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In this paper we introduce a distinction between two forms of planning: Just-in-Case planning
versus Just-in-Time planning. The first refers to the traditional mode of planning as currently
practiced in most urban and regional planning agencies, whereas the second, is what planning
in a self-organizing system might be. The key notion behind this distinction is Just-in-Time—
a method of production and management that marks the current transformation from 20th
century Fordism to 21st century post-Fordism. In our paper we relate this distinction to the
Israeli planning experience and suggest preliminary principles for a new, Just-in-Time, plan-
ning approach.
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Introduction

Two main areas of criticism can be identified in cur-
rent planning thought. The first, the post-modern
approach, rejects absolute truth and reason. It chal-
lenges modern thinking by condemning attempts to
rationalize reality as being false and irrelevant. In
regards to urban planning, the postmodern claim is
that science is incapable of controlling society and
space, and should not try to do so. If it is not the
immediacy of creating local delight that replaces the
just and rational objectives of city planning (Harvey,
1989; Soja, 1989; Goodchild, 1990; Cooke, 1990;
Portugali, 1994, 1999), than it is talking and com-
municating. Hence, the communicative approach,
well presented in the writings ofForester (1989,
1999); Healey (1992, 1993, 1996)and Innes (1996,
1998), attempts to make planners aware of the uses of
discussion, communication and information delivery,
while promoting the value of “pragmatic judgment in
planning” (Forester, 1999, 190).

The second is the self-organization approach,
which refers to systems (such as the city) that are
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complex and open in the sense that their boundaries
allow a flow of material and information, and are dif-
ficult to predict or govern. Order and stability spon-
taneously emerge from within the system, through a
process called “self organization”. The city, from the
self-organization point of view, is full of planning; a
huge number of planning actors, including individ-
uals, families, firms of all sizes and official city plan-
ners operate in the city, preparing plans for a variety
of built elements: farmhouses and residential build-
ings, offices and industrial structures, shopping cen-
ters, neighborhoods, roads, parks. The spatial order of
the city is seemingly innate, as a result of the ongoing
relationships between the various plans with each
other, and the built environment. Therefore, the aim
of urban planning to regulate or make order out of
what occurs in the city is doomed to fail (Portugali,
1994, 1999).

Most commentators on western planning systems,
as well as Israeli planners and administrators, are of
course aware of these approaches. The fact is, how-
ever, that most existing planning systems, including
the Israeli, are still modeled on modern rational plan-
ning theory. Planning today, as shown in legal and
bureaucratic frameworks of planning, is procedural
and comprehensive. This is also the case with the
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Israeli planning system, that in line with modern plan-
ning thought forms a hierarchical, authoritative struc-
ture that assumes a top-to-bottom order and flow of
ideas (Yiftachel, 1995, 1998; Kallus and Law Yone,
2002; Shachar, 1998; Portugali, 1994, 1999).

A new point of view on planning theory and prac-
tice—the Just-in-Time (JIT) approach—was intro-
duced by us in Portugali (1999). There, we developed
a three-step argument: first, we called the main stream
of urban planning, as it is theorized and practiced
today, “push planning” , after “push management” , the
modern scientific Fordist approach to management
and manufacturing. Then, we made a further distinc-
tion between “push planning and management” and
another type of planning, termed “pull planning and
management” . Third, we showed that “pull planning
and management” is highly suited to the open, com-
plex nature of the self-organized city. In addition, we
provided preliminary practical guidelines for the self-
planned environment.

Our aim in this paper is to go beyond our previous
work in three new different directions: first, to high-
light the ways in which planning Just-in-Time (JIT)
and Just-in-Case (JIC) relate to current planning
issues in Israel. In particular, we will explore the ten-
sions that exist between certainty and discretion in
planning, as elaborated by Booth (1996); Tewdwr-
Jones (1999) and Cullingworth (1994), and connect it
with the Israeli case. Second, we will address the
issue of planning during times of crisis, as described
by Alterman (1995) with respect to the absorption of
the large immigration wave Israel has faced during
the 1990s. Third, our paper will emphasize what we
regard to be one of the most significant aspects of JIT
planning—the democratization of planning.

However, before we begin this journey, we will
take a quick introductory look at the meaning of JIT
(Just-in-Time) and JIC (Just-in-Case) planning sys-
tems and their relations to self-organization. This dis-
cussion will provide the point of departure for the dis-
cussion that follows.1

Planning the unplannable: Self-organization
and city planning
Push management
Currently, push planning is the dominant approach to
western manufacturing and management. It is also
termed Taylorism (after Taylor’s Scientific Manage-
ment 1911/1947) and Fordism (after the mechanized
mass-production methods pioneered by Henry Ford
(1863–1947)). Although management has developed
considerably since the beginning of the 20th century,
push management continues to have a central role in
industrial production and management (Hay, 1988).

1The discussion in this section elaborates on “Planning the
Unplannable: Self-Organization and City Planning”—Chapter 11
of Self-Organization and the City (Portugali, 1999).
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The “push” describes a manufacturing chain in
which each step creates the products and instruments
required for the following steps. Push management
and production start with an assembly or shipping
schedule, which outlines what the factory is going to
produce, the quantity, and by what date. This pro-
duction plan is an assessment of all the tasks that need
to be performed, in order to complete production on
time. The overall production is then broken down into
specific job-shop instructions, which are delivered to
the relevant work teams in the factory. “Now begins
the pushing. Each operation in the chain does its own
thing and pushes it on to the next operation by a parti-
cular date. That operation knows it is coming, does
its thing, and pushes it on by a particular date. The
expectation is that all these things being pushed along
will arrive at the same time on a particular date, so
that assembly or shipping can happen on schedule”
(Hay, 1988, pp. 104–105). A stock of raw materials
and products safeguards the pre-determined oper-
ations from any slight miscalculations or unexpected
failures (Fig. 1).

