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Abstract: There is growing awareness of the importance of local knowledge (e.g., locals’ spatial needs, perspectives, and desires) in improving planning deliverables. However, this improvement depends on the availability of local knowledge. This article’s objective is to compare the capabilities of public participation practices and anthropological fieldwork to uncover local knowledge and render it accessible and usable. The research sample included two case studies of two major urban artery plans in Tel Aviv and Haifa. In each case, both methods were applied in parallel to the respective communities. Both cases indicated that anthropological fieldwork tools, such as participant observations, spontaneous conversations, in-depth interviews and mental maps are superior channels for broader exposure to components, aspects, and concealed layers of the local knowledge. In contrast to the anthropological method, participatory tools such as structured questionnaires, SWOT analysis, and focus groups are capturing scant and superficial aspects of local knowledge. Therefore, anthropological fieldwork tools should be added to the planners’ toolkit and should be used as an integral means (i.e., practice) of any participatory endeavors in planning processes. In addition, based on the anthropological fieldwork concept, it is recommended that cities use their personnel working across the neighborhoods as mediators between the communities and the planning department. If there is no such personnel infrastructure, a net of mediators should be created. Each mediator could function as an anthropologist in a specific district and activate procedures to capture up-to-date local knowledge regarding environmental nuisances and slated plans, using anthropological tools.
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1. Introduction
Local knowledge consists of individual and communal knowledge that represents the perspectives of people who might be affected by environmental nuisances or disturbances caused by planning policies / plans. Local knowledge is a large, complex epistemological system that includes perceptions, desires, grievances, opinions, ideas, preferences, and feelings (Fenster and Yacobi, 2005; Innes and Booher, 2004; Lindblom and Cohen, 1979; UN, 2007). It also addresses needs, cultural codes, spatial conduct and routines, social relations, societal norms, and everyday life scenarios and practices with roots in the locals’ everyday reality (Berman, 2017; Corburn, 2003; Geertz, 1983; Laws and Forester, 2016). However, local knowledge remains largely hidden, lying silent and dormant within communities (Collins, 2010; Polanyi, 1958). Hence, there is a need for activities that will capture local knowledge, rendering it accessible and usable. Both the anthropological and planning approaches offer means of extracting and collecting local knowledge among communities and individuals. The anthropological approach proposes fieldwork tools (e.g., observations in-depth interviews, and mental maps) to expose local knowledge, while planners use various techniques and procedures of public participation, which can be categorized into two main participatory methods: unilateral and collaborative
. This paper examines the differences between the anthropological and public participation approaches by assessing their respective capabilities in uncovering various forms of local knowledge. While a long-term anthropological method is considered powerful for attaining an inside understanding of social values, norms, and preferences (Corburn, 2003; Wates, 2000), public participation techniques are expected to expose local knowledge effectively enough to incorporate it into planning (Lowndes et al., 2001a). However, the latter have come under increasing criticism concerning their limited ability to expose consolidated and explicit local knowledge (Alfasi, 2003; Campbell and Marshall, 2000; Rantanen, 2007). The question posed here is as follows: to what extent can local knowledge be exposed not only by means of anthropological fieldwork tools but also via unilateral and collaborative public participation practices? 
2. Conceptual Concept 
Local Knowledge and Spatial Planning

Toward the end of the 20th century, the recognition of the value and significance of local knowledge – which extends beyond and challenges experts’ professional knowledge as the ultimate knowledge upon which planning is based – came to be considered a historical turning point in planning thought and theory (Sandercock, 1998). Understanding the local knowledge system enables the planning of locals’ living environments in such a way as to suit their everyday reality and improve their quality of life (Wilson, 1999). Therefore, it is reasonable to claim that local knowledge’s significance is vital for generating better planning and decision-making processes (Bradford, 2005; Seltzer and Mahmoudi, 2012) and that integrating experiential, authentic, locale-based knowledge into planning processes produces planning products that better suit community needs and preferences (Scott, 1998). Hence, fair and sound planning is dependent on the availability of local knowledge and the ability to incorporate it into planning deliverables and plans.

