






PLAN 500 - Sept 22, 2026

..............................................

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	All ready, folks, let's do it.	As always, the technology is glitching slightly, so we'll see how that goes.	Anybody still missing their name tag?	So I can relentlessly -- these are blanks, that was a trick question, absolutely trick question.	Oh
my God there's at least 20 in there.

How is everybody doing?	A little more muted than last week, but that's okay.	That's par for the course.	Good to see you all.	I think we're just going to kick off, folks, so today we're kind of building on our exploration of the long deep history, the long Dure, of planning, going back to Homo sapiens, humanoids.	We're a little less sure of why exactly they're important, and quite frankly what
exactly they are.	Two of those pieces are the States, and bureaucracy, which obviously are related, but exactly how we're going to dig into.	And planners
have something to do with it, and quintessential at

least in the public's mind, bureaucrats, are we, what the hell is that in the first place, we'll dig into
that.

And then to explore these a little bit in a more tangible, four planners in the second part of class,
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who have had really their own, disagreed with themselves over time.	They played multilateral, you name it, rolls, each of them individually, we'll have four of them here and they'll talk about the careers were, pros cons, where they thought they had agency, sometimes and why they made the jumps they have, and why maybe they're thinking of maybe another jump frankly, they're also brought in because they're frank, nothing worse it's an amazing job, my employer is fabulous, UBC most sustainable top employer, fabulous, but it's also, like, okay, we're done, fabulous okay.
But give me some grit here; right?	Surely you don't just come in with a huge smile on your face every day; right?	We do.
So first we're gathered on the traditional

ancestral and unceded territories [reading]... and

this is particularly relevant today because actually I think we all kind of make a tacit juxtaposition of communities, and particularly indigenous communities and the state.	Actually the more we think about the state, this kind of gets more complicated.	1 -- one question we'll ask, are First Nations states?	I'm not going to answer that because I'll ask you to do that. And the more you think about it the worm hole, it








complicates the idea of what is state is, and what planning with indigenous communities is in contemporary Canada, well, past Canada, and future Canada because a lot hangs on the idea who is the state, what is the state, is it a monolith, are there actually many states, we'll get to that in a sec.
So we're going to touch on your field exercise, the state, bureaucracy -- hello, yes, this projector sometimes does this, folks.	There we go, what is planners' relationship to the state and bureaucracy
and how does the diversification of planning over time affect the planner's relationship to the state, and then our planner panel at the end.
Questions before we kick off, thoughts?

Observations?	Concerns before we dive in?

I will say that last night at about 10:p.m., one of my kids lost a grown-up tooth, and it was reimplanted at about 4:00.	I am in a state of
advanced delirium, so I have not slept, and I spent in the basement of VGH, which related to your exercise of legibility, if you think institutions are illegible, hospitals, a whole other thing.	3:00 a.m. -- you're all seeing that; right?
FROM THE CLASS:	[Laughter].

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	That's not just me; right?	This is








a thing with this projector.	I think that should do it.	I might have to go and get a different dongle here.	I might have to get another dongle, actually. I'll be back in two seconds, this is a big part of teaching is just rolling with the flow, my first day of teaching in my previous job I got there and copper thieves are stolen all the wire, I'm still not entirely sure that was a prank by whether there were copper thesis, I'm not sure, but back in one se and we're back.
Okay, folks.	So I really liked your field exercises, I put some notes after your little submissions, but I thought you did a great job finding these different sites, thinking about them in terms of what is the nature of how this place relates to the kind of human needs that we have.	Loved that someone did the Asian library, my famous quirky, it's a sacred space, quasi religious, it is the Sano technology of the future pavilion from expo in Osaka a professor was there.	Can we have it after?	And because he thought it was a really great building, but weirdly he was
with it with technological marvels from Sanyo

Corporation, AKA, library, and he never asked UBC, and the weird part was that Expo 70 said, yeah, you can totally have it.	It's the leakiest building in the








world.	Instead of a repository, it's where all the technological marvels, the human washing machine, in the '70s, it was a chamber they locked you in it and radiated and hit you with balls and cleansed you and ejected you.	That's where -- that's what the Elon Musks of the 1970s were going for.	But now it's Asian library at one point technological marvel, and now
it's conjuring up ah, repose, dignity, calm.

Malleable perceptions.

I have posted the description your first longer assignments under "assignments" on Canvas.	It describes that assignment in some gory detail.	So read it.	There's teams listed there, and effectively what you're going to do is find a plan that you think is important and interesting, and you're going to share it with the class.	Next week you'll e-mail me
and Keisha a brief summary of your proposed plan, what plan and couple of back-ups, where are you going to find information, very tentative, and we can give you feedback by e-mail.
I'll give you an example.	Anybody know about Chandigarh, India.	I see another hand.	Want to share anything about Chandigarh?
STUDENT:	It was commissioned to design the city...from

scratch.








INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Absolutely.	Corb -- Corbusier, the man we love to hate.	We'll hear a lot.	He designed it with, interestingly, two very interesting architects, probably the first really globally renowned woman architect text, Jane Drew.	And Nehru
went to Ghana which had become independent.	And Nehru

was impressed by the independence architecture of Ghana, and two people were leading the charge on that, especially using concrete as a material.	Maxwell Fry and Jane Drew, again, one of the first globally renowned.	Nehru was so impressed.	He said, "You two are going to come to India and design the capital Chandigarh, the capital of Punjab.
There were a couple of people they tried to

bring on board.	He finally brought Le Corbusier.	And it created this master plan for the city, it's important and interesting.	The way you define those terms, there's a lot of latitude there.	But it's shaped the way we think about planning in interesting ways.	So some of the things you're going to cover in your presentation are who developed the plan.	In the case of Chandigarh, the actors themselves are really, really interesting.	You've got already Nehru. Fascinating.	Trying to create that idea, that visual physical idea of an independent modern India.	You've








got Jane Drew, superfascinating character in her own right.	Maxwell Fry, and of course Corbusier.	Amazing people around the plan, but what values did they
bring?	Some positive, some negative?	And pulling

those apart, what planning ideas or frameworks or ideas were they deploying?	And how were those inscribed onto the natural and/or built environment? How did they make real those abstract ideas that
they -- and baggage that they brought with them.	What positive, negative, intend, unintended outcomes were associated with the plan?	And perhaps most
importantly what can be learn even if we're not
interested in Chandigarh, what can we learn from the plan.

There's a full description on Canvas.	Feel free to e-mail questions.	And next week you'll send us a brief summary of your plan of choice, and a couple of back-ups and where you think you might get
information, etc., and we'll be happy to share ideas with you.	And then your presentations which again are described in the description sheet on October 20th and
27th.	That's the whirlwind tour.	Any questions?

STUDENT:	Will we have a moment top connect our...

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	You can do that during the break or after.	But probably great.	It varies a lot, whether








people know who those people are on the list, and whether you have contact details etc.	There used to be a class list on Canvas, there's a little privacy concern.	You can obviously ask the person, but it's become harder to find that on Canvas.
STUDENT:	So for the plan presentation, are we going to be

choosing any city for the plan?

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	No, Bob's your uncle -- not literally.	In past years what I've loved about this assignment, we've done everything from "the line" in Saudi Arabia this, from this outrageous linear plan to Ancient Babylon to time and place.	It's open, and how you define important and interesting, there's a lot of latitude there, but it should be a plan.	You wouldn't want to say -- well, you could talk about a really, really local plan, a small-scale plan, but there
should be something there for people interested in sites beyond that one site.
So there's a lot of scope there. And that is the fun part of this. The scales and time horizons are pretty broad. Good question.
STUDENT:	I wanted to ask how many we have to present in

front of the class?

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	You can do that any way you want.

And I encourage you to have a conversation about








people's strengths, weaknesses, styles.	In the past they have a presenter.	That's totally okay.	The sort of Alex Trebek of plan presentations.	That's okay. Others, everybody wants to say a little bit or maybe some subset.	How you divide the work and responsibilities is up to you.
And it was Griffin.	And?

STUDENT:	Ajay.	Just building off the question about the cities, it can be any plan, it doesn't have to be an aethereal city...
INST MICHAEL HOOPER: Totally. You could do a plan that is just, like -- you're talking about it because you think it's a great success. You could talk about
it -- these are sometimes my favourite because it's an

abject failure -- it went in a totally different direction.	You can learn from both of those.	Or a plan that's very physical, social, or both.	I'm not pushing you.	This is just one photogenic example.	It don't have to be some sort of master plan, physical plan at all.
STUDENT:	I was just going to mention because I just got lost.		It's not actually under the assignments on the left hand, it's under files and under...sorry, if anybody else didn't know that.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	I don't use a lot of the other --








because there's so many of them.	There's one thing in each.	So I put everything under "files".
Otherwise -- you see, when Canvas started there was five things on the side.		Now there's like, 25, plus you can do the add-ons.	It becomes hard to -- 99% of the stuff is "files".
STUDENT:	It be be graded individually, not groups. INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Yes.
Wonderful folks.	Yes please.

STUDENT:	Under the door, I was just wondering is there any formal submission that goes with this presentation?
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	There is the presentation itself, and then -- the physical presentation that you show, and then the verbal presentation.
STUDENT:	Is there any report that we have to do along

with it?

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	No.

Awesome, folks.	Any other questions?	Queries? Fabulous.
People have a lot of fun with this, and I do love the diversity of the plans.
So the state and bureaucracy.	We end up talking about these ideas a huge amount in planning.	Perhaps we talk about them more than any other idea, set of








ideas, but funnily enough, we probably would struggle if someone pinned us down and said, "What is a state? What is bureaucracy?", despite using it all the time.
That's true of the public, too, as you follow

municipal and now provincial electioneering.	There's a lot of discussion of bureaucracy, the state, different levels of the state, should the provinces have authority over the municipalities, should municipalities have intrinsic autonomy?	These are really interesting questions that every place and municipality asked over time going back to ancient Greece and earlier.	And a lot of terms are pretty murky.	So we'll dig into that.
And one of the ideas that populates the research

and literatures on the state and bureaucracy is that, in very small groups, it's often pretty easy to coordinate things.	Having said that from trying to coordinate a family in the middle of the night in VGH, maybe it's not so easy.
But in smaller groups you can use more familial

interpersonal techniques.	The real question is what happens when you are trying to organize, administer larger groups?	Of course it's a question of what's large, what's small?	An interesting window to that is this group.








When I first came back to Canada in 2020, and the same thing happened at Harvard, those school, probably from financial pressure in both places, went from a cohort of about -- actually at Harvard it went from 19 to 45, and here it went from about 24 to 45. And that's the exact point.	When there was 20 people in this room, I actually had no name tags.	With 20 people I knew everybody's name.	Everybody had been to my office, and there was a level of familiarity that allowed things to work without rules, without silly wedding banquet things, and it's really interesting, something tips after 45.	Although I will say last
year was 50, even your group, I was telling Keisha, Keisha was telling me, that with even five people less, it's a little easier to see people's names and
recognize faces.	Where that small-large divide is, is

a little bit unclear but it's real.	Different contexts it might be different.
Until recently, most large groups, the question is how did people manage large groups?	The truth is through some form of autocracy and outright
non-gussied up domination.	As Mancur Olson puts it,

from not long after [reading]... And he's talking about large settlements.	And you see great examples of this.	You have Thomas Hobbes and his Leviathan,








which basically argues, well, if you have a large group, the only way to control it is through an
all-powerful leader, the Leviathan.	Obviously folks. And perhaps all of this is put most pithily by Louis XIV, who, when they asked him the question that we're going to talk about "what is the state?"	He had a great answer is what you may know, is L'Etat, c'est moi.	This was the management and control of very large groups for most of history.
So, again, we have the emergence of states and

bureaucracies, and especially of some forms of democracies, but we don't really have a strong sense of how they emerged, generally.	And we often have really mixed feelings about these, especially bureaucracy, the way most states are managed, and we have a sense it kind of gets in the way its red tape. And my favourite example is David Letterman and Norm Macdonald's purportedly favourite joke -- it's not Norm Macdonald's favourite joke because it is unacceptable for a class-room environment, but let's say it his second-favourite joke which I'm going to show you.
Is everybody familiar with Norm Macdonald?	No? This is the fact that I -- I went to buy a babka -- people know what a babka is?	It's a Jewish cinnamon









roll.



