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Nos complace presentar la obra La enseñanza de los estudios urbanos y regionales. Un asunto que trasciende saberes disciplinares, producción que recoge preguntas, debates y propuestas de profesores e investigadores urbano-regionales expertos en el tema, y quienes a partir de una invitación realizada en el 2013 decidieron preguntarse por el arte de enseñar estudios urbano-regionales. Desde cada una de sus formaciones, experiencias y ciudades de origen, los profesores pensaron para qué, qué y cómo enseñar. Se preguntaron por la manera como programan y transcurren sus clases, por los contenidos, por los recorridos históricos y por los autores que privilegian. Así mismo, por los discursos que repetidamente aparecen en la bibliografía de referencia y la manera como ponen en escena ese saber acumulado que les interesa debatir y compartir. 


El libro se estructura a partir de cuatro partes, todas ellas entendidas como componentes que otorgan una especificidad al proceso de enseñanza (Carreño Durán 2012). La primera se centra en el propósito, es decir, el para qué enseñar estudios urbano-regionales, en busca de superar la mirada tradicional que programa pensando en qué se logrará al enseñar. La segunda parte hace referencia al contenido: qué enseñar. En esta la reflexión abarcó dos posibles miradas: la del profesor que se pregunta en qué contenido (conocimiento científico, conocimiento de la experiencia y demás saberes) es valioso enseñar y en el que se cuestiona cómo gestionar la comunicación de dicho conocimiento. En la tercera parte se invita a reflexionar sobre los métodos de enseñanza, es decir, “el modo de hacer las cosas” (Jackson Philip 2002, 18) por parte de los profesores y que les permite llevar al salón de clases una propuesta metodológica acorde con el contenido y estudiantes con los que se interactúa. Finalmente, en la última parte se presentan retos y perspectivas para la enseñanza urbano-regional.


La primera parte la inicia Bishwapriya Sanyal con la reflexión sobre el significado de la planeación urbana mediante diez debates urbanos que se abordan desde una aproximación antagónica: lo ortodoxo y lo heterodoxo. Con esta propuesta de abordaje, Sanyal busca evidenciar las diferentes dimensiones de análisis que tiene un debate urbano dependiendo de la orilla desde la cual se analice. Tal muldimensionalidad analítica se constituye en el eje de su clase en el Instituto Tecnológico de Massachusetts (MIT). La discusión sobre estos debates, que van desde la idea de modernidad hasta el supuesto antagonismo entre lo rural y lo urbano, pasando por las reflexiones sobre el impacto de la planeación de las ciudades y del papel del sector público en el desarrollo urbano, hasta el tipo de aprendizaje que se requiere para ser un planificador urbano, tienen un doble propósito: por un lado, la reflexión misma sobre estos debates, que están en la base de los propósitos de la formación en temas urbano-regionales. Por el otro, el proceso de provocar y formar a los estudiantes en la reflexión y construcción de argumentos para comprender perspectivas contrapuestas de un mismo tema.


Seguidamente, John Betancur propone una mirada histórica sobre la evolución de los estudios urbanos en Estados Unidos. El texto inicia con una presentación del estudio realizado por Bowen, Dunn y Kordan (2011), quienes afirman la multidisciplinareidad de los estudios urbanos, su enfoque práctico y oportuno y su existencia como respuesta a una necesidad de política pública. Betancur hace también una reconstrucción de la trayectoria de los estudios en planificación urbana y de las diversas facetas de este campo de estudio en la búsqueda de responder a las necesidades cambiantes de las ciudades norteamericanas. Termina el texto con una reflexión sobre las similitudes y diferencias entre los estudios urbanos y la planeación urbana. De igual forma, Betancur destaca los retos que suponen la enseñanza y el papel de las universidades en la formación de profesionales con una completa comprensión de los diferentes escenarios y actores que interactúan en la vida urbana.