Pull/Just-in-Time management
Push management is not the only way to plan and
produce. Open, complex systems operate in a very
different way, as can be seen, for example, in the food
markets that gave birth to the JIT approach to plan-
ning and management. The common story is that
Japanese managers from Toyota invented JIT, while
visiting a supermarket in the USA, during the late
1940s. There, they saw a huge, yet simple and
efficient, supply system that worked in a relatively
sophisticated way, with little paperwork or stock.
Instead of using pre-determined ‘ job-shop’ instruc-
tions for ordering new products, quantities, and where
to push them on the shelves, the supermarket was run-
ning on a simple ‘pull’ routine. The customers pulled
the products from the shelves and the supermarket
workers replenished them. For this purpose, the work-

Figure 1 Job-shop instructions and material flows on a top-
to-bottom Fordist production floor.
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ers searched the shelves once or twice a day and
ordered the missing products from their suppliers. The
supermarket has no stockroom or reserves, just in
case. All the products come fresh, exactly when they
are required, just in time.

The JIT approach was adopted by the Toyota Cor-
poration during the early 1950s (Gronning, 1997), and
then spread to Toyota’s suppliers and to other
Japanese firms (Taiichi, 1988). The production floor
was organized in chains of production and supply,
like a supermarket (Fig. 2). Production teams were
given the responsibility for producing goods and ser-
vices for their customers and pulling the needed pro-
ducts and raw materials from their suppliers. Thus,
the role of management changed dramatically, from
determining all operation activities to setting the rules
for interaction.

In contrast to this Just-in-Time approach, we called
the push/Fordist approach to planning and manage-
ment Just-in-Case. Just-in-Case represents the long-
term planning of supplies and the active role inven-
tory plays in the process. While JIT is based on a
more horizontal hierarchy, which consists of strong
cooperation and interaction between workers, and
workers’ initiative, teamwork and multi-functionality,
JIC stands for a rigid, vertical hierarchical structure,
requiring workers to specialize, thus leading, poss-
ibly, to antagonism between workers and manage-
ment.

It took the 1973 oil crisis for the rest of the indus-
trial world to realize JIT’s efficiency and reliability
(Taiichi, 1988). While long-term planning and inven-
tory buildup were recognized as weak points, Toyo-
tism proved to be flexible, highly synchronized from
within as well as in relation to associated companies,
and quite stable (Castells, 1996). JIT was adopted by
automobile producers around the world, including

Figure 2 In a JIT factory, production cells are both producers
and suppliers (PS). PSs (ovals in the diagram) are relatively
independent units that pull products from other PSs in the fac-
tory and from external suppliers (rectangulars). The production
chain is driven from the end by the demand and needs of cus-
tomers. The dark area symbolizes the production floor, whose
borders are fuzzy and open.

31

Volvo, Volkswagen and others, as well as by other
industries.

Pull/Just-in-Time and self-organization
The sequence of operations on the Toyota Corpor-
ation’s production floor is an example of the connec-
tion between the pull approach and self-organization.
Since the order of operation is not pre-determined by
a production plan, the production floor self-organizes
itself: each production cell gets orders from its cus-
tomers and then turns to its suppliers. Together, all
cells form a coherent production system. Neuville
(1995) elaborates on the self-organizing production
floor in European car industries that apply JIT.
Although it is somewhat vulnerable, because of its
openness and interrelated nature, the advantages of
JIT production are that it is flexible to developments
in the market and innovative, both in terms of local
answers to unexpected changes and in terms of the
overall production-floor order. According to Neuville,
the latter results from an ongoing dialogue between
formal, explicit forms of order and what he terms
“virtual order” , which emerges from the workers’
minds, out of their knowledge about production pro-
cesses and their familiarity with other working
group’s definitions, tasks and behavior.

Urban and regional planning in Israel: Push
versus pull
Planning Just-in-Case
As already indicated, 20th century planning theory
and practice originates from the same scientific back-
ground as the Fordist approach. Modern planning
theory views the city as a machine that has to be
planned in detail. Accordingly, 1965 Israeli Planning
and Building Law is based on the suppositions that
detailed planning must be comprehensive and should
precede any attempts to meet future needs. This
atmosphere matched with the early stages of nation
building, when due to the ongoing challenges that
Israel faced in its early years, the organization of
space was regarded as too important to be left to
regional or local considerations. In effect, during the
first decades of independence, Israeli government had
a tight control over the main national resources,
including public housing, agriculture, communication
networks, land and other essential infrastructures. It
was widely accepted that each initiative within the
national territory should be an integral part of the big,
comprehensive, top-to-bottom plan (Shachar, 1986,
1998; Brutzkus, 1970; Kimmerling, 1983). Therefore,
the official planning process in Israel has a hier-
archical structure, in which each level is authorized
to prepare planning stocks for its subordinate levels
(Fig. 3). Comprehensive, long-term, national plans are
intent on guiding regional plans, which are resolved
to instruct smaller scale plans—Local and District
Outline Plans—that in turn are supposed to assign
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Figure 3 The Israeli planning system has a hierarchical structure. Planning instructions are applied in a top-to-bottom manner
via master plans, i.e. statutory land-use plans. Decisions are taken in planning commissions composed of professionals (the higher
commissions) and councilors (the local commissions). Source: Alfasi (2003, p.188)

