacy planning. It
gave the vote to the associate class. It opened a schol-
arship program, Aid to Minority Planning Students
(AMPS)."*? President Walter Monasch broke with tra-
dition and made an official statement opposing the
war in Viet Nam."® All of these moves created a great
deal of controversy within the Institute. '

Throughout this period, the Institute expanded its
activities. Among the new endeavors were more
strenuous lobbying and active pursuit of research
funds. In addition, the AIP continued to sponsor the
Journal and the Newsletter but introduced new publi-
cations, the Planners’ Notebook (a case study series),
the Planners’ Roll Call (a legislative summary), and
later the Practicing Planner (a current practices mag-
azine).

This growth generated a conllict between members
and the national staff over finances and administra-
tion for the AIP expansion was extremely costly and
revenues did not cover expenses. After 1966, the In-
stitute operated at a substantial loss."" To offset the
deficit, the Board of Governors authorized a dues
hike, borrowing by the executive director, and the
pursuit of grant funds. However, continuing finan-
cial pressure resulted in disputed membership policy
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“1313"—ASPQ's headquarters in Chicago
Source: Qlin Library, Cornell University
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Yorkship Village—site of the 1918 ACPI field trip
and meeling
Source: Olin Library, Cornell University

AlP's Dupont Circle office, Washigton, D.C.

34




and even disagreements about the management of
the Journal. In the latter instance, the Governors re-
sisted headquarter’s efforts to remove the publica-
tion from its university base.!*8

Despite the financial difficulties, the Institute con-
tinued its earlier tradition of developing policy state-
ments. Since membership had become too large to
allow direct participation, the AIP turned to new pro-
cedure: the planning policy conference attended
biannually by chapter delegates. By 1974, the Insti-
tute had published a handbook, “National Planning
Policy of the American Institute of Planners.”'4®
This document, which was stronger on some issues
than on others, became the first comprehensive col-
lection of AIP positions on national affairs.’®

The AIP career oriented policies did not evolve so
neatly as the positions on public issues. The Institute
continued to debate about its basic objectives. A par-
ticularly difficult conflict developed among the public
and private practitioners. Although dissension had
been growing for a long time as planners were in-
creasingly public sector employees, it became very se-
vere in the late sixites when public planners, consti-
tuting 65 percent of AIP membership, became
dominant. The private consultants were so [rustrated
by the Institute’s failure to meet their requests that
they abandoned the Private Practice Department for
which they fought so hard earlier in the decade, and
formed their own independent association, the
American Society of Consulting Planners (ASCP).
The ASCP immediately published a roster, a code of
ethics, and a private practice manual.

This was not the first time a faction had formed a
separate organization—the academics had created
the Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning
(ACSP) a few years earlier—but it was the first time
since 1934 that the practitioners were split so defin-
iively. By 1970, the AIP viewed the action as a mis-
take and moved to mend the division by creating an
ATP-ASCP liason committee to “iron out some un-
fortunate issues . . . which have tended to divide the
two organizations.”'®!

Other internal disputes revolved around questions
of entry and education. Liberal permissive stances of
the sixties would give way to tightened approaches in
the seventies. The accreditation and licensing cases
are illustrative. The AIP did not follow the route of
the major professions such as architecture, law, or
medicine, but adopted positions similar to the minor
ones, such as education and social work. While it
would update its recognition procedures, it did not
move to a strong accreditation program. In fact, it
incorporated a highly unusual idea in educational
evaluation by creating a supervisory group, the Na-
tional Education Development Committee, having
both AIP and non-AIP members.’® Although the
AIP reversed an earlier stance and began to develop
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a registration system, it did not justify the decision
with the conviction that it was supposed to lead in the
qualifying of practitioners but acted out of fear that
others such as the states or some federal agency
would step forward to do so. As AIP president Robert
C. Einsweiler reported: “The Board saw the Insti-
tute’s options as either speeding up or slowing down
the forces and trends.”'® Thus the AIP acted re-
luctantly and halfheartedly in defending the profes-
sion. As in the past, it always stopped short of hard-
line policies definitively outlining the boundaries of
the field. Nonetheless, a 1975 Newsletter report would
promise more than would actually be achieved:

The AIP started on a path which hopefully can
create a professionally tight circle to certify to the
public both competency in planning practice and
offer some way to determine who is a competent
planner.**

By the early seventies, the AIP decided to change
from an association to a corporation. As part of the
process it adopted new bylaws which added impor-
tant changes to the organization. Among them were
a geographic representation plan for electing the
Board of Governors, a procedure for enforcing the
code of ethics, and the placing of the financial re-
sponsibilities in the hands of the executive director
by eliminating the elective secretary-treasurer posi-
tion.'s®

The new financial arrangements would be ex-
tremely important in the following years. For quite
a while, the Board of Governors had established
broad guidelines, (one and five year plans) for the
budget, leaving the treasurer to prepare the details.
These plans, which “were laundry lists of the many
kinds of activities the ATP would pursue,” ranked
priorities. In the early seventies, national affairs (lob-
bying), advocacy of the poor and minority interests,
and planning practice were the main concerns." In-
stitute resources would be directed to public policy
rather than purely professional interest.

In accordance with the newly construed Institute
purposes, the AIP headquarters were moved to a
classy DuPont Circle address properly adjacent to
other lobbying organizations and the staff was in-
creased to twenty. In addition, the staff was increas-
ingly drawn from a specialized group of public serv-
ice administrators rather than planners.”” The
organization had become a big business. It had a 1.2
million dollar budget. The Board of Governors, who
met only periodically during the year, began to lose
touch with the full scope of AIP activities, so that in
1976, they were astonished to find that the Institute
had accumulated a deficit of nearly one-half million
dollars. 'An emergency retrenchment plan reduced
staff and some services, Nonetheless, in 1977, the AIP
had a projected income of about $600,000 of which
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half was to be used for administrative expenses and
only one third for publications. This was a major
change from twenty years earlier when the total bud-

et was about $28,000 and the major expenses were
$6,000 for the Journal and $7,200 for the executive
director.'®

During this period, ASPO also changed but not so
dramatically as AIP. Like the Institute, the organi-
sation grew explosively. By 1975, 1t had fourteen
thousand members and a 1.5 million dollar budget.
Although it provided essentially the same services, it
would do so on a grander scale. It did add a rarely
proﬁtable contract planning component, undertak-
ing administrative studies for Puerto Rico, Connect-
.cut, and others."” Its nuts and bolts approach con-
tinued to be successful. In 1960, executive director
Dennis O’Harrow explained that “while a good third
of ASPO staff time is spent on one or another aspect
of zoning,” he could justify the etfort:

This proportion does however mirror the propor-
tion of time spent in local planning agencies, par-
ticularly in the smaller ones. And though planners
might decry the efforts spent on zoning, no one
has proposed an adequate or acceptable substitute
for it. Therefore, so long as zoning retains its im-
portance for planners and planning agencies, so
long must ASPO activities reflect this importance.'®

In these years, however, ASPO did begin to enlarge
the scope of its activities. In 1962, it adopted a code
of ethics; and although ASPO disclaimed any incur-
sion on AIP grounds—"ASPO does not undertake
to police ethics in the planning profession . . . ASPO
seeks to promote ethics In planning”—the distinc-
tion was unclear at best.'' Additionally, by 1966
ASPO had begun to develop its own formal policy
statements, similar to those of the AIP. Finally, it had
new publications—TAB, a published version of the
job listings ASPO traditionally handled, and Planning
Magazine, a broadly expanded and redefined version
of the Newsletter. Although it did not attempt to de-
velop any equivalent to the Journal, the service mag-
azine would provide popular and topical information
on contemporary practice.

In contrast to that of AIP, ASPO administrative
style remained extremely stable. Up to 1978, it had
only three executive directors. Israel Stollman (a for-
mer planning director of Youngstown, Ohio, and
later head of the Department of City Planning at
Ohio State University) became the third, after
O'Harrow’s untimely death in 1967.'