Finalmente, desde la formación de la ciudadanía y del diseño de políticas públicas se ubica Pablo Ciccolella, para reflexionar en torno a por qué, desde dónde y para qué enseñar contenidos vinculados a lo territorial y, más específicamente, a lo urbano-regional. Con un foco en diversas disciplinas, pero reconociendo la fuerte influencia de la suya: la geografía, analiza los cambios que desde la evolución del pensamiento y desde la propia realidad territorial se vienen produciendo para entender y tener una mayor conciencia del territorio. Dichos cambios impactan considerablemente en el currículo que el profesor programa en su actividad docente, porque, además de tener que identificar contextos, actores y realidades, se ve obligado a revisar temáticas y significados que se creían estáticos y poco cambiantes.


En la segunda parte, desde su experiencia docente, su práctica de planificador y su gusto por llevar la literatura a la enseñanza, Clovis Ultramari reflexiona sobre lo que en términos de contenido se enseña actualmente en los estudios urbano-regionales, así como los criterios que definen y orientan este tipo de formación. Hilvana su artículo a partir de cinco debates: la forma como nos aproximamos, entendemos y analizamos este objeto de estudio que es la ciudad; el posicionamiento fácil que pueden asumir los profesores al seguir caminos inmutables e incuestionables del conocimiento; el reconocimiento e interrogación de nuestros postulados por una reminiscencia del pasado que fue y que pudo funcionar bien o mal; la permanencia de dos grupos de profesionales que se ubican en el diseño urbano y la planeación, esta última en busca de una visión integrada de las cosas, y el permanente debate que enfrenta la academia entre teoría y realidad, en el sentido de qué ciudad debemos enseñar: ¿la que vivimos o la que aprendemos en las fuentes escritas?


Sergio González y Teresa Ruiz Cruz centran su artículo en la responsabilidad social y ambiental en la enseñanza de temas urbano-regionales. El texto inicia con un análisis del contexto actual, haciendo referencia a la crisis sistémica por la que atraviesa la sociedad actual y donde prima el factor económico en la organización de las relaciones sociales. Tales temas conducen a una situación de insustentabilidad y deterioro social. Desde este plano interpretativo, los autores afirman que las universidades se perciben cada vez más fragmentadas y alejadas de la realidad, y así un diagnóstico de los posgrados en temas territoriales dejan ver una tendencia hacia lo disciplinar, lo técnico y cada vez un mayor énfasis formativo y menos investigativo. En este marco, los autores proponen pensar en nuevos paradigmas que permitan abordar los problemas territoriales mediante escalas y enfoques adecuados, que posibiliten además la identificación de actores que guíen la enseñanza hacia un proceso de gestión social del conocimiento. Finalmente, hacen un llamado a las universidades a preguntarse por su aporte social y ambiental a la sociedad. 


Sustentada en debates propuestos por Capel y Friedmann, Paula Quiñones Jaramillo analiza contenidos planteados por programas sobre estudios urbanos. Particularmente, centra la mirada en algunos programas de pregrado y posgrado que se ofrecen en Bangalore (India), París (Francia) y Bogotá (Colombia), propuestas académicas que se alimentan con debates suscitados en el interior de asociaciones de planeación o afines a las que pertenecen. Algunos de los resultados obtenidos por la autora dan cuenta del interés de los programas por transcender las miradas físicas frente al territorio, abordar temáticas de manera interdisciplinaria y llevar al salón de clases propuestas pedagógicas que vinculen teoría y práctica. Como un llamado de atención a los preocupados por el campo urbano y regional, el artículo destaca la ausencia de formación en ética que permita al futuro gestor y planificador “alcanzar una visión más comprensiva de los valores plurales que constituyen el nexo de una sociedad democrática” (García 2004, 242).