Detailed Plans (Alterman, 2001). Planning reserves at
each level should pre-determine the built environment
for the next 20 years or more, so that all that is left
to do is to implement them: houses can be built in
residential areas, offices may rise in business areas,
and factories are able to be placed in industrial zones.
However, although authorized planning agencies in
Israel continue to produce long-term comprehensive
plans, planning in Israel has never really functioned
according to the top-to-bottom comprehensive vision.
In effect, ever since its early days, Israel’s develop-
ment was affected by improvisation coincidence
(Atkin and Dror, 1966; Hill, 1986). Moreover, as we
attempt to show, a huge gap exists between the
official centralized planning structure, which
resembles the push industrial production process, and
the real course of planning decisions in Israel.

Planning Just-in-Time
What would a JIT planning system look like? The
answer outlined below is in line with our chapter in
Portugali (1999) and a project currently underway on
“The democratization of planning in Israel” . In the
latter it is suggested that instead of using statutory
long-term land-use plans, a JIT planning system
should use laws or rules referring to qualitative
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relations between different activities and factors in the
built environment. In particular, they refer to the
relationship between the existing structure of cities
and regions and new elements planned to be built in
them. These rules would apply to all individuals,
firms, associations, and planners, as well as to dwell-
ings, businesses, industry, public buildings and infra-
structures. For example, a planning law might prohibit
the construction of a high-rise south of a low-rise
building because it offends the basic right of the
people in the low-rise for air and light. Yet, the same
law might permit the building of a higher structure
north to a low-rise. Or, the law might declare that
the location of a noisy factory in a residential area
is outlawed, while the location of a clean high-tech
building or a small shopping center might be allowed,
so that a gradual change of land-uses would be poss-
ible.

The JIT proposition, namely having planning laws
that do not result from land-use plans, casts two
unique attributes. First is the conclusion that under a
JIT planning system, a city does not have any future
complete picture in the form of a long-term plan that
it should accomplish. Therefore, the city is always
under construction but it is never finished or com-
pleted, as building responds primarily to current needs
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and opportunities (in a Just-in-Time manner). Second,
since the same set of planning laws is valid every-
where, it is memorable and well known to the many
agents that operate in the city and region, including
residents, builders and official planners. This is in
contrast to the current planning practice in which
higher-ranking plans produce diverse planning
instructions to the various land-use zones. Moreover,
since planning rules relate to the current structure of
the city, built elements that already exist in the city
have precedence over new building. In the JIT plan-
ning system this priority is not dependent on planners’
wills, values or visions, again, contrary to the current
mode of planning in which the attitude towards exist-
ing elements is formed anew in each land-use plan.

Adapting the pull mechanism principles to the Isra-
eli planning system means invalidating the statutory
authorization of land-use Outline Plans, and leaving
the Local Construction Plan alone. The only lawful
planning instructions would stem from planning legis-
lation in two levels, the national and the municipal.
The national jurisdiction (the Israeli Knesset) would
set a planning constitution, that is general statewide
planning principles and regulation, while Local Plan-
ning and Building Commissions would transform
from both local policy-makers and plans authorizing
into local planning legislatures. Finally, the JIT prin-
ciples require the constitution of a new, judiciary
body that would handle the evaluation of construction
plans in accordance with planning constitution and
local planning legislation. In the next three sections
we examine, in some detail, three case studies that
illustrate push-pull dilemmas that typify current issues
in Israeli planning system.

Certainty and discretion
The Israeli planning system, like most other western
systems, has a growing gap between its formal struc-
ture and the actual dynamics that take place. Mainly,
an inconsistency is created by the contrast between
top-to-bottom strategic planning, inherent in hier-
archical organizations and legislation, and the actual
bottom-to-top practice of planning and decision-mak-
ing. According to Booth (1996); Tewdwr-Jones
(1999), and Cullingworth (1994), who observe this
situation in wide range of western planning adminis-
trations, the gap overlaps with the one between cer-
tainty and discretion in planning. “Developers look
for certainty to guide their decisions and to lessen
their risk,” explains Booth (1996, p.9) whereas the
public seeks the protection of property and interests.
Just-in-case planning systems aim to stabilize the
built environment. But long term planning and a rigid
hierarchy often conflict with the inevitable need for
local discretion. Kwartler (1998) gives New York
City’s 1961 zoning regulations as an example: pre-
scriptive by-laws that predetermined distribution of
land use, density, and building forms could not catch
up with the innovations and lifestyle changes that
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were taking place. Soon enough, new uses and activi-
ties had to be discussed and decided upon. In the
absence of relevant regulations, this was done on a
case-by-case basis. Thus, it can be seen that over-
determined regulations turned, in practice, into an
obstacle and that plans had to be reviewed, approved
and evaluated on an ad hoc project basis (Kwartler,
1998).