Local Knowledge and Urban Anthropology

During the 1960s, an unequivocal transition occurred from the exploration of indigenous cultures to studying urban communities using similar anthropological methods (Murdock and Douglas, 1969; Southhall, 1973; Prato and Pardo, 2012, 2013). The development of Environmental Anthropology and Urban Anthropology since the 1960s suggests specific approaches to research on spatial planning while also taking an active role in uncovering and examining local knowledge to explore the relationship between people and their (built) environment (Bray 2005, Colombijn 2006). This connection serves as the basis for arguments for or against the creation of policy and plans; it also serves to improve communal sustainability by narrowing the gap between plans and the genuine spatial needs of the public (Ingold, 1996; Kottak, 1999; Pyke, 1984). Anthropology is guided by cultural relativism, or the attempt to understand communities in terms of their own (local) knowledge, cultural symbols, values, perceptions and spatial circumstances (Ingold, 1994; Wong, 2006). Anthropological fieldwork is documented in the scientific literature as an accepted, effective, and appropriate means of exposing local knowledge (DeWalt et al., 1998; Emerson et a., 2001). An inventory of anthropological fieldwork instruments is mentioned in the literature in relation to the exposure of local knowledge and includes field observations; visits to local individuals in their spaces; spontaneous (unstructured) conversations; in-depth interviews with key persons and experts from the community; examination of cultural and artistic creations; reading stories and listening to tales; conducting games for the exploration of local knowledge; and using diagrams and maps (e.g., mental maps) to expose locals’ environmental, societal, and cultural conceptions (Ley, 1989; Van der Ploeg, 1993; Warburton and Martin, 1999).
Local knowledge and public participation
Following World War II, rational-comprehensive planning theory emerged alongside the evolution of planning as a scientific discipline, driving the legitimation of professionals to draft planning alternatives based on scientific knowledge and the legitimation of elected officials to choose the optimal alternative from their perspectives as public representatives (Camhis, 1979; Lindblom, 1959). Planning using the rational-comprehensive approach was carried out without public participation, and frequently, locals’ needs were assumed (Fried and Gleicher, 1961; Gans, 1965). The first challenge to the rational-comprehensive theory arose from the concept of advocacy planning (Davidoff, 1965), which is sensitive to locals’ views and emphasizes public representation and participation in the planning decision process (Arnstein, 1969). In addition to municipal elections, formal practices of public participation began evolving in the 1960s and included mainly public hearings. The average time allotted to a participant to speak during a formal public hearing was very short (for example, in the US it was 3 minutes per participant), and during that brief period the participant needed to express her / himself in language used by planners and present arguments that fit the planning discourse, all without adequate qualifications or training and without the right to any feedback from the planning authority. Innes and Booher (2000) indicated that planners and officials used informal procedures adopted from social science research methods in their efforts to involve the public, e.g., focus groups, public opinion surveys, SWOT analysis
 and structured questionnaires. The common denominator of the aforementioned formal and informal procedures is that they are unidirectional or characterized by “one-way communication” (Samuel et al., 2003, p. 250) between two interested parties – the authority and the citizen – in such a way as to script, restrict, maneuver, measure, and define the local knowledge exposure process by governance in a top-down manner. It is reasonable to assume that participation procedures based on unidirectional communication without feedback severs the public from both planning and political systems (Innes and Booher, 2004). This not only places the two sides at odds but also exacerbates existing disputes, frustrates the public, decreases public trust in the regime’s institutions (Beierle and Konisky, 2000; White, 2001), and negatively affects the public’s willingness to participate in jurisdiction-initiated participatory processes (Lowndes et al., 2001b). The resulting sense of alienation among citizens and residents likely stimulates their bottom-up participation, e.g., forming residents’ committees and NGOs and strengthening social coalitions that