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Introduction

The use of the terms "social entrepreneurship” and "social innovation" has gained popularity
in research and practice in planning (Bartlett, 2005; Drewe et al., 2008; McFarlane, 2012; Van
Dyck, 2011). "Social entrepreneurs" are often defined as individuals, or groups of individuals,
who “look for the most effective methods” (Dees, 1998, p. 1) to create social change in, with,
and for their communities, while promoting their own respective social agendas and values
(Alvord et al., 2003). This article questions the knowledge and professional skills required by
urban planners to approach social challenges not just for but mainly with communities. These
guestions focus on planning education and how it could be used to impart knowledge and
skills that allow planners to work effectively with designated populations and not merely for
them. Following other researchers dealing with planning education, (Alexander, 2005;
Edwards & Bates, 2011; Friedmann, 1996; Frank, 2006; Poxon, 2001; Saghir & Sands, 2015),
our goal is to examine current developments in planning theory related to community-based
knowledge, how it is included in the planning curriculum and how it is aligned with appropriate
pedagogy. We focus on the implementation of community-based knowledge in Israeli planning
education, considering this academic setting and its specific context.

As a result of the dramatic changes in the planning discourse worldwide during the twentieth
century, research has reconsidered planners’ profiles, to assess the skills and knowledge
required by professionals and how they obtain them during their academic training (Alexander,
2005; Edwards & Bates, 2011; Friedmann, 1996). The transition from modernist perceptions
of planning brought with it an emphasis on relevant knowledge outside the profession, as well
as outside academia and planning departments; most notably from communities and
individuals with no academic or professional qualifications in planning (Rydin, 2007).
Consequently, the concept of local knowledge was introduced, its relevance to planning
illuminated, and its inclusion in planning education considered (Angotti et al., 2011; Bose et
al., 2014; Fenster, 2009; Kotval, 2003; Tal et al., 2015; Winkler, 2013).

The credibility and legitimacy of local knowledge in research and teaching, as well as in policy
and decision-making has been controversial and thus widely debated (Corburn, 2007; Fenster
& Yacobi, 2005; Innes & Booher, 2010; Moore, 2010). Many planners experienced what Taylor
& de Loé (2012) defined as “epistemological anxiety” i.e. a reluctance to use local knowledge
(Innes & Booher, 2010). A similar anxiety was found among academics (Moore, 2010) and
obviously among public officials (Taylor & de Loé, 2012).

In order to better understand the professional potential of local knowledge, we rely on Reed's
interpretation of local knowledge and its use (Reed, 2008). Reed suggests that when engaging
with communities during planning, not only do these communities offer their expert local
knowledge, but the process also involves various players who, together with experts and
policymakers, share information and participate in joint learning. In line with this notion, in this
article we refer to community-based knowledge (CBK) as an outcome of an engagement
process combining three types of knowledge: local, professional, and scientific.

The inclusion of CBK in the planning process is related to the planner’s profile and issues such
as status, public standing, and role in decision-making (Alexander, 2005; Innes, 1997). The
making of the professional is conducted under academic responsibility, with a direct bearing
on professional conduct and the profession at large (Angotti, et al., 2011; Reardon & Forester,
2016). It is thus worthwhile to examine and evaluate the applicability and feasibility of
community-based knowledge in planning education, as well as the means with which it is
imparted via community-based pedagogy (CBP).

This article reports on the findings of a study focused on Israeli planning education. It opens
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with a short review of community-based knowledge (CBK) and community-based pedagogy
(CBP) in planning education, followed by a focus on our study of planning curricula in four
planning programs in Israel. A comprehensive analysis of syllabi has identified three main
pedagogical themes that pointed out fundamental differences among courses. These themes
draw attention to the impact of agendas and related teaching methods of each course, and
thus, the connection between knowledge and pedagogy. It allowed us to examine different
planning approaches and attitudes to CBK and to consider ways to implement CBP in the
educational process. Finally, we discuss the challenges of our findings and consider a
framework for implementing the skills required for educating planners as social entrepreneurs.

