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ABSTRACT

It should be the role of city planners to consider and evaluate
every rational alternative available before making recommendations concerning
a city's growth and development. Too often it would appear that cities
grow by chance or irregularity without considering the consequences and
impacts of development proposals. Similarly, the costs of urban expansion
are offen not fully realiged until after the expansion takes place. This
is unfortunate given the impact of disparate residential development on

both city service provision and the comprehensive planning process.

This thesis investigates such a development alternative which was

first proposed by Clarence Arthur Perry in HMonograph VII of The Regional

Survey of New York and Its Environs published in 1929, The thesis focuses

on the elements which were integrated and refined by Perry in developing
his highly publicized concept. Close examination of the origin of the
elements embodied in the concept reveal that Perry's idea was actually a
synthesis of several single focus planning concepts which were deep rooted
in both English City Planning and Early American City Planning.

While the concept is often referred to in city planning circles,
the neighborhood unit has realiged only limited success as a development
alternative, Perhaps this is due to a lack of understanding by city planners
of the history and rationale leading to its formation. However, a few
enterprising developers have chosen to utilize the concept especlally as a
developmental scheme for large scale new town developments. In these

instances the concept has been desirable in terms of the developer, urban
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service provision, and residential satisfaction.

This thesis is historical in nature and focuses on the background,
development, utilization, and applicability of the neighborhood unit concept
as a physical development tool. The research findings reveal that the
concept is both theoretically rational and can be practically useful as a
development alternative in expanding urban areas. It is the intent of the
author to reacquaint planners and developers with a long neglected proposal
in the hopes that city's will at least reconsider its applicability as

a controlled growth alternative.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
I. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESEARCH TOPIC

This thesis represents a historical examination of Clarence Perry's
neighborhood unit concept. The neighborhood unit concept is considered one
of the most important community development concepts in the moderﬁ history
of the city planning movement. However, few planning concepts have been so
widely misinterpreted or misunderstood. Perhaps as a result of this misunder-
standing, use of the concept has been limited as an "irban growth alternsiive.
This is unfortunate in that few planning concepts embody sounder planning
principles thaun the neighborhood unit concept. Conversely,bif planners
were to gain a working knowledge of the principles embodied in the concept,
perhaps it would more likely be employed as a physical development tool.

This thesls attempts to trace the historical development of this concept
to educate planners as to its purpose, use, and present status.

Few planners reallize that the neighborhood unit concept as a
physical development tool did not appear over night, rather it evolved.

The elements embodied in the concept are based on well established planning
principles, In fact, the concept is for the most part a synthesigzed
culmination of several single focus concepts which were first inte-

grated, and refined, by Clarence Arthur Perry in Volume VII of The

Regional Survey of New Vork and Its Environs in 1928,

The concept reflects elements of at least three movements which

occurred prior to its publication. One of the movements which inspired
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the concept's formation was the "Garden City Movement.” This movement

inspited by Ebenezer Howard's "best seller," Garden Cities of Tomorrow,

and the subsequent development of two English garden cities, Letchworth
and Velwyn, resulted in the growing awareness of the social importance,
economy, and marketabllity of residential development offering a more
pleasant environment, In sum, the garden cities movement influenced
planners to realize the importance of phyéical design based on social
considerations,

The other two movements reflected in the neighborhood unit concept
were social in nature and sought to halt the anonymity of the individual
within the urban environment. These two movements, the social settle-
ments movement and the community centers movement, were founded cn the
notions of soclologist Charles Horton Cooley. Coolev stressed the impor-
tance of "face to face" contact and association for complete social and
psychological development of the individual.

In addition to the three movementsz which influenced the formaticn
of the neighborhood unit concept, there were several single focus concepts
aimed at soclal or physical reform. These reforms were stated as
remedies in response to the growing social ills of a rapidly urbanized
soclety during the Industrial Revolution., Besides soclal reforners,
several notable planners were instrumental in influencing Clarence Perxry's
physical alternative to residential development. Incorporated in Perry's
monograph are the innovations of such men as Ebenezer Howard, Raymond
Unwin, Barry Parker, Fredrick Taw Olmstead, John Nolen, and Charles Mul-
ford Robinson.

Several noteworthy residential developments, constructed as experi-

ments in sound development practices, served to contribute elements which
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were later incorporated by Perry in the neighborhood unit concept. These
developments stood in sharp contrast to traditional unimaginative develop-
ment practices, high urban densities, and lack of adequate sunlight, air,
and open space which had been predominant in large urban areas in the
early twentieth century. Besides the early English garden cities of
Letchworth and Welwyn, developments such as Hampstead Garden Suburb in
England, Roland Park in Maryland, Riverside in Illinois, and Forest Hills
Gardens in New York alerted planners and developers to the advantages
which could be gained through sensative aesthetic design. More important,
these developments offered a variety of housing types and costs, ample
provision of open space, as well as provisions for sccial and recreational
needs without sacrificing sound construction practices.

Although Clarence Perry is usually given sole credit for the
formation of the neighborhood unit concept, mest of the elements embodied
in his ideas were earlier established planning notions and development.
practices aiming to promote social reform and physical efficiency. Philo-
sophically, these notions were established to promote democratic coneration
and participation for full development of the individual. Perry, through
precise definition and enumeration, established a developiment pattern
based on social considerations to provide physical order through cleer
definition of service area.

In the years immediately following its formation, the concept was
immediately praised. The first attempt to construct a complete development
based on the concept was by Clarence Stein at Radburn, New Jersey.

Although the development was to be a complete new town incorporating the
neighborhood unit concept as a basis for design, the project was terminated

before completion due to the great depression. Nonetheless, the development



served as a model of the neighborhood unit concept proving its feasibility
as a practical alternative for residential development,

Since its inception, the neighborhood unit concept has often
become a major concern at the urban 1eve1.v In fact, "the neighborhood
still remains the basic measurement used by urban planners in evaluating
elements linked with people and areas in the formation of a compre-
hensive community plan."1 It would therefore seem that for planners to
make rational judgements as to the concept's opportunities and constraints
that they generally understand the history, components, and in general

the utilization of the concept as a development alternative.
II. PURPOSE

The objective of this thesis is to trace the historical
development and evolution of the neighborhood unit concept. In addition,
the purpose of the thesis is to generally acquaint planners with the
historical development and present status of the neighborhood unit concept.
In order to effectively do so, the document examines the events leading to
and preceding concept formulation, the actual development of the concept,
examples of its use, and in general its opportunities for the future.

Although much has been written concerning the neighborhood unit
concept as developed by Perry, few planners.are actually aware of its
historical background. This thesis will outline the origin, evolution, and
use of the concept so that planners can fully understand its opportunities

and constraints. With the changing notions of community development

lResidential Development Handbook, (Washington, D.C.: Urban
Land Institute, 1978), p. 115,




Patterns, there is a need to determine the advantages of neighborhood
unit as a tool to promote desirable, more efficient, and more livable
urban environments., Once understood, planners will be better qualified

to make rational decisions concerning the concept's use or abandonment.
ITI. METHODOLCGY AND ORGANIZATION

The primary thrust of this thesis document is historical. The
methodology employed in preparing the document was a historical
literature review concerning the background, genesis, application, and
acceptance of the neighborhood unit concept. Presentation of the thesis
is in terms of description.

The thesis has two main organizational divisions. Chapters IT and
III describe the events leading to Perry's neighborhood unit concept.
These chapters include the events, concepts, and general planning elements
which evolved to influence the concept's formation. The development
of Perry's concept is revealed as a synthesis of several single focus
concepts and ideas which were integrated, enumerated, and refined
by Perry and incorporated to formulate the neighborhood unit concept.
Included in these chaplers are the significant events, reform movements,
and planning innovaticns which occurred prior to the concept's formation
shaping it as a social and physical design solution.

Chapters IV, V, and VI trace the concept from its publication to
present times. Chapter IV presents the purpose and definition of the
neighborhood unit concept as developed by Perry. In addition, the chapter
describes the contributions and philosophy of Clarence Stein, who was the
first to create a development utilizing the neighborhood unit as a basis

for physical design.



Chapter V briefly describes the subsequent developments which
were constructed based on the notion of the neighborhood unit concept.
While this chapter includes various developments which claimed to be
based on the neighborhood unit concept, the reader can readily see that
theré have been many variations and adaptations of the concept from its
pure form. While these variations have served to physically promote a
better environment, perhaps they have also led to the confusion associated
with the neighborhood unit,

The final chapter briefly outlines the present status of the
concept in planning today. While emphasis is placed on the opportunities
for future use of the concept, it is not to be assumed that widespread
utilization will occur naturally. Rather, it 1s hoped that a better
understanding of the design elements and history associated with the
concept will serve to inspire planners to encourage a more livable,

efficient, and ordered urban environment.



CHAPTER IT

SOCTALLY ORIENTED ANTECEDENTS OF
THE NEIGHBORHOOD UNIT CONCEPT

I. CHARLES HORTON COQLEY

In the years preceding the formation of the neighborhood unit
concept, social reformers and theorists sought to remedy the ills brought
on by the Industrial Revolution. Advocates stfessed reform in such areas
as education, government, as well as in industrial working and living
conditions. During the period from approximately 1895 to 1915, concern
for humanistic values gradually replaced the Doctrine of Laissez-Faire
and social thought was manifested in solving urban problems,

One of the leading soclal theorists of the early twentieth century
who sought to promote social organization in urban areas was Charles
Horton Cooley. Cooley wrote of the importance of human association and
its relation to efficient social organization. Many of his notions served
to seed planning thought in terms of creation of a physical pattern to
meet the social needs of the community.

Cooley's writings stressed that the human personality was a result
of individual associations. Similarly, Cooley held that, "that which
makes us human wastes away in isolation . . . the most important spheres of
intimate association and cooperation-though by no means the only ones are
the family, the playgroup of children, and the neighborhood or the community

group of elders."1

1Charles Horton Cooley, Social Organization: A Study of the larger
Mind, (New York: Charles Schribner & Son, 1909), p. 24.
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Cooley based his treatise on the observation that men had always
naturally grouped together into settlements and that man's associations
were a result of these groupings. Cooley wrote that, "of the neighborhood
group 1t may be said in general that from the time men formed permanent
settlements upon the land, down, at least, to the rise of modern industrial
cities, it has played a main part in the primary heart to heart life of
the people." 1In fact, he felt that the neighborhood group had served
naturally to promote the "face to face" association which was the most
important ingredient in developing human personality.2

Cooley was concerned that many of the adverse conditions of the
early 1900's were detrimental tc human association and development.
Similarly, he felt that the growing mobility of the population and
spin offs of the industrialized nature of the times were serving to disrupt
the traditional lifestyle and needs of man., He wrote that . . . in our own
life the intimacy of the neighborhood has been broken up by an intricate
mesh of wider contacts which leave us strangers to people who live in the
same house."3

Rapid urbanization and the resulting conditiens in large urban
areas distressed Cooley. He urged action to attack these adverse conditions
before it was too late. However, he recognized the predominance of certain
social trends which remained constant amidst the growing urban strain.
Cooley wrote that ". . . in our cities the crowded tenements.and the general
econonics and socilal confusion have sorely wounded the family and the

neighborhood, but it is remarkable, in view of these conditions, what

2Go01ey, Social Organization, p. 25.