With its well defined organizational vision and its
experienced administrators, ASPO adjusted more
easily to the turbulence of the sixties than the AIP.
For example, when dissident planners soughta forum,
the association amended its bylaws, changing election
procedures to allow for contested slates,'™ When so-
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cial planning and then environmental issues became
important, the PAS issued technical papers on the
subjects. By 1970, 20 percent of its reports dealt with
this area.'™ Finally, in the effort to recognize newly
defined forms of citizen participation, ASPO opened
a special membership category for those activists who
did not hold political positions.

The consolidation

Over the years, talk of joining the two organizations
occurred with periodic regularity. In the early forties,
with the Institute located in ASPO offices, tentative,
but fruitless, efforts were made in this direction. In
the fifties, during the AIP presidency of former
ASPO executive director Walter Blucher, the issue
arose but never moved forward. Serious note of the
idea was not taken again until the end of the sixties.
Even then promoters of a merger treated the idea
gingerly. By the early seventies, the two organizations
made the first firm commitment to the effort but then
retreated. Finally, between 1976 and 1978, unique
conditions, as well as the persistence of the leader-
ship, turned the proposal into reality.'®

Honest concern, doubt, and mutual suspicion char-
acterized the activities of the ten years prior to the
1978 consolidation. Nonetheless, there was a pattern
of slow but steady progress toward the goal. In the
summer of 1968, leaders of the two organizations
and of the National Association of Housing and Re-
newal Officials (NAHRO) met in Gettysburg, Penn-
sylvania, to investigate areas of common interest.
Nine hours of discussion led to the decision fo initiate
joint legislative and research efforts and to meet
again in two years. The aim at this time was clear and
simple: co-ordination.'™

Attracted by the idea of cooperation, AIP acted in
the next year to insure the idea’s continuation. With
the resignation of Robert Williams as executive di-
rector, AIP selected Thomas Roberts from over one
hundred candidates to replace him. Roberts, a well
regarded professional, provided an important link
between ASPO and AIP based on his long friendship
with ASPO’s Israel Stollman. Both had begun their
careers in the Youngstown, Ohio, planning depart-
ment. Stollman welcomed Roberts enthusiastically
declaring, “I look forward to working with Tom Rob-
erts in continuing to build our strong alliance for
planning.”"" In the next three years, the two men
sought to create what they characterized as “not [a]
merger of organizations but [a] merger of efforts.”®
Their model was the recent coalition of the National
League of Cities and the U.S. Conference of Mayors,
a union in which the organizations maintained sep-
arate identities but shared a combined services staff.
The planners investigated the potential for joint con-
ferences, research, legislative programs, publishing,
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and regional offices. As they worked, the boards of
governors met together informally. By 1970, the gov-
ernors 1ssued their first formal resolution, a motion
dealing with the relatively neutral issue of federal
support for minority planning training programs.'®

Progress continued slowly and quietly. When Rob-
erts resigned (o resume practice, the AIP appointed
John Joyner in his place. Joyner, a former planner,
was most recently deputy director of the Office of
Urban Services of the National League of Cities and
the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the structure Roberts
and Stollman had been attempting to emulate. Con-
currently with the search for the director, the two
boards enlarged the scope of previous efforts. Over
the course of the year, 1972 to 1973, they agreed to
and implemented Paul Davidoff's suggestion calling
for the organizations “to investigate the possible areas
of cooperation including the possibility of forming
one joint organization.” They appointed a Joint
Task Force headed by Patrick Cusick (former officer
of both groups) and including Davidoff, George Mar-
cou (a former business associate of Joyner), and
Philip Hammer (the ASPO president who had initi-
ated the Gettysburg meeting) to present a study. Ul-
timately, the boards agreed to “develop a plan for
unifying the organizations and in the interim to move
toward joint programming of activities” including
the sponsoring of a single annual conference starting
in 1976. One witness to these last moves recalled
“There was a profound silence in the room as if
everyone was saying ‘What have we done? "7