Community-Based Knowledge and Pedagogy in planning education
Community-based knowledge in planning theory and practice

Planning history demonstrates continuous debates on the relevant knowledge required by
professionals, and the optimal manner in which to integrate this knowledge in planning
education (Brooks, 2002). Since the late 1960s, planning scope has been broadened and
relevant knowledge identified in different sources. Analysis of the data has rejected “one single
truth” and looked for different methodologies to uncover a diverse range of knowledge
(Fenster, 2009; Oranje, 2002). This diversity of knowledge has been contended and achieved
in many ways, depending on time and location (Fischer, 2000). It is quite clear nowadays that
knowledge is not solely dependent on the expert, or embedded in scientific research, but that
it is also available from other sources, including local communities and lay people, but its
mining is largely influenced by power relations and the political position of different interested
parties (Flyvberg, 2003).

Shifts in the perception of planning knowledge have affected procedural approaches and
paved the way for shared and participatory processes in which residents are involved in
planning and decision-making (Corburn, 2003). Berman (2017) suggests to divide the concept
of “public participation” into two different practices: (1) “unilateral participation” and (2) "radical-
collaborative participation." This division relates to the players leading the process, the means
of action, and the products. As suggested by Berman, the "unilateral participation" approach
is top-down, usually statotorial and based on one-sided procedures. Conversely, the "radical-
collaborative participation" approach is bottom-up, used by non-governmental institutions, and
encourages residents to initiate and motivate the participation processes. On the spectrum
between these two approaches, Berman suggests two others: "improved unilateral" that
perfects the “unilateral” approach, and "network participation,” which utilizes more
collaborative methods. Berman’s distinction is directly tied to developments in the past two
decades, during which planning discourse and practice started to take radical steps toward
including the public in planning processes, often outside official domain.

Non-official planning (Yacobi, 2007) and the spontaneous attempts by individuals or groups
to manage their lives (Law-Yone, 2007) have emphasized planning approaches derived from
daily routines (Jarvis et al., 2001) and the potential of self-organization (Alfasi & Portugali,
2009). The realization of local challenges (Marcuse, 2009) along a need to address
underserved and marginalized parts of society (McFarlane, 2012; De Souza, 2006) surfaced
a neo-pragmatic planning approach (Forester, 2013). Unlike official top-down planning,
current urban dynamics and conflicts enable communities to take hold of their future. Social-
activists and NGOs play an important role in promoting alternatives to institutional planning,
challenging the traditional role of planners, and encouraging planners to become social-
entrepreneurs (Dekel et al., 2016).
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The discussion of planners’ profiles (Dalton, 2001; Forester et al., 2001; Steele, 2009) realizes
the importance of knowledge, including what is acquired during professional education and
training (Frank, 2006; Stiftel, 2009). A large amount of research has been devoted to academic
programs and the way they shape professional approach (Edwards & Bates, 2011; Friedmann,
1996; Frank, 2006), including the discrepancies between what has been learned in
professional training and current theory and practice (Alexander, 2005; Edwards & Bates,
2011). The complexity of the field is often associated with three factors: the diversity of
professional localities (Sanyal, 1990; Watson & Odendaal, 2012); the organizational
characteristics of planning departments (Ashley & Vos, 2015; Stiftel, 2009); and the way the
academic community perceives the profession and vise versa, including relevant knowledge
and training needed to make an apt professional (Chettiparamb, 2006; Edwards & Bates,
2011; Kotval, 2003).

There is no conclusive answer regarding the skills and knowledge planners must acquire
during their training, nor established appropriate teaching methods to train a planner.
Research shows the need to assimilate in professional training social substance along with
suitable tools, such as communication, mediation, negotiation, ethics, and criticism
(Alexander, 2005; Dalton, 2001; Harwood & Zapata, 2014; Kotval, 2003; Nagy & Edelman,
2014; Ozawa & Seltzer, 1999; Saghir & Sands, 2015); yet, planning departments struggle to
integrate these knowledge and skills in planning curricula (Stiftel, 2009).