This situation is not exclusive to New York in
particular, or even to large cities in general. The Isra-
eli planning system can be viewed as another
example: a recent survey of the country revealed that
out of 236 cities and municipalities, only 161 (68%)
have Local Outline Plans (Israel’s statutory land use
plans), 90 of which (56%) were over 10 years old
(Ministry of the Interior, 1997). Apparently, most
municipalities either have no Local Outline Plans at
all or use old, outdated ones. This may result from
the fact that preparing a comprehensive Local Outline
Plan in Israel is a rather complicated task. It requires
extensive data collection and analysis and thorough
thinking on the alternative solutions that measure up
both analysis results, planning aims and politicians’
aspirations and wills. According to the same survey,
the average time for preparing a Local Outline Plan
in Israel, starting with planners’ data collection and
coming to the District Planning and Building Com-
mission (DPBC) decision to accept the plan, is 5.4
years. Another 3.6 years on average is required for
public hearings and committees discussions until the
plan is finally approved. It should be noted that plans
that were discussed at length but were not approved
are excluded from this calculation. Meanwhile, local
planning agencies and Local Planning and Building
Commissions (LPBCs) continue to deal with new
local construction plans submitted for approval, trying
to avoid outdated compulsions made by the old Local
Outline Plans that still exist. In effect, 65% of local
planning agencies mentioned other criteria besides the
Local Outline Plan, which influenced local planning
and development. Therefore, planning in most of Isra-
el’s cities and municipalities is on a case-by-case
basis, when unaccountable factors are involved. Para-
doxically, over-determination of policy-driven regu-
lations is turning planning into something lawless and
policy-less.2

The city of Tel Aviv illustrates the other extreme,
that of underdetermined planning regulations. The
city, established in 1909, has no sweeping plans or
ordinances in its history that set spatial rules. Instead,
planning and construction in Tel Aviv have always
been subjected to local construction plans, each refer-

2And Israel is not unique in this phenomenon: “The Dutch [plan-
ning] system works only because ways have been found to sur-
mount its difficulties” says Cullingworth (1994, 164). While, in
France, “as in the United States, the formal system exists largely
in law books, and the informal system makes it workable” (165).
Special considerations make Just-in-Case stabilizing regulations
both obsolete and irrelevant the world over.
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ring to a fraction of the city, and to partial Outline
Plans, each relating to a single aspect (for example:
planning rights in basements and attics, parking com-
pulsions, preservation compulsions). Specific plan-
ning rights are attached to each piece of land in the
city and are derived from a compilation of different
land use plans from different periods of time. Since
most of these plans are out of date, many planning
applications request an increase in planning rights.
The fact that changing planning rights is an option
invites huge pressures from builders and developers.
At the same time, vague decision criteria provide
weak legal grounds for liable decision-making.

The lack of clearly-defined criteria causes difficult-
ies for urban planners when they are confronted with
the pressures that enter the urban arena and still need
to reach fair decisions. In addition, they are in danger
of sliding into what Booth (1996) terms ‘para-polity’ ,
namely, a form of polity that is not evident in formal
documents, but that accumulates implicitly as a result
of individual decisions. Aware of this risk, planners
seek to anchor their actions in explicit guidelines.
Municipal planning teams work on formulating ‘pol-
icy papers’ , which, later, are submitted to statutory
bodies, such as local and district planning and build-
ing commissions (LPBC and DPBC). Although these
‘policy papers’ have no statutory standing and, there-
fore, do not obligate decision-makers, this semi-legal
route provides city planners with some grounds for
their discretionary decisions. Furthermore, this tool
enables the planners to choose one issue at a time and
relate to it independent of other considerations. Thus,
two recently formed policy papers concern leisure
activities and sheltered housing. Each topic was
articulated separately, attending to the specific situ-
ations that typify it. Once welcomed by the LPBC, the
policy papers provide guiding principles for planning
evaluation. Finally, the comprehensive viewpoint is
given by non-statutory plans, such as strategic plans
and inclusive policy papers, again formulated by city
planners and submitted for the blessing of statutory
committees.

While this situation bears a resemblance to the
pull/Just-in-Time planning principle, note the differ-
ences. In the absence of valid and relevant planning
regulations, Tel Aviv planners first determine munici-
pal planning policy, then set operational derivatives
and specific planning instructions, and then come to
evaluating construction plans and deciding whether
they agree with urban policy. The result is a municipal
planning office acting both as a regulator (i.e. policy
maker) and judge (i.e. evaluating the accordance of
discrete plans to general policy).3

3An example of urban democracy’s laxity is the fact that changes
in leadership at the planning office usually lead to changes in the
city’s vision. During the late 1980s and early 1990s, when Yoskov-
itch was city engineer and head of the planning division, the city
endorsed high-rise building for offices and dwellings in the inner
city, having in mind “Hong Kong model” of the city. Gudovitch,
who was city engineer in the late 90s, promoted a vision of a low-
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Now, imagine that Tel Aviv, and all other munici-
palities in Israel, worked under a Pull/Just-in-Case
regime. Imagine that LPBC is in charge of setting
municipal planning policy. Imagine further that this
policy is not articulated in a comprehensive land use
plan, which would soon become obsolete, but in the
form of planning regulations, each relating to a single
aspect of building in the city (i.e. building heights,
building in basements and attics, parking compul-
sions, etc.). In addition, imagine that LPBC is not
involved in the evaluation of construction plans, as
this is given to a different, judiciary body, which is
strictly separated from the municipality. While the
local planning office is entitled to express its view on
every construction plan in front of the planning court,
as it does today, decisions regarding to construction
plans are subjected to the general regulations, largely
unaffected by municipal pressures.