The guy tried to give me a day-old babka -- and


there's a Seinfeld episode about this.	And I said to the guy, "I've seen the Seinfeld episode about the
day-old babka."	Sir, what is a Seinfeld?"	And that was the day I realized I was old after these messages. This is actually David look a this.	[Music
playing]...

[VIDEO ON].

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Another of life's simple pleasures ruined by meddling bureaucracy.
>>	I was on the street the other day, and I saw a garbage

truck, and on the back of the garbage truck there was a sign that said, "Please do not follow too closely," another life's simple pleasures ruined by meddling bureaucracy, ladies and gentlemen --
>>	[Applause].

>>	Remember from the old days when Dad in the station wagon and we would go and follow a garbage truck? [VIDEO OFF]
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	As silly as it is, it does capture a lot of public sentiment.	I love these simple pleasures.	Do not give the bison psychoactive substances, MTA board to formally ban pooping in subways and busses.	Do not put hands in toilet, lots








of questions there.

And we're at a really interesting time as planners as we think about this.	There had been a somewhat stable conception of the state and what the state's role were, and that has been increasingly hollowed out, and that really affects the career choices and paths that planners take.	And just even over the period I've been back in Vancouver, the group of graduates in around 2020, I would say 80, 90% of people went to work for a municipality.	That's what a planner did.	In Harvard only one of 50, partly
because of the move into private insertion into

planning was much further along in America, and a lot of the creative spaces of planning weren't in municipalities.	In SCARP when I came back in 2020, I'm guessing 85% went to work for a local
municipality.	And last year I would say it was closer

to 60.

So this trajectory is something that is

affecting Canada, maybe a little later, but is really, really important.	And this makes our time very different than Weber -- the sociologist who conceptualized the modern state.	Obviously it's different than Weber and Olson, and someone like Harvey.	We can look to Linovski, who is a more recent








author, and her articulation of the role of private consultants in planning in Toronto, which I think gives a really good sense and flavour of the changing nature of the state and of planning currently.
What is a state, folks? Anybody take a chance. There's no wrong answer. By the way, there's not one formally accepted?
STUDENT:	I guess when I think about a state, it's defined

by physical border.

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Yes.	I think that's important.	It has some sort of geographical setting, context. Excellent.	Others?
STUDENT:	A unit of government.

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	A unit of government.	I love it.

It is spatial and it relates to government.	Yes, Ajay?
STUDENT:	A monopoly over power.

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Love it.	You've been doing the reading on Weber.		This monopoly on power, or he would even say legitimate use of force or legitimate use of violence.	Whoever does that is the state, and does so legitimate.	If I'm violent around campus, I'm not the state.	But when someone does that, I think, well, they're allowed to do that.		That's somehow connected to the state. If I start wearing a police uniform, I'm








jailed immediately, whereas someone else, it's perfectly reasonable.	That's a function of that state monopoly on force, violence as Weber puts it.
STUDENT:	Entity that can think of itself as

self-governing and sovereign.

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Sovereignty, yes.	It has this ability to exclude or believes it has the right to exclude others in its mandate.	I love that.
And what about nation?	We actually think of these almost synonymously.	What is a nation?
Another word that gets bandied about incessantly.
STUDENT:	I would say a nation is an aggregate of states that have surrendered they're ability to...
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	I like that.	A subsidiary part, potentially, of a state.	Definitely can be.
Yes, Ajay.

STUDENT:	Maybe a cultural grouping that may not be defined by harsh --
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	More of a cultural connotation than

state.	These are all fabulous answers, folks.

This is not the right answer, because there's some murkiness around these, but generally speaking a state is an area -- going to the geography piece -- organized into a political unit with a government the








governing body of a nation state or community, that has control over internal and sometimes foreign affairs.	But Bermuda is a state.	And we'll talk about First Nations in a second.
So there's some sense -- this goes back I think to what Ajay said about force and violence is a better way of putting this.	It has the right to exercise control often with respect to foreign governments, but not always.	Canada didn't have the right to have a foreign policy and a foreign office until 1939 with
the Statute of Westminster.	But I think would have said Canada was a state before 1939.		Just like we'd say Bermuda is a state right now, although its foreign relations are infused with the U.K.	This is a little
murky.

A nation is a community of people with a common identity, and these can overlap.	Iceland is a good example of a nation state.	The community of Icelanders overlap with the geographical zone called Iceland.	That's actually relatively rare, to be
frank.	A lot of countries are binational, trinational or more.	Stephen Harper declared Quebec a nation, and some people flipped out.	This was in around 2005. That's madness because they were thinking state.	But actually Stephen Harper, was like, I don't understand








why you're concerned about that.	It's obvious they're a nation when that statement was made.
So for example the Kurdish nation is split across three states.	And a lot of conflict happens where people want to align their nation boundary with their state boundary, although, as mentioned, most countries are actually not a single nation.
If you look at World War I maps, pre-World War

I, and post- every country of western Europe was multinational.	Belgium feels like a built of an anomaly.	But actually most countries were a "Belgium", and then the war happened, and after the war, most countries, the state and odd predominant nations were closely aligned.	There was that actual physical fight over trying to align nation boundaries with state boundaries.
Some more pithy definitions -- and you've already alluded to this, Ajay.	Max Weber, [reading]:
A compulsory political organization with continuous... ordered."	So there's some ability to physically enforce its rules that somehow has some level for some probably majoritarian measure of people.
Ernest Renan has a wonderful quote about a nation, [reading]... life."
So there's this idea that the state is a little








less voluntary and somehow being part of a nation is a little more voluntary.	There's some sort of consent
to be part of a nation, but often to be part of a state, that's a little less clear, although every state would actually argue that it is consensual. People themselves might feel quite differently.
I want to do a quick think-pair-share like we did last time.	You'll think for, say, one minute,
then chat with your neighbour for two minutes and then come back together.
This builds on a lot of your questions.	Are First Nations and their governments states?	So on that note, why don't you ponder for about a minute, and we need that little jeopardy music right about now.	Go for it.	If you're burning to start talking,
go ahead.	-- I love the fact that you just wanted to.

[Pause for discussion].

Okay, folks, I'd love to hear what you think. Anybody want to share?	Any great insights amongst your teams?	And, again, there's no right answer to
this question.	But I'm really curious to hear what -- STUDENT:	We were just discussing about how with Canada's
treaty system, BC and BC First Nations, many of them are, you know -- did not -- were not forced into treaties the same way that the rest of Canada was.	So








while we agreed that under the kind of definition we've discussed around statehood and in particular, the ability to negotiate with foreign governments, in that aspect, First Nations probably wouldn't fall under that.	But we were just thinking about the gradations around First Nations sovereignty and nations, differ in Canada.	Not every nation has the same experience in BC, and has had a little more
leverage their land which allows them to talk with the Canadian government state-to-state, whereas other provinces may not have that ability.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Totally.	Yes, please?

STUDENT:	We were talking about enforcement and how as

much as we say First Nations can govern themselves, at the end of the day, Canada has shown time and time again that they will breach those treaties.	They can supersede the sovereignty of the First Nations.	All
of the First Nations are not actually the ones

enforcing their own lawless the way a state would.

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	State-ish.	State-ishness, but maybe not a full state.		Okay.
TALYNN: ...

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Force, great.	That's awesome segue to the next line by the way.	I did not plan to make that bridge.








Other observations, thoughts?	Kalynn? STUDENT:	I thought the example of Quebec was really
interesting, being a nation but not necessarily a state.	And I think in much the same way can look at indigenous bands and reserves as maybe not quite being a state, but then we also discussed the fact that
those are obviously very colonial terms and colonial mind-set of using violence to, you know, establish an area that you control.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Totally.	Absolutely.

STUDENT: ...recognized statehood and nationhood may not be recognized as we -- as colonizers would see it.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	One of my favourite little anecdotes, apparently Quebec drove Margaret Thatcher out of her mind.
When Canada repatriated the Constitution she

was, like, well, this seems pretty smooth.	So, yeah, we'll sign a bill, and I think we're pretty good to go.	We'll send the queen over; she'll sign.	So I think this is pretty good.	And Quebec was like, "Hi, no, actually, we also are a state and/or nation.
Also, we'd love to sit in your office, weeks, months,

potentially years to discuss the state/nation distinction, Margaret."	And at some point she was, "Oh, my God, what is going on?"	Because actually the








U.K. is one of the most centralized countries, even though it has devolved within England, it's incredibly centralized.	Same with Scotland and Wales.
So this idea that there was this place where

there was multiple places claiming statehood nationhood simultaneously, I had to chuckle because when Mark Carney was like this is great we're going to have this thing with the EU.	Literally 20 minutes later the Premier of Quebec was, like, "Hello."	Oh,
my gosh here we go again.	This whole state/nation

thing, we want to chat about it.	You could see a collective groan in Brussels.	You mean, there's not just Canada?	I thought we were just going to talk to Canada; right?
Other observations?	Remind me of your name. STUDENT:	Shagun.	I thought, when you asked that
question, the person that came up to my mind was that the state itself has a framework as a colonial, and so when we look at indigenous and First Nations and all
of that stuff, they -- their history, their rules,

their ways of ordering the land predates much more to when Canada was even created.	So it's a -- the Canadian Constitution is a state that we should be following who is questioning that and who is giving that authority to --








INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	You have segued perfectly to Mancur, because I think the operational question is when did the state arise, and interestingly, is it actually a western concept?	 Probably in some ways; maybe not in others.	And that's what Mancur also wrestles.	Where did the state come from.	Interestingly, he actually looks to China, where a lot of people look for the origins of state-making.	They actually look to Babylonia and China.
So what is interesting, as you've alluded to, in

statutes, for example, the Constitution Act 1982, you; already see interesting language.	Obviously there's cooperative federalism and distinct order of government, meaning there isn't just a government, a unitary state, Canada is a federation.	And what's interesting for us in this room, you know when you're swimming in water, you just know what you're in.	So for us, Canada feels pretty normal.	What's really important to know as emerging...Canada is incredibly weird.	Of 193 UN states, 166 are unitary states,
there is no orders of government, there's no state-like object below the national government. They're unitary.	They're the most common form by major margin.	As Canadian we're often surprised by
that because Canada's not unitarian.	We're so used to








discussions about First Nations and sovereignty, discussions about Quebec and sovereignty, so used to discussions about Alberta and sovereignty.	This is incredibly normal.	Most countries are unitary not federal states.	That's something important to know. We're kind of oddball.
STUDENT:	Is a unitary country not have provinces?