amass political power and professional knowledge, both of which are necessary when attempting to change planning processes and policies. These social networks constitute the human and political infrastructure for the development of collaborations, including communication between several interested parties who consolidate their efforts and put forth ideas, plans, and policies around a general or a specific issue (Veransky et al., 1999). These deliberative collaborative networks of public participation have evolved in communities around the world since the end of the 20th century alongside unidirectional public participation procedures. The shift in planning perception in the 1990s, or the communicative turn, and the emergence of the communicative planning approach call for placing planning in the public sphere where it can be both fertilized by civil society and fashioned by public discourse (Fainstein, 2000; Forester, 1992, 1999; Harvey, 2012; Healey, 1992; Taylor, 1998; Innes and Booher, 2014). Collaborative interfaces emphasize deliberative democracy, which gives all stakeholders the opportunity to actively participate in discussions wherein professional knowledge is combined with local knowledge (Cooke, 2000; Healey, 1993, 1996, 1997; Martens, 2001; Rydin, 2007).
3. Methodology
Research sample
Two case studies of planning processes for traffic arteries are presented in this paper, the Shlavim Artery in Tel Aviv and the Range Artery in Haifa. In each planning process, both unilateral and collaborative participatory processes were conducted. In each case study, a comparison was made between the two methods of exposing local knowledge, i.e., the anthropological method was compared against each of the participatory processes, unilateral and collaborative. The comparison between the two approaches in each of the cities involved the same plan so that influences that might stem from differences in the plans’ characteristics were eliminated from the outset. Moreover, the plans in the two cities were similar in their nature and scope: both related to main traffic arteries of approximately the same length that pass through a number of mixed and residential districts as well as main intersections. In addition, in both cities, the unilateral participation process was conducted by the city as part of the city’s master planning process, and the collaborative participation process was initiated by residents who were affected by environmental nuisances caused by the slated plans. The case studies are described below:
· Tel Aviv’s Shlavim Artery plan, drafted in 2004, entailed widening a few adjoining streets in south Tel Aviv, Heinrich-Heine, Shlavim, and Eliphèlet – plus another stretch (Brandt and Hamered streets) northward to Eliphèlet crossing Neve Tzedek
 – to create one main, multi-lane metropolitan thoroughfare, called the Shlavim Artery, which connected southern the Tel Aviv metropolis to Tel Aviv’s city center (see Map 1). Neve Tzedek residents’ homes were under threat of being demolished by the widening of a local street according to the Shlavim Artery plan, which was the impetus for a collaborative participation process that began when Neve Tzedek residents spurred the foundation of the non-profit network Our Neve Tzedek in 2007. Thereafter, the network grew as residents of other south Tel Aviv neighborhoods, professionals, and a number of not-for-profit organizations joined the collaborative objection to the city plan. A unilateral public participation process was carried out by the city in 2008. Participants were asked to take part in a Criteria Prioritization procedure
, a SWOT analysis2, and an Alternative Selection procedure
.
Map 1: Tel Aviv’s Range Artery
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· Since the 1990s, Haifa’s Range Artery (see Map 2) has attracted developers whose plans to build high rises (up to 30-story buildings) led to residents’ opposition, spurring the foundation of the Public Forum for the Carmel in 1997, an umbrella organization of several non-profits and neighborhood committees. Planning professionals and architects were joined by high-tech personnel, property owners, shipping company owners, attorneys, and others, all of whom are Carmel
 residents. These collaborative processes resumed in force in 2006 following changes to the street that had affected its character and function and caused it to become more commercial. The process included deliberative discussions among groups of residents and between residents and professionals and other stakeholders. Toward 2007, the city initiated a unilateral public participation process via three sequential procedures: a Criteria Prioritization4, a SWOT analysis2 and an Alternatives Selection5. 