3cooley, p. 26.
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vitality they show; and there is nothing upon which the conscience of time
is more determined than upon restoring them to health."u Clearly, Cooley
was expressing his optimism for the survival of the institutions of family
and neighborhood association which he felt so necessary for complete human
development.

Cooley felt that only through the community life, utilizing common
amenities, institutions, and organizations would the urban citizen be able
to realize his full potential for development and self expression. Cooley
spéculated that, ". . . it seems probable that the plain citizen must lcok
largely to the communal life to supply that chance of self expression which
town residence and the specialized nature of industry have so largely
restricted,"d Accepting the urbanization occurring in this country as
inevitable, Cooley was perhaps looking for the concept of the neighborhood
unit when he wrote, ". . . urban life is inevitable and instead of regretting
the country the city dwellers had better make the most of the new situation,
through playgrounds, public amenities, socialized schools, recreation centers,
and in general, a more vital and human civic organiza;tion."6

Although Cooley was searching for communal design which would cater
to the needs of the urban dweller, it would be several years before planning
would make a conscious effort to weave the social element into urban design,
at least in the form of the néighborhood unit. However, Cooley's notions
influenced varicus soclal and physical reformers, who would eventually be
influential in promoting physical design to enhance the social needs of

urban residents.

I
Cooley, p. 27.
SGooley, p. 408,

6Cooley, p. 406,



IT. PUBLIC OPEN SPACES

Partially in response to growing social pressure, planners slowly

began to recognize the importance of parks and open spaces for proper
human development. In fact, by 1906 several cities had established park

systems for thelr communities. In this year, Fredrick Law Olmstead and

John Nolen, two of this country's most respected planners, stressed that
merely establishing parks, inefficiently planned in terms of location and.
need, would result in a loss of public funds as well as in community
benefit.7
Olmstead and Nolen advocated that citles engage in careful site
selection, design and variety of open spaces to serve specific purposes.
The two planners stressed that civic designers should recognize that there
are silx types of open spaces for cities and that they should be careful
as to fitting the type with the need. However, they also stressed that
although these six types represented the normal requirements of large
cities in respect to open space needs, that there is no system which is
universally applicable for all cities. Rather, any city's park system
should necessarily depend on the historical, social, and physical conditions
of the city.8
The first important type of open space for cities are the streets,
boulevards, and parkways. In establishing this type of open space, they

urged planners to consider the plan, character, and appearance of the street.

7John Nolen and Fredrick Law Olmstead, "The Normal Requirements of
Anerican Towns and Cities in Respect to Public Open Spaces," Charity and
the Commons, XVI, (June 30, 1906), p. &ii,

8Nolen and Olmstead, "Normal Requirements," p. 411,
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In addition, they said it is important to consider the purpose of the
street, as different types are better sulted to certain uses. Therefore,
it is necessary to choose the correct type of street for the purpose it
is to fulfill.?
The second type of open space mentioned by Nolen and Olmstead,
city squares, gardens and public grounds, were the most common types
found in cities. These types, the two stressed, should be small in sige
and integrated throuvghout the city. Similarly, they wrote that this
type of open space provides agreeable views, promenades or resting grounds.
They felt that in planning for these types of open spaces, trees, shrubbery,
and direct and convenient footpaths situated along the lines of travel most
used, would encourage fuller use of the facility. - smaller cities, they
argued that these areas can be utilized simply for their aesthetic or
pictorial value a.lone.10
The third type of open space, the playground, they felt, serves to
provide areas for the population to exercise for the health of mind and
body. Olmstead and Nolen argued that as cities get larger and hecome more
dense, occupations becorme more confining and transportation becomes
cheaper. As a result, in larger cities, populations get less exercise in
daily 1ife, and these exercise areas become more important for health,.
These playgrounds are designed to serve: the small child; school
aged children; older boys and girls; men and women, Playgrounds,
they emphasized, should be planned for the age group which is to utilize

it. 1In addition, these should be ample, accessible, complete in arrangement

Nolen and Olmstead, "Normal Requirements," p. 412.

10Nolen and Olmstead, p. 413,




12

and well maintained.11

The fourth type of open space required by cities is the small or
neighborhood park. This type of park, they wrote, is similar to squares
or gardens, except for its extent. This type of park requires from ten to
two hundred acres and internally displays flowers, shrubs, trees, fountains,
statues, and sculptures. They urged careful design and planning of this
type of park in order to emphasize its elegance and richness.12 |

The fifth type of open space normally reguired for cities is the
large park. This type of open space usually requires two hundred to one
thousand acres and is usually the chief feature of a city park system,
The purpcse of these parks, Nolen and Olmstead insisted, is to provide &
Pleasant country district within our urban areas to be used for driving or
strolling by the population., Nolen and Olmstead were careful to warn that
due to the cost of acquisition and the interference of the park with the
street system, careful planning is especlally required for this type of site
selection. In addition, they felt that landscape architects should strive
to make the park available and accessible without disrupting the park's
natural area. Furthermore, any improvement should be for its own sake and
subordinate to the unity of the area. In sum, the large urban park should
function to provide scenery, natural area, and beauty to the urban setting.13

The final class of open space mentioned by Olmstead and Nolen was
the great outlying reservation., This class of open space includes; lakes,

rivers, mountains, beaches, and meadows. These open areas differ from large

11Nolen and Olmstead, pp. 416-19,

12N01en and Olmstead, pp. 419-22.

13Nolen and Olmstead, pp. 422-24.
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parks in that they are: 1) a greater distance from the population;
2) generally cover a larger area; and 3) there is less formal construction
required in the area. Finally, Nolen and Olmstead stressed that the value
of these reserQations is primarily for use by future generations. There-
fore, acquisition of these outer reservations, the two planners felt, was
of greatest importance to larger urban areas.ll‘L

Nolen and Olmstead stressed that cities needed to increase the
number and variety of public open spaces. The plannsr's role in such a
system, according to Noien and Olmstead, was to accurately measure local
needs and plan for the necessary service expansion. Similarly, the open
space system should be based on the size, character, and location of each
site. Above all else, the two men warned that in regard to planning for
an open space system, ". . . energetic doing should be guided by clearer
thinking,"15

The work of Olmstead and Nolen helped to introduce planners to the
social importance of open space in the urban environment. Similarly, they
helped to clarify the nature of the various open space types. Finally,
they stressed for planners to plan park systems for local needs and to

respond by careful design and planning of the facility based on these needs,
IIT. THE SETTLEMENT HOUSE MOVEMENT

One of the earliest organized attempts in this country to combat
the social i1lls associated with industrialization was the Social Settlement

Mcovement. Social settlements, which originated in England in the middle

14

Nolen and Olmstead, "Normal Requirements," p. 424,

15Nolen ana Olmstead, p. 424,
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nineteenth century, were established in several large United States cities

in the latter eighteen hundreds to provide a central meeting place for the
homogeneous residents of crowded urban neighborhoods. Although considered
a vague movement by socilal scientists, the movement grew from six settle-

ments in 1891 to over four hundred in 1910.16

Resident workers of these settlements were generally professional
social workers, young colldege graduates, and volunteers inspired by "the
impulse to help their brothers."17 The function of the social settlement
was to provide sympathy, help, and hope to nearby slum dwellers at the
neighborhood level., In addition, settlements sought to preserve human-
istic and spiritual values in a dismal industrial soclety. Ultimately,
the settlements hoped to reform urban society, externally, through internal
neighborhood organization,

The movement stressed that the organic unity of 1ife transcended
class differences and therefore, the goal of the settlement house was to
bridge the gap between the rich and poor, created by the Industrial Revolu-
tion. Jane Addams, who established the Hull House Settlement in Chicago,
felt that settlements were based on "the theory that the dependency of
classes on each other is reciprocal . . ."18 In further defining settle-

ments, Addams said, "it is a philozophical movement that is an attempt to ex-

press the meaning of life in terms of 1life itself, in the form of activity.”19

%6A11en F. Davis, Spearheads for Refornm, (New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1967), p. 16.

173acob A. Riis, "What Settlements Stand For," Outlook, IXXXVIII,
May, 1908), p. €9.

18Davis, Spearheads, p. 36.
19Jane Addams, "A Function of the Social Settlements," a paper sub-

mitted to the American Academy of Political and Social Science, (May 16, 1899),
p. 36.
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Social settlements were not in themselves charitable organizations.
Leonora O'Reilly wrote in 1899, ", ., . that neighborhood work is not charity,
but a recognition of the sociological fact that we are, none of us, mere

20 The movement, therefore,

atoms independent and apart from each other."
was one to deal with problems in the larger urban areas rather than to help
others escape them. These problems were summarized by Jane Addams when she
wrote that, "the streets are ineipressibly dirty, the number of schools
inadequate, factory legislation unenforced, and hundreds of houses are
unconnected with the street sewers."21

The social settlement movement prompted education reform, social
research, and the attitude of reviving the vitality of the neighborhood.
Similarly, many settlements felt their role should be that of a "éocial
center for civic cooperation." In theory, the social sebtlement movement
was based on neighborhood participation and cooperation. One writer wrote
that the actual purpose of the settlements were to make ". . . the educator
and the social worker, the minister and the doctor, the sociologist and
soclal reformer, residents and participants in the neighborhood to which
they were carrying their services."22

Settlements focused attention on such problems as Juvenile delin-
quency, drunkeness, and other problems confronting the stability of the
home., Eventually, the settlement house became ". . . a social center, school,
home making class, kindergarten, play and recreation center, informal

housing and employment bureau."z3

2ODavis, Spearheads, p. 19.

dlDavis, p. 27.

229 vend Riemer, The Modern City, (New York: Prentice-Hall Inc.,
1952), p. 415.