Community-based pedagogy in professional training

In the mid-20th century, John Dewey called upon the American academy to advance toward
progressive teaching methods, encouraging students to gain experience by confronting real-
life situations (Moore, 2010). Community-based pedagogy is a similarly progressive teaching
approach that promotes experiential and applied learning (Zlotkowski & Duffy, 2010; Johnson,
2017). It reiterates academia’s commitment to social justice and human rights and its
traditional role as a promoter of democratic values and civic engagement (Soria & Mitchell,
2016). In the United States this pedagogical approach manifested mainly in service-learning
(Butin, 2010), but largely it promotes social empowerment through the connection between
academic training and the goals of a particular community (Hardin et al., 2006).

Dallimore et al. (2010) identify three major components of community-based courses,
community engagement, learning-by-doing, and guided reflection. Roakes and Norris-Tirrell
(2000) develop a four-part framework for including service learning courses in planning
education. Their framework includes an emphasis on the different ways of understanding; the
value of human experience as a source of learning; the requirement for reflective thinking to
transform experience into learning; and an ethical foundation that stresses citizenship of the
community, the profession, and the public at large.

Wight et al. (2016) note that community-based courses offer reflective learning, which allows
students to recognize the complexity of professional practice both in and out of the classroom.
This reflexivity is not neutral, but rather immersed in political and social encounters. Research
conducted into reflective and ideological learning emphasizes the importance of experiential
teaching methods (Farnsworth, 2010). Shriberg (2002) and Cortese (2003) suggest to
combine theoretical knowledge with experiential knowledge in the curriculum, in order to
include actual social involvement, outside the classroom and on the ground. Similarly, Lucas
(1980) claims that the foundation of reflective learning is composed of learning about the field,
as well as learning from, with and for the field.

Research pointed to the connection between community-based pedagogy and qualitative
research methods (Eizenberg & Shilon, 2016), although, according to Johnson (2017),
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community-based approach can benefit also from quantitative research. Surveys and
demographic data analysis may assist in understanding existing conditions and could provide
background information for qualitative research. In this way, community-based courses
expose students to different types of material and to diverse tools with which to digest this
material, all of which reveal the complexity of the social phenomena of planning and the
existence of multiple truths.

Community-based pedagogy often requires community-university collaboration, although it
depends on the types of partnership and partners (Dallimore et al., 2010; Reardon, 2006).
Research conducted by Meron (2012) in urban planning and design departments in the United
States found that the way the department works with communities depends on the type of
partnership selected by the university. These partnerships include, for example, the
development of unique degrees and programs that involve community-based pedagogy,
establishing internal and external research institutes involving communities, or developing
community-engaged courses that are embedded in professional training programs. Based on
a study conducted by Schramm & Nye during the 1990s, Reardon classified three types of
community-university partnerships in professional education (Reardon, 2006, pp. 96-97): (1)
Paternalistic Theory-Testing Partnerships, which uses the community as a laboratory to verify
its theory; (2) Professional Expertise Partnerships, in which the university controls the process,
but the community is still partially involved; and (3) Empowerment Capacity-Building
Partnerships, which empowers the community as a full participant in the process. The
partnership type affects the knowledge, skills, and values acquired by students during their
professional training.

Community-Based Knowledge in planning curricula in Israel
Planning education in Israel

Planning education programs in Israel are offered as a master's degree (MCP). Students
enrolled in the programs come from backgrounds in design, social sciences, or humanities.
Working as a planner in Israel does not require a license or official accreditation, therefore,
academia holds the mandate on the curriculum. However, professional education is not neutral
to external influences and diversions. Academic institutions and the higher education system
are funded and regulated by the government through the Council of Higher Education. In fact,
in many cases academia works hand in hand with different political groups and professional
organizations. Although writers have noticed how planning can be used by the government to
influence its society and to control its territories (Yacobi 2009, Yiftachel 1998), the question
regarding the political impact on planning education in Israel has yet to be studied and was
not looked at in our research.

Planning education was first established in Israel in the 1970s and the curriculum was first
based on leading planning programs in the United States. The local context was integrated
into the curriculum through the inclusion of practice-based experience, most of which is
founded on British-Mandat planning by-laws and land regulations integrated in planning rules
established by the state. The first urban and regional planning program was established at the
Technion. But in the last decade, with the profession gaining popularity, three more programs
have been recognized by the Israeli Planning Association as official training programs, and
more schools have become interested in opening such programs.