Similar cases are found across Australia, e.g., in Perth residents were struggle to incorporate their needs and interests into the city master plan while the city carried out an extensive unilateral participatory endeavor during 2003-2005 called Dialog with the City; the process included a choice between four alternative models prepared in advance by the jurisdiction (via an Alternatives Selection tool): a decentralized city, a compact city, a multi-node city, and a grid city. In addition, the jurisdiction used structured questionnaires completed by 1100 citizens (from a sample of 8000 citizens to whom the questionnaires were sent). Finally, a series of heterogeneous focus groups were conducted (Hopkins 2007). 

Map 2: Haifa’s Range Artery
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Research activities
The research methodology of this paper is based on both a field study and anthropological fieldwork, both of which were conducted corresponding to each of the two case studies / participatory processes chosen from the sample. The field study was aimed at exploring the local knowledge that had been revealed by actual public participation processes, both unilateral and collaborative; the anthropological fieldwork was aimed at exploring the local knowledge that could potentially have been revealed by anthropological tools [Note that anthropological tools were not employed during the actual participatory processes]. Field studies and anthropological fieldwork were carried out as part of my PhD work during 2012-2014 – the time period during which the District Planning Boards of both Haifa and Tel Aviv decided to implement their respective plans to accomplish their objectives.
Each field study included two components: interviews conducted via semi-structured questionnaires and the collection and analysis of professional materials.
· The interviewees consisted of practitioners, facilitators and participants in the public participation processes, both unilateral and collaborative, as well as a few decision-makers, including members of the planning board, city administrators and professional personnel. The recruitment of both locals / residents and governmental personnel was conducted via two channels: [1] direct contact by names appearing in formal drafts (e.g., list of participants at unilateral / collaborative participatory meetings, plans indicating the professionals involved in their drafting) and [2] snowballing. A total of 78 interviews were conducted – 36 in Haifa and 42 in Tel Aviv. Using these interviews, the researcher examined various factors related to how the processes were conducted (e.g., procedures and tools employed, levels of social capital
), and the modes of revealing local knowledge (e.g., scope of local knowledge revealed and incorporated into statutory plans).
· The researcher analyzed the statutory and professional materials that had been prepared during the public participation processes to examine various related elements, particularly how the local knowledge had been uncovered, captured and incorporated into planning deliverables. These materials included statutory documents, blueprints, simulations, plans, and maps. They also included texts such as minutes of meetings, position papers, letters, and online correspondence.

In addition to the field studies, anthropological fieldwork was carried out in each locale among members of the public who could be affected by the planning products associated with the Shlavim Artery and Range Artery plans. The recruitment configuration was that of anthropological work, including objects the anthropologist observed and contacted spontaneously (and according to ethical considerations) along the arteries and adjacent streets. The goal was to uncover their (the locals) local knowledge, e.g., spatial conducts, needs, and outlooks regarding environmental and planning issues associated with the Range and Shlavim Arteries. The researcher used various anthropological tools, i.e., observations, spontaneous conversations (or unstructured questionnaires), in-depth interviews, and mental maps. The anthropological observations were deliberately not carried out as per a structured specification, at least in the initial phases, to engender deep and authentic familiarity with the observed territory and an “open end” to the observation (Silverman, 1998). First, the researcher drove along the arteries to map the communities along them and ensure that the researcher would observe each of them separately. During the anthropological observations, encounters with a total of 133 people were documented (73 in Tel Aviv and 60 in Haifa), including local residents, commuters, public and private transportation users, business owners, and passers-by. The communication between the anthropologist and each of the locals was initiated through spontaneous conversations with the aim of exposing hidden knowledge that would not be exposed via structured queries prepared in advance or by semi-structured questionnaires. In many cases, spontaneous conversations eventually transformed into in-depth interviews, repeated daily with the same interviewees (Falzon 2009; Mollica, 2012; Engebresten, 2012). A total of 31 mental maps were drawn by locals (interviewees) during the in-depth interviews (18 in the case of the Shlavim Artery and 13 in the Range Artery case). The mental map specification contained a request to draw or illustrate the community environment as perceived by the interviewee. The map functioned as a focal point of the extensive, open, in-depth interview in which the interviewee explained his / her map in detail and how the integrative characteristics of its elements related to the entire space depicted. The interviewee also explained how the map reflected environmental matters as well as desirable environmental modifications. The mental maps constituted an excellent catalyst for the extraction of local knowledge and the enhancement of the anthropological fieldwork. 
In each case study, the local knowledge exposed through anthropological fieldwork served as a significant component of this research. It underwent comparative testing both with the local knowledge exposed and documented in the participation process records and with the participants’ opinions as they arose from the interviews during the field study using semi-structured questionnaires. 