Cierra el capítulo Angélica Camargo Sierra, centrada en estudiar los posgrados, aquellos procesos coformativos que facilitan al profesional complementar su formación y hacerlo apto para ejercer la docencia, la investigación o la profundización en temas de interés. A partir de clasificar los posgrados sobre temas urbanos, regionales y territoriales que se ofertan en Colombia, se procede a dar respuesta a una inquietud central para los interesados en este tipo de enseñanza: ¿dónde y cómo se están formando los investigadores en temas urbanos? Algunas de las reflexiones a las que llega la profesora e investigadora Camargo dan cuenta, entre otros aspectos, de un alto número de programas de especialización (31) y maestría (23) frente a un solo programa de doctorado; la predominancia de la arquitectura e ingeniería frente a otras disciplinas; la concentración de las ofertas posgraduales en las principales ciudades del país (Bogotá y Medellín); los bajos índices de graduación en maestrías y doctorados, y un “aumento de ofertas de programas profesionalizantes en desmedro de programas orientados a la investigación”.


La tercera parte inicia con el texto de Claudia Inés Carreño Durán, quien centra su interés en torno a las siguientes preocupaciones investigativas: ¿cómo agenciar “mejores” procesos de enseñanza? ¿Cuál o cuáles son los caminos “más acertados” para que un profesor lleve al salón de clases su acopio de conocimientos de manera que sean aprendidos por los estudiantes? ¿Un estilo docente influye en las posturas que asume un futuro egresado? Para dar pistas de resolución a estas inquietudes la autora utiliza como referente el análisis a dos casos de posgrado sobre estudios de desarrollo en contextos diferentes: Bogotá y Buenos Aires. Carreño privilegia la perspectiva de los aportes pedagógicos y didácticos que consideran la tarea del profesor como el hacer “estudiantar” (Fenstermacher 1986). Esto es, que el ejercicio docente genere en el estudiante el deseo por la experiencia que produce conocimiento y mejore así su capacidad de estudio y de propuesta.


Desde la geografía se continúa el acercamiento a los métodos de la formación urbano-regional. La aproximación de esta disciplina como la ciencia que describe y representa el territorio aporta elementos sobre cómo abordar el estudio del territorio, elemento esencial de los estudios urbano-regionales. Desde este marco, Luis Sánchez reflexiona sobre espacio, lugar y paisaje, nociones que a veces se usan indistintamente pero que tienen significados muy diversos y cambiantes según el contexto y la persona que los observa. Después de esta reflexión teórica, Sánchez presenta los métodos con los que podemos representar nuestro entorno: mapas mentales, cartografía social y reconstrucción cartográfica, y resalta la importancia de este tipo de métodos para la comprensión individual y colectiva de los territorios que habitamos.


Cierra el capítulo Alejandro Morris, quien aporta significativos elementos a la enseñanza en el campo de las ciencias sociales. Su ejercicio se hace desde la cultura como elemento que, tal como el autor lo menciona, debe ser de interés de cualquier disciplina que aborde lo humano y lo social, como sin duda lo es el análisis de lo territorial. Su artículo aporta elementos para comprender la cultura, analizarla y, fundamentalmente, enseñarla. El texto inicia con un análisis sobre la naturaleza de lo cultural: dinámica, fugaz, versátil, flexible y multidimensional. De todo lo anterior, lo explica Morris, se deriva el esencial carácter utilitario, es la cultura la principal estrategia de adaptación del ser humano, en sus palabras “lo que proporciona la cultura al individuo es un sentido de realidad y contextualización”. En cuanto a las implicaciones de la naturaleza de la cultura para su análisis y enseñanza, siguiendo a Morris, sus características “nos invitan a interpretar el significado de las cosas por medio de procesos de aculturación y experiencias personales del contexto”. A manera de ejemplificación, el autor comparte su experiencia docente tanto en el campo de la música como en el campo de la antropología y muestra cómo a partir de diversas estrategias pedagógicas el profesor logra que sus estudiantes conozcan un contexto cultural a partir de la música o, por el contrario, conozcan la música a través de un determinado contexto cultural. 