The study of urban planning education in Israel examined in-depth four programs based in

four public universities: The Technion - Israel Institute of Technology, Tel Aviv University, The
Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and Ben-Gurion University of the Negev. The study included
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interviews with 12 key figures in these programs and analysis of the curriculum offered during
the 2015-2016 academic year, including 4 catalogs and 207 syllabi.* After analyzing the core
curricula, syllabi found to have relation to CBK ideas were examined in depth, although it is
obvious that these syllabi hold only partial information about courses’ content and methods
(Klosterman, 2011). A keyword search led to a detailed examination of the 91 syllabi found to
be related to CBK. For each syllabus, five main characteristics were examined: hierarchy in
the program; relation to core subjects; pedagogical approach; knowledge and skills; and
operational models. In a final iteration, 60 courses were identified and analyzed in depth.

Table 1. Community-Based Knowledge and Pedagogical Approach.

Pedagogy Type Definition
Traditional
Community- Theoretical knowledge from several disciplines (e.g.
Based Theory sociology, anthropology) concerned with community-based
aspects
Community- Theoretical knowledge and case studies related to specific
Oriented- communities
Theory
Tools and Professional and technical tools used for planning with
Methods communities
Experiential
About the Main Objective: to experiment with relevant tools.
Community Pedagogy: aspects of public participation and community
engagement are taught in a traditional way, using
literature, precedents, case studies and guest lectures.
Community- Main objective: to train students how to gather local
Oriented knowledge and implement this database in planning.
Methods include interviews and surveys, involving only few
interactions between the students and the community.
Course outcome is produced by the students, without the
involvement of the community.
Community- Main objective: to train students how to plan with
engaged communities. Students learn about the community, with the

community, and from the community. Local knowledge
leads the learning of planning process. The products of the
course are not predetermined but depend on shared
process with the community.

CBK in traditional-theoretic courses

The syllabi analysis shows that the four studied planning education programs tend to consider
residents involvement in planning. They focus on the normative aspect of community-based
knowledge, which tries to answer the "what" and "why" more than the "how.” Findings show
that most of the CBK related courses are theoretical and are being taught using traditional
methods. It is possible to distinguish three types of theoretical community-based courses:

1. Community-Based Theory: courses that focus on the theoretical aspects of CBK from
several disciplines (e.g. sociology, anthropology).

2. Community-Oriented Theory: courses that focus on a particular community using
philosophical and theoretical points of view to case studies related to this community.

1n a few cases when syllabi were not available these courses were not examined (17/223).
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3. Theoretical tools and Methods: courses that focus on general tools and methods useful
while working with communities.

As presented in Table 1, some of these community-based courses deal with critical
approach to public participation, the challenges of multi-cultural planning, and social, ethnic
or religious characteristics of the community. Teaching methods in these courses is mainly
theoretical, with no significant hands-on involvement in the field or engagement with an
actual community.

CBK in experiential courses

Of the 60 courses analyzed in-depth, only 23% were found to be using experiential teaching
methods. The analysis shows two primary findings. The first is that what is considered ‘social
planning’ is not necessarily community-based. The difference between the methods used in
the courses became evident upon reviewing their academic contents. It comes up also in the
interviews with informants. As a senior faculty member in one of the departments said:

In social research, you are the expert wearing a white robe and writing about the
community [...] community-based research is a whole different approach, in which
you create partnerships with a group of people, working with them form the
research goals all the way to the research methodology. It's an action-based
research, in which every move potentially signifies a change.

The second finding shows that experiential courses do not necessarily include community-
based content or the use of local knowledge. Three types of experiential courses were
identified: (1) "about the community,” (2) "community-oriented” and (3) "community-engaged.”

1. "About the Community" are experiential courses focusing mainly on theoretical
comprehension of local knowledge and participation. They stress the importance of CBK in
planning, but do not offer any actual experience on the ground. The main teaching
methodology is through reading, guest presentations, and analysis of case studies. There is
no interaction with a real community and no practice-oriented approach to CBK to make this
knowledge relevant to the planning process.