23

Davis, p. viii.
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Generally speaking, the development of a social settlement under-
went three stages. The first stage of settlement development can be de-
scribed as "social impressionism," This stage served as a period of
interaction, where settlements became acquainted with the feelings and
problems of the neighborhood residents. This stage was a conscious attempt
to link the life of the resident with the life of the neighborhood. "The
capacity of understanding, appreciating, and sympathizing with the sur-
rounding life is then the distinguishing mark of the early settlements."zu

The second stage of settlement development was that of "interpre-
tation." In this stage, the settlements worked to perceive the needs of
the neighborhood. 1In addition, more money was spent on administration and
for the establishment of social clubs andleducation classes. Eventually,
this stage led to the replacement of small settlement houses with larger,
more functional bulldings to better accommodate the neighborhood populations.z5

The final stage of settlement house development was that of "action."
The action stage featured neighborhood participation and was based on the
knowledge gained by the neighborhood group, through its own impression of
the surrounding life. Eventually the home, or settlement house, became an
industrial center where ". . . employers and employed, educated and un-
educated, meet on friendly terms and come to an understanding of the human
element that vitalizes them all."2

The social settlement movement hoped to accomplish three social

themes, The first theme involved ". . . the desire to make the entire

2L*Mary Kingsbury Simkhovitch, "Settlement Orgaﬁization, "The
American City, XIV, (April, 1915), pp. 566-67.

25Simkhovitch, "Settlement Organization," pp. 566-67.

2031 nkhoviteh, pp. 566-67.
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social organism democratic, to extend democracy beyond its political ex-

pression."27 Before the period during the rise of the settlement, democracy
was not applicable to social affairs, Similarly, political equality had
done little to combat the social inequality which existed in this country
before the movement began. Many of the people in the core of large American
cities were poor, unorganized socially, and "living without corresponding
social contact."28 The city, as a result, was divided socially and econ-
mically between the rich and poor. Social settlements opened the way for
members of one class in society to live in the midst of another class.Z2Y
Through common intercourse of classes, the settlements hoped to foster a
higher form of civic life.

The second theme of social settlements was the desire to ". . . share
the human race life and to bring as much as possible of social energy and
accumulation of civilization to those portions of human race which have
1itt1e."30 This theme was an attempt to establish an outlet for helpfulness
and human fellowship for mankind., Similarly, it was a realization that the
common bond of mankind was stronger than the things that make men different.
Thelsettlement allowed younglcollege graduates to share in the betterment
of mankind, as young people, feeling the need to put classroom "theory into

action, responded readily to the settlement form of activity."31

27Philanthrophy and Social Progress, Seven Essays . . . delivered
before the school of applied ethics at Plymouth, Mass. during the session
of 1892, (New York and Boston: T. Y. Crowell and Company, 1893), pp. 3-5.

28Philanthropby and Social Progress, p. 5.

29Samuel A. Barnett, "The Settlement Movement," Charity and the
Commons, XVI, (April-October, 1906), p. 187.

30

Philanthrophy and Social Progress, p. 15.

31Philanthrqphy and Soclal Progress, p. 17.
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The third theme of the social settlement movement was "the
renaissance of Christianity," which stressed its humanitarian aspects.32
This theme was based on the notion that Christianity must be embodied in
the line of social progress. Simply stated, it was a movement to make
social services available to the poor in the spirit of Christianity. This
revival of Christianity in the name of social progress was based on the
proposition that ". . . man's action is found in his social relationships in
the way in which he connects with his fellows, that his motives for actions
are the zeal with which he regards his fellows."33 Therefore, the cause
of the settlement worker was humanity, with emphasis placed on better
conditions for the poor. In sum, the settlement movement was an experi-
mental effort to deal with problems which arose in larger urban areas.

Settlement héuses worked to cure many of the social and physical
ills which confronted the urban population. Among the improvements attri-
buted to these reformers were recreational reform, housing improvement, and
better urban transportation systems. The reform work of the settlement
began at the neighborhood level and moved outward into the city. The key
to restoring the city, reformers advocated, was through the revival of the
neighborhood. Graham Taylor, a settlement reformer wrote that ". . . neighbor-
hoods are the source of civic strength for progress."34 Following this
line of reasoning, settlements served as guardians of the neighborhood

interest.

One settlement reformer advocated, or predicted, that the emphasis

32Phila,nthrophy and Social Progress, p. 17.

33Philanthrqphy and Social Progress, pp. 18-22.

3”Philanthrqphxﬁand Social Progress, p. 75.
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in city planning should be placed on neighborhoods. Her justification for
this proposition was that:

A settlement gets things done for a given neighborhood.

It proposes to be the guardian of the neighborhood

interest and through the identification of the interests

of the settlement group, with the local interests, it

forms a steadying and permanent element in a community

which is more or less wavering or in flux.
Similarly, Robert Woods wrote that, ". . . The neighborhood is large enough
to include in essence all the problems of the city, the state, and the
nation, and it is large enough to present these problems in a recognizable
community form."36

Settlement houses began to experiment with educational reforms.
Eventually, their pioneering efforts led to the use of the school facility
for recreational and social purposes. In 1902, John Dewey, addressing the
National Education Board, stated that:

. What we want to see is the school, every public school,

doing something of the same sort of work that is now being

done by a settlement or two scattered at wide distances

through the city.37
However, the school center movement did not absorb the social settlement,
but rather became a movement independent of settlements.

Social settlements also strived to reduce congestion in large urban
arcas. However, settlement workers felt that simply moving the population
from urban to rural areas was not a permanent solution to the problem of
overcrowding. Rather, the key to congestion relief was through urban

improvement such as through the development of parks and playgrounds, better

tenement houses, and comprehensive city planning to limit the number of

35Philanthrophv and Social Prégress, p. 75.

36Philanthrophy and Social Progress, p. 75.
37

Philanthrophy and Social Progress, p. 77.




people allowed to live in a given area. Reformers helped convince the

nation that creative play was important to the development of better
citizenship., Similarly, they showed that small playgrounds, strate-~
gically placed, could help reconstruct a better urban social environment.
Perhaps, settlement workers were looking for the neighbhorhood unit concept
when they cried out, "Is there not some feasible compromise or combination
of county and city, having some of the benefits of both?"38

In summary, the social settlements were an early attempt to
promote social reform in urban areas. Their approach to urban reform was
through new development. The movement, emphasizing the universal impor-
tance of humanity, not only helped to solve many of the social problems
in urban areas, but also placed emphasis on planning at the neighborhood
level for effective social and physical control. The efforts of these
early reformers, through their method of approach, helped to mold the
theoretical basis and the philosophical justification of the neighborhood

unit concept as a tool for development.,
IV. THE COMMUNITY CENTERS MOVEMENT

Due to the increasing social awareness which was growing in this
country shortly after 1900, planners began to reflect social considerations
in physical design. Onevof the earliest pioneering attempts at physical
design for social efficiency was exhibited from 1905-1907, by the Civic
League of St. Louis. This organization, concerned with civic improvement,

produced what Charles Mulford Robinson labeled the most "comprehensive

38Florence Kelly, "The Settlements, The Lost Opportunity,"
Charity and the Commons, XVI, (April 7, 1906), p. 81.
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and elaborate" city plan of the times.)
Preliminary work for the plan began in 1905, when the Executive
Board of the Civic League of St. Louis appointed a committee to inves-
tigate the feasibility of preparing a plan for the city. The resulting
report of the committee recommended the establishment of five local
committees to prepare the sections of the plan. In addition, it was
recommended that a general coordinating committee be established to
incorporate the elements into a final city plan. A total of forty-two
nmembers, on the various committees, labored to produce the final document,
In 1907, the final plan was fresented to the Executive Committee
of the Civic League., The unique feature of the plan was a chapter titled
"Civic Centers of Smaller Building Groups." The chapter recommended the
clustering of institutions, around s common center, "which have for their
object the mental, moral, or physical improvement of the neighborhood."h1
The chapter recommended that after careful site selection by the Comnittee
on Civic Centers, which would be based on the particular needs of the
neighborhood, the city should establish a system of neighborhood civic
centers for St, Louis.42
Reflecting social considerations in the recommendation, Dwight F.
Davis, chairman of the Civic Center Committee, wrote that:
While as yet the nature underlying most city plans has

been primarily aesthetic, with the utilitarian and
humanitarian motives of secondary importance, it is

39%harles Mulford Robinson, "The City Pian Report of St. Louis,"
Charity and the Commons, XIX, (May 9, 1908), p. 1542.

!
J/()Cl'lc‘z.z‘les Mulford Robinson, "The City Plan Report," p. 1542,

41Cha.rles Mulford Robinson, "The City Plan Report," p. 1542,

QZCharles Mulford Robinson, "The City Plan Report," p. 1542,
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beginning to be understood that the lasting value of improve-
ment work lies with its influence on the mind. To build a
beautiful city is a worthy aim; a higher one '3 to develop
it so as to mold the character of the people.*

The plan called for clustering several public, semi-public, and
private institutions around a common center. Included in the uses to be
grouped together were: a public school, a parochial school, a branch
library, a park and playground, a public bath; a model tenement, a settle-
ment house, a church, a police station, a fire house, and homes of athletic
and soclal orga.ni:z.a.t:lons.b(LL While the plan reflected social and philan-
thropic desires to physically arrange institutions for easy access by the
population, it was also based on the notion that a small civic center in

e L o
Y In eddition, the

each neighborhood would result irn better cltizenship.
plan presented the opportunity to add beauty to the neighborhood through
harmonious treatment of landscape and architecture of the neighborhood
center. The establishment of several civic centers, the committee hoped,
would serve as a model for neighborhood improvement work and, thereby,
ultimately foster civic pride.h6
The "neighborhood center" was described by Dwight F., Davis as:
« + . grouping all the various public, semi-public, and private
institutions, which have as their aim the mental, moral, or

physical nguilding of the neighborhood in which they are
situated.”

“BDwight F. Davis, "The Neighborhood Center-A Moral and Educational
Factor," Charity and the Commons, XIX, (February 1, 1908), p. 1504.

quwight F. Davis, "The Neighborhood Center," p. 1504.

!
P5Me1 Scott, American City Planning Since 1690, (Los Angeles:
University of California Press, 1969), p. 72.

HOpobinson, "The City Plan Report of St. Louis," p. 154k,

47Dwight F. Davis, "The Neighborhood Center," p. 150%
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In addition, Davis gave five advantages of grouping institutional uses
by neighborhood.

1. The grouping of institutions would serve to center the
interests of the locality and allow the institutions to
support each other. The proximity of institutions to
each other would add to the efficiency of each.