La cuarta parte recoge las principales conclusiones del contenido del libro y de los debates surgidos en el Café Mundial, que tuvo lugar durante el Seminario Internacional. Apoyados en las memorias elaboradas por Camilo Villa, se presentan retos y perspectivas para la enseñanza urbano-regional y que se condensan en términos de propósito, contenido y métodos de enseñanza de los temas urbano-regionales. Algunos de los resultados que se plasman en el texto abordan la necesidad de una mayor flexibilización en los currículos; lo transversal y necesario que se convierte para estos estudios incorporar asignaturas que formen en temas políticos y éticos; que el profesor desempeñe un papel mucho más interactivo de manera que, además de conocer un contenido, proponga diversos métodos y actividades que permitan llevar su clase de diversas maneras adicionales a la magistralidad; que dichas metodologías y compromisos del profesor y la organización educativa posibiliten en el estudiante un contacto directo con las realidades que se estudian. Finalmente, y como debate necesario, se deja la necesidad de relevar en el ejercicio de enseñanza ¿quiénes somos?, y ¿qué tipo de egresado queremos formar?


Bienvenidos todos y todas a pensar y pensarse la enseñanza, en este caso, la urbano-regional.
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One of the courses I teach in the Department of Urban Studies and Planning (DUSP) at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) is focused on the broad idea of planning as social intervention. The guiding question of the course is What kind of mindset or sensibility is necessary to plan well? In this presentation, I will discuss the content and pedagogic approach of this course, which aims at cultivating new planning sensibilities for effective practice.


DUSP admits an intellectually diverse cohort of students. They come from many different fields of studies. We admit students with previous education in architecture, economics, sociology, geography, engineering, and mathematics, among others. Furthermore, these students come from all around the world and have varied life experiences. Most of them have some prior professional work experience, which is diverse as well. The students vary in terms of nationality, race, and gender. As a result of having such a wide range of backgrounds, the students’ perception of what planning is and what kind of planners they want to become after finishing their master’s studies are equally varied. For example, some may want to work at the community level, others at the city level, and still others at the national level. Also, many of our graduates practice planning at the international level. So, they need very different skills and will encounter very different kinds of problems at work. My responsibility, as a teacher and facilitator, is to find a few common themes that can speak to these diverse intellectual needs.


I have observed over the years that the students come to the class with at least two preconceived notions about planning. The first is one that they might have picked up from newspapers, movies, and social media. This conception of planning is imbued with a strong normative outlook; students with this point of view strongly believe that they know what planning is and how it ought to be done. But, the intellectual community at DUSP does not follow an orthodox and monolithic view of planning. Thus, my first challenge is to foster heterodox, unconventional thinking among our students. This entails a process of unlearning some of the conventional views and stereotyped thinking that they have formerly internalized. Unlearning can be a painful process, which—if unguided—can ultimately diminish students’ self-confidence. It can also create anxiety when students realize that what they thought they knew may not be correct. Additionally, having a professor essentially tell them that they have wrong assumptions about planning can have unfortunate repercussions down the line. Potential tribulations notwithstanding, however, it is necessary that students unlearn. The question is: Who initiates the unlearning and through what process? As a professor, I have found the best solution is to structure a course in such a way that it helps students initiate their own unlearning with me serving as a facilitator. The students need to feel intellectually safe, which means that unlearning should not be graded; bad grades can make students lose morale and worry about losing financial aid, which is contingent upon maintaining good grades.


The second notion that students bring with them when entering our program is conviction: They have no doubts! Hence they need to learn to assess both sides of any debate through open-minded and critical deliberation with others. The question is What kind of deliberation is useful for learning? We have to subject ourselves to critical scrutiny and ask why we like or do not like certain planning ideas. After all, this ability to be self-critical is one trait that differentiates humans from other species.


In addition, I find I must keep students’ personal characteristics and varying abilities for interpersonal relationships in mind when structuring the course. For instance, some students are more vocal than others; some are quiet but deep thinkers; and some students become very defensive in group settings if their ideas are subject to scrutiny.