2. "Community-Oriented" are, for the most part, courses that focus on a particular site as a
case study. Their main objective is to train students to gather local data as a foundation for
planning, and to learn how to implement this data in the planning process. The methods used
in community-oriented courses are mainly interviews and surveys, often based on a one-time
interaction with a local population. The analysis of the material gathered is detached from the
community, so it is not actually part of a shred planning process. One of the informants, an
instructor of few planning studios in the past, criticized this approach:

Many planners think that since they studied planning, they know better than the
residents. Even those who do recognize the need to assimilate social,
environmental, and cultural knowledge, think they have all the tools and know-how
needed to plan. As part of our training we learn from the residents about their
neighborhood, and from that conclude how to plan for the ‘other; the poor, the
immigrant, the weak. But in fact that is not how it works. You took a course about
it, that’s important, but it is also important to realize that every community contains
a different knowledge.
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3. "Community Engaged" are courses that introduce students to a site with a particular
community for a whole semester. They use the community to teach students about urban and
planning matters with two main objectives. The first objective is pedagogical - to train students
in three areas: how to perform planning with the community; how to gather, use and assimilate
local knowledge in planning; and how to co-create with the community, and possibly with other
relevant actors (e.g. the public or third-party representatives). The second objective is social
responsibility toward community needs.

In community engaged studios or workshops, students exercise professional practice with the
community. Local knowledge leads the learning in a shared process. Course outcome is not
predetermined, but depends on the encounter with the community. One of the informants
explained that the learning process in a community-engaged course is not based on traditional
education, but on co-learning in action:

This is not a 'top down' educational process, but a way of bringing up issues and ideas
that demand deliberation. Knowledge comes from dealing with concrete needs, which
entails the creation of theory out of practice.

The methods used in community-engaged courses are on-site tours, storytelling, and mutual
meetings, either onsite, on campus, or in other places in the city, in which residents interact
with students and participate in different stages of the planning process.

Research findings differentiate between three types of CBK and pedagogical approaches in
courses that commonly fall under the title 'social planning’: (1) objectives, (2) tools, and (3)
products. The objectives are set by the instructor and the tools used, as well as the products,
represent the instructor’'s agenda in integrating CBK into planning, either as a background
database, as a methodology, or in the action taken. This agenda is related to the instructor’s
professional approach, as one of our informants, a senior faculty member in one of the
departments examined, explains:

There are a lot of methodology courses in our program, in which students
experience all kinds of approaches of field work with communities. Each professor
takes it to a different level of interaction with the community. Some believe that
working with the community forms a better agenda, and some, such as me, believe
that interaction with communities is just the beginning of the process.

These different approaches toward the place of local knowledge in professional practice
affect the curriculum of each department. But rather than becoming an explicit
departmental agenda, they are often related to faculty members and to their personal and
professional agendas.

Discussion and Implications for Community-Based training

Our article follows other researchers who question ways of integrating into planning education
up-to-date knowledge, aligned with current tendencies in planning theory and practice. We
examined the implementation of CBK in four academic planning programs in Israel, and were
especially interested in the challenges of CBK and its pedagogical aspects.

Our findings show that planning education programs in Israel focus more on the normative

aspect of CBK (its positive or negative impact) than on its empirical aspects. The courses
examined stress the "why" (why CBK in planning) and the "what" (what is CBK) and not on
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the "how" (how to include CBK in planning). Consequently, students are presented mainly with
theoretical knowledge about the role of the community in planning, but they lack actual tools
and methods with which to work with communities. This finding supports a survey of
community-engaged academic courses in architecture and urban planning at the Technion
(Kallus, 2019). Students’ reflections on these courses report an increased social awareness,
but inability to integrate their awareness into a comprehensive professional approach.
Alongside the recognition of the potentials of community-engagement in professional practice,
students expressed a need for a more concrete toolbox, which most of these courses were
unable to provide.