2. The institutions would be grouped around a park. This
would allow common architectural and landscape treat-

ment and add to the beauty of each neighborhood.

3. A neighborhood center would foster civic pride as the
whole neighborhood will gain comparative attractiveness.

4. The neighborhood center would make social services
readily available to foreign born immigrants who are
presently unaware of social services.

5. Neighborhood centers would serve as rallying points
for the development of neighborhood feeling. Once

local interest is aroused, it can be directed to combat
corruption and inefficiency in political affairs.48

The recommendations of the Civic League of St. Louis' chapter
on neighborhood centers was an innovative approach to physical design for
social needs. However, while the system of community centers in St. Louis
involved clustering several institutions around a common center, this
method at first appeared to be impractical for most cities. Nonetheless,
the community center seed was planted. Planners.gradually became inspired
to create a physical design which was not only aesthetically appealing, but
also socilally efficient, in terms of creating a social order in municipal
affairs.

Perhaps inspired by the progressive plan of St. Louis, in 1910,

Clarence Perry wrote a highly publicized book, The Wider Use of the School

Plant. This book not only offered a more practical solution to the creation

haDaVis, "The Neighborhood Center," p. 1505-06.
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of community centers, but for the first time, Perry made mention of the
term "neighborhood unit." Although he did not offer the formula for the
concept in this book, it served to invoke several ideas which he would
later include in his neighborhood unit concept.

The book called attention to the fact that while public schools
were utilized eight hours a day, for the remaining hours the school was
idle. Perry argued that public schools could serve a myriad of purposes
other than formal education. Perry stressed that the public school facility
could easily be utilized for evening schools, vacation summer school, public
lectures, and adult social centers., Furthermore, Perry stressed that
since the public school already existed and was centrally located to the
population, it could be readily utilized with little extra expense.49

Although a huge success as an inspiration to community centers-
advocates, Perry's notion of extended school use was not entirely new.
As early as 1894,.Jacob Riis, who had become one of the nation's most
renowned social reformers through his various books and magazine articles
depicting social disorders in large urban areas, had conceived the idea of
combining public parks and school playgrounds. Riis not only deplored
the small allotments of land designated for school playgrounds, but
was also disturbed that the location of schools in residential areas
tended to lower real estate values‘So

Riis argued that by combining school playgrounds and public parks,

not only could school children be better served with larger recreation

49Clarence A. Perry, Wider Use of the School Plant, (New York:
The Russell Sage Foundation, 1910).

50Jacob A. Riis, "Playgrounds for City Schools," The Century
Magazine, XLVIII, (May-October, 1894), p. 657.




areas, but the public could also benefit from an attractive and useful

neighborhood park. Riis stressed that urban communities should:

. let enough land be condemned around every public school

in the city,that is not already isolated, to make a very
small park that shall at once be a playground for the
children and a breathing spot for the overworked mothers and
their babies, as well as a place where the father may smoke
his evening pipe.

Riis maintained that through careful planning an@ design of the
park area around the public school, the school would become a source of
civic pride for the neighborhood. Furthermore, Riis felt that a school
surrounded by such a park would serve to enhance rather than depreciate
residential real estate values. Riis wrote:

If I had my way, I would surround every school in the city,
uptown or downtown, with a park that would make it always
the most attractive spot in the neighborhood. 52

Riis had even stressed that the school facility should be made
available for public use. Similarly, Riis felt that a school building,
attractive, useful, and above all, open, c¢ould be utilized by children
after school hours for club rooms.53 Riis, it would seem, had foreseen
the wider use of school buildings sixteen years prior to Perry's book
advocating the same notion.

As planners and social reformers began to establish the importance
of the community center as the nucleus of community life, they also began

to think of community organization at the neighborhood level. The neigh-

borhood, reformers observed, seemed to constitute a small community in

5ipiis, "Playgrounds for City Schools," p. 663.
52Riis, p.663.
53Riis, p.666.
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itself. In fact, neighborhoods were viewed as "a portion of the city or

n5ll’

state that is already more or less organiged socially. This notion was
based on the assumption that the city possessed a social, as well as a
physical, organization. The city, reformers argued, 1s organized into
neighborhoods, each of which has sentiments, traditions, and a history of
its own, apart from the city as a whole. While early reformers realized
that neighborhoods existed without formal organigzation, it was viewed
nonetheless as ". . . a social unit which by its clear definition of outline,
its organic completeness, its hairtrigger reactions, may be fairly
considered as functioning like a social unit."55
Reformers recognized that, in terms of both the social and political
organization, the neighborhood was the smallest local unit. In addition,i
they recogniged that "proximity and neighborly contact was the basis for -
the simplest and most neighborly form of association with which we have
to do in the organization of city life."56 Social reformers stressed that
the framework.of our nation was based on the concept of self-governing
communities, divided down to the smallest group, the family to the indivi-
dual. The neighborhood, they felt, was the most important group next to
the family. It was therefore important, they argued, to organize the com-

munity and provide a place ". . . where people can come together in a

neighbcrly way, and in terms of democratic equality, learn to know each

5LLHenry S. Curtis, "The Neighborhood Center," The American City,
vir, (July, 1912), p. 14,

.
J5Robert E. Park, "The City: Suggestions for the Investigations
of Human Behavior in the City Environment," The American Journal of

Sociology, XX, (March, 1915), p. 578.

56Park, "The City: Suggestions," p. 580.
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other and extend and enrich the community sympathies."57

The natural place for this type of organization, it seemed, was
the public school. As one reformer wrote:

. the only'institution which reaches out to all the people,

to a}l ages, sexes, agg races, at one time or another, is the

public school . .
In fact, the school as the community center had such an impetus on the
social thought of the time, that in October of 1911, the first conference
on social centers was held in Madison, Wisconsin, and emphasized community
use of public school buildings.

Henry Curtis wrote in 1912, that while the town hall, and church,
had at one time served as the center for the community, "the school is
gradually coming to fill this place." In fact,; wrote Curtis, "the school
is already the center of the neighborhood, geographically, and in terms
of neighborhood interest," and therefore, other utilities should alsoc be
grouped around it.59

Curtis felt that an effective social center should consist of
several public facilities grouped together for efficiency and effectiveness.,
Not uniike the Civic League of St. Louils, Curtis recommended clustering in
a common center, association with the public school, a small park and
playground, library, municipal bath and gymnasium, and a people's theater.

By combining facilities in a common center, Curtis hoped to see the public

57Henry E, Jackson, A Community Center, (New York: Macmillan Co.,
1918), pp. 3-11.

[ <
J8L. J. Hanifan, Community Center, (New York: Silver, Burdett,
and Company, 1920), pp. 29-41,

59Curtis, "The Neighborhood Center," pp. 14-17.
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school become a people's club which would serve as the center of community

60

social 1life.

Curtis hoped to restore those elements of community life which
were missing in large urban areas. In order to do so, Curtis thought it
essential to restore social and political units within urban areas. By
concentrating facilities in a common area for community use, he felt that
individuals could be brought together and, thereby, strengthen community

life, Curtis wrote:

¢« + « If we are to add to the neighborhood center the social center
idea, and the people be brought together for various social occa-
sions, dances, music, school, entertainments, etc., we shall have
in the neighborhood center, which includes the public library,

the municipal gymnasium and bath, the public playground and the
park, the local lyceum and the people's theater, a real rallying
ground for the people; we shall restore to the city district a
community life and to the individual a social responsibility for
his acts. Such a center would surely do much E? conquer the city
wilderness and to moralize individual conduct.

Actually, the notion of a community center to serve the social and
recreational needs of the population was not altogether new, Rather,
reformers realized that this was common practice in rural areas. One

reformer wrote:

. . within the average village community could be found a number
of small communities or neighborhoods whose centers are the

school house or church. It is these smaller rural communities

or neighborhoods with which the commgnity center is likely to

be concerned for the present . . . . 2

Reformers hoped that urban areas might also be organized around the public

school to form component parts of the larger urban fabric.

6OHenry S. Curtis, "The Neighborhood Center," The American City,
VII, (August, 1912), p. 136,
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« + . while the size of the community depends in part upon the
topography of the country, the condition of the public high-
ways, the facilities for transportation, and sparsity of the
population, the size of the neighborhood is usually deter-

mined by thg group of families who partonize the school or

the chruch,®?

The school seemed to be the natural common interest point for child-
rearing families and as such could be utilized to promote community
organigzation.

In addition, social reformers saw four advantages of utilizing
the school as the community or neighborhood center:

1. The school was free from partisan and sectarian interests.,

2. The school was already a public institution.

3. The school was already accessible to all people.

4. The school had teachers, who already were paid public
offi?ia1§, froT vhom the p?ople could expectéﬁ reasonable
service in addition to thelr classroom work.,

By 1916, the Community Center Movement had grown to such an extent
that on April 16, 1916, another comference on community centers was held in
New York City. The conference attempted to establish an official defini-
tion and requirementsvof a community center. The conference lasted four
days and hosted delegates from sixty-eight cities.65

The conference defined the community center as:

. an impulse and a device whereby individuals and groups

are joined together cooperatively in school houses %gd other
public properties or even in properties not public,

63Hanifan, Community Center, p. 41.

J
6}Hanifan, P. 29,

6570hn Collier, "Definitions and Debates of the Community Centers
Conference," The American City, XIV, (June, 1916), pp. 572-74.

66

Collier, "Definitions and Debates,” pp. 572-74.
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In addition to defining the community center, the conference established
the requirements for community centers,

1., A community center must be a small unit affair with both
local responsibility and local freedom.

2, A community center must be self-supporting through economic
service to the community,

3. A community center must not be developed as an isolated
and inexpert enterprise. Rather, they should be organized
through a central overhead machinery to promote self-
government and self-support, such as a state department,
board of education, corporation, or central agency
cooperatively maintained by all local community centers.67
The purpose of the Community Center Movement was to contribute to
the material welfare of the individual and the community and to foster
intellectual growth of oitizens.68 However, the chief aim of the movement
was to deepen the contact and scope of education by extending the public
school to become a "people's university." In addition, since one function
of the public school was assumed to be that of making better citizens, the
schoolhouse could serve as a community ferum where orderly discussions of
questions concerning community welfare could occur.69
The basic assumption of the Community Center Movement was that
democracy is essentially based on the organization of society on the basis
of friendship. If the school could serve as a neighborhood club, reformers

hoped it would broaden the basis of unity among men, multiply their points

of contact, and allow consideration of common community interests.7o In

67Co111er, "Definitions and Debates," pp. 572-7h.