JIT Tel Aviv versus JIC Beer-Sheva

In the South of Israel, the housing markets of Beer-
Sheva and of the northern Negev region have been in
an ongoing push-planning situation. For many years,
Israeli governments have shared the vision of populat-
ing the country’s periphery, including the Negev. In
addition to the establishment of public services in the
city of Beer-Sheva (like the Soroka Medical Center
in 1960 and Ben Gurion University of the Negev in
1970), governments worked at offering affordable
housing in the region. During 1973–1995, almost
30,000 dwellings were built in Beer-Sheva, only 20%
of which were built by the private sector. The rest
were pushed by government departments, namely, the
Ministry of Housing and the Ministry of the Interior,
allocating public funds, administrative planning and
control, and publicly owned land (Fig. 4). In the
Negev region’s small towns, pushing was carried out
on even larger scales. For instance, in Dimona, a
small town 36 km. from Beer-Sheva, only 10% of the
4,300 units that were built during that period were

Figure 4 Housing construction and population growth in
Beer Sheva.

rise Mediterranean city and declared the inner city as a preserved
district. While, today, with Kaiser as city engineer, the planning
division is working on creating a new vision for the city.
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initiated and financed by the private sector.4 Never-
theless, due to remoteness from the urban center of
Israel, the northern Negev region remained largely
unpopulated.

Beer-Sheva’s construction was usually done in big
chunks, building one or two neighborhoods at a time.
The quarters were named according to the serial order
of their building, starting with “Schuna Alef” , which
is neighborhood A, in the 1950s, and coming to
“Schuna Yod-alef” , or neighborhood K, in the 1980s,
and to the current building of “Schunat Ramot” . New
quarters were usually built on the periphery of
developed areas. The Ministry of Housing was
involved in the planning of each neighborhood and,
later on, with the construction of the housing and the
establishment of services in the city.

From the point of view of population growth, push-
ing public housing in the city bore some fruit. Beer-
sheva’s population grew with respect to the public
construction (Fig. 4), although in small towns like
Dimona, things developed a bit more slowly. But the
fact that population numbers remained stable when-
ever public building slowed down and that, after 20
years of massive government construction, the private
sector did not join in, indicates that pushing missed
the point. In 1996, the planners of the Metropolitan
Plan of Beer-Sheva claimed that the city’s “ recent
image is a result of external decisions taken by admin-
istrators and officials. Today, these decisions seem
locally insensitive; they turned Beer-Sheva into a city
forced on its residents and stranger to its surround-
ings” . The city and region traditionally suffer from
high emigration rates and are characterized by a popu-
lation of relatively low socio-economic level.5 Hous-
ing prices in the northern Negev region present a
similar situation. In times of population growth, dur-
ing the late 1970s and early 1990s, housing prices
dropped, reflecting the fact that immigration to the
city was done reluctantly and on a compulsory basis
(Fig. 5).

Now let’s compare this to Tel-Aviv’s housing mar-
ket, which is a very different story. First of all, it is
largely a private sector market. During 1973–1995,
only 29% of the new dwellings in Tel-Aviv were pub-
licly initiated and funded. During 1980–1995, it was
less than 6%. Secondly, housing construction in Tel
Aviv is discrete rather than in bulk. Although, at

4During the same period, 1973–1995, 60% of the new dwellings
built all over Israel were initiated and financed by the private sector.
During the 80s, 74% of the dwellings were built by the private sec-
tor.
5In a 1983 census, in which 100 local authorities were ranked
according to the socio-economic level of their residents, it was
found that the small towns of the region—Dimona, Ofakim, Yeru-
ham and Netivot—were ranked around 40. Their ranking dropped
to about 20 after the 1995 census. In 1983, Ofakim was graded 43,
Dimona 40, Yeruham 38, and Netivot 37. In 1995, Ofakim was
graded 8, Dimona 26, Yeruham 17, and Netivot 16. Beer-Sheva
was ranked 76 in 1983 and dropped to 55 in 1995 (Central Bureau
of Statistics, 1999).
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Figure 5 Changes in the relative prices of dwellings in the
southern periphery of Israel, in comparison with prices of
dwellings in Tel Aviv.

Figure 6 Housing plans in Tel Aviv, 1996, ranked according
to the number of dwellings. (Source: Municipality of Tel Aviv
and Yaffo, 1996); (a). The total inventory of plans: 132 plans
for about 62,200 units; (b). Approved plans: 65 plans for about
32,600 units.

times, the city has experienced massive construction
in the form of new neighborhoods, the new construc-
tion was usually spread over several districts. Conse-
quently, the city’s set of housing plans usually exhibit
a full variety of plan sizes, ranging from small plans
for some tens of new dwellings or less, to big plans
that contain hundreds or thousands of apartments.
This full range may be found in the total inventory
of plans (Fig. 6(a)), as well as in a set of approved
plans (Fig. 6(b)). The same full range appears during
different periods of time.6

6While, in Beer-Sheva, there is a 43,000 dwelling inventory in 21
different plans (Municipality of Beer Sheva, 1996), in Tel-Aviv,
there are 147 plans for about 50,000 dwellings (Municipality of
Tel Aviv-Yaffo, 1995).
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Tel-Aviv’s sets of plans reflect the authenticity of
the pull mechanism, in contrast to Beer-Sheva’s
pushed housing market. The city’s construction plans
are not the result of comprehensive long-term plan-
ning, but rather, they represent local opportunities,
needs and capabilities. The disturbing feature of this
open situation is the lack of clear criteria for the
evaluation of local planning applications, as
described above.