Upon completion of the field studies and anthropological fieldwork, identification of various local knowledge items was carried out via discourse and textual analysis of all drafts and materials, e.g., professional and statutory documents, interviews, and researcher’s summaries. In turn, these items were categorized according to types of local knowledge, e.g., reservations, feelings, preferences, needs, spatial conducts and routines. Following categorization (typology), a comparison between various approaches of exposing local knowledge – anthropological, unilateral participatory, and collaborative participatory – was conducted, elucidating parameters such as types, aspects, scope and quality of local knowledge uncovered as well as types of local knowledge that were not revealed. The anthropological method does not aim at incorporating local knowledge, but the participatory method certainly does. Thus, a comparison between the unilateral and collaborative participatory practices was conducted regarding their respective ability to incorporate the exposed local knowledge into planning. This comparison was enabled by both tracing the local knowledge processing and incorporation modes and comparing the local knowledge manifestations in planning deliverables with the local knowledge that had been revealed during the participatory processes and anthropological fieldwork.

At this stage, an answer to the research question can be proposed regarding the respective capabilities of various approaches to extracting local knowledge and incorporating it into planning. 

4. Findings
Pre-set tools based on structured questions (e.g., SWOT analysis and Criterion Prioritization) and a minimum of interaction among participants are the main barriers of the unilateral process that prevent the generation of social capital among participants (Coleman, 1988) and the exposure of significant and reliable local knowledge
. While the unilateral process is controlled by the jurisdiction and limited to very few meetings, the collaborative process initiated by residents generates deliberative communications over a long period (even years) via a range of channels, both online and live. This promotes social capital and the evolution of collective discourse among members concerning a matter on the agenda (Brownill and Carpenter, 2007; White, 2001). This discourse reveals various aspects of the network’s local knowledge, e.g., spatial perspectives and perceptions, grievances, desires, opinions, spatial needs, everyday life scenarios and routines – all of which are related to certain community, neighborhood, environmental nuisances, circumstances and plans. 
The anthropological research conducted by a researcher lasts weeks or months and captures the broader scope of various aspects of (concealed) local knowledge from multiple communities that reside in the geographical area on the agenda. Table 1 show the prominent differences between these methods of exposing local knowledge.

Table 1: Comparison between methods of exposing local knowledge

	Parameter 
	Public participation approach
	Anthropological approach

	
	Unilateral participatory method
	Collaborative participatory method
	

	Facilitator 
	Jurisdictions
	Residents 
	Researchers 

	Local knowledge exposure mode
	Controlled / rigid / time-limited
	Self-organized / free / empathic / ongoing
	Fieldwork methodology / Empathic  

	Procedures and tools for exposing local knowledge
	Premade tools, based on structured questionnaires, e.g., SWOT analysis, Criteria Prioritization -employed during scheduled meetings
	Deliberative procedures, e.g., free and open network members, using online correspondence, live debates, scheduled and random 
Encounters 
	Fieldwork scientific tools, e.g., observation, spontaneous conversation (unstructured questionnaire), in-depth interviews, mental maps