68Anna Pendelton Schenck, "The Need for Neighborhood Centers in
American Cities," The American City, XII, (April, 1915), pp. 337-339.

69Jackson, A Community Center, pp. 3-14,

70Jackson, pp. 3-14,
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this sense, the Community Center Movement also served to promote public
mindedness at the neighborhood level,

The conference on community centers had established the definition
and requirements of community centers. The best expression of the com-
munity centers conference was the establishment of a committee of the
Social Unit Organization., The Social Unit Organization was formed in the
winter of 1915, in Washington, D.C. This committee established the "Social
Unit Plan" as a method of communite organization based on the neighborhood

71

center. In order to achieve success for the organization, the committee
sought to secure three things: |
1. Endorsement of leading social and medical workers.

2. Money support which would go as a gift tc the community in
which it might be undertaken.

3. The services of national experts as advisors and aids to its
execution.”?

In February of 1916, the National Social Unit Organization was
formed in Washington, D.C. In November, the organization chose the Mohawk
Brighton District in Cincinnati for the first unit experiment. The purpose
of the experiment was to bring the neighborly advantages of the small town
to the urban community. The idea was:

. « . to hasten the coming of democracy both genuine and efficient,
by building wupon the basis of population units, an organization
through which the people can get a clear idea of their common

needs, and can use the technical knowledge of skilled grougs
formulating and carrying out programs to meet these needs.’3

7ic. J. Bushnell, "Community Center Movement as Moral Force,"
International Journal of Ethics, XXX, (April, 1920), p. 330.

72Bushnell, "Community Center Movement," p. 330.

"3Bushnell, p. 33L.
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The central theme of the social unit plan was to:
« + » enable every individual to perceive and feel himself to be
a facter in the life of the community, and to work intelligently
for the whole community at the same time that he is working for
himself. It attempted to develop a vital relationship between
the masses and experts, the producers and consumers, and between
people as human beings and people as vocational workers.’

The Social Unit Organization, having secured an experimental site
in Cincinnati, established a citigzen council and an occupational council
to serve Jjointly and deal with community problems. The citizen council
was composed of one representative from each block, elected by the block
council, who were elected by the people of the block above age eighteen.
Block representatives on the citizen's council were established as paid
general social agents of the district.. The duty of the council was.to
report the needs of the people to the proper authorities and experts and
to see that the needs are fulfilled. 1In essence, the citizen's council
served as a "census and intelligence system."75

The occupational council, on the other hand, secured one represen-
tative from each important vocational group in the community, The purpose
of the occupational council was to bring functional groups to action, to
meet the needs of all its individuals as reported and advised by the
citigen's council.76

Both councils met regularly in a centrally located building and
cooperated through a jointly elected executive. These two councils served

to represent the local govefnment of the district. " Similarly, they func-

tioned to eliminate oversights, duplication, and conflicts of effort and

'7

‘4Bushnell, "Community Center Movement," p. 331.
-

7)Bushnell, p. 331.

76Bushnell, p. 331.
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"to transform the present hostile class distinctions of social privileges
into friendly vocationzal distinctions of social services."?? In sum, it
was a sclentifically detailed plan for the development of genuine community
democracy and exhibited a true community approach to solving common prob-
lems., Today, this is called "citizen participation.” While many planners
think that this is a relatively new idea, in fact, it is not. Rather, the
result of this early forum for citizen participation was one of the first
examples of advocacy planning.

This experiment and several others served to enlighten the public
as to the possibilities of effective organization and contfol of problems
at the community level. Eventually, the United States Government, through
the Bureau of Education, endorsed the Community Centers Movement. The
slogan of the bureau became EVERY SCHOOL HOUSE A COMMUNITY CAPITOL AND
EVERY COMMUNITY A LITTLE DEMOCRACY.78 In praising the movement, President
Wilson in a speech said:

+ « . The creation of community councils is in my opinion making

an advance of vital significance, It will, I believe, result

when thoroughly carried out in welding the nation together as

no great nation of any great size has ever been welded before.

It will build up from the bottom an understanding and sympathy

and unity of purpose and effort, You will find it, I think,

not so much & new task as a unification of existing efforts,

a fusion of energies now too much scattered and at times

somewhat confused into one harmonious and effective power.79
Planners gradually incorporated the notion of community centers

as physical design for social improvement. In 1916, John Nolen wrote that

the three considerations in locating neighborhood centers are:

77Bushnell, "Community Center Movement," p. 331.
78hushnell, p. 337.

79
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1. The frequency or extent of territory each unit can serve.

2. Access,

3. The relation of the center to the immediate surroundings
such as streets and thoroughfares.

In planning for the location of centers, Nolen felt that the only way of
deternining the "effective radius" of any facility is to plot on a map
the residence of all those regularly attending it and discover the radius
of a circle which will include the majority of those using the center.
Speaking broadly, Nolen felt that a half mile should be close to the
effective 1imit of service for most recreational and social functions.so
Nolen also advocated that neighborhood centers should be located
so as to avoid hindrances to free access. Nolen felt that centers should
be located near, but not directly on, one or more thoroughfareé. This
location would avoid noise and dangers associated with the thoroughfare
to the users of the center. Access to the center from the thoroughfére,
Nolen recommended, should be provided by adequate approaches 1eading
directly to the center's main entrance, which should be both visible and
easily found.81
Nolen was one of the earliest planners to advocate the planning
of community centers. Nolen wrote:
a factor in the solution of the problem must be provision of
accessible educational and recreational facilities for all
age groups of the population in the residential suburb.82

Nolen was certainly aware of the progress that had been made in utilizing

80John Nolen, City Planning, (New York and London: Appleton and
Co., 1916), p. 125.

81
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the same facility as a multi-purpose center. Nolen was also keenly aware
of the progression of social thought which begged for physical design to
enhance political consciousness and civiec spirit. As a result, Nolen was
inspired to urge planners to show social concern through physical develop-
ment.

Not only did Nolen advocate utilization of neighborhood centers
for social improvement, he also advocated adequate provision of open space
in residential developments. Nolen expressed his concern for social
considerations by stressing the reserve of interior lands in residential
areas to improve 1living conditions. Nolen wrote:

It is believed that the reserve of interior land may come to
have a marked influence in improving living conditions, for,
in addition to the play area for small children, provision
may be made f?r allofmegg of gardens, tennis courts, and
other common interestis.

Nolen realized, before Perry, that there are limits to the effective
grouping of neighborhood activities. The limitation is due to the varia-
tion in sige of the districts to be served. Similarly, Nolen realized
that in order to Jjustify service provision, utilization of that service
must be close to maximum capacity. Following this line of reasoning,
Nolen stressed that planning for neighborhood activities should be based
on the population that is to be Served.8

Nolen felt, as did many reformers of the times, that neighborhood
activities should be grouped into a single éenter to better serve the

population, Concerning the provision of a single center to accommodate

social, educational, and recreational functions, Nolen wrote:

83Nolen, City Planning, p. 124,

8LPNolen, p. 118.
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The present tendency seems to be definitely moving towards

considering all three as a single combined,function, though

as yet, we have no one term to embrace it.
Perhaps, the term he searched for, based on his population considerations,
effective service radius, location of neighborhood centers away from
hindrances while insuring free access, grouping neighborhood activities,
and provision of open space amenities and reserve of interior lands, was
the neighborhood unit, Howéver, it was not until eight years later, in
192k, that Clarence Perry formaligzed his neighborhood unit scheme, It

did not appear in published form until 1929, when it appeared in Volume

VIT of the Regional Survey of New York and Its Environs.

Without elaborating, Lewis Munford wrote that the Community
Centers Movement seemed to collapse in approximately 1920, Furthermore,
Mumford claims that the movement left planners with two definite physical
development notions which eventually led to the formation of the neighber-
hood unit concept. These two notion were:

1. The need of a definite building to serve as a meeting place
for the local community.

2, The notion that the elementary school provided with suitable
halls, offices, and committee rooms could serve both children
and adults and it could function both day and night.86

As a result of these two notions, £he minimum requirements for a community
center has become the standard basis for school design in all parts of the
United States, In addition, the movement established the ratiocnal bound-

aries of the school, as the core or the nucleus of the neighborhood even

before Perry formalized his notion of the neighborhood unit concept, In

85Nolen, City Planning, p. 120,

4
80Lewis Mumford, The Urban Prospect, (New York: Harcourt, Brace, &
World, Inc., 1968), p. 64,
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sum, after the collapse of the Community Center Movement, the foundation

was laid for the establishment of a physical scheme based on social consi-

derations. Clarence Perry would ultimately respond to this need with the

87

neighborhood unit concept.

87Mumford, The Urban Prospect, p. 64.




CEAPTER III

PHYSICALLY ORIENTED ANTECEDENTS
OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD UNIT

I. SEPARATION OF PEDESTRIAN AND AUTO

In the years preceding the formation of the neighborhood unit
concept, planning thought also manifested itself in concern for physical
efficiency, As a result, several noteworthy physical design innovations
in residential developments provided opportunities for a more pleasant
living environment amidst the ills of industrial urbanized areas. Omne of
the earliest physical design concepts, ultimately to be incorporated into
the neighborhood unit concept, was first conceived by the landscape archi-
tect/planner, Fredrick Law Olmstead.

In 1851 Olmstead was commissioned to design Central Park for New
York City. Olmstead was faced with the challenge of creating a rural setting
on the outskirts of this country's largest city. Olmstead was also convinced
that it would be necessary to provide the means to route city traffic through
the park without interfering with its users.

Olmstead concluded that in order to preserve the natural setting of
the park, and at the same time not interrupt New York's city traffic, it
would be necessary to establish a system of specialized streets for the park.
With this notion in mind, Olmstead labored to design the park.