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	That's right.	Or they wouldn't have the kind of authority.	There would be divisions of
the national government.	They would be devolved, they

wouldn't be in any way autonomous.	Whereas federations, it's autonomous units that come together with some overarching system to bring some kind of unity.	But it was interesting that the first county that really did that -- and a lot of Europeans said it was impossible.	America came up with the idea.	You can have these states and those are actual states.
They have a high degree of autonomy.	And the

country, that's real, too.	You don't actually have one or the other, you have both.	And a lot of people scoffed and said, yeah, sure you do.
But actually Canada is a lot like the U.S. in

that regard.	But actually it was considered a little bit of a hairbrained scheme that you would try to have orders of government.	And obviously one of those








orders of government -- there's provinces, but also First Nations governance.	And interesting, going back to this idea of violence and force, actually a lot of First Nations governments actually have police forces and various border officers, etc.	So that is really interesting because it gets back to this idea of the legitimated use of force, but resting in a First Nation; right?
So there is certainly something extremely

state-like to many -- maybe not all -- First Nations, and that varies a lot across Canada.	The very fact we're having this conversation, is a function of this odd environment which we're so used to.	If you're not from Canada you might not be used to it.		But if
you're from Sweden, you would might find it very weird or another unitary state.
I appreciate the point you raised, where is the state?	Is it 100 years old?	1,000?	And people
didn't have a good Anser to this. And, Mancur was one of the first people to really say, well, we talk about the state incessantly. Where did it come from? He
got obsessed with this stuff.	Fung Yuxiang.	He was a

war lord who brought Fung Yuxiang to power.	And he

was a bit perplexed.	This guy, he calls himself a war lord.	That was surprising to Mancur Olson that he








would want to be ruled by a war lord.	It's not a very progressive job title; right?
So he came up with this idea that the state emerges from something called stationary bandits. Anybody want to give	us a sene -- he's not describing necessarily states right now, although it rings true. He's trying to go back and explain where it came from. Anybody want to summarize Mancur?
STUDENT:	Kelly.	Basically the stationary bandit idea is you have one tyrannical head of a certain area that she or he overlooks, and you would take care of the people under your jurisdiction, and in return, they would give you taxes instead of, like, taking from -- like a moving bandit, you would place yourself in one place, and that actually ends being more benefits, because you know for a fact that if you take care of the people, the people will have more incentive to make more, and you can tax them more, so you actually end up gaining more.	So it ends up being not like a symbiosis relationship, but --
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Moray eel model of government. STUDENT:	The people themselves would prefer to be under,
like, the protection of a stationary bandit so they know they won't be bombed by some other moving bandit.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	You explained that extremely well.








What's interesting is Mancur Olson, European guy, even if he's looking to China.	The first person to come
up, exactly, Kelly, as you've described it, optimization.	If I plunder a lot this year people produce less next year.	What if I plunder moderate amount this per cent, And then you said, "I'll be back.	And people know it's 13%, which sounds a lot like income tax; right?
And the first person to come up with this idea, was Ibn Khaldun, or the first person who wrote it
down.	Probably, quite frankly, people wrote this down a lot.		And he was an Islamic scholar in the 1300s. This is where Mancur gets his idea.	He wrote this
idea saying if you're going to be a ruler in North

Africa, don't go and take 90% of the thing this year, because, you know what? People won't produce anything come up with 17.5% and do it every year.	And by the way, kick out the people who would also plunder, AKA tax.	And you and the people you rule will be way richer.	Profit maximization.	1300.	So and that was Khaldun.
And this idea is of really long-standing, that

there's some sort of rationality to the state, although admittedly, this state is not necessarily a very nice state; right?	They're just trying to figure








out how do we get more.	And you might say, "Well, is there any evidence for this?"	And I do love the papers that tried to explore this.
This one which in the additional readings you

might want to look at -- is about the Vikings, and the Far Side cartoon:	"My God, Vikings, and they mean business," and they all have little brief cases.
They look historically at Viking raids on

England, and find that basically it became strategic to prevent other people from -- as you plundered, other people were attracted to the richness of your plunder area.	So it became important to kick the other plunderers out, hence starting to build a nascent state.
So by excluding other roving bandits, the now stationary ones prevent further overplundering, maximize their own future province, and in this way the Vikings gained more from settling down and becoming stationary kings, than by continuing as roving Vikings.	Even Calhoun's argument from the
1300s.

Some other great scholars have figured this out, aka South Park.	If you've seen the piracy episode where the kids are really into pirates, and they hear there's still pirates in the Gulf of Aden, not the








pirates they potentially imagined.	So they travel and become pirates in the Indian ocean.	 It's amusing because it touches on the themes because the pirates they encounter are actually fairly rational, and they're mortified by the South Park kids because they're so incredibly violent.	So the pirates are actually kind of disturbed by the violence of random suburban youth.	Because there's this rationale going on with the piracy, and this very interesting paper that looks at piracy off the coast of Somalia with freighters.	They found that currently pirates take about 900 million a year but at the cost of 3.3
billion dollars a year.	You can actually make more money if instead of doing piracy, you actually started to tax the ships that went through the Gulf of Aden. Which some pirates have now said rather than board
your ship, just give us $10,000, and we'll help you go through the thing.	Which is interests.	That's iffy.
But then you hear about the Oresund tax between Sweden and Denmark -- 900 years ago it was actually Denmark.	They blocked the Oresund, the busiest shipping lane in the world at that time.	And you had to pay a tax, and it stayed until after World War II. And it was something -- I can't remember the exact -- it was like 30% of the value of your cargo had to be








paid to Denmark go through the Oresund in 1940.	Which is actually wild, because that sounds a lot like
piracy off the coast of Somalia.

So, again, it gets to the commonality of this way of making money and potentially state-building.
I saw a hand there.

STUDENT:	I was curious about the roving bandit concept.

Obviously there's an economic or financial kind of reason for that.	I was thinking in terms of Hobbes and Leviathan, the roving bandits being the state of nature.	Do people actually just feel that the taxes that they're paying to the state are kind of like a buy-in for protection from, like, potential violence and plundering that happens as well?
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Well, that is a really great question, because we're actually talking now about a very nascent state, the state that we're talking about the coast of Somalia, the Oresund tax years ago in Sweden.	We're talking about Fung Yuxung.
Those are nascent states.	They're not really

the improving state.	So we're going to come to this, because Mancur is also talking about how you create the basic conditions of maybe protecting people for
profit, which obviously states do; right?	But there's

something more.	That's what we talk about often when








-- we're not going to be setting up protection cartels as planners; right?	It's useful to know there's a lot of evidence -- well, I hope not -- that that's how states potentially emerged.	But there's another story that's really recent that we'll get to in just one
sec.

Another really interesting example of how states -- nascent states -- emerged.	Again, instead of looking back several hundreds or thousands years the Vikings and Mancur Olsen, etc.
Look really recently, the year 2000 and	the Democratic Republic of Congo and PlayStation 2.	This is what is called the natural experiment or exogenous shock.		It turned out PlayStation 2 used a rare earth metal called columbite-tantalite which also went by the name of coltan.	And then there was a recession, the dot-com recession, so people started to invest in gold.	Suddenly two minerals became very valuable between 2000 and 2005.	Coltan, very randomly because it was put into a Play Station, and gold because of this recession, a bit of craze to invest in gold.
And in the Democratic Republic of Congo, in the

border of Uganda and Rwanda, there is, interestingly, huge deposits of this rare-earth metal and gold.	So artisanal mining emerged.	This is a coltan mine in








the Democratic Republic of Congo, this is a gold mine. And people start -- people realize there's a market
for coltan and more of a market for gold.	Let's get this stuff out of the ground and sell it.
The government at this region at this time was largely roving bandits, guerrilla groups, and what is fascinating, they found as soon as this market emerged for these two minerals, those guerilla groups started to move to created states that look a lot like the states we were just talking about the ones.		Coltan is much easier to monitor the way it's mined.	So stationary bandits created customs to tax mines output and provided protection on mines.	They created effectively what the famous the famous sociologist, Tilley, calls the four elements or functions of a state: War making, state making, protection, and extraction for taxation.
For gold a similar thing happened.	Gold is much

easier to hide, so instead of monitoring it at the mines, they started to create consumption taxes in towns where people would spend the gold.	They effectively introduced really clear sales taxes.	So two different modes of taxation responding to the nature of the minerals in question.
These groups that were not governments at all,








they were warring factions, engaged in state deepening, and in 60% of instances around the mine, the 41% of episodes they ran propaganda requiring legitimacy they crushed opposed spiritual leaders, in
55% they created indirect rule via local chiefs and in

6 per cent they created local markets and businesses. Very much like Mancur would have created.	So you start to see that nascent state.
Jessica, what about the improving state, which is what we associate the planners with.
Next week we're going to read James Scott's work.	This idea about a state that doesn't just maximize its revenue and stop another war lord from killing you, but starts to get down to the level of the citizen, but often in ways that don't help you,
but that's the premise.	What's important to take away

here is that improving the state is really, really recent.	And that's where we tend to think of planners working.		They're somehow connected.	They're involved with a state that wants to improve things, they want
to be change agents, transformational.	And when did a state move from say, "Hey, folks, we're going to take
20% of your revenue from coltan or wheat.	And we'll stop the other war lords.	We're actually going to provide water, sanitation, schools, something down at








the level of the individual citizen.	That is really, really recent, and I can't emphasize this enough.
This is a very new enterprise, and it's why planning as a profession, a formal profession, is a pretty new profession.	It really started at the around the term of the 1900 and synonymous with public health.
One of the things of the industrial revolution states that we have money to do other things with, and we can make our public happier and more productive beyond just keeping them unkilled.	What about also there's a strong instrumental motivation, when they
get sick, they make you sick.	It's not always oh,

wow, we're really nice. It's, like, those people are all coughing. Let's get them clean water. This is a really, really new enterprise.
There's some great examples of this.	One of my

favorites is a book called Paris Sewers and Sewermen. One of plans you might look at is the reconstruction of Paris under Baron Haussmann.	He worked with a guy called Eugene Belgrand, and they wanted to create a sewer for the first time in Paris, the first time since Roman times, I should say, in Paris, in the
1850s, because people were getting sick. One of the reasons Louis Pasteur wanted to figure out how to inoculate people was that three of his children died








of typhus.	People were dying at incredible rates from water-borne illnesses.	So people thought we will create sewers.
They could not look at another city in Europe

right then to figure out how to build a sewer.	Where did they go?	They travelled to Rome to look at the sewers from 2,000 years earlier because of this idea how to get down and provide infrastructure and services at the level of the household to the individual citizen or resident was so remote in the past or so new that there were no real examples for them to follow.
Similarly, we think about other public services, canonical ones.	This is an image of the Bow Street Runners.	The first modern police force in the world, which it's from 1749.	It was only, like, six people.
It didn't get going until 1829.	So police that went into the neighbourhood level are around 200 years old.	Before that you had various forms of private militia, etc.	We'll talk about this later in the
term.	Actually, still private police are far outnumbering the public by a long shot, actually.	But the entire concept of a public local police service is incredibly new.
Another one that might surprise you fire








departments.	Public fire departments are also extremely new.	These are fire insurance marks from buildings in Philadelphia.	And if you walk around in the east coast, you'll see them all over the place. And once you know what they are, you're like, ah!
Anybody ever seen these?	You'll see two hands

holding each other, or a heart, and they're on different buildings.	You bought shares in an insurance company that had a private fire department.
When you had a fire on your home, the private

fire department came and checked if you had their mark on the building.	If they did, they put out the fire, and if they didn't, they went home.	In fact, there's still a lot of private fire departments for celebrities.	So the idea isn't fully dead.
In BC we think BC Ferries.	You may know the

history of this, in the '60s, Blackball Ferries the

one that still goes to Port Angeles from Victoria, and CP, Canadian Pacific Steamships, to both went on strike, and it became impossible to go to Vancouver island.	And WAC Bennet, the Premier at that time, said, "Actually, we're not negotiating.	As of right now, have a new system, BC Ferries.	It's public.
But that's a pretty new idea.	In fact, it was

on the first travel journey of the Queen of Sidney








from Schwartz Bay to Tsawwassen.	He had them stop the boat in the middle of the Strait of Georgia, and then he raised up the BC flag, which he drew himself.	By the way we have a public ferry service, and by the way that's your new BC flag.	He claimed to have found it at midnight in BC House in London.	It came from his fevered mind, pulling an all-nighter.	I'm going to have BC Ferries, I'm going to have a new flag.
But the point is that most of the things we think of as public goods are really, really new, and we kind of associate planners of the state, we think of the provision of public goods, and actually public health care, public, transit, police, fire.	All the canonical public goods are really new.
So bureaucracy is obviously connected to the state.	I want to take a quick poll.	Who has warm and fuzzy feelings about bureaucracy?	Who has less than positive?	So positive.		Not positive.	Show of hands, bureaucracy.	Word association, who feels good about it?	Very interesting.	Very interesting.	Three.
That is actually really interesting.