Although in our study we did not look at the students’ learning process, the three main
categories of CBK implementation in professional education we used emphasize social
awareness. They show that against courses that teach "about the community”, in which the
community is used as a laboratory (Reardon, 2006), “community-engaged” courses promote
more radical "bottom up" shared learning, for the benefit of communities and NGOs (Berman,
2017). Local knowledge is usually absent from “about the community” type courses, mainly
due to their focus on theoretical aspects. Even "community-oriented” type courses correspond
to the “unilateral approach” of public participation, as a "top-down" process, based on a single-
side procedure and with the "more sharing" approaches, such as Berman’s “improved
unilateral” and “network participation” methods (2015). But, as opposed to “about the
community” type courses, in "community-oriented" and "community engaged” type courses,
students have an opportunity to experience the field and practice analytical tools. However,
when local knowledge is used only to legitimize planning, or as yet another source of
knowledge gathered in the early stages of the planning process, it maintains the planner as
the sole source of knowledge, thus the only one capable of leading the planning. The
differences between "community-oriented" and "community engaged” courses are based on
the way the former uses local knowledge as a source of information, while the latter focuses
on how to establish a shared process.

While examining experiential teaching of courses attempted to impart CBK, and the means
used to introduce this knowledge, the difference between local knowledge and CBK becomes
clear. Local knowledge is a dynamic force in a collaborative process, whether in the
educational arena or in "reality.” Other researchers noted that the transition from static to
dynamic engagement may lead to the empowerment of the community participating (Fenster
& Eizenberg, 2016). It could further establish trust between the community and professionals,
consequently improving the final product and leading to more effective planning process
(Fenster & Eizenberg, 2016; Owens, 2000; Reed, 2008).

A social position distinguishes between training of "technical" professional and professional
more attentive to social and ethical values. The curriculum of the various theoretical courses
(e.g. planning theories) and practical-experiential courses (e.g. studios) implement normative
knowledge. The assimilation of values and ethics in reflective education emphasizes the
potential of experiential learning on, in, and with the community (Shriberg, 2002; Cortese,
2003, Lucas, 1980; Farnsworth, 2010). This is hardly available in "about the community" type
courses, where there is no interaction with local populations. In community-oriented courses,
there is usually one session of interaction with the community and in "community-engaged"
courses, there is a prolonged interaction. Therefore, within the experiential courses there may
be variations in the ability to assimilate transformative learning, ethical discussions, and the
value of social involvement and leadership. However, building the planner's profile through
academic training is greatly affected by the academic institution, the department, and the
faculty. At the end, how the courses are actually taught, and not only how they are designed
beforehand and presented in the syllabi, is probably more important for students’ learning.
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This aspect of the actual learning requires a further study.

Operative steps for integrating community-based knowledge in training programs

Diverse teaching methods are found to be essential in order to apply community-based
content in planning training programs. In order to educate planners to work effectively with
communities, experiential teaching, such as in the studio, should be combined with applicable
theory and practice. Our findings suggest a way for planning departments to examine CBK
courses in their curriculum in accordance with the different typologies identified in this research
(“about the community”, “community-oriented”, and "community engaged”). It could assist the
department in determining which planning tools it wishes to provide for its students and how

to better integrate CBK into planning education.
Our findings further suggest that methodological tools be included in the training program, for:

1. Knowledge gathering: off-site demographic statistics and other relevant databases, and
on-site, using in-depth interviews and participatory observations. An important question
should regard the focuses of the documentation: the process itself, the site, or both?

2. Knowledge creation and formulation: with or without the community? Through one-time
interaction or an ongoing process?

3. Products and knowledge transfer: by the teacher, or based on a shared process with the
community: What is the purpose of the products? Are they solely for pedagogic purposes?
Can they serve the community?

Finally, transitioning to a more enhanced adoption of planning with and not only for the
community depends on a profound change at the heart of professional training and revision of
teaching methods. Effective pedagogy will integrate CBK into the core of the curriculum and
make it define future professionals who will lead the professional world. This is not a simple
mission and requires a significant organization towards a more advanced perception of
planning education. However, if we want to educate planners as social entrepreneurs, we
must provide them with community-based knowledge and skills.
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