	Scope of local knowledge
	Negligible 
	Broad, of single community 
	Broad, of multiple communities

	Aspects of local knowledge revealed 
	Strengths, drawbacks of neighborhoods, prioritization of planning issues or alternatives – all of which as immediate and momentary 
expressions of response to structured questions
	All aspects revealed by the unilateral participatory method plus many other aspects, such as: Grievances, opinions, ideas, feelings, speculations, desires, everyday scenarios, nuisances, environmental and civic awareness, interpersonal relations and communication,
Perspectives and perceptions, spatial needs, everyday life scenarios and routines
	All aspects revealed by the collaborative participatory method plus aspects such as: spatial conduct, cultural traits and codes, and social norms

	Quality of Local knowledge uncovered
	Superficial, random, general, truncated sentences, inexplicit, not relevant
	detailed, elaborated, well-argued, explained, information-rich, relevant, reliable
	abundant, varied, concealed, relevant, reliable

	Purpose of exposed local knowledge
	Documenting proof of having a public participation process
	Incorporating local knowledge into planning 
	Having a genuine database and analysis of the local knowledge system


Table 1 describes the superiority of the anthropological method to reveal the broader scope and variety of aspects of a local knowledge system, inclusive of aspects that can be revealed by both collaborative and unilateral participatory methods. The collaborative participatory method is capable of revealing the aspects revealed by unilateral practices, but it can reveal only part, still major part, of the aspects that can be captured by anthropological tools.

5. Conclusions
While the collaborative participatory process reveals the local knowledge of the networks’ communities (at a local level), the anthropological method enables broader exposure of the local knowledge system, i.e., knowledge of sets of communities that occupy the geographic space at hand (at a supra-local level). As such, the anthropological study enables exposure of local knowledge among those individuals, groups and communities that did not participate in any of the public participation processes, and therefore, its importance in exposing more of the local knowledge system related to the matter at hand is critical. Therefore, anthropological fieldwork tools should be added to the planners’ toolkit and should be used as an integral means / practice / procedure of any participatory endeavors in planning processes. 

As it is not only the best but also an acceptable method (according to the literature) for exposing local knowledge, the role of anthropological fieldwork herein could be defined as serving as an examination tool while comparing its capability to extract local knowledge with the capabilities of the unilateral and collaborative methods. Such comparison indicates that the collaborative participatory method is better than the unilateral method at exposing local knowledge. Compared to the unilateral method, the collaborative method extracts a broader scope of various types and aspects of local knowledge as well as knowledge of a better quality, i.e., detailed, elaborated, explained, information-rich, corroborated and relevant to the environmental and planning circumstances at hand.

Therefore, in our efforts to expose local knowledge within public participation processes, preference should be given to collaborative public participation over unilateral public participation. Residents should be encouraged to initiate participatory processes “from below”. It is the planner’s job – on behalf of residents, NGOs and not-for-profits – to use his / her work in the community to raise the residents’ level of civic and environmental consciousness via direct learning as well as to explain to them the significance of the term participatory democracy and the importance of their participation in grassroots initiatives (Friedmann, 1987; Leavitt, 1994). 