Booth (1996, 109) admits that he used to see flexi-
bility in planning “as simply some kind of convenient
lubrication without which no planning process could
work” . However, he started to think about effective
limits of law and power that would grant public plan-
ners the discretion to make decisions. It is clear that
ultimate discretion is the exact opposite of law. It is
also clear that some level of discretion is needed in
every administrative act, including planning. Discre-
tion becomes a problem when it is not conducted
within acceptable or accountable limits. This seems
to be the situation in complex urban environments,
such as Tel Aviv, where the push mechanism is
almost nonexistent and there is no clear replacement.

Planning in times of crisis, or: The urban
housing supermarket
Urban planning’s objectives of certainty and stability
raise the question of what occurs in planning during
times of crisis? “Crisis” is a situation in which the
common uncertainties are amplified, when the known
order is severely disturbed and when, as a result, even
the short term becomes enigmatic. Since pre-
dictability cannot provide a useful framework for
times of crisis, spatial planning must look for new
outlines. Christensen (1985) defined the quadrant in
which ‘not agreed’ goals meet with ‘unknown’ tech-
nology as “chaos” and saw the “discovery or creation
of order” as the planner’s role. Alterman (1995)
developed a five-phase model of “policy response to
crisis” , which related to the role planning plays during
urgent and unexpected situations. The five phases she
offered describe the transition from “shock—a quest
for understanding” (Phase 1) to “ focusing” and the
“slaughtering of sacred cows’” (Phase 2) to gradually
coping with the “macro change” , which is the new
emerging order, while entering the “post crisis man-
agement” of Phase 5. Note that in her inductively con-
ceived model, “action” (Phase 3) comes before “plan-
ning” (Phase 4), and that, in spite of the centralization
of power and decision-making, “ancillary goals” must
lead the way (Alterman, 1995, pp.165–166).

Alterman’s model is based on the planning crisis
that occurred after the mass immigration to Israel dur-
ing the early 1990s. It started, surprisingly, in Nov-
ember 1989, soon after the Soviet government opened
its gates, and reached its peak in mid-1991. By the
end of 1994, the wave of immigration had brought
more than 500,000 new citizens to Israel. Although
the size of the wave turned out to be one third of the
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highest sum estimated during its early stages, it still
increased Israel’s population by 11%. In addition to
the social and economic tremors that the mass immi-
gration caused, a planning crisis occurred. The con-
struction market, which had produced an average of
20,000 new dwellings and about 1 million square met-
ers of non-residential floor-area annually during the
“stable” 1980s, suddenly, during 1990–1994, had to
construct over 200,000 residential and over 8 million
square meters of non-residential buildings (Israel
Central Bureau of Statistics, 2001). This mass devel-
opment was “pushed” by the government, as, in spite
of the national sense of urgency, in 1990, private
developers showed no signs of making special build-
ing efforts. In addition, the Minister of Housing, Ariel
Sharon, and other politicians and decision-makers,
saw the immigration wave as an opportunity to achi-
eve their long sought-after goal of populating Israel’s
periphery and the controversial West Bank. Planners
saw the housing construction as a “critical path” for
the absorption of mass immigration (Alterman, 1995,
162), but the push-plan inventory lacked an estimate
for the number of new buildings required, according
to the growing number of immigrants. Therefore, two
goals were set that seemed to be well synchronized:
the short-term goal of accelerating plan preparation
and their flow down the planning hierarchy and the
long-term goal of determining population distribution.

The Israeli planning and building administration
responded to the crisis by creating a combination of
tools that related to the above goals. As Alterman
mentions, the idea that the new immigrants would
accommodate to the existing housing inventory or
live in crowded conditions was not seriously con-
sidered. Instead, a huge effort was made to produce
housing. An interim planning and building law that
enabled the state to bypass the planning agencies was
legislated. Planning proposals for over 200 dwellings,
both private and public, could now be brought to new
regional housing commissions for approval without
consulting on the local level. According to later esti-
mations, this channel produced an inventory of plans
for nearly 500,000 residential units, although only
some tens of thousands were eventually built.7 As
push planning was not sufficient, the government
started to push construction. Developers were given
incentives for cutting housing construction time.8 By
the end of 1990, the government made commitments
to purchase dwellings that developers did not manage
to sell.9 The Ministry of Housing imported mobile
dwellings and located them on temporary housing

7Kainer (1995) claims that as many as 100,000 dwellings were built
based on plans from the interim construction channel.
8As a result, building time drops from an average of 23–25 months
per unit during the 1980s to 15 month per unit in 1991and 14.3
months per unit in 1992. It steeps back to an average of 20 months
per unit afterwards (Israel Central Bureau of statistics 2001).
9According to State Comptroller report No. 43 (1992) in 1990–
1992 the government made commitments to buy 56,500 units.
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sites.10 To sum up, the government was involved in
the construction of about 100,000 residential units
during 1991–1992.11