The following months were busy and unsettled.
Assisting the Task Force in developing the unification
plan, Joyner and Stollman worked through the sum-
mer, even vacationing together. At the same time,
opposition mounted to the union which had been an-
nounced to the membership of both organizations.
The following fall both boards retreated. By the sum-
mer of 1974, even the joint annual conference was
called off with a curt announcement in the AIP News
declaring: “AIP does not wish to be bound to a prin-
ciple of joint conferences with ASPO after 1976."
Leaving some room for re-opening the issue, the no-
tice further stated: “However the AIP Board decision
does not mean to elimiate the possibility of select joint
conferences in the future.”'™

For the next three years, the two organizations con-
centrated on internal development, frequently du-
plicating each others’s efforts. For example, ASPO
intensified its legislative work, developing a series of
“white papers” for national policy recommenda-
tions, a project AIP had undertaken the previous
year. AIP, in turn, started the flashy quarterly, Prac-
ticing Planner, in direct competition with ASPO’s
Planning Magazine. Both groups were afflicted with
a declining rate of growth in membership and in-
creasing costs. Finally, AIP's financial difficulties
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reached crisis proportions, causing Joyner to resign
and calling for major internal reorganization.'”

In the fall of 1976, the ASPO and AIP leaderships
decided to take another stab at cooperation. They
created a Planning Federation to last six months,
They named Stollman its head and ordered him to
study union alternatives. Events moved quickly but
not smoothly. Stollman’s report, “Linking AIP and
ASPO”" was issued in February 1977 and built the
case for unification by stressing the overlapping
membership (counted as 40 percent), duplication of
services, and common basis of interest, (ASPO’s rolls,
according to the study, revealed a membership dom-
inated by professionals and supplemented with a tiny
citizen component). At the same time, AIP vacillated.
Although it replaced Joyner with John Hirten, a
staunch supporter of Institute independence, it also
ordered him to embark on a more detailed unifica-
tion study with Stollman.'™

The results of the directors’ work, 4IP/ASPO Lin-
kage Study, and of a membership survey which had
low but favorable response to the unification plans,
led to the appointment of a joint negotiating com-
mittee to effect a specific consolidation plan. In-
cluded were Irving Hand (the AIP president who at-
tended the 1968 Gettysburg meeting) and former
AIP director Thomas Roberts (now an ASPO vice
president). By the spring of 1978, the boards of gov-
ernors approved their plan—a masterpiece of com-
promise—and sent it out to the 23,000 AIP and
ASPO members for ratification. Although only half
of the membership responded, their vote was over-
whelmingly in favor. The official consolidation took
place on October 1, 1978.1™

Conclusion: seventy years of planning
organization

This briel survey of the growth of the associations
promoting planning in America demonstrates several
findings. First, the movement has always been splint-
ered. Over the years, the original citizen/practitioner
split widened as administrators, educators, and pri-
vate consultants formed separate entities, These di-
visions, perhaps necessary at the time, became in-
creasingly unworkable as many organizations
undertook competing activities in promotion, publi-
cations, and professional development.