Who doesn't feel that great about bureaucracy? Very interesting.	This is very different than last year.	Anybody ambivalent?	A couple of ambivalents. Excellent.	This is very interesting.








Bureaucracies -- well, a lot of people actually think planners are the canonical bureaucrats.	Maybe you had your relatives say, you're going to planning school and become a bureaucrat?
So bureaucracy, this idea of a system of organization and administration, but an elected official.	I think actually the French word for this and the word of the EU fonctionnaire, a functionary, you deliver in some way for the state, but you also retain your own sense of public service and agency, that's always a little bit murky.
And Pareto and Weber and others basically argue

there's two types -- well, actually there's three called charismatic.	Traditional and racial legal. Anybody want to tease those two types of bureaucracies apart for me.	What is a traditional bureaucracy. Kalynn?
STUDENT: ...that kind of meaning more so nepotism, you

know, inviting more like-minded groups, people that minded like you because they're related to you and building these bureaucracies that are less efficient and more loyalty.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	You can say people who share values, maybe.	So it often is rooted in tradition, ideas of social order, hierarchy.	And there's actually -- what








is interesting there is there's -- as soon as you hear those words.	There's a kind of very conservative framing of those words, and progressive framing of those words.	Both are kind of valid.	Both exist.
But their particularism can be deployed, the point is it can be deployed to your own ends.	If you're progressive, you would seek to particularistically achieve goals that you think are good, and someone would say oh, dear God, no.	And vice versa, if you were conservative doing particularistic bureaucracy, a person on the other end of the spectrum might say,
"Oh, this is going really haywire," which is kind of

distinct from rational/legal or universalistic.

Anybody want to juxtapose this, which is actually what we're talking about when we talk about bureaucracy.
STUDENT:	Rational/legal it's optimized for more objective

criteria.

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	It's flat.	Everybody gets the same in theory.	Yes, I like that -- and it's rooted in objectivity, yeah, absolutely.
Fairness, and there's a kind of very positive understanding of fairness, and there's a kind of much less positive of fairness; everybody gets often the same thing.
Other thoughts on racial legal bureaucracy?








Weber is the person who really came up with this idea. I used to assign the Weber articles in the required readings.	They're pretty tough to read, I'll be
honest with you.	But he kind of ties himself in

knots.	But there's some themes that emerge from this idea of racial legal bureaucracy.
Rules, taxation, impartiality.	It is somehow connected to the growth of the economy, it's rooted in the money economy, and therefore this connection to taxation.	And the files, he is sort of obsessed with the files, a paper trail, these ideas of objectivity and fairness.	You can go back to the records; right? The records end up being very, very important.	But he also highlights a little bit like we were talking
about Ibn Khaldun, Islamic scholar in the 1300s. Weber is also really keen to make clear that bureaucracy is actually not a western concept. Probably the earliest bureaucracies, and some of the
strongest were in China.	I think that's indisputable. But it reaches its highest level of organizational complexity in modern firms and states, but that's not necessarily where it began.
I just want to show you something here.	One interesting piece.	So this is the police.	This early police the Bow Street Runners, one of the first public








police, not working for a king.	And what they're doing is coming to help King George III, and he's being attacked in this image by a group of people who want jobs.	They want places.	So this vast crowd has
descended on the king to get a job, the job personally dispenses the jobs.	I just wanted to show that
because that was the source of conflict.

First, the files.	I love this guy, Jan Banning, a Dutch photographer.	He was given the task of doing
a photo assignment for a magazine on decentralization.

He thought it was an impossible assignment.	He got upset by this.	How do you visualize bureaucracy and decentralization?		But then what he realized -- he went around the world taking pictures of bureaucrats, and they're actually fascinating.	The book is incredible, because it goes to all of these different contexts.	There's this idea of legitimacies.	These are legitimate bureaucrats.	Why?	Because they're sitting next to their files, there are the files, I have the files, whether it's in, you know, Prince George, BC, or Liberia, you have the files.	And he has this whole book these people with mountains of paperwork, and it's just a great visual characterization of some of the ideas that Weber what is a bureaucrat.	One of the things is they maintain








the files.

And Weber's really keen to point out that the Chinese civil service was actually probably one of the first really robust bureaucracies.	I'm sure you probably know this.	The beginning in the Song dynastic, 950 of the current era that lasted until
1905, amazingly.

But one interesting piece is it was universalistic.	It tested people in these standardized, it removed people's names from the exam sheets, it tested people objectively, and then administered in the Confucian paradigm objectively.
It was really one of the first places where this idea of the state official as objective arbiter really emerged quite strongly.
But what's interesting, Mongol ruler, Kublai

Khan, when he took over parts of China in 1279, one of the first things he tried to do was disband the civil service examination system because he wanted to
install his own officials in a traditional bureaucracy

who were loyal to him.

So he disbanded the exams for several years, much like George III, so people would come to him. They would get an assignment as a job, and he would send them out to be his personal, incredibly








non-objective bureaucrats.	But once the mongol -- once he was in power, they reinstituted in 1905.
I love these images.	These were -- this is in Guangdong, it's actually some of the cells where people wrote in these very private invigilated boxes, their exams with the names taken of.	We will have to reinstitute this because of AI.
In this single examination centre, a little bit

like Kumon or the GRE exam, there were 7,500 cells for prospective civil servants to write their exams.
Really staggering scale of bureaucracy.

And, again, many people, though, really don't like bureaucracy.	It has the sense that it's slowing things down.	And this idea of red tape comes from the fact that papers in the Holy Roman Empire -- and still to this day in England are tied, legal papers, with
red ribbon.	So "red tape".	So these documents, going back to these images, these several hundred-year-old images look remarkably similar to these piles of papers; right?	So, again, the files and the red tape are central here.
And so this idea of the bureaucrat, though, the

idea of the universalistic rational legal bureaucrat, again, it's not surprising, is really new just like the state is new.	In Canada the improving state sort








of came out of the idea of the industrial revolution, you had surpluses people wanted to spend it on good works, let's not pretend that they were all good but people were saying they were.	And it wasn't until
1918 that actually civil servants in the model of China, objective civil servants emerged under Sir Robert Borden, before that you had the patronage
system of Kubla Khan.	But I always enjoyed stories of

my grandfather here in Vancouver, and every government transition in the early part of the 1900, if the
Tories came to power, every single job, down to the janitor, was switched.		And if the Liberals came into power, every job right down to the person that cleaned the windows, was switched.	This was normal.	This was the Kubla Khan model.	It was extremely particularistic.	If I was your MP in 1911, I decided who was the postmaster, I decided who cleaned the
floor in the post office.	It was only in 1918 that

they tried to undo the maligned influence of patronage.	Only 1,000 years after China they thought well, let's have a civil service that is objective and it doesn't switch out every time there is an election. This is 1918.	China instituted that in 953, and civil servants were relatively low in numbers.	So from
5,000 to 55,000 between 1918 and 1923.








So, one, they were hired particularistically, there weren't very many of them because of this idea that the state would get involved in your life.	Most public goods were private good.	You didn't need public servants to administer a private fire department; it was a private company.	So the emergence of this improving public state and the emergence of bureaucrats to deliver those programs were hand in hand, and the thing for us planners to
realize it is a really new enterprise, much newer than

most of us would imagine.

The same thing happened in the U.S. a little bit earlier, the Pendleton Act.	They also tried to get civil service reform, but they struggled for the first decades, and in Grover Cleveland's first term, he
fired 40,000 postmasters to align their position in

every little town with his party.	And there was a competition to see who could fire the most postmasters in a minute by signing the -- signing orders, because, again, every single person went when the party transitioned, just as it is did in Canada.
I love it because it highlights how new the

thing we're doing really is. On that note I'm curious what do you think some of the strengths and weaknesses of bureaucracy are?








STUDENT:	One of the strengths that I wrote about in my submission this week was how bureaucracy can help with accountability transparency, and a lot of recent government roll-back of red tape worries me because it gets rid of this paper trail, and so it can lead to people doing sketchy stuff and maybe the stuff that
the public should know about that the government is trying to hide.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	So a probe.	Accountability, and going back to the files, a paper trail, transparency. Love it.	These are among the three top arguments for bureaucracy.	Excellent.
Kelly?

STUDENT:	I think also on the same framework, liability.

The reading was also talking about, you know, when you actually had less of bureaucracy, people tended to be more confused because, "No one told me to do this.	I didn't know that I had to do that."	Liability and I guess the scope of responsibility is also more clearly outlined.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	And there's a sort of

chicken-and-egg piece.	If you're going to deliver programs, then you need people to deliver them. There's sort of a causal chain.	If you think public goods and public services are good, then bureaucracy








of some kind, you can probably dispute.	I'm sure there's bad versions of delivering those, as we all know, but some kind is good otherwise you can't have those.	Dylan.
DYLAN:	At least sometimes it can deliver more responsible outcomes that are better thought out.	If you look at public works like engineering projects, there's a lot of red tape but red tape for a reason to make sure
your bridge doesn't fall down, and this in a thorough way to ensure it doesn't happen.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	I love it.	With bureaucracy the glitches are features.	People like oh, bureaucracy is slow.	I think it slows things down.	If only bureaucracy is faster.	One of the reasons we created it as opposed to having a king or despot doing things is because they tended to move real fast.	Let's slow this down and actually have a more measured decision and think this through.		So this idea of capricious decision-making, and depending on the day, it's either a pro or con.	It stops capricious decisions.	But it also stops capricious decision-making.
A lot of it depends on what you think about your

elected leaders.	If you think they make great decisions, then maybe you want to have less bureaucracy.	On the other hand, if you're more








concerns about them or their successor, you might think you want to slow it down.
The glitches in a way are the features.	That's a great insight, Dylan.
STUDENT:	I think a weakness -- I'm an apologist. INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	That's got to be a T-shirt. STUDENT:	I think one of the weaknesses is that it has a
hard time making decision from the past.	The

environment and the organization changes faster than the rules are updated. And the bureaucracies I work for are afraid of revisiting.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	In there is the expert; right?	And

expertise -- one up-side -- and actually Pero gets at this with his gypsum factory.	On one hand this particular thing was kind of horrible in some
respects.	On the other hand, they'd be, like, Alex, I

know that you have three kids and there was a sort of responsiveness, but the responsiveness was rooted.	It was particularistic, and could be very very
responsive, whereas the universalistic aspect of

rational legal bureaucracy, it doesn't respond to your personal needs.
This is -- the glitch is the feature; right?

And we all wish that these were more responsive to our needs, but it's the designed not to respond to our








needs.	And the centering of the expert, the bureaucrat, is a timed typical of expert.	And there is a certain aversion to questioning the expertise. Yes, great one.
Yes, Maisie?

STUDENT:	So I think there has been a lot-legislative changes in both Ontario and BC to cut red tape and build more homes.	But actually in that process it's reducing a lot of public participation with reduction of public hearings and reducing global affairs --
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	You know, you you've nailed -- I'm going to -- I just wrote about this in Bermuda.	I've been studying it for the last few years because takes all the things that are going in BC and dials it up to
11; right?	It takes all the tensions around municipal autonomy and ramps them up.
There, they said to have more efficient delivery of services, going back to Alex's point about expertise, the national government know how to do it. Why would we even need local government.	...actually you know what, why would we have local democracy?	We have national democracy.	We know the answers.	Let's roll through this.	It's so interesting.	It's so heated, this debate.	It really gets to whether you think that's a glitch or a feature, and how much you








trust -- it's a plebiscite on how much you trust the Prime Minister.	If you trust the Prime Minister of Bermuda, yeah, let's get rid of other levels of government.	If you are somewhat sceptical, you're, like, absolutely not.
Yeah, there's fundamental questions there about

fairness, representation, engagement, and what is the appropriate way to inform a decision?	Is it only -- and we're talking about this in BC.	This is going to be really live in both municipal and provincial election.	Is the way to do democracy at the ballot
box every four-yearish and then you've given a mandate

to the politicians to do whatever they want, or should everything be relitigated or some middle ground, and those kind of relates to views on bureaucracy.
Yes, Sasha.