In order to accommodate heavy vehicular traffic through the park,

1Charles Capen Mclaughlan, The Papers of Fredrick Law Olmstead,
Vol. I, The Formative Years, (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press,
1977), ». 21,

38
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Olmstead created four transverse roads which were sunk below park level
and designed to serve as the sole lines of communication from one side of
the park to the other.2 The transverse roads served two purposes for
Olmstead. The first purpose of the transverse, sunken roads was to carry
traffic across the long park at a rapid rate and at the same time prevent
the park from interfering with the heavy traffic flow of the city. The
second purpose of the sunken transverse roads was to hide the hectic pace
of the city from the users of the park.3

Although the transverse roads passed through the park, they were
designed to be utilized independently of the park. They were to be policed
separate from the park and remain'constantly open to all legitimate forms
of city traffic.a In addition to being sunken, the transverse roads were
screened by planting to furthef separate them from the park. Crossing of
the transverse roads by users of the park was facilitated by wide cross-
bridges and pedestrian foot paths.5

In addition to the four transverse roads, Olmstead felt the need
for three moderately direct transverse roads to be utilized by the traffic
in the park. These roads were open to all classes of vehicles, but were
primarily designed for carriages and hackney coaches.6 These carriage roads

were sixty feet wide. However, in order to avoid vehicle races and to

2Alber't Fein ed., Landscape Into City-Fredrick Law Olmstead‘s Plans

for a Greater New York City, (New York: Cornell University Press, 1967),
pp. 66-67.

3Elizabeth Stevenson, Park Maker-The Life of Fredrick Law Olmstead,
(New York: Maemillan, 1977), p. 167.

uAlbert Fein, Iaindscape Into City, p. 67.

5McLaughlan, The Papers, p. 21.

6Fein, p. 69.




promote quiet rides, drives, strolls, these roads were not designed as

long straight parkways. Rather, they were curvilinear in design to avoid
"speed and competition for place."7
Olmstead also included footpaths and bridal paths in Central Park
which were uniquely separated from the other types of roadways. Although
some of these pedestrian paths ran along side the carriage roads, they
were separated from the carriage way by a four foot wide buffer turf. In
addition, Olmstead allowed for footpaths which were completely private in
relation to other types of roads. Therefore, no pedestrian would ever have
to fear being run down by traffic, and "the horseman could have his canter
and carriage owner his ride without fear of accident.“8
Olmstead's speclalized street system in Central Park and his system
of sunken transverse roads were fearures unique in his design.9 Olmstead
wrote:
Now we have multifarious styles of vehicles . . . many are conse-
quently quite unfit to be used in streets adapted to the heavy
wagons employed in commercial traffic and can only be fully
enjoyed on roads expressly prepared for them. In parks, such
roads are provided in connection with other arrangements for
the health of the people.l0
Olmstead's design was unique at that time because it demonstrated
that a peaceful, safe relationship could exist between the pedestrain and

heavy urban traffic. Eventually, Clarence Perry was 1o specify a specialized

street system in the neighborhood unit concept with major arterials to be

"Albert Fein, Iandscape Into City, pp. 87-88.

8McLaugh1an, The Papers, p. 21.
9M0Laugh1an, p. 21.

10Fein, p. 151,
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located on the outer periphery of the unit with only access and service
roads within. Both physical safety and unity were enhanced through the
speclalized street system in Central Park. Iater it would serve the same

purpose for Clarence Perry.
IT. THE GARDEN CITY MOVEMENT

The Garden City Movement, which began in England, owes its origin

to Ebenezer Howard. In 1898, disgusted with the adverse conditions of

London brought on by industrialization, Howard published Tomorrow: A

Peaceful Path to Land Reform. Later retitled Garden Cities of Tomorrow,

the book was a "best seller" for its day and served to stimulate planning
thought for years after its release.

Howard, disillusioned with the aimless expansion of London and the
overcrowding of .its urban population, proposed an alternative to the sprawl
of large urban areas, His proposal was the establishment of small self-
contained satellite garden communities separated from the core urban area
by a permanent green belt.

Howard began his proposition by stating that:

Each city may be regarded as a magnet, each person a needle; and
so viewed it is at once seen that nothing short of the discovery
of a method of constructing magnets of yet greater power than our
cities possess can be effective for redistributing the population
in a spontaneous and healthy manner.11
The problem, he felt, was to make the country as attractive to the working

man as the town, by offering amenities equal if not superior to the larger

urban areas,

1Ebenezer Howard, Garden Cities of Tomorrow, (London: Faber and

Faber Ltd., 1946), p. 45, First edition entitled: Tomorrow: A Peaceful
Path to Land Feform, (1902),
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Howard theorized the notion of three magnets, the town and country

each being magnetic in its strength to draw populations to itself. A third
type magnet, the town-country, Howard reasoned, could be created to offer
an alternative drawing force based on the combined strength of the two.
Howard realized that, singularly, the town as weli as the country provided
both advantages and disadvantages to their residents. The advantages of
the town included high wages, employment opportunity, well-1lit streets,
and social services, Disadvantages of the town were reflected in high
rents and prices, slums, pollution, and lack of sunlight and open space.
On the other hand, the country offered residents the advantages of
natural beauty, scenic vistas, fresh air, and lower rents. Disadvantages
included laék of society, no capital, and no modern sanitary improvements.
In this respect, neither country nor city life offered to its residents
the "full plan and purpose of nafure."12

Howard proposedAas an alternative to the town or country magnet,
a new enviroment consisting of a marriage of the advantages of each. His
- alternative for which he coined the phrase “garden city," meaning city in
a garden, '"was not a suburb but the antithesis of a suburb: not a more
rural retreat, but a more integrated foundation for an effective urban
life."13

Howard's scheme proposed obtaining a tract of land encompassing
6,000 acres, bought on the open market. The land was to be legally vested
in the hands of four administrators to be held in trust for the community.

There was to be no private ownership of property in the garden city but

12Howard, Garden Cities, pp. 46-48.

13Howard, D. 35.
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rather, all rents, based on the annual value of the land, were to be paid
to the trustees. The trustees, after providing for interest and a sinking
fund, would place the balance of the capital into the creation and main-
tenance of the city's public works and amenities.

The elements included in Howard's garden city were incorporated
to counter the problems which were present in the larger industrial cities
of his time. The first element Howard conceived was that of planned
dispersal. As cities grow beyond the limits of efficient service provision,
Howard proposed that an outward migration of people and industry be dispersed
into smaller independent garden cities. These towns were to be of suf-
ficient sige to provide adequate services and offer a variety of occupa-
tions and a level of culture needed by a cross section of modern scclety.
This planned dispersal would serve to halt the sprawl, congestion, and
formless growth of large industrial areas.15

Howard's ideal garden city was to be limited in size to 30,000
inhabitants in the city and an additional 2,000 inhabitants in the outer
countryside. Through the limitation of population size and density, the
problems associated with congestion would be eliminated. People would be
close to work, shopping, social centers, and to each other. Similarly,
the towns would be open with adequate open space provided for schools,
parks and parkways, and other functional purposes.

The town was to be well defined in regard to the town-country

relationship. In addition to the city itself, the development would

14
Howard, pp. 50-51.

15F. J. Osborne, Green Belt Gities, (London: Faber & Faber Ltd.,
1964), pp. 32-33.

16Osborne, Green Belt Citles, pp. 32-33.
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contain a large, permanent greenbelt encircling the town to be used for
agriéultural and recreational purposes by the townspeople. The avail-
ability of the nearby market would serve as a cultural center for the
rural population while the city people would receive the benefit of the
country situation.17

The town that Howard envisioned would be under quasi-public or
unified ownership by the population and, thereby, be a joint municipal
and cooperative enterprise. The development of the town was to be based
on planning control. The whole network of, the town, including the rocads,
functional zoning of land uses, maximum density limits, and the control
of building quality and design was to be preplanned. In this manner, the
quality of the development would be insured, while still allowing for
individual variety in such areas as skillful planting and landscape
design.

Howard's ideal garden city was conceptually designed as a series
of concentric rings comprising approximately one thousand acres and
located in the center of the six thousand acre tract secured for the
project. (See Figure 3-1.) The radius of the circular city was to be
approximately 1,240 yards or 3/4 mile from the center to the circumference
of the circle. The very center of this city would contain a circular
ares of five and a half acres of garden space. Around this garden would
be placed large public buildings, the town hall, a céncert.and lecture

19

hall, theater, library, museum, picture gallery, and hospital,

1?OSborne, pp. 32-33.

1SOsborne, pp. 32-33.

19Howard, pp. 51-57.
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Radiating frem the center of the garden city would be six, one
hundred and twenty foot wide boulevards, which would serve to divide the
city into six equal parts or wards. The area of each ward would comprise
approximately one-sixth of the city and would contain approximately five
thousand inhabitants. These wards were actually neighborhoods, based on
the population required to support one school. In addition, they were
each independent in themselves, with the school building designed to serve
as a neighborhood church, library, and a place for concerts and meetings.zo

The next concentric ring radiating from the center of Howard's
garden city was to contain approximately 145 acres. This ring was to
serve as a central park and provide ample available cpen space for the
entire community. Howard proposed a wide glass arcade to encircle the
park which he called the Crystal Palace. The palace would open onto the
park and would be used for shops and indoor winter gardens.21

The next concentric ring was to be separated from the Crystal
Palace by a circular tree-lined avenue with houses fronting on it. All
building lots in the garden city were to be 20 x 130 feet, with the mini- |
mum lot being 20 x 100 feet. The total number of lots were not to excead
5,000 in his garden city. On these lots were to be built excellent houses
all fronting on either the circular avenues or transverse roads and ‘
boulevards which ran through the city.22

The outer most concentric ring of Howard's ideal city was the

industrial section of the city. The industrial area was separated from

2OHoward, pp. 51-57.

21Howard, pp. 51-57.

22Howard, pp. 51-57.
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the other land uses in his scheme by a circular avenue which Howard called
Grand Avenue, Grand Avenue, which was 420 feet in width, would serve as
a buffer between the industrial area and other land uses. In addition,
this avenue would ﬁrovide another green park of 115 acres. The industrial
uses within this concentric ring would te located so as to have access 1o
a circular railway which was to encompass the entire town. This railwayr
was to be connected to a main railway line passing through the entire
estate and thereby allowing for the efficient movement of industrial goods
throughout the town.23

The remaining area of the town consisted of the agricultural green
belt. This area was to be held by various individuals in large farms,
small holdings allotments, and cow pastures. The purpose of the ring was
to be twofold. The ring would serve to provide the city with agricultural
goods and also serve as é permanent open reéreational area for the city's
inhabitants. In addition, it was to function to 1limit the size of the
farming purposes by the agricultural section of the estate, and the town
proper would serve as a cultural center and market for the agricultural
population.zu

Howard viewed the city as an organic unit, recognizing the rela-
tionship of the parts of the city to each other. (See Figure 3—2.)
Accordingly, any functional limit of any area, Howard reasoned, would
serve as a functional 1limit to the entire town. Similarly, Howard realized

that no small city could be fully self-contained. Rather, there are a

23Howard, pp. 51-57.