We cannot expect jurisdictions to directly spur residents to initiate grassroots processes, as jurisdictions contain an inherent anomaly, i.e., planning entities by definition crave development and do not represent residents’ interests, thereby compelling the latter to organize independently and to struggle on behalf of the quality of the built environment. Nevertheless, the communicative interactions between the city’s planner (acting as researchers) and residents during anthropological fieldwork should be used to moderate the negative perception of authorities and encourage participation in jurisdictional participatory initiatives (Beierle and Konisky, 2000; Lowndes et al., 2001b; White, 2001). To increase the scope and quality of the local knowledge exposed by unilateral participatory processes, jurisdictions may adopt, in addition to anthropological fieldwork, deliberative procedures taken from the (successful) collaborative participatory model, i.e., giving the participants a sympathetic ear, time and freedom to amass social capital; in turn, expand on their answers to the pre-set structured questionnaire, opportunities to explain their positions, and establish both parlor and online forums in which to communicate and argue with other participants about the issues at hand, which will allow them to freely express their local knowledge and, via discussions with planning professionals/ personnel, to amass relevant and authentic local knowledge that can be incorporated into planning decision making and plans. First signs of implementation of the above recommendations could be found in few jurisdictions: The City of Sydney offers a range of deliberative workshops, meetings, panels, drop-in sessions, roundtables and other dialectical opportunities for residents to meet and engage with other stakeholders, enabling them to unlock their local knowledge, e.g., insights on projects and policies, to help inform Council decisions. In contrary to the above NSW case, in Israel no city has so far established a deliberative or discursive participatory platform. Nonetheless, Social welfare and environmental protection organizations in Israel constitute a professional and organizational infrastructure that is dynamic, enduring, and capable of activating several public participation procedures—both unilateral and collaborative—simultaneously. An example is the Jerusalem Society for Community Management, which, beginning in 1980, has developed extensive social networks via neighborhood branches. These networks provide residents access to professional knowledge and encourage them to complete questionnaires and to attend moderated discussions with planners (City of Jerusalem 2005). 

In addition, based on the anthropological fieldwork concept, it is recommended that cities use their personnel working across the neighborhoods as mediators between the communities and the planning department. If there is no such personnel infrastructure, a net of mediators should be created. Each mediator should function as an anthropologist in a specific district and activate tools to capture up-to-date local knowledge regarding environmental nuisances and slated plans, using anthropological tools and deliberative procedures. Researches from across Australia demonstrate an acute need to extract updated local knowledge on a regular basis in order to narrow the gap between locals’ spatial needs and plans. Such an act of extracting local knowledge in Canberra Metropolitan Region could improve adaptation of transport regulations to social-spatial urban configurations (Pittman and Eve Day, 2015). Extracting local knowledge among elderly communities across Victoria provides important deliverable to improve practical gerontological services (Davern et al., 2015); and uncovering Millers Point public housing tenants’ local knowledge aspects - e.g., feelings, opinions, and spatial conduct – could have assisted in crafting a more human friendly repossession and eviction policies (Morris, 2017). Andrews et al. (2016) show the significance of local knowledge extraction among Melbourne suburban communities for crafting plans that better suits their spatial needs and communal development. A research across Perth parks reveal the real uses of and expectations from green land uses – an important part of the local knowledge system that could serve as a vital epistemological basis to improve recreational planning provisions (Middle et al., 2017)
The net of planners proposed above may adopt the method of Rapid Ethnographic Assessment (REA) – also known as Rapid Anthropological Assessment – as a rapid method for capturing quality ethnographic information in a specific community and time, based on an anthropological framework (Bernard, 2011). This method emerged in the 70s to promote the use of anthropological investigation methods for generating the social information needed in preparing, supervising and evaluating communal development projects (Cernea end Tepping 1977, Casley and Kumar 1989, Murphy 1988, Salmen 1989). REA proposes a variety of anthropological and participatory tools to capture local knowledge as a method to collect reliable, complete and essential information to use in the development of the same community from which the local knowledge was extracted (Cernea, 1990; Chevalier and Buckles, 2013). REA was initially used to capture indigenous knowledge on agricultural- or health-related topics among rural communities (see, for example, Bongaarts et al., 1989 and Molnar, 1989), and throughout the years, it was adopted for research among urban communities on various topics, including environmental impact assessment, urbanism and planning (see, for example, Taplin, 2002). REA is proposed herein as an appropriate practice for planning for three reasons:

· REA uses / employs anthropological tools, the superiority of which in exposing local knowledge was proven by the research described in this paper.

· REA is directed not only at uncovering and collecting local knowledge as classic anthropological fieldwork but also at incorporating it into planning and developing decision making.