STUDENT:	I think kind of in that vein, sort of stagnation and reassertion of power imbalances through
bureaucracy as its accepted and kind of realized under our current systems of governance and siloed
approaches of this division -- creation of departments but no cooperation between those departments on topics that are intrinsically connected.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	So the rules -- it has rules, but

the rules can take a life of their own.	The rules can








start to dominating, and especially over maybe human consideration, particularistic tension; right?	The rules can be viewed as an end in themselves.
Alex.

STUDENT:	Is there an alternate model of governance for a million or a billion people or however many are in the state that doesn't have a bureaucracy?
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Oh, wow.	Probably not.	I mean,

there are.	I mean if you look at anarchy, then I

think actually there's people who think -- but it gets really interesting, because there's both pro and -- there's progressive and conservative views on a bureaucraciless or stateless society.
So, yeah, there's definitely political models

out there.	What's interesting is a lot of places where the state is really weak, like Democratic Republic of Congo.	You actually see the state nascently forming.	There is something interesting going on that, like, actors almost start to create states.	So you're actually got an interesting philosophical place, actually, because I think
actually that's where the authors that were looking at

the Congo case.	Here is a place where you basically have warring factions.	There's basically no state. And when they actually looked, no, actually there's a








pretty interesting emergent robust state that feels really familiar.	Kind of like Revenue Canada.	They have their stamps, they've got their files, their
forms.

It raises an interesting question, which I've never seen anything look at.	Is there a compulsion on the part of humans to make states?	I don't know. There's -- not too many places are formal anarchies. And one question is would maybe no one's tried it, effectively.	Or maybe humans -- I'm riffing here; always dangerous.	Maybe humans have a compulsion to create states, like with the coltan, let's keep war lords out.	An interesting question.
Yeah, Sasha?

STUDENT:	Alex's question made me think about Ursula and the Dispossessed percolating in my mind, this idea of is bureaucracy inherently antianarchistic, and the delivery of public service exist under an anarchist system through and it was within the...
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	All of this discussion, you see that

people have played with these ideas a lot in literature and alternative ways, obviously film.	The Terry Gilliam movie, Brazil, Blade Runner.	That's a lot of experimentation and playing with ideas of alternative modes of governments, service delivery,








often in a more anarchistic, dystopian mode.	There's less playgrounds for that in the world right now, but actually literature and stuff, there's lots of areas to explore that.
I have a question for you.	Where is it now? Well, actually, I want to touch on Harvey, because Harvey is interesting.		Harvey has this idea of planners.	He's now talking more like our contemporary planners, and yet, but I don't know about you, but it feels slightly dated.	Because his idea of the planner now is someone, okay, there's a state, there's a bar. Planners just hold positions of power, they have the ear of the people in authority and make decisions. Sometimes you hear planners read David Harvey.	If only; right?	Jeez.
There's this idea it's very much 1960s, this

all-Robert Moses, I'm moving that person five feet

over there.	In Boston at the top of the Redevelopment

Authority building they have one of those wooden models of the city.	You can -- General Rommel moving his tanks on the big board.
You can be, "I'll move the seaport area a couple

of feet to the west.	There are planners who worked in that mode, but fewer now, speak to an an era.
I'm curious, looking at Harvey, what sort of








change since 1985 when he wrote that article about planners, is there anything that -- in what ways are his critiques still valid, and in what ways do they feel a little bit out of date.
Kalynn?

STUDENT:	I think just in general theme of the readings, and the conversations around, like, statehood and how states and bureaucracies form.	It's -- the lens has been very much, everything is motivated economically and through violence or power struggle.	And I think I was a little frustrated by that, and Harvey kind of touched on that, talking about, you know, planning for social good and planning for environmental good, and how those are often sidelines in favour of economic interests, like the power struggle.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Especially in the era.	Well,

especially when, like, a public sector planner, as he sort -- you can tell he's writing about someone who works in the public sector and prioritizes private sector interests, but as a public sector planner, which is interesting, because that now all absolutely happens, but maybe in a more -- well, actually, a slightly more transparent way, actually.
STUDENT:	I think also, coming back to that, even like

talking about statehoods are forming in these








anarchist places, like I think it's kind of ignoring the fact that people also like to live in peaceful, prosperous places.	It's not all about economics, I think, or, like -- the way that it's framed I think is purely in terms of developing these hierarchies, creating efficient services to --
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	And what gets prioritized, and that's where it gets interesting, because in some way
I have this image.	I was thinking who are planners as are viewed in the Harvey article.	It's something like this.	A group of very powerful people making a decision together, they're public servants, but they have their values, and they priorize certain things, and they have an ear to power.	And now -- I'm just struck -- I like the Linovski article.	There's not a lot of articles that talk about what has changed since this.	Because sometimes it can feel still very much like this.	Except that now, instead of these all
being bureaucrats -- I mean, what percent of these people now actually work for a private-sector firm, which raises all sorts of questions, because they obviously -- well, if they're a registered professional planner, they say, "I protect the public interest," but they don't work for the taxpayer, or the city official or the local government, they work








for, you know, urban systems or whoever.	They work for a private-sector firm with a private-sector mandate.	And, you know, I think in a lot of American cities, it might be to here, actually are no longer bureaucrats and civil servants, this group are now private sector planners consultants etc., which have a much more complex relationship to the public interest, to government, to the state.	It's often really
unclear exactly what their obligations, responsibilities and duties are.
In Canada it's probably not that far, but I

think from the project I'm working on right now in the

City of Vancouver, maybe it's 40, 50% of the people

are doing pubic sector work, but they're working for a private sector firm.	Sometimes those private sector actors, when they publish the thing, it says we did that for the City of Vancouver.	But a lot of publications from any city, City of X, and produced
for the public sector.

Actually it's increasingly hard to know actually who -- I think it's a hallmark of your era of
planning, it's unclear who these people are.	Harvey I

kind of envy him the clarity.	He just knew who these types of people are in the room.	Now it might look pretty similar, but it's really, really hard to know








who the heck they are, what they represent, obligations, duties, constituencies are, etc.
And so I think is a really interesting moving part that's going to shape your careers in a way that quite frankly was not a huge part of my experience when I came out of planning school, and then a generation before me, they were all bureaucrats;
right?	That is much the case now.	The bureaucracy is

delivered by private sector actors.

STUDENT:	Looking at this image, I'm curious how diversifying the workforce has to do with developing...versus this image.	I feel that might be a relationship.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	This is Stockholm, so it might still

look like this.	Yes, you're right.	I chose this for the most dowdy group of people.	Oh, wow that is dowdy.	But you're right.	There's multiple types of diversification going simultaneously.	Part of it is lots of different actors and institutions.	And that might actually be connected to the other type of diversification in terms of humans.
So, yeah, it's a lot more divers in terms of the

interests, the players, the people, the individuals, and actually a lot less clear, though, too, about who is ultimately accountable.	One thing about this








picture, you just know where the buck stops in almost a terrifying way; right?	Now when you go to the city and say hey, your paper, your report on X, I found utterly objectionable, oh, we didn't write that, you should talk to our consultants, Mike Hooper Consulting, the website is currently down and whatever.	It goes back to this idea of bureaucracy. It's maybe less bureaucratic but the transparency is gone down.
I won't do this last think-pair-share.	We're

going to do our panel in about 10 minutes so I want to give you a break.
A couple of concluding thoughts.	States have a complex history, and in a pluralistic federal country, there can multiple state or state-like entities.
Canada is anomalous, actually, in this regard, even

though we may not recognize it, because it's the kind of water we swim in.
Bureaucracy, as you've done a great job of piloting, has positive and negative interpretations, and planners' relationship with the state is diverse, going back to the point that was made.
Changing fast, and people have different opinions about this.	The type of people is also diversifying, and also down-sides about transparency








going right back to those classical arguments about transparency and accountability.
And the changing nature of planning and the planners' roles means that old critiques might not be quite on the money, but new critiques I don't think have been developed, especially in Canada we're we still are talking about planning like it's done by a state-run bureaucracy, and all planners work for municipality or government.
We haven't really developed here the critiques

that reflect the really, really different -- and I'm talking each year nature of the planning profession. And as our panel will discuss, planners's roles are more and more diverse and offer their own unique challenges and opportunities.	And they'll talk about that more about that in a sec.		Take 15 minutes,
folks, and then we'll reconvene for the panel at about

25 past.	Thanks, everyone. [RECESS].
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Okay, folks, let's do it, folks okay, folks, let's take it away, everybody, this is really exciting.	 This is one of my favourite parts of this class, because we get to hear from a variety of








planners who have really interesting careers, and also have had very different roles in planning, public sector, private sector, non-profit, international organizations, you name it.
So I'm so pleased to welcome Elder...Allie who works in Mongolia, the executive director of Oyu Catalyst Fund in Mongolia.	And it is charged with the development of the...centre, basically seeking to create a sustainable town with a safe family-oriented atmosphere.	And Allie, I would say probably in the middle of Mongolia, and Allie is lead a lot of these, experiences.		She's had really diverse experiences.
She was the head of exploration at the UNVP Accelerator Lab in Mongolia, she was a project consultant with the Asian Development Bank, country director for a foundation in Mongolia, she worked for the city of New York, and is the creator of the Felt City Podcast on Urban Issues in...	So welcome, Allie.
We also have Alice Brown, director of environmental quality for the City of Boston, she was previously Chief of Planning and Policy for Boston Harbour Now, a non-profit for Sustainability and
future of Boston harbour.	Prior to that she worked in

Boston Transportation Department as project manager for go-Boston 2030 plan, and Sasaki planning and








design plan, and for Liveable Streets Alliance. Welcome, Alice.
Raven Anderson a number of really interesting roles.	Senior vice-president of real estate transactions with New York City Economic Development Corporation.	Previously for the New York City Housing Authority, for the World Bank of Jakarta, for San Francisco and for the Port of San Francisco.
And Komal Shaikh is the Director of Lands for the Tsawwassen First Nations.	She's had a really interesting -- I heard about Komal, I looked her up on LinkedIn that you were perfect for this panel because of the range of interesting jobs.	She's worked as an independent consultant for non-profits, for the city
of Moncton, New Brunswick, with the Mumbai Region Development Authority, the town of Ledyard, Connecticut and was a lecturer in an architecture school in Mumbai.
Really different roles that everyone's occupied, and I think you're just really perfect to speak to the kind of diverse nature of planning practice. And
maybe without further ado, I'd love to ask the first

question, which is maybe have each of you tell me

about your current role and the different roles you've had, and maybe either now or later question, you can








allude to why you took on these different roles.

Allie, do you want to go first?

ALLIE TUVSHINBAT:	That's a loaded question, but I'll try to keep it short and simple as possible.	Current role is basically in a fund created by Rio Tinto mining companies.	One of the largest in the world.	Mining
is essentially this town is the closest to the

soon-to-be the biggest copper mine, 9,000 people.	And there's...USD to over 5 years to make the town a
little bit better and attract private...

And we've been working on this.	This is the fourth year and so a lot of infrastructure building, like, you know, roads, park, and sports facilities. And also program delivery, education and health care,
and also some semi-loans, low-interest loans like that have been delivered.
It's a very private driven public service institute, and over the years it's kind of grew into
20 people organization.	But it's very hands-on company -- not company -- fund.	We're a
not-for-profit fund.

And it's quite different from my previous roles, even though the fund itself is not-for-profit, but,
you know, created by an organization, so the way it

works is quite different, so that was interesting.








Most of my previous roles have been around

not-for-profit or international organizations which are usually development focused, and a lot of the things are essentially kind of similar, when you look back, it's like doing good and how do you priorize who gets the benefit, is it worth putting that much money, and how do you measure it and what's being...and all sorts of things, but on a different scale and
different groups.