2L .
Howard, pp. 51-57.
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number of specialized functions which Howard felt could be easier

performed in larger urban areas. This is due tc the reservoir of varied

bccupations, diversity of human interests, and availability of capital

in the larger urban areas., Therefore, Howard proposed the establishment

of several small communities, interacting and functioning as a regional

unit. This regional unit, Howard felt, should consist of ten cities

with a total combined population of 300,000 inhabitants, bound by a rapid

transit system to unify the.cities for mutual interaction. Howard called

this regional unit the "town cluster,”" and this, for Howard, represented

the ideal growth pattern for the future.25
Embodied in Howard's concept of the garden city were the principles

of limited population numbers and land area, growth by colonization,

variety and sufficiency of economic opportunity and social advantages,

and control of land in the public interest. These notions were foundad

on three previously conceived concepts which had a marked effect on

Howard's philosophy. These concepts included; the notion of an orgaanEd

migratory movement proposed by Wakefield and Marshall, the system of

land tenure of Thomas Spence and ﬁerbert Spencer, and the ideas of town

development conceived fifty years earlier by James S, Buckingham.26
However, Howard's scheme was unique in that it proposed an indusz-

trial reorganization scheme which would offer an environment for the

healthy development of future generations. His book propased a transformed

English industrial civilization which eliminated slums, congestion, and

.
2)F‘. J. Osborne and Arnold Whittick, The New Towns, (London:
Leonard Hill, 1969), pp. 26-28.

7
20

Osborne and Whittick, The New Towns, pp. 26-28.
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overcrowding. Residents would be provided with a sanitary and attractive
dwelling situated on its own ground around a common turf and based on the
notion of neighborhood development., Each of the six wards in Howard's
scheme were to function as neighborhoods, serving as distinct social and
developmental entities and centering around the public school.27

Also new were Howard's notions of a town based on complete planning
control, unified ownership, and designed as a merger of town and country.2
However, critics quickly attacked Howard's scheme as utopian and, therefore,
it was not immediately appreciated for the elements which constituted his
idea., This was perhaps due to previously contrived endeavors to create
utopian societies by such theorists as Sir Thomas Moore and Robert Owen,
Unlike other utopian theorists, Howard did not wish to reform human nature,
but rather he viewed the physical environment as an important factor in
complete human development. In addition, Howard was attempting to deal
with a social issue, namely, the wise direction of town growth, which he
believed should be accommodated by the planned dispersal of the population
into regional cities of limited size., Howard immediately set about the

task of proving this conviction.
III, THE GARDEN CITY ASSOCIATION

Although Howzard's scheme for gaxden city development was regarded
as merely another impractical utopian scheme, he responded to his critic

by preparing to show the validity of his proposal. In June of 1899,

27Gustav Stickley ed., "Rapid Growth of the Garden City Movement,
Which Promises to Reorganize Soclal Conditions All Over the World,"
The Craftsman Magazine, XVII, (October-March, 1910), pp. 302-303.

2Bysborne, Green Belt Cities, pp. 32-33.
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Howard established a voluntary society to advocate the principles he
stressed in Tomorrow, The society became known as the Garden City
Assoclation and was formed with the objective ". . . to promote the discus-
sion of the project suggested by Ebenezer Howard . . . and ultimately to
formulate a practical scheme on the lines of that project, with such
modifications as may appear desirable."29
Ralph Neville was appointed the first chairman of the association
in 1901, At that time, the chief object of the Garden Cities Association
was:
+ + . to bring a spontaneous movement of people back to the land
by creating conditions that will give them the advantages of
the city and country combined and to keep the whole thing on
an economic basis that will afford comfort and prosperity to
people of very moderate means.
‘This objective was to be accomplished by buying agricultural land and
building on it a town or village, planned and built as a whole. By such
a coordinated effort, great savings in development costs could be insured
from the beginning. Similarly, since ground rents were to be based on
the original value of the land, great savings could be provided to resi-
dents of the new town,
With the primary object of the association established, Howard
and Neville based all the thought and attention of the association on a

single field experiment which the association felt:

should be sufficiently large to be attractive and resourceful
and yet not too large to be handled like any business enterprise.

31 |

29Gorden E, Cherry, The Evolution of British Town Planning,
(New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1974), p. 35.

IOstick1ey, p. 304.

3geickley, p. 300,




In order to promote following for the association, two conferences were

held in 1901 and 1902 at Bourneville in the West Midlands and Port Sun-
light on Port Merseyside. Howard outlined his conceptual plan at these

conferences, and as a result, delegates from hundreds of localities

32

became acquainted with the work of the Garden City Association,
Gradually, the aims of the association were expanded. The asso~
ciation approved the following objects in July, 1903:

To promote the relief of overcrowding of congested areas, to

secure a wider distribution of the population over the land,

and to advance the moral, intellectual, and physical develop-
ment of the people by,

A, Taking the initial steps to establish garden cities in
which the inhabitants shall become in a corporate capacity
the owners of sites, subject to the fullest recognition
of the individual as well as the public interest;

B. BEncouraging the tendency of manufacturers and others to
move from crowded centers to rural districts, cooperating
with such manufacturers and with public bodies in securing
healthy housing accommodations for the work people in
proximity to the places of employment; -

C. Cooperating with other organizations in promoting legis-
lation to enlarge the powers of public authorities with
a view of securing a solution to the housing problem and
improved systems of communication;

D. Stimulating interest in and promoting the scientific
development of towns so that the evils arising from the
haphazard growth may in the future be avoided;

E. Promoting the creation of sanitary and beautiful dwellings
with adequate space for gardens and reception.33

After having established a clear definition of purpose, in 1903,
~the Garden City Association formed the Garden City Company. The purpose

of the newly formed company was:

32Osborne and Whittick, p. 33.

33Cherry, The Evolution, p. 35.
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. . . to obtain tracts of land comprising 6,000 acres each, upon
which to locate, at a residential center, several thousands of
industrialists of the manufacturing and artisan class,
Ralph Neville served as president of the first pioneer company. In addi-
tion, Ebenezer Howard and Dr. Thomas Adams, who was to eventually become
the first manager of the new garden city, were members of the company's
first board.
The ploneer company immediately began the task of site examiration.
The company reviewed several sites which were freehold tracts of from four
to six thousand acres. Eventually the company chose Letchworth Estate,
in Hertfordshire, located thirty-five miles north of London.35 The land
chosen by the company was held by fifteen owners and the original purchase,
in 1903, included 3,918 acres, In later years, additional acreage was
obtained making the total site approximately 4,574 acres, some 1,500 acres
short of Howard's original proposal.36
The company chose Raymond Unwin and Barry Parker to design and
develop the site. Construction of Letchworth Garden City began in 1903.
In the conference at Bourneville, Howard had stressed that the development
of a garden city would be adapted to the site and that the diagram of his
proposal was only a conceptual scheme., As a result of this, as well as
the persistance of Parker and Unwin to avoid ". . . any suggestion of nine-

37

teenth century rigidity," the town took on a loose and informal aspect.

3Ll'.Annie L. Diggs, "The Garden City Movement," The Arena, XXVII,
(July-December, 1902), p. 626.

2
350sborne and Whittick, p. 56.

3p | 1. 0sborne, Green Belt Cities, p. 56.

37Walter Creese, The Search for Environment, (New Haven and

London: Yale University Press, 1969), p. 206.
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Initially, Parker and Unwin chose to develop thirteen hundred
acres of the site for the town. The remaining acreage of the tract was
designated as open space, primarily in the form of the agricultural green-
belt. Densities at Letchworth, thanks to Unwin, varied from only eight
to twelve houses per acre, depending on the size and price of the unit,
In addition, Parker and Unwin insured that no more than one-sixth of the
site would be covered with buildings. Finally, in another effort to
avoid crowding, minimum lot sizes were fixed at 20 x 100 feet. Ilater,
minimum frontages were increased to thirty-two and forty feet.38

From the beginning, Unwin and Parker were guided in their work
by the Assoclation's object to build a garden city designed:

to secure healthful and adequate housing for the whole popula-

tion, and in which the inhabitants shall become in a collective

cap2city the owners of the sites, subject to full recognition

of public as well as individual interests.3?
In addition, the new garden city was to be designed as a solution to two
perplexing urban problems; the environment and employment. The develop-
ment offered relief from the adverse conditions in large urban areas by
providing housing for all classes of population, including the poor,
abolishing slums, and by supplying employment to untrained, unorganized
poor.L'LO

Other features of the development included:

1. Perpetual preservation of the surrounding agricultural area--

expansion was to be carried on by duplication--new residential
centers each environed by its own rural area;

38Creese, The Search for Environment, pp. 205-206.

o .
3’"Garden City and Garden Suburb," from the objects of the Garden
City Association, The Edinburgh Review, (July-October, 1905), p. 510.

l
J(ODiggs, "The Garden City Movement," pp. 226-31.
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2. Insistance upon sanitary, commodious, and artistic building
in accordance with an original and homogeneous plan;

3. Setting apart of the unearned ircrement of land values for
the improvement and upkeep of the community;

L., Profit sharing, or labor copartnershig in the factory oxr
other businesses of the municipality. 1

In addition, Howard hoped to offer such a diversity of industry in his
city, so as to insure economic stability. This he felt would offer the
Letchworth labor force insurance against want during possible commercial
crisis. Pending the shifting of special industries, Howard also offered
the residents of the garden city the comfort of possessing sufficient
agricultural land for the comfortable maintencnce of each residential
center,

The Garden City Company was established as a public company in
1903 and invited share capital from the public, Dividends on the shares
were limited to 5% per annum cumulative, with any balance of profit to be
turned over to the company to be used in the form of benefits, either
directly or indirectly, to the residents. In addition, land at Letchworth
was not sold to individual home owners, but rather leased for 999 years
ground rent, which included utility chaurges.l"L3 Later, this was changed
to 99 years.