 


 



Pedagogic Approach


The objective is to guide students to develop new sensibilities for effective planning practice through rigorous debates. I use the word “sensibility” because the goal is to cultivate new mindsets, intuitions, and instincts —an emotional intelligence that these future planners can use to deal with the problems and dilemmas they are likely to encounter in their professional lives. I emphasize argument and debate as ways of developing new mindsets because that is how good policies are crafted in practice. There is no one right policy that fits all situations. Plus, informed and frank debates stimulate critical questioning of conventional sensibilities, thereby helping students to frame new mindsets. Class discussions, students’ group deliberations, and individual student’s reflections are three main ways of helping students learn to be critical of their preconceived ideas and beliefs about planning.


To structure the debates, I have chosen 10 topic areas in the field of planning that I think underpin the theorizing and practice of planning. I begin by presenting one point of view to the class on a Monday. I present the point of view as it would be presented by the most articulate proponent of this view, even if I personally may not totally support the argument. Then when students come to class on Wednesday, I articulate the other, opposite point of view, intensifying the debate. Again, I present the alternative view as if I really believe it. On Friday, the students break up into small groups for intense, face-to-face deliberations on the topic. (This is a very resource-intensive process because I have to assign a teaching assistant to each group.) At this stage, the students are each asked to take a personal position on the week’s topic and then debate within their group to arrive at a collective understanding. Needless to say, there are disagreements and intellectual spats within every group —something that I intentionally encourage by creating groups with heterogeneous views. I consider this form of engagement useful because the students learn how to defend their social priorities in real life— a skill that is essential for planners. By Friday afternoon, each group is asked to post a memo to the class website summarizing the debate within their group and report if a consensus was reached. We encourage the students to focus on how disagreements were handled and on how consensus was reached. Students are also asked to write personal memos describing how their views have evolved because of the debates or explaining why they have not changed their preconceived opinions.


Over the course of the semester, students keep individual diaries about the class to record and reflect on the evolution of their own ideas and positions. This diary documents the process of learning, how students evolve through arguments and deliberations —and if they do not, why not. Then, for the midterm assignment, students write a short paper laying out their position on one of the debates. (This paper is not shared with the class.) For the final assignment, students write a full-length paper discussing three debates that provoked them and ultimately made them question their previous views. They are asked to describe in detail why they did or did not change their views, drawing on the three debates discussed in class. The main questions are: What made them change their point of view? Are there new questions in their minds now? and, What have they come to understand about their own way of learning?


 



A Brief Synopsis of the Key Debates


The first debate centers on ideas of modernity and social progress. The questions are: What does it mean to be modern? What constitutes social progress? Are modernity and social progress related? And, is there only one model of modernization and progress, or can there be multiple modernities and modes of progress? A central idea of the modern era is that planning is a form of social intervention that can improve the human condition. Since arguments for a postmodern planning approach reject this normative conceptualization of planning —viewing erudition as yet another means of social control influenced by colonialist thinking— this debate is a good one with which to start the course.


This topic allows the students to redefine modernity in their own way. We make the students question the hegemonic view of modernity. In the process, students may learn that there are multiple ways to think about modernity and progress.


Likewise, the second debate centers on urbanization, which many consider necessary for development, because there is a clear relationship between shifting large numbers of people from subsistence economies to the city, as they become the working class. This is considered essential for economic growth and the consequent improvements urbanization brings in material lives of the people. The questions I pose in class are: Must all countries follow the same route of urbanization to reach development? Or, could development be brought about without urbanization? The goal of this discussion is to make the students question fundamental assumptions about urbanization and how it is connected to development and ultimately social progress. As an example, we use the case of Denmark —a developed society that, interestingly, is not highly urbanized; many people live very well there in rural areas.


Another conventional approach in development considers global economic competition to be a key factor to consider in devising planning strategies. This approach emphasizes that countries must export goods and services to compete well in the global economy. However, some countries may choose not to focus only on exports. They may, for example, decide to focus primarily on food security and education to create a healthy and educated population before worrying about how to compete in the global world. Thus, it is very important for students not to embrace global competition as the guiding factor in thinking about development. Conventional ideas of development would have them believe that the export-led approach to development is the only way to move forward!