And also the ways those are determined can be different for each organization, I think.
So the first job out of grad school was the New

York City Development Corporation, which is a big New

York operation...more details around it.	That was
very interesting experience for me doing public goods, too.

And coming back to Mongolia, everything in New York was huge, and it becomes small.	I was running small non-profit and, but then you could also do a lot of details, you know, and take your time on that,
which is quite interesting.

And then moving on to ADB, Age Development Bank, big projects.	Those can also be a little bit bigger scale.	A lot of that kind of repeated.	And also bureaucracy between these organizations can be








different.	So my personal -- why did I choose these roles is mainly driven by what can I learn, how much impact can I bring, is it, like, a new thing that I haven't been doff, before, interests that align with what I want to do.	That slowly built into it, and over the years what I learned is you gain something from the work and you make it to the next one and muffin and move and move.	And at some point you're doing all sorts of things, now I barely do planning work but I do a lot of project management, people managing and things like that.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	That's amazing, Allie.	You touched

on four things I would love to come back to later, which get to some of the differences between the different planning roles, you mentioned detail, scale, impact, and bureaucracy, and I feel we could talk
about those four things, and play out in different roles, thank you so much for starting us off, and maybe we can pick up on those later.
Alice, do you want to go next?

ALICE BROWN:	If at any time you can't hear, I'm in the northeastern...university building.	Just let me know.
My first career was actually in the middle

school and high school math teacher, and I kept trying to figure out things in the built environment around








me that I wanted to share with other people really obsessively, I wanted everyone in the Bronx to thoroughly explore Central Park, it's...maybe the most famous park in the world.	And then I taught in a totally different place where it was really hard for
me to find parks initially, I was asking people where

they were and try to understand the built environment around me which felt very different from New York, and that led me to go into grad school.	Now, I didn't understand what...was, so you'll see that this is an important part of my career trajectory I never thought I would do a town plan, I was just how do I find
people to find parks and fall in love with them, how to get around, there wasn't a clear way to use busses in Ethiopia, but there was a train now, so I showed up with this very specific hard...vision.	When I got and professor hooper said your job is to do something different when you graduating otherwise why go to grad school.	I spent a lot of time focussing on...if the roads were bad for biking, but I wound up for the city in grand school, and oh, you're going to be a bike planner, no, there's other ways to get around I would like to plan for more than just bikes.	Which after a couple of roles, got me to a place where I was then leading a city-wide transportation plan, and it was by








far the most absurdly overfunded in the best way transportation plan than will ever be written.	There will never be a foundation that a...invented, but how do we talk about transportation, have a million dollars to have amazing conversations.	Being allowed to spend that much money doing high-quality community high reach, community storytelling, and working with
really talented consultants, getting the best possible

seed analysis, meaning now when I have a plan, that's where I'm coming from the crazy over-the-top plan, the staff exploded after that plan, because we needed so many more planners and engineers to do all the things the plan said.
So that's my life baseline.	There were a lot of

things I didn't babysit that plan.	There were other people that I'll be the executive director of that plan.	That was never interesting to me.	That was a good enough plan, all the people should care about it and I'm going to do a water transportation study for the region, which is how I ended up at the Boston harbour now, and over the seven years I've done a lot of different studies, it was really well-funded, I chose the best practises I learned from these niche multi modal and took it across the region and I'm delighted to say that three years ago that MBTA hired








a full-time ferry guy, and...something really close to what I plan for, and varied transportation in Boston has exploded a decade ago, so I'm also cool, I've shaped that, and I did a lot of other work in Boston harbour, but at some point I didn't feel hue good
guard-rails, I wasn't getting to the planning work,

and no, I want to -- I took advocate, cheering for stuff, I wanted to do more planning, I ended up in the city on the surface you shouldn't need to be a planner to be in it, but most of the people in my team are doing commission work, they have a commission of
people that comes and votes and makes decisions, and

there's regulations.	My job is to say these are really good things from the 1970s, but they only make our city better if they're focused on planning adaptation, resilience, social justice, community building, and I have a whole bunch of people...technically over 50 years, and this new lens, and I've gotten, I've helped with the
strategic...non-parkland, most of our parks are very

manicured...preserved in a specific way, and this is the third class of ethics, things, and the people I am working with, they wanted a very tidy box plan for
this figure thing, we're doing a photography exhibit

at city hall, we're doing this kind of outreach.	It's








in the early days of the planning process, but, again, I'm still back on my transportation and park stuff and dream big what you can do, and now for the first time
I get to scope out what a plan could be, not hired to

do what someone else, but I'm...biodiversity plan, so TVD...giant...but it's fun for me to actually start further back in the process and I get funding and I get to talk about it in a future lab.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	I love it, Alice, and similar to Allie -- and we'll get to this later, this idea of constantly searching out new ways to explore your creativity, doing new things, I love that impulse, I think sometimes people think well, you stay in a similar mode.	But, you know, I love the way that you followed -- there's a through-line, but you've also looked for creative opportunities for impact.
Awesome, Alice, thank you so much.

Komal, would you like to go next?

KOMAL SHAIKH:	Sure. I have a typical career.	I always wanted to be a journalist, but was coerced by my parents to explore a science education, and I somehow managed to go to architecture school and got really excited about both issues, and my thesis was about conservation.	I did work for a journal, and an architecture journal for a year and then went to








school.	I was driven by the ability to move the dial on a few things and how small an impact that might be in terms of communities, but just the ability to shape change is what fuelled me.	And then after that, I taught at an architecture and planning school in
India, moved to the U.S., decided to re-pursue my

masters at city planning, and worked for an environmental non-profit...similar to what Alice was talking about.	We talked about active transportation, and very early we worked on transit development and lots of cool things that were coming up on the
horizon -- I'm dating myself here -- but anyhow, I

went to England and worked as a director of planning for a community for 20,000 people, and right into municipal planning.	And college doesn't really prepare you for that.	So the developers were my teachers at that time.		But you have to keep an open mind when you're a planner, take your education and take it in all the ways you can get it.
Moved back to India and worked on a 6

billion-dollar Mumbai urban transportation...which was world...funded project.	And I worked as a transportation planner and community engagement.	It was really interesting.	The community engagement was in four different languages, and really interesting.








Moved to Atlantic Canada after that, and worked for the city of 50,000 people, and, again, back to long-range planning and the ability to update the community plan was what excited me.	And I try and bring my cross-sectional experience to all of my assignments and try to involve high school kids and middle school kids in shaping the plan and talking to them about what is important because our horizons are long-term and important to engage the people who are going to live in that era.
And then at the end of that, we moved across the continent, and for the last 9-some years...I've been
in the city of 15 million people at that time, I

worked for a community of 550 indigenous members and

5,000 leasehold residents.

I think what really is important to me like I said the ability to make change, and I think planning is a really interesting profession in that it really gives you the breadth much choices in terms of school and sectors, but also allows you to be brave and chart your own path, and I think that if there was one thing that I say to anyone thinking about the planning profession is don't be afraid to change gears.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	What a great sentiment.	I love

that.	And I love this -- again, the number of roles








that -- I think after we hear from Raven, what are the -- you had so many different types of roles that for all of you, where you tried to have agency and have impact and what the pros and cons were, what the borrowers, barriers, and, Raven, tell us a bit about your path and how you moved roles?
RAVEN ANDERSON:	Sure, yeah.	Komal you wanted to be a journalist, that was similar to me, in college I thought I would be a journalist and I graduated in
2008 so in the middle of the financial crisis, frankly

couldn't handle the precarity of that career path at that point, and didn't want to deal with working in an industry that was haemorrhaging jobs, so I switched gears to this long-standing interest in cities and affordable housing, I had grown up in New York and was invested in that.
And currently I work for the New York City economic development corporation where Allie also worked which is a kind fun twist of fate, I helped lead the team that she was on before I joined there,
just by coincidence, but we're the group that works on behalf of the city to develop and dispose of public land with a private developer, counter party, mostly, that's kind of the main role that we have.	So any project like Cornell Tech or Hudson yard, or








affordable housing projects that the city wants to do, we write the project plan, we do the underwriting, we find the partner, and shape the outcome that the city wants to see on that site.
So it's an interesting sort of mediating role between public policy goals and also the needs and wants of a private developer counter party so, you're in the middle of trying to figure out how to negotiate and compromise on these things, and sometimes we get that right and sometimes not, and you can point to projects in the past where that balance was not instruct correctly, and, you know, there's some exciting ones in the pipeline now.	The kind of, like, retroactive narrative logic that I've grafted on my career path, frankly not true.	At the time I was trying to find jobs that seemed interesting, and, you know, moving around based on personal circumstances
and other things, but it has worked out kind of nicely

that it's gone from basically, like, the national level to the city level to the project level in terms of like the scope that I work on, so at the world bank, I was working on basically exclusively affordable housing policy in Indonesia, theoretical I
was supposed to work on other things but that took all

my time and effort, I worked there for two years








working on it.	But that was central federal government ministry policy.	So their mortgage interest rate deduction policy and self-help subsidy, and in that gigantic country of 270 million people,
you're so far removed from any kind of tangible impact at that point, it's almost abstract.
From there I worked for the mayor of San Francisco for three years on land housing real estate, retrospect was really fraught fertile time for the
rise of this perspective on the you/me movement which

most people are familiar with was created at that time in San Francisco in opposition to what had been
decades of, like, basically wealthy residents saying no to development.
Just a really interesting kind of smaller, more manageable but still city...to work on.
At that point I did kind of know that I was working too abstractly and I wanted to be more in the tangible project world so my next job was with the port of San Francisco which is a fake port, a fake, they own all the waterfront land, some of the most
valuable real estate on planet earth, and charged with

developing and managing it for the people of California and the residents of San Francisco, what they can do is mediated by all these regulatory








frameworks.	And at the time they were doing new sort of neighbourhood scale development for the first time. So I worked on that a bit in the mayor's office and then to the agency itself to mostly these Mission rock and peer 70.		I wanted to move back tore New York, my wife's job moved to online forever, in COVID, so for the past I don't even know how many years, eight at this point, I lost track of time, it's been kind of weird public-private development niche, that's where I've been spending most of my time recently
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Raven, I love that, and I like how you touched on the kind you touched on the Nimby piece this idea of agency and impact.	I wanted to go back full circle to Allie, where have you felt this difference in what you've been able to achieve or felt certain -- maybe it's not even about achievement, but certain satisfaction of sometimes you can get into the weeds, as raven was saying you're at the 30,000 foot level, how have you seen the challenges and opportunities in your different roles with respect to that?
ALLIE TUVSHINBAT:	Let me think, actually, it's really

interesting, I haven't thought about that.	But obviously I think, like, depending on the job, you could see the impact and results, the satisfaction is








much shorter period of time or even abstract, you just hope that your effort to develop that work meant something, you know, so I think New York City...development corporation EDC work, I worked on this one project where essentially they were taking down this...closed and redeveloping affordable housing community centre, 700USD.	When was it?	2017, they closed it and restarted it.	It was a big deal, and it was supposed to be finished in three years.	And I occasionally would check whether it's done or not.
The first phase was recently -- maybe a year ago recently.
RAVEN ANDERSON: ...