The current consolidation of the AIP and ASPO
into the APA should provide a single focus for the
planning movement. Its sheer size (about 20,000
members) gives it a dimension approximating thar of
the American Institute of Architects (27,000) and the
American Society for Public Administration
(16,500)."" These comparisons are somewhat deceiv-
ing however, because membership in the APA does
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. the same connotation as does belonging to
~mot eanty’ A better measure might be the number of
 the mherbi’l; the American Institute of Certified Plan-
'mcmbfrs selective professional society having an en-
ners, “f of 4,400, Nonetheless, with proper direc-
@l]mCS]e mgfaniz.ation and its components have
tion, th giving 1t importance in the modern world.
st_l‘;’;ge difference between the numbers of members
in the APA and Al(,l[" leads to ql‘lestions about the
character and respective roles of the two groups.
More important, the gap .under.scoz‘fesh the need to
identify and ['ocus.the constituencies fa.l]mg under the
APA umbrella. History sho?v_s that this task must be
done with care and wlrisd(‘)m 1.[' the union is to succee'd.
Despite the historic dl&tlﬂlt}! of thfe movement, its
proponents can be creleed with having spread plan-
ping throughout the nation. In the seventy year span
since the creation of the NCCP they have infused the
idea in all levels of government on a scale never imag-
ined by the initial supporters. Furthermore, they
have helped supply the increasing numbers of spe-
cialists needed to fill the ever enlarging demand.
Planning today 1s a multi-million dollar business em-
ploying thousands.
A second finding is that the planning associations
have been quite receptive to change. This is contrary
to some charges, notably Herbert Gans’ attack in
“The Need for Planners Trained In Policy Forma-
tion.” The AIP, with its almost generational crises
over the definition of planning, repeatedly enlarged
the concept to meet current needs. Athough this pro-
vided flexibility, it also engendered a certain faddish
character to the field.
The AIP’s continuous obsession with the identity
question at times diverted the movement's energy
from serious research, self-regulation, and promo-
tion efforts. For example, the adoption of educational
and ethical standards occurred relatively late in
AIP’s development. These problems, as well as vac-
illation on entry requirements, have resulted in a
weakly defined professional group. The source of
many of these actions can be traced to the tension
between the fundamental goal of the field and the
requirements of professionalization. Planners con-
Sistently state that their objective is to be comprehen-
sive. The interpretation of this view has led to an ever
€Xpanding and shifting view of the field. Yet being
Professional entails laying claim to a discrete body of
knc‘_"\’lﬁdge. As planners tampered with the boun-
daries of their expertise, they increasingly could not
::Elll;l[de those from other s.pecizl.lties who cou!d con-
€ to the comprehensive view. Thus, with the
actual body of knowledge being in question, they
could not really move to control entry, regulate eth-

ics : : =
»and set exclusive educational standards as rigidly

as ‘r;:vt‘her professions.
ithin the constraints of its organizational pur-
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poses, ASPO also responded to the needs of its con-
stituents by issuing technical advice concerned with
an ever enlarging scope. With emphasis on adminis-
trative aspects of planning, ASPO led in promoting
land use controls. In fact, the nature of much of its
work enabled it to make substantive contributions to
the field. Its input, along with those efforts sponsored
by the AIP Journal and other association publications,
helped create the basic literature of the profession.

In later years, the two associations began to dupli-
cate many efforts in publications, professional devel-
opment, and policy considerations. One reason for
this phenomenon was the changing composition of
the practitioner body which had switched from pri-
vate consultants to public sector employees. With in-
terests in the later period far different from those of
their predecessors, they adjusted their associations,
particularly the AIP, accordingly.

Another cause of the merging of the functions of
the two associations can be attributed to the organi-
zational need to survive. After they depleted their
initial foundation funding, both acted to create fi-
nancial arrangements to keep themselves viable. For
the AIP, this meant a heavy reliance on volunteers
for leadership. This was an appropriate formula for
a self-regulating profession which properly valued
the participation of its members, and so structured
itself to reflect this idea. In fact, the organization has
always had a dedicated core of workers. However, as
the membership expanded in the later period, this
arrangement became increasingly cumbersome.
Chapter and divisional formation were successful de-
vices for relieving some administrative problems but
unions based on geographical and technical grounds
also contributed to the creation of new tensions
among local or specialized groups and the national
association.

ASPO developed an entirely different organiza-
tional style and structure. From the beginning it had
a service function and a strong executive director del-
egated to initiate activities relatively independent of
his constituency. Furthermore, it had more substan-
tial and lengthy foundation support than the AIP.
These factors allowed it to build both a membership
base and its services systematically. Like the AIP, its
growth can be attributed to the dedication and vision
of its leaders but, unlike the Institute, its executive
directors played a major role.

Thus, as the American Planning Association begins
a new era for the movement, it carries with it a rich
heritage of accomplishments, However, this progress
has been paralleled by the pattern of conflict and
harmony characterizing the internal behavior and in-
ter-organizational relations of the planning associa-
tions. Many of the issues creating the divisions—de-
fining planning, professionalization, relationship
between citizen, administrator and planner to name
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a few—have not been resolved but masked by the
consolidation. That internal struggles should con-
tinue is to be expected; but that resolution of these
questions should occur should be equally anticipated.
The challenge for the movement is to develop the
creative leadership and collective wisdom to move to-
ward a period of harmony, not conflict.

Author’s note
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