Embarrassingly, many of the new dwellings that
were built with government support in the northern
and southern peripheries remained unoccupied. New
immigrants, like Israeli inhabitants, did not want to
settle in the poor, distant cities of the Negev and Gal-
ilee regions. By the end of 1992, the Ministry of
Housing had to buy about 30,000 units in remote
settlements that developers could not sell, many of
which had been constructed in reduced time.12 Many
of the new neighborhoods in the periphery turned into
“ghost neighborhoods” .13 Instead, the new immigrants
occupied over 100,000 old dwellings in central places.
They “pulled” empty houses, old stores and offices,
and used them as temporary homes; in many cases,
two or three families shared one household.14 Most
of the new immigrants chose central cities as their
first place of living. Mainly the less educated and less
skilled among the immigrants occupied houses in the
periphery (Tzfadia, 2000).15 As criticism of the insen-
sitive public construction grew, it became evident that
the excessive push efforts had been largely unnecess-
ary. As it turned out, the simple act of releasing dwel-
lers from paying income tax initiated a filling up of
the empty rooms. From a JIT point of view, the plan-
ning crisis of the early 1990s was not a crisis at all.

Returning to “The Planning Paradox of Israel” , in
Chapter 1 of Atkin’s and Dror’s (1966) book on plan-
ning in Israel, it appears that crisis is not a new situ-
ation in Israel. They claim that Israel’s opportunity
“ to engage in rational, integrated, comprehensive and
long range public policy-making” , in its early days,
was missed due to continuous crisis situations (Atkin
and Dror, 1966, p.1). High immigration rates, social
and economic conflicts, political struggles, and the
endless “pressure of acute problems” (Atkin and Dror,

10According to State Comptroller report No. 42 (1991) the govern-
ment imported nearly 30,000 units.
11By 1993, public housing sums up with 120,000 dwellings (Israel
Central Bureau of Statistics, 2001).
12Spatial distribution of 19,000 dwellings that were purchased by
the government is analyzed in State Comptroller report No. 43.
According to it, 73% are located in the Negev and Galilee periph-
eral districts, another 15% in Jerusalem, 9% in Haifa and only 2%
in Central district.
13The 1995 census found high rates of vacant dwellings in periph-
eral small towns. This was the case in the southern periphery, as
in Netivot 18.3% of the dwellings were vacant, in Dimona 12%,
in Mitspe Ramon 20.7% and in Yeruham 20.9% of the dwellings
were empty. This was also the case in the northern periphery, as
20.4% of Zefat’s dwellings remained vacant and 10.5% of Qiryat
Shemona’s dwellings, and 15.4% of Qazrin’s dwellings. Compare
this to 5.0% vacant dwellings countrywide, and to 4.0–4.9% vacant
dwellings in Jerusalem, Haifa, Tel Aviv and the central areas.
14Charniavsky (1993) estimates that about 25–30,000 dwellings in
central districts accommodated more than one family per unit.
15The tendency of new immigrants to reside in central areas has
not changed. During 1990–2001, 915,000 people immigrated to
Israel. Only 203,000 live in peripheral areas (northern district and
Beer-Sheva sub-district). This resembles the spatial distribution of
the total population (Israel Central Bureau of Statistics, 2001).
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1966, p. 2) were all, in a way, seeds of an incessant
planning crisis.16 Thus, political action developed
“patterns of improvisation” and planning processes
were shaped incrementally by socio-political powers
rather than by well-developed planning policies.
Moreover, in spite of the establishment of a Central
Physical Planning Division under the Ministry of the
Interior, in the early 1950s, “ the main decisions on
locations of settlements, transportation and water
pipes, economic development, Local Outline Plans
and other facets of physical development are made in
other governmental units, which sometimes consult
the central Physical Planning Division but which
make their final decisions independently” (Atkin and
Dror, 1966, 64). The planning paradox of Israel is
that it has managed to provide housing for the rapidly
growing population, develop industry, agriculture,
education and health services, etc., by means of separ-
ate planning decisions.

Looking at Israel’s planning crises from a JIT point
of view, it appears that both the crisis of the early
days and the one that occurred in the 1990s were no
more than an extension of the regular behavior of an
open, complex pull system. In other words, all epi-
sodes of development in built environments are, in a
way, types of crisis, which differ from each other only
in the magnitude of crisis. For that reason, none of
these episodes is a real crisis. None of them has affec-
ted the system in some significant way.

Discussion: A JIT planning system and its
feasibility

The questions that emerge out of the above case stud-
ies are: first, how would a JIT planning system oper-
ate? Which bodies would conduct the definition of
planning laws and their application to the plans and
to the built environment? And then, how feasible
might a JIT planning system be? In other words, can
current JIC planning system in Israel be smoothly
transformed into JIT systems or must it be revol-
utionized completely? And, given the conservative
tendencies of administrations, does a JIT planning
system have a chance at all? And if not, is there any
value in playing with the idea?