ALLIE TUVSHINBAT:	That was pre-COVID, you know.	Life was good.	That ended up being almost a decade next year. But I still feel like -- because I saw how much customer...would make in the Bronx, and it's
happening, but, like, it took that long, two times

longer.	I actually -- they actually haven't finished, I don't know maybe even longer.	I think that
was...but like can you hear me? INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Perfect.
ALLIE TUVSHINBAT:	Good.	So other...would be very strict...I could just reach out to...organizations and have a program, and we can get 200 low-income








vulnerable youth and get them involved in training to get them jobs and things like that.	And you would see that result immediately.	So I was able to go into all sorts of parts like that.	 But the last job I had,
this one currently fast-tracked everything, because we only had five years to do the work, whether it's an infrastructure, whether it's a program.	That was
quite interesting, because now the town, you can

actually see how much it changed just like physically being there.	You see more coffee shops and businesses, and they're actually been publish it's like a small town, even then you see three, four
years.	I think that's the kind of impact you see, you wait for a longer period of time, but because the town was so small.	So things like that.	I think that really gives you that.	But sometimes the job is just, like, you learn about things, and that's the satisfaction, again.	I think personally I didn't feel there was a lot of thing that I could do to make impact.	 I tried my best, but I learned that it's a very big bureaucratic organization, and I have to be patient, I have to really be see the impact rather
than -- if you are just go along the way where everyone's doing their job, I don't think the impact can be...but you have to be very intentional a big








bureaucratic organization like that.	But in a smaller one you have to bring it because people, donors,
people putting money you have to see that.	I think that was the differences I think I felt in my different positions, yeah.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	That's really interesting, Allie,

the private sector organization responsiveness, there's a quick time-line, on the other hand, there's the flip side to that, there's the responsiveness because someone is breathing down your neck, depending on the day that can be interpreted very differently.
Alice, I'm curious you worked for Sasike

[phonetic] organization and then public sector roles, how did you feel about looking across your roles, and even working across different levels of government, how have you viewed your ability to have that impact and get into the weeds versus being more meta like Allie was saying?
ALICE BROWN:	Yeah, I think really highly... interdisciplinary, S among them, a bunch of S created an agency called...and Boston is I think not unique in being chalkful of these firms...thanks to the elite programs in the area with people who do not go too
far.

But they're coming from outside, too.	I think








that I rely on really good consultants in all of my job.	None of my plans did I write myself.	Did I do excessive amount of editing, but did I claim writing credit, yes, but the research, the lessons, the perspective people brought, I couldn't do any of my public sector jobs without really amazing consultants. For me working in the consulting field, it was a challenging year I was recruited to a firm that people who can do the most beautiful creation, people ahead
of me had gone off to work, this is the place where

they made beautiful things, and I understood what beautiful looked like, I couldn't always produce it, environment where "beautiful" is the standard.	But I was a good writer, I was a good speaker, and I got to do most, people who were supposed to do the pretty picture weren't doing it so well.	So I came...do work on parks, because they were working on this portfolio thing, but I got a huge contract to do disaster recovery in New York City.	Because of Superstorm
Candy by the summer of 2013, New York state is

throwing money to redesigning everything across New York and new Jersey which will never flood again, which is comical to say out loud.
And so I spent the year working on disaster

recovery for some very well-off but very hard hit by








the storm communities on Long Island.	And I was commuting to Long Island.	It's ironic to do it from Boston, helping plan for these communities.	And I was, like, when do I get to work on the stuff that I thought I was getting hired to work on?	I got put on more proposals for new work than any other brand-new junior person...the partners in the firm.	Hi, can we...I was really trying to pick my own projects.	I think I worked on nine proposals really hard and contributed in some other way to some other ones, but most of my time was spent on disaster recovery.
My take-away is when you're in the private

sector, you can do some of the most creative work. While I was there I did the best possible version of that kind of work.	I had funding, I got paid to each lunch the way the public sector can't do that.	And I think if I'd gotten any of those jobs that I had done the proposals for, it would have been so much harder to leave.	I was so jazzed about the work.	I had to convince even the principal to apply, the people you apply for...gets really hard, especially the junior person to have that match-making, even if you're at
the dream firm.	And I'm an incredibly selfish person. I just do my dream jobs one after the other, and I couldn't make it quite fit.	But I worked with a








million brilliant people.	I saw what high-calibre work was like.	I could look why are you billing me
$1500 for this.	I could say this project should take you 24 hours to get back to me.	I'd better be at my desk tomorrow with a new deliverable versus let's work on this over the next...because you can't do it over night.		And the person I worked for in the city at the time did not understand the level of technical ability that a lot of the work.	Build this website.	It looks like economic -- the Economist magazine.	We can't do that.	That's not on the table.	But then we would be, like, if you can recolour all of it, you could do it in, like, a month; right?	No, we can recolour it in
an hour.	He didn't understand what time things took

or really cost.	So I remained so grateful in the private sector because it made me a better project manager in since I've had then.	I was happiest in the public sector but all sectors offer great.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	I love that characterization that learning about -- and increasingly this idea I'll be in the public sector so I won't be in the public sector, but the fact that the two were so enthused, I love that.
ALICE BROWN:	If you work in the private sector relatively

new in your career they'll let you jump back and








forth, but if you're in the public sector forever, it's hard in the private sector believe that you can do the stuff they do.	So I've watched some people be in the public sector who would be amazing, I would hire them, but just hard to convince people that they know how to do private sector work, whereas I get calls that come do this, come do this because I like do it.	Even if you don't find the right thing first,
if you can squeeze in a year or two consulting earlier on, it makes you people believe you can do that again.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Really interesting, Alice, thank you so much.	Komal, I'm curious especially working for a First Nations now, I can imagine comes with its own constraints, and autonomy, I'm curious to know pros
and cons.

KOMAL SHAIKH:	It is a very interesting experience, and I consider myself fortunate to have this opportunity, because I often say this, I...all my experiences up to this point prepared me for this opportunity, because one must be...scale for the scope of the work, and I worked on treaty First Nations, it's -- they've been here since a very long time, but the treaty is very young, it's 17 years old, and so there's been a very short window of opportunity to sort of undo all the historical investment and the lack of self-governance








and all of this.	So we get to play catch-up and so I always say there's regular human years and there's...years, and I didn't have a...when I first came a few years ago, and so I feel 1,000 years,
10,000 years, it's incredible pains because you're writing the long-range...developing in realtime, structuring the deal, and you're helping guys to sort out stuff.	A day is very varied in the scope and
skill and impact time-line, or, you know, being a very small community and chronic sort of underhousing.	And so it sounds very impressive if I say that housing stock has been, you know, 300% added to, but the
actual number is really small; right?	But it's that ability to shape change at the microlevel, and the microlevel constantly being in the...so I think that planning really offers one this opportunity to shift gears, constantly, it's very, very versatile, and one thing if I were a young person, again, someone outside of this, you have the opportunity to shape it
according to where life takes you, career is one piece

of the puzzle, right, and it affords you the opportunity whatever other pieces might be shifting on the board, and I think I do agree with Alice, the opportunity to do private sector work early in your career is a smart thing to do because it gives you an








insight into what it involves, it keeps you sharp and on your toes and delivery time-lines and all that good stuff.	If you ever land on the other side of the
desk, you have been there before, and you know how

this works.	And the other thing about planning is this...cross-sectional collaborative where it doesn't matter to the public or private sector, you're constantly working across the line with other folks and pulling together, I think the scale is such whether it's at the project level or national level, it's not a one-person job, so I think a key thing is collaboration and collaborative style, and the desk you're in; right? I love this piece that's come up.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	I love your comment about scale.	I

was actually reading recently I found a really good definition of "planning" by a person some of us know, Alex Krieger, and he was quoted, quoting Walter Gropius, a famous architect.	After World War II with the devastation of so many cities, they actually had a meeting at the graduate school at Harvard, the big man of planning all got together and we were all going to define what is planning now postwar?	And they had
this really interesting definition that I actually seek references to this guy Alex Krieger, it is planning is mediating between plans and projects, this








idea planning is mediating across skills.	And I thought it was -- I sat there staring and oh, yeah, that's really profound, actually.	And I do think one hallmark of all your work, I think to a planning student it's not as obvious that that working across scales and connecting scales is a really, really important part of just what planning is, because some people can do certain sectors, private sector developers can work well at the site scale, but national level economists can set interest rates at that higher scale.	But the people who mediate between these things, a lot of that is planning work, although we don't often define it that way.		I'm struck by how that is coming up in all of your comments.	 So
amazing.

Raven, you want to touch on this?

RAVEN ANDERSON:	I just really agree with the notion of planning as mediating sort of between disciplines.	I think what's been so interesting to me is, like, you kind of take that for granted, that, like, you know, in my role, for example, like we work with private sector developers a lot who oftentimes in many cases are very impressive in certain ways, especially the resources they can bring to bear on a project, when they come in with an architect, they have these








designs, this is really cool, this is a level, this hopeful moment, the design moment is great.	But their blind spots are amazing also.	You know, translating between the architect, the finance people, the political policy people, there does need to be someone who does see the whole picture, and I found that
people with planning backgrounds are generally good at that.	And it's like -- you do need to spend time, like, not just being a generalist, to Alice's point, some years in the private sector or whatever will give you those technical skills, is very valuable.	But
that notion of seeing the whole context is actually

incredibly useful and sometimes lacking.	Like context is often scarce in that way, and having the training
to do that is valuable.

INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	I'm curious how you saw -- you alluded to this earlier, you talked a little bit about how impact varied across your roles at the national scale and more project scale.	And I'm curious about bureaucracy and how that, you know, you're part of the bureaucracy but also enabled by it but also hindered
by it, and I know in San Francisco, there's special

kind of bureaucracy in San Francisco.	And I'm curious what your take after being on different sides of the bureaucracy coin where you come down on that?








RAVEN ANDERSON:	I think the thing I've come away waiting is the skill is figuring out the pockets a lot of that is knowing which people will get the thing done, like who can I call at the planning department, who can I call at the mayor's office, who can I call at whatever agency, DOE who will actually do something here. Because, you know, the public sector -- it's an
amazing institution in many ways, it has huge

problems.	The things I've seen where you're just -- the person is not going to do anything, like how can this be, it will radicalize you in some ways, and so finding the ways in which in that environment you can, you know, push things forward, make things happen.
And that is, like -- that is a very also valuable and

important thing, because in some ways we're technocrats, we're responsive to elected officials and whatever, and within that there's a whole, like,
amount of leeway and authority you have and where are

the lines there, and, you know, that's like a class onto itself.	But basically you're supposed to get things done that benefit the people of the city who have elected policy makers who make policy to benefit
them.

And running into a bureaucracy that is not capable of doing that is very disillusioning, and








being the person that okay, given that how do we figure out how an activist I think part of this also. And a lot of that skill is honestly, like, knowing where to go, knowing who to call, knowing what approach will work, how to be persuasive, how to be effective like that.	So...
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	I want to build on that, first I want to say to the class, have your questions available, and you can come up and ask your question, ruminate on a question in a couple of minutes I'll turn to you, think of your questions, there's no bad questions.
I'm really curious about what you just said, raven about impact, no matter what, a first nations governance, a private sector consulting firm, a public sector agency, they all have their remarkable complexities, organizational complexities, political complexities, and I really love what you're saying there raven, part of your job is how amidst that complexity you can nonetheless have agency or impact, and I'm curious what strategies you have, and I know Allie, you're doing public work but it's funded privately, do you have techniques, secret or
otherwise.	How do you get stuff done in the face of,

you know, these systems that are probably kind of slow








and hard to move?	Just a little question.