· REA is aimed at promoting community development via community involvement, similar to the collaborative participatory process that was proved to be (relative to non-deliberative participatory processes) efficacious in exposing local knowledge and incorporating it into plans.

It is suggested that the jurisdictional personnel (planners) in each neighborhood identify any environmental nuisance that emerges or plan that is not acceptable to the locals. Corresponding to each such case, planners are encouraged to initiate a REA aimed at uncovering and collecting local knowledge relating to the specific nuisance and / or plan. Together with the locals, they can then build operative planning knowledge based on local knowledge (Brown, 2015, Forester, 1992; Petts and Brooks, 2006). REA should be conducted by an interdisciplinary team of planning professionals, e.g., a public participation expert, social or environmental psychologist, sociologist, geographer or anthropologist, and a mediator. Additional jurisdictional or private planner with expertise that meet the specific issues at hand may join the team.  

REA is aimed at rapid investigation, with a maximum of a few months (Beebe, 2001) per a single community / neighborhood. Thus, plans such as Shlavim Artery and Range Artery, which are liable to impact a few communities / neighborhoods, may deserve a few REAs. Nevertheless, the quick investigation proposed by REA (relative to classic anthropological research) serves as a prominent advantage to the participatory processes. While time resources are accorded financial costs, REA probably enhances a reasonable solution for a supposedly prolonged complex mission of exposing and incorporating local knowledge.
As per the above guidelines, anthropological fieldwork, either classical or “rapid ethnographical”, should be used to reach multiple targets. It should reach communities that are not participating in participatory processes, notify the public of participatory processes, invite the public to take an active role in participatory processes, educate the public on the importance of their participation in planning, increase levels of civic and environmental awareness, initiate grassroots participatory processes, increase local knowledge exposure among various communities, amass operative planning knowledge based on local knowledge and incorporate it into the plan. 

All of the above recommendations are aimed at enhancing accessibility and exposure to broader components of the local knowledge system and exposing knowledge of better quality to maximize the feasibility of incorporation of local knowledge into planning deliverables as well as refining and improving them. This should, in turn, narrow the gap between plans and local knowledge, raise the quality of life of local residents, and increase fairness, justice and social sustainability (Fainstein and Fainstein, 2013). 
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�	 The unilateral method refers to top-down processes controlled by authorities and based on unilateral procedures, e.g., structured questionnaire, SWOT analysis or focus groups. The collaborative method refers to bottom-up initiatives used by residents and based on ongoing deliberative dialogue between various stakeholders (Samuel et al., 2003).


�	     The SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats) model of strategic management gives the participants the opportunity to point out strengths and weaknesses of a specific project, plan, neighborhood, or city.





�	 A neighborhood in Tel Aviv located south of the city center with quaint historical character, narrow streets, and low-rise construction.


�	  The Criteria Prioritization technique asks recipients to choose a few urban / planning issues from a list of those that need to be addressed urgently.


�	   The Alternatives Selection technique allows participants to rank or prioritize planning alternatives drafted by professionals or officials beforehand without public participation. 


�	   The mountainous district of Haifa with low rises and pastoral character by which the Range Artery passes.


� The non-materialistic capital of a social network based on close ties among individuals that build collective cohesion (Daasgupta and Serageldin 2000; Narayan 1999). Social capital is increased and manifested by mutual trust and sympathy, deliberation, cooperation, mutuality, responsibility, volunteerism, communicative channels and the growth of collective new knowledge (Berman, 2017; Coleman, 1990). 


� Social capital motivates the individuals to cooperate and communicate with each other (Barber, 1984; Carpenter et al., 2004; Coleman, 1990; Putnam, 1993) and to unlock and express their personal feelings, ideas, perceptions and other aspects of their personal knowledge and views regarding the spatial nuisances and the plans at hand (Berman, 2017). 
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