While trying to picture a JIT planning system it
becomes clear that the system must maintain a clear
separation between the three authorities, the legislat-
ive, the judiciary and the executive. Corresponding to
the modern liberal democratic regime, an elected
body constitutes a planning legislature, responsible
for setting the rules for planning and building. Legis-
lators might be organized in two hierarchical bodies,
say municipal and governmental, and produce laws
that relate to corresponding issues. Then, all plans
must be submitted to a different body, a planning

16This notion also reflects from Hill’s (1986) “ Israeli planning in
an age of turbulence” .
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judiciary, where they are evaluated, approved or
rejected. Planning judges are trained in both law and
planning. They are organized into “planning-courts”
of various sizes, for instance, in local-neighborhood
courts, city courts, metropolitan/regional courts, etc.
As ordinary judges, their decisions must take into
account the planning legislation, but, simultaneously,
as ordinary judges they can also set “planning pre-
cedents” . Finally, the executive authority that
accomplishes pull planning is in the hands of local
and state governments. Official planners fulfill three
roles, but, ultimately, they are civil servants rather
than visionaries. They deal with information gather-
ing and supply; thereby, serving the many self-plan-
ning agents in the country; they plan for the construc-
tion of public elements; thus, providing an
infrastructure for activities and development, and,
finally, in line with municipal and governmental tra-
dition, they are responsible for the implementation of
control. They fully accept the fact that planning runs
in line with Pull rather than Push principles, and that
it is done in a Just in Time fashion rather than Just
in Case.

It is common for push-planning systems to result
in breakdown on the practical level. Yet, a variety of
local solutions bridge the widening gap between
official definitions and the actual behavior of planning
agencies, all over the world. The inability of top-to-
bottom, long-term planning to set the rules for local
planning introduces other issues and mechanisms.
Although similarities between actual planning sys-
tems around the world exist, it seems that each plan-
ning mechanism has developed a unique combination
of bodies and procedures to cope with decisions that
relate to the development of the built environment.

On the whole, when push-planning systems fail,
power is transferred to certain levels of the planning
administration. In Israel, it is local planners who first
create a vision and then decide whether the plans they
are assessing correspond to it. Nevertheless, excep-
tions can occur, as in the case of Beer-Sheva, where
government agencies are actively engaged in planning
and implementation, overriding the municipal plan-
ning office. As Booth (1996) writes, “ those who have
discretion to act are those who have power” . Since,
for them, implementing a JIT planning system means
renouncing their power, it is unlikely that they would
cooperate in such a move.

Current occurrences with Israeli planning system
reflect conflicting tendencies. On the one hand,
national agencies wish to reinforce their control of the
National Planning Administration (NPA) and regain
influence on local planning issues. This is shown in
the recent union of NPA, previously placed in Minis-
try of the Interior, with the National Land Authority,
that own about 90% of the country’s land, under the
auspices of the Ministry of National Infrastructures.
While this act is criticized for the unbalanced consoli-
dation of power provided by the combination of land
ownership and planning control, it proves that the tra-
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ditional belief in the efficiency of top-to-bottom plan-
ning is still with us. In effect this last move contra-
dicts the very notion of JIT planning as it strengthens
the hierarchy of planning administration rather than
decentralizes it and avoids public censure on planning
decisions, rather than democratizes them.

On the other hand, resulting from active involve-
ment of stakeholders in urban and regional planning,
municipal administration and city planners in Israel
seem eager to prove their balanced decision-making
and commitment to public needs. This is shown in
wide-ranging planners’ initiatives for community
involvement activities. Coming again to the example
of Tel Aviv, voluntary public participation, very often
initiated by the establishment, accompanies most
recent public planning activities. Needless to say,
planning laws do not require open planning meetings
or vast public consultations. It is local planners and
decision makers who feel that they need to obtain
decisions rules from the public. Indeed, those partici-
pation patterns leave the last word to the planners.
Nevertheless, they testify to the complexity of urban
decision-making and to the vital role of ‘ the public’
regarding planning issues.

Full implementation of democratic planning legis-
lation in Israel may still be distant. However, looking
at the complex, mature urban environments, it seems
that all components of JIT planning have arrived on
the scene. For this reason, JIT planning provides an
interesting potential model.

Concluding notes
JIC planning systems are in a crisis situation. This
shows up in academic studies and in the practice of
planning—that is, in the observation noted above that
non-statutory planning documents and procedures
replace the ‘out of date’ statutory practices. On the
one hand, this situation indicates that planning is ripe
for a change, on the other, a threat to its democracy.
The absence of statutory plans gives exceeding power
to individuals. The city of Tel Aviv, for example, has
no statutory plan. As a consequence, its mayor (and
other influential planning officers) can plan part of the
city by virtue of their role as chief planners. Next,
submit the plan to the local planning committee and
then approve the plan by virtue of their role as influ-
ential members in that committee. The fact that the
election campaign of the mayor depends on donations
from the private sector implies a rather problematic
situation. Clearly, there is a need for a new look at,
and practice for, planning. The notions of JIT plan-
ning suggest both.

In the introduction to the symposium “Putting the
Future in Planning” , Myers (2001) emphasizes two
difficulties that limit the role of planners in shaping
the future. The first is that, in complex urban situ-
ations, forecasting, which provides grounds for
visioning, is forever uncertain, as the consequences
of planning activity are only seen several decades
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later. The second is that it is not easy to legislate
decisions that relate to the future, as reaching agree-
ment among the many stakeholders about the end-
state of planning is often not possible. The combi-
nation of JIT and self-organization adds another
important dimension to the model, by providing an
opportunity to detach planning decisions from plan-
ning visioning, and, thereby, overcoming both the
areas of difficulty indicated above. In the JIT planning
model, leaders are responsible for shaping the future,
while planners have a more limited role. In addition,
a planning vision cannot set the spatial rules. In fact,
it is subject to the local norms and laws, like every
other vision in democratic life.
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