 


The first debate can be framed as follows:


 






	

Is the best approach to development the orthodox path—through urbanization, industrialization, and export?




	

Or, is it preferable to take a heterodox approach—moving toward development in multiple ways?










 


The second debate discussed in this course focuses on the following questions: What form of planning is necessary for progress, modernization, and large-scale social transformation? And what kinds of institutions are needed for such planning? Modernization requires massive changes, we acknowledge, but how are such changes perceived by those whose lives are affected? Modernization implies change, and its goal is to construct a new meaning and approach to life. But, this process of rapid reconstruction has psychological impacts on human beings. Students therefore have to ask: How will planning interventions change the lives of others, and which changes are they likely to adopt first, and why? It is important to think about how to manage change and to consider which mechanisms planners can rely upon to help others through transitions.


 


 


This debate can be summed up as follows:


 






	

Does modernization foster new values and social practices? 




	

Or, do large transformations disrupt meaning and hence require a difficult process of reconstruction?










 


In the third debate, students engage with the antagonism that exists between urban and rural areas. Many people associate cities with malaise. In contrast, there is a wider appreciation that nature and wilderness are good things. This conflicting characterization of urban-versus-rural settings is apparent in the writings of thinkers as diverse as Montesquieu and Gandhi. However, both rural and urban areas have advantages as well as disadvantages. They can be complementary—hence we need to question conventional thinking about which setting may be better for moral health.


 


This debate boils down to:


 






	

Is anti-urban bias justified—particularly against big cities, rural-urban migration, and dislike of unauthorized and disorderly urban growth?




	

Or, are there benefits to urbanism, urbanization, rural-urban migration, and the messy processes of social and spatial changes?










 


The fourth debate is related to planning styles. Conventional thinking stipulates that in order for a plan to be effective, planners must adopt a holistic approach to understanding any problem. This kind understanding of planning and implementation problems assumes that one can understand all aspects of development and their interconnections. Emphasizing a “scientific” and comprehensive understanding of the multifaceted process of change, this approach proposes urban planning to be synoptic and “rational-comprehensive” in style. Proponents of the alternative approach, however, consider the rational comprehensive model to be utopian and not implementable. They assert that to be implementable, planning ideas should be incremental but strategic; they should be built on past planning efforts without radical restructuring and over-ambitious efforts.


 


The real question underlying this debate is: Do we as planners have the mental capacity to understand everything at once? One can understand some aspects of a problem, but one cannot understand the total picture all at once.


 


Hence, the debate:


 






	

Is a comprehensive and integrated approach necessary for planned growth?




	

Or is an incremental and strategic approach a more pragmatic way to move forward?










 


The fifth debate concerns top-down versus bottom-up planning. It is very common to take an either/or approach. In this way of thinking, the key assumption is that one can either opt for a top-down planning mode—which would be led by institutions of government and established political parties, or one can opt for bottom-up planning—drawing on NGOs and social movements. While the top-down model accepts a strong role for dominant social institutions, the bottom-up approach considers those same institutions to be the main obstacles to development.


In reality, however, public policies that work well draw on both approaches; it is not a question of choosing one or the other. It is imperative to see how the two approaches come together in developing good public policies. Usually, when politicians get involved, many planners complain that “they are meddling with the plan.” Yet, no plan can be implemented without political support. The field of planning is filled with dichotomies, such as those noted below.


 






	

Dichotomous thinking


Top-down or bottom-up development


Efficiency or equity


Formal or informal sector


Technocratic rationality or political meddling




	

Understanding linkages


Top-down and bottom-up development


Efficiency and equity


Formal and informal sector


Technocratic rationality and political astuteness










 


An outline of the fifth debate would therefore look like this:


 






	

Is it necessary to choose between a top-down approach to planning and one that operates from the bottom up?