ALLIE TUVSHINBAT:	There was a little bit of disconnect. INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	You have these institution that are
very complex and you're trying to work within them to

make some sort of change, and I'm wondering what techniques you deploy.	I know all four of you use one technique, which is personal connections and charisma, obviously is one of them.	But are there other techniques you to us kind of gain agency in these complex organizations?
ALLIE TUVSHINBAT:	I think -- for my projects specifically, it's very much local politics play a
huge role and local politics have a lot of say yea, or nay, and we have to convince them.	Because we're coming from a private sector, we can't always be like even with the right dictation, if we say we have to do this, they will always have this distrust, so we try
to bring in the third-party people, professionals or

consultants, or even try to do I don't know, someone independent coming in and trying to explain this is what is needed, sometimes what we try to do is extract some of the studies that were done among the people, residents what they wanted and how they get it, and things like that to convince them.
And in all of that work, sometimes you have to








compromise, you have to come in and sort of go -- okay, and a lot of the time it's strange because when I try to just trying to do to make it better, that's the kind of...funded public projects delivery organizations.	Even though we all have the same goal with the public sector as well, they do not see it that way, so we can to come in and say would you do this?	Can we do this work together?	We'll make this part of your work go well and things like this.	But
one thing I learned over the last three, four years is

because we have the really, you know -- we can hire better consultants and good engineers and all of those people, we've been able to help their projects to fix their mistakes and correct their things and build that trust and connection over the years, so now they kind of have much less like -- they trust us better, and they trust that our people, whoever we bring, will
have a quality delivery, so it's become easier over

the years, so the person comes in but a lot of times in the beginning we have to bring in 3rd party to compromise and, you know, sometimes the really big guys, Rio Tinto, because they have much more presence in than me.	So things like that.	Yeah, so all
sorts -- I think you have to be very creative, who --

how would this work, who can we bring, and what's the








pact, sometimes we go around and come back eventually. One time what I did is okay you have to give me a response immediately or not or we will not do that.	I think it helped, it was an education, because prior to that prior to that we were pushing, maybe we'll stop and then they came around.	So things like that.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	The compromise piece is so interesting, because in planning -- well, in any kind of education, one thing you never learn about compromise, if anything you learn about not compromising especially in design, we can include planning too, your vision might be there shouldn't be a vision, but it's all focused on not compromising, it's so interesting when you compare that to the workplace, terrifyingly a lot of our compromise and that raises interesting questions, what level of
compromise are you willing to accept, what -- which is such an interesting question that every professionals ends up having to have a lot of sleepless nights.
Alice, what about you, what are your techniques

for having impact?

ALICE BROWN:	Yeah, I think it goes back to that charisma thing.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Yes, definitely.

ALICE BROWN:	But I think when I came to grad school we








first met...I flew to Cambridge to check out grad schools in the middle of teaching semester, living abroad, what do I do?	And I really thought that I was going to jump around and work in as many different contexts, national and international, so I am always mildly shocked they live in Boston 15 years later and have not left, but the power of that is crazy working for the types of people I know, so I am bringing to bear on decisions knowing people in other departments, which is valuable to get those done, knowing people estate agency when I'm working with someone who
doesn't trust me or is mad at me, they're probably

bumping into someone who is in the club who really you work with Alice, what are you not doing that she's mad at you? There's a certain bit of a that. I count
have predicted that this would be a thing.	But now

I'm oh, this is really helpful.

I also think that I'm -- I don't think it's a universal thing essential to be universal.	But it's stupid number of things in high school, college, I volunteer with different organizations, giving tours of the city, I do...stuff, so I'm not just seeing the city through my lens, my job is to do desk work about this place.	When things come up for me, I almost always have been there before, zoom on a map and oh,








yeah, I know where it is, I have contexts for it, it's not all...and if I'm having a conversation with
someone about it, I'm not just coming at it with,

like, I need you to plant this tree or put in this...I

have a sense of what the community needs around it.

And when I think about working even at the state level to give up that level of hyperlocal...it's kind of scary.	I don't know if they would hire me if they didn't require an acre-by-acre knowledge of the city
of Boston.	It's because I got to do so many things,

see the city, different neighbourhoods, Dorchester, what is it...live there, I'm rarely bringing just my planner desk self, and maybe that's the most valuable
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Amazing.	That's great.	How about

you Komal, we have a visit usually in this term for someone who works in the First Nations Infrastructure Institute, Jason Calla, who is from the Squamish nation.	It's just a very complicated complex organization, politically complex environment in many First Nations environments.	You have that overlap of public sector, First Nations govern.	Institutions creating extra layers of complexity.	How do you create impact in the face of that sort of complex environment?
KOMAL SHAIKH:	I think I...it's very complete immersion in








what we do.	We can't understate anything.	If you look at it this is my professional role and then I switch off and go home, I don't live in the community, but I'd say I have my finger on the pulse, and besides it's a small community or large, it's really that understanding the whole context and being able to support what is a grounding philosopher what is the public good and what is that using your technical chops, whether you're advocating for a small thing for a community member, it's really keeping that front and centre, the care and the public good question in
top-of-mind that has really helped me through all the

different shifts of skill in my career, and particularly here I really feel that in a community that I serve that has historically very strong mistrust of any sort of authority; right?	And one of the big chores in my life was to build trust and be able to work with people, and when people say oh, yeah, I can work with Komal, and this is what she thinks, and you feel good to be able to navigate the community through those challenges and advocating on their behalf and delivering positive outcomes to the community.	So those are my learnings here.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	I love that.	I'm going to turn

around to the class, questions, folks, who has a








question?	Got to have a question.	Come on down. Here we go, I'll hand over the mic here, folks.
STUDENT:	Very interesting so far.	I was curious when we were talking about bureaucracy, I was curious in any of your roles that you had to do against your values,
and how did you navigate that, and do you -- yeah, and

what was the difference between the public and private sector and what you had to do.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Great question.	Great question.

Have you had those kind of tough moments?

RAVEN ANDERSON:	I can maybe answer that.	I don't think in my -- I think there's a difference between a thing that goes against your values and a decision that goes against maybe your judgment or professional witness.
I personally haven't encountered a situation where my values were different than something I was directly working on.	But I have encountered with the direction that I think is the right or correct path, and I think like the situation you're raising would be trickier because you would have to mull over sort of what your role would be, and is it like an exit voice or what
are you doing if it's really contrary to your values.

I think that would be very challenging.	One thing you're guaranteed to encounter is a direction or preference which is other than what you think might be








the best.	And in those I think you really have to rely on well, you just give the best advice and input possible, and if you're able to make the decision, then you make it, and other times, you're not.	 We operate within hierarchies, and in some ways the role of the tech carat is to provide good technocratic advice, and that is sometimes all you can do.	That's not such as inspiring answer, but it's also we're
not -- it's also true that we do not know everything. There have also been times where I'm glad that I wasn't the czar of that decision, because the thing
that I thought turned out to not be true.	So a little

like humility also goes a long way.	Yeah, that's my only thought there.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	That's great.	Others want to reflect on that?
ALICE BROWN:	Straight-up values question, I haven't been in the middle of a corruption case or something that I felt bad about.	But when I was working in advocacy, like I actually think I got a lot of leeway pushing back against developers in an organization where they tended to...developers in other contexts, and I may lost...for the organization, sorry, that's my former boss are very close friends, she does like to, my mouthiness, but I would say excellent comment letters,








lead to some challenges for our team.	But at one point this is peak Twitter before it became more toxic, and learned that there was about to be a decision of both in the middle of summer by state
legislators to remove a particular person a designated port area.	And that was, like, super, superdodgy, and I Tweeted about it and had another relationship with the state rep who is actually my state rep at the
time.	Hey, what would you do this?	But well, it wasn't a flag you got this weird call from the people who owned the New England Patriate, that they wanted you to do this weird vote?	It meant ultimately because I stuck my neck out we shouldn't have this really weird vote, you should do a policy go through the proper channels, not a weird vote and a secret session, then it became my job to speak out against
the development of a soccer stadium.	But I wanted the soccer stadium, I also wanted to preserve port access, but suddenly it became my job to always say bad jobs, and no, I don't hate soccer, I don't get to fully implement to a better policy, and I did want to stop the weird legislative action, I didn't want to be the person to stop the soccer stadium.	That was maybe a weird place?	My getting stuck I want to respect your time, you've been so generous, do we have any final








question.	Come on up.	One last question, a quick one and thank you so much and here is Annabelle.
STUDENT:	Thanks so much.	I will read out my question, raven you talked about the scale over time starting in international context to stay and now project specific in New York City.	I'm interested in applying my local Canadian experience with a global NGO like World Bank, and I'm curious for both yourself or others in the panel who worked in a global context, do have you any advice who is considering an international context in which to start their planning career, and if you'd
like to share, how did you develop your sense of place

in a new unfamiliar context?

RAVEN ANDERSON:	That's such a good question, I would discount my career advice a little bit because this was over 12 years ago, and I'm sure things have changed a lot, about how these organizations operate
and how best to get a job there.	I do think the thing

to watch out for is, like, they are often gigantic somewhat unaccountable, somewhat -- and you really need, like, the interpersonal connection to figure out where the interesting and impactful work is happening there.	In all of them I'm sure Allie can talk about NDP, doing interesting work where you will learn a lot and have interesting work experiences, and there are








other places where it's just like these groups of people just pushing paper around and not really doing anything, and that would be, like, a shame to end up there, especially early in your career.	So I think as always it's really just talking to lots of folks, casting a very wide net, working through your school and professors and getting the introductions, and trying to figure out okay, what tangibly are they working on and what would my role be there, what you pursue, rather than just the name itself, the name of the organization.	It's really more like what section are they working on, what are they doing, and, you know, like is it funded is there a long-term commitment, is there is a path to delivery, how real
is this or is this pie in the skying policy, it's going to sit on the shelf there.	That's the rule of thumb I would apply there personally.
ALLIE TUVSHINBAT:	A short thing a lot of these big

organizations have presence in multiple countries, and they work in different sectors and different target groups, so I think maybe if you, you know, have a priority set on maybe geographical location or a
sector that you're in, because urban planning, changes transportation or housing or parks, all sorts of
areas, so maybe would help, and starting from there








on, perhaps an organization you learn about these organizations just by talking to people more than reading about them.	Because you would think it's one thing, but it's so many different things, and even these U.N. organizations, depending on where they're located, they have different kinds of programs and different impacts and pace.	They talk bad about each other, we're the best in Mongolia, and within like raven said, different focus with different groups. Really hoping -- having a good person contact who understands and knows about these things would be a good start.
I think in general just having a good sense of places, usually just, you know, being there physically and, you know, walking and feeling -- I only visited New York before I moved there, I mean I'm from Mongolia, I know about that, but when I went to move
to work in New York, just being there and walking and

talking to people really helped.	And like all of us said before, you never work by yourself, the people
who you work with will give you good ideas in sense of directions.	But having your planner framework and direction and values and things, I think that would be guiding you to understand the place.	Sometimes we bring good perspectives, too, especially in








international organizations, they do not have a lot of planners, so we bring very complex view of things and look at systems better than most people.	I think that helps, and with that, you can probably get yourself going on about the place much better than other folks, yeah.
RAVEN ANDERSON:	I thought one more thing to add.	It is also worth checking on the rotational programs, like the world bank has various fellow ships, the young program.	You will see the different departments and get exposed to a lot of work.	If you're able to apply to and look at those, I would check those out as well, because that's usually a good entry point into any of those types of large organizations.
ALICE BROWN:	I was really grateful to have worked teaching in the U.S. before I taught overseas, plenty of people go from undergrad to...where they're teaching, and I got to go from teaching as, like, getting a masters while teaching in New York in a place...to teaching at an international school rather than just being thrown in somewhere without training. I was there fully credentialed with experience, and I think I would leave sooner, but here I am in Boston still.	But I feel I can take so many more skills to international work than if I had gone out of grad








school.	Out of grad school you would have me in a bike-share in a small place.	But now one of the cool...global network of looking at carbon neutrality, so I'm actually getting to do international work although I'm not living in those places yet, but working with people doing similar jobs to me all over the world.	That's putting me back on an international conversations without actually working on the international scene.	So there's different ways to be connected.
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Thanks, folks, you have all been so generous, thanks for your time.	This has been great, so much food for thought, we're going to dig into this next session further, and I want to thank you for taking the time.	 So wonderful to see you all.	Thanks again and take good care by yourself, I'll follow up
by e-mail.	Thanks, everyone, really appreciate it. FROM THE CLASS:	 [Applause].
INST MICHAEL HOOPER:	Thanks, everyone.	Bye.	One of the things I loved about that we'll talk about it next class, every one of their roles, so different, all the infusion of what is public and what is private, they all have different takes on it; right?	But that's
such a consistent message, it's this idea the Harvey

idea, a public planner, accountable city council, end








of story, it's so nuanced in these types of roles, public private intermingled infusion, and it's going to be such a part of your professional story.	It wasn't for people older than me.	We'll talk about it more in next class, if you have any questions come on down and we'll chat about it.
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