	

Or is possible to successfully draw from both approaches to devise the best possible planning solutions?










 


The sixth debate focuses on the effectiveness of planning. Usually, when I ask students which plans or public policies they know of that have worked well in practice they answer, “None.” In support of this negative assessment they point out the continuing pervasiveness of poverty and the increasing corruption of politicians and bureaucrats. This outlook reflects a general sense of hopelessness regarding public sector planning. I suggest that this hopelessness be questioned: The students should appreciate the actual work involved in any planning process and identify why certain parts succeeded while others did not. It is important that students acknowledge the positive outcomes even if certain elements fell short of goals. It is necessary to cultivate a sensibility that acknowledges that some public planning interventions do work better than others; faith in public planning cannot be built by demonstrating failures only.


 


So, the debate is framed in this way:


 






	

Have past planning efforts been generally ineffective in achieving their objectives?




	

Or have some planned efforts worked better than others, suggesting that new efforts must build upon an understanding of “relative success”?










 


The seventh debate examines the way in which public policy failures are popularly correlated with state failure. It is common to hear government being blamed for a failed planning process. Some even question whether or not the government really represents “the public interest.” Yet, protecting the public interest is the foundational principle of modern democratic government. This is also supposed to be a key justification for public-sector planning.


There are two main “government-bashing” arguments. One comes from the political right. In this view, it is the individual’s private interests that matters most; public interest is an idea only but does not exist in reality. The other argument comes from the political left. In this view too, the public interest is an illusion, an ideology, because the state is not neutral; it exists to serve only the interests of the elite, and elite groups use the government to get what they want. The implication for public planning is very pessimistic in both views; if a public planner believes in either of these two ways of thinking, he/she will give up, ceasing to see government as a vehicle for positive social change. It is very important for planning students to understand that government can be a powerful force for initiating development and positive social change. We cannot give up on using the government for social good.


 


Hence this debate is formulated in the following way:


 






	

Do public-sector institutions necessarily fail in facilitating change because they are bureaucratic and rent-seeking?




	

Or can public-sector institutions play a pivotal role in improving social conditions by setting strategic visions, creating the right climate for investment, and learning from past planning efforts?










 


The eighth debate is about politics in general and politicians in particular. Our students tend to think that all politicians are shortsighted and corrupt, undermining the rationality of efficient, technocratic planning. Assuming that planning and politics are two totally separate domains with opposite objectives, they might advocate the conventional thinking and work to shield planning from politics. This perspective does not acknowledge that planners must operate within political constraints, nor does it acknowledge that there are many good politicians with vision who want planners to help them reach progressive goals. A planner is a technical professional who has to provide politicians with options to work with. Politicians typically do want to make an impact; it is the planner´s job to understand these aspirations and to develop plans and programs accordingly. Planners can influence planning outcomes by blending technical knowledge with political priorities and by considering the relationship between planner and politician to be symbiotic, not adversarial.


 


To cultivate this new sensibility the debate is formulated in the following terms:


 






	

Are politics part of the problem, because politicians are shortsighted and distort planning priorities and because procedural democracy does not ensure accountability?




	

Or, do planners have to learn to translate political aspirations into pragmatic programs because both substantive and procedural democracies are necessary for good outcomes?










 


The ninth debate is about social conflict. Ideologically, students tend to see conflict as something that is inherently negative and detrimental to effective planning practice. They believe everything should be in harmony, but our students need to view social conflict in a different way. They have to view conflict as providing opportunities to learn and to improve policies. If one sees conflict only as a problem, one tends to move toward authoritarianism to reduce conflicting views. In contrast, if one regards conflict as part and parcel of social change—something than can even push the needle toward progressive policies—then it becomes an opportunity.





OEBPS/images/cover.jpg
(Cadoras.

& Y Rogblca Camargo Sierra
Claudia Inés Carrefio Durén
Paula Quifiones Jaramillo





OEBPS/images/img1.png