Raymond Unwin and Barry Parker proved to be exceptional cholces
as designers of Howard's first garden city. (See Figure 3-3.) Their
work was a radical departure from the rigid geometrical form of the

earlier plans of the times. However, Unwin paid little attention to

ulDiggs, p. 626,

Lo
2D1ggs, p. 631,

43"Ga.rden City and Garden Suburb," p. 510.
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developing the town in terms of neighborhoods as had been suggested in
Tomorrow. Rather Unwin chose to treat the town as an organic unit, in
order to create the beauty and order previously achieved in the medieval
village.44 Unwin felt the medieval village development offered two
opportunities for the future. These opportunities were the social and
aesthetic benefits which had once been shared by the inhabitants of
the village collectively. In such a medieval settihg, Unwin stressed,
all members had been in a direct relationship and thereby shared common
interests. Unwin felt that modern city planning had ignored these
linking relationships and that it was necessary to reconsider them in
effective city planning.l"l'5

Unwin, demonstrating the social concern present in the Garden
Cities Movement, had insured that densities at Letchworth did not
exceed ten houses per acre with aécess roads or twelve houses per acre
without, even for the lowest income housing. (See Figure 3-4.)
However, the estate company decided to leave most of the building and
social development of the town to other agencies and to the residents
of the gardeh city.46

Farly success at Letchworth was due largely to an exhibition of
country cottages which were shown there in the fall of 1905. The exhibi-
tion featured cottages constructed in a competition copen to architects
and builders, and aroused much interest in the development. In sum, the

competition resulted in the completion of thirty to forty cottages in the

uquborne and Whittick, The New Towns, pp. 51-65,

45Creese, The Search for Environment, pp. 169-171.

%oSborne and Whittick, p. 65.
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pedestrian paths connected the residential section but was later merged
to form common gardens. Source: Osborne and Whittick, New Towns,
(Leonard Hill, 1969).
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style of the rural English homes of the times, While the Coftages were
attractive and offered large allowances of window space, none of them
exceeded $750, excluding the rent for the 10t.47
By June 1908, Letchworth was prospering as a successful new town
development. The town contained; 5,600 residents, 1,020 houses, 55 shops,
and 14 J‘_‘a.ctories.L'L8 The development of Letbhworth proved that new town
development was a practical alternative to sprawling urban growth.
Similarly, it proved that the establishment of new towns, where the physi-
cal features are planned through unified land ownership, is possible under
the free enterprise system. In fact, not only was Letchworth a living
success, open to critics examination, it also offered potential residents
three qualities as a desirable place to reside. These three qualities

were:

1, It was a development, on the best lines of a middle class
residential center, within an hour's railway ride from London;

2. It exhibited the creation of a manufacturing town under the
best possible conditions;

3. It showed that much improvement was Eossible in designing
and constructing workman's cottages. 9

Critics could no longer label Howard's scheme impractical and utopian.
Rather, Howard's work at Letchworth was to have a marked effect on planning
thought and real estate development in the immediate future.

Although Letchworth was not developed using Howard's notions of

the neighborhood or ward as the development scheme, due to Unwin's fondness

M?Edward Porritt, "Recent Events in England," The Outlook,
LXXXITL, (May-August, 1906), pp. 80-84.

h
8Creese, The Search for Environment, p. 218.

h9P

orritt, "Recent Events," pp. 80-84,
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of the medieval village, the existence of the city as a living example
of Howard's idea would do much to establish the credibility of his notion.
In fact, future developments would be based on many of the elements
embodied in Tomorrow. Although the neighborhood unit was not developed
at Letchworth, the concept was not dead. It did, however, lay in hiber-
nation for a few years, until Perry defined its use as a practical

development alternative,
IV. RAYMOND UNWIN

Raymond Unwin was an early supporter of the philosophy of Ebenezer
Howard and did much to promote the garden city idea. Unwin, originally
trained as a civil engineer and architect, found his fame as a town
designer after he joined with Barry Parker in 1859, Together, the two
worked as a team, Unwin laying out the entire site and Parker adding
architectural detail.
One writer wrote that Unwin did:
. . . Mmore than any one man to win in his own country, general
recognition of the necessity of planning towns, as well as
individual houses, and of basing these plans upon the require-
ments of modern life--by which it is meant not merely what
people can put up with in the way of surroundings, but what
they really need for the development of the best p0351b111t1es
in their own 1lives and in those of their children.?
Besides designing the plan for Letchworth and later Hampstead Garden Suburb,
Unwin planned several garden willages based on the notions of class inte-

gration and sharing of luxuries and conveniences of individual homes in

common,

c

JOGustav Stickley ed., "Town Planning ir Theory and Practice:
The Woxt of Raymond Unwin," The Craftsman, XVII, (October, 1909-March,
1910), p. 391.




Unwin's unique approach to development involved measuring dis-

tances and relationships among objects to determine the most efficient
physical design solution for a given site, TIn this respect Unwin wrote:
Always there is a need to congregate, to assemble, to bring
people together and arrange them Droperly, to form a queue
rather than a crowd,5!
However, Unwin's developments also expressed beauty and artistic consider-
ations. Unwin wrote:
All civic art is inevitably the expression of civic 1life and in
this age we have almost forgotten how to make our own towns
beautiful because bgauty is not now recognized as being a
necessity of 11fe
In this maurer, Unwin considered artistic and practical design consider-
ations to be interdependent.

To produce the interdependence of artistic and practical consider-
ations, Unwin chose as his ideal the medieval village. Residential homes in
his developments consisted of small, individual, inexpensive cottages,
arranged in groups around a common gfeen. This arrangement, Unwin felt,
". . . was the best possible investment for the well being of the family."53

Rather than individual small yards allocated to each house, Unwin
felt that the best designs provided for common open space to be utilized
by a number of houses, forming a respectable garden or square. Similarly,
he reasoned that the beauty of homes could be enhanced if individual

cottages were arranged around a green space in a quadrangle., He felt that

this type of arrangement provided the development with a sense of unity

51Ualter L. Creese, The Legacy of Raymond Unwin, (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: MIT Press, 1967), p. 28.

b2 Stickley, Theory and Practice, p. 393.

530reese, Legacy of Unwin, p. 28.
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which 1lifted it out of the commonplace. The common squares were utilized
in Unwin's developments for family garden plots, playspace for children,
and for scenic outlooks for the cottages which surrounded it.5u

As a designer, Unwin felt his first duty was to study the town,
the site, and the people and their requirements before putting the design
into effect. He felt that designers should consider that people tend to
organize themselves in towns and villages to enjoy the interaction, to
increase opportunities for the pleasures and culture which spring from
it, and to enjoy material advantages gained from individual cooperation
for a common purpose. At the same time, Unwin realized that this cooper-
atior is generally limited to relatively small numbexrs of people who
have immediate personal knowledge of each other, gaived through imme-
diate and constant personal relations. Therefore, Unwin wanted to avoid
developments which would inhibit this cooperation and interaction among
residents,

Like Howard, Unwin felt that ideally new developments, rather
than being built on the outskirts of an overcrowded town center, should
be clustered around it in subsidiary centers. (See Figure 3-5.) Unwin
felt that these subsidiary centers shoﬁld be limited to a size which can
effectively keep in contact with the original center. Growth beyond the
desired size would occur in additional subsidiary satellite centers.55

Unwin stressed that new developments should integrate social

classes, Similarly, he felt that the growing of suburbs strictly by

econonlc class was undesirable socially, economically, and aesthetically.

o
)bCreese, Legacy of Unwin, pp. 56-68.

55a.. , .
Creese, Legacy of Unwin, p. 110.
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He justified this notion by warning that such developments would result
in:

1. Bad municipal government and unfair distribution of the
burdens of taxation;

2. Misunderstanding and want of trust between social classes;

3. Development and exaggeration of differences in habit and
thought of the various classes,D

Unwin's greatest contribution to planning was his formula of
"twelve houses per acre," which he presented in a pamphlet titled

Nothing Gained By Overcrowding. This notion was that it is not necessariiy

more profitable for a developer to crowd as many dwelling units on an acre
of land as possible, By doing so, Unwin argued, the developer must
provide greater numbers and lengths of roads to accommodate the increase
in dwelling units. On the other hand, Unwin stressed that by limiting
densities to no more than ten or twelve houses to the acre, clustered
around a common green, the developer would save money on construction
costs and through the efficient use of land.57

However, Unwin also warned that his figure of ten to twelve
houses per acre was flexible. Economy depends upon the cost of the
land in relation to construction costs. Therefore, this figure might
change when construction costs are inexpensive and land is excessively
expensive. Generally speaking, he felt that developers would profit
58

by using twelve houses per acre as a base for development.

Unwin's developments were based on several key themes. The firs

56Stickley, Theory and Practice, p. 400.
57

Creese, Legacy of Unwin, pp. 111-113,

58Creese, Legacy of Unwin, pp. 111-113,
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was that of "the village as an animate symbol," The village offered for
Unwin two ideals for the future; social and aesthetic, The village to
Unwin served as a social stabilizer, in which all inhabitants were in
direct relation, sharing common interests which in turn formed the network
of community life. Similarly, Unwin felt that the same linking relation-
ships, which had one time occurred in the medieval village still exist and
should be considered in modern planning. In this setting, people have a
heightened sense of place in the community, Unwin argued, due to the
harmony of style and the organic completeness of the communi’f,y.S9

The second theme which Unwin held was the "necessity of under-
standing the past." This idea was the notion of utilizing traditional
nethods to guide new ideas. Unwin wrote that “. . . of special importance
to the planner are the facllities of memory and association, resulting
in tradition, and of imagination, the power to conceive new order as the
basis of planning."6o

The third theme which guided Urwin's work was that of "the indis-
pensability of beauty." The average citizen, to Unwin, was entitled to
improvements pertaining to aesthetics. The individual, Unwin argued, gains
a renewed sensibility to his community through his affection for his home.
Planning, he therefore felt, must serve to "satisfy the natural aesthetic
hunger of mankind." This, for Unwin, could be accomplished by buiiding
beauty and functionality of design into the community, which would give
people the sense of locality which springs from common interests and

enjoyments with those around them.61

59Creese, Search for Environment, pp. 169-72,

OCreese, Search for Environment, pp. 169-72.

1Creese, Search for Environment, pp. 169-72.




Finally, Unwin stressed the notion of "twelve houses per acre,”
which was the best known professional innovaticn of Parker and Unwin.
This principle was not actually a principle of costing less so much as
it was one for obtaining more for the money per family unit., Unwin
wrote:

There is inevitably sufficient loss of frontage where there

are more than twelve houses to the acre, to cause the costs

of roads to outweigh the savings in costs of land which

results from there being more than twelve houses to the acre

except where land is unusually costly. 2

Raymond Unwin's contributions to the evolution of the neighborhood
unit concept and to planning, in general, were tremendous. Unwin showed
that the spirit of cooperation is the foundation of both successful home
building and of the whole structﬁre of successful town planning. In
addition, he also demonstrated that beauty and amenity in a residential
environment is a solid investment, rather than an extravagance. To this
end, he showed that ordered growth serves the dual purpose of providing
beauty and efficiency in new urban developments.63
Through coherence of design, Unwin felt that developers could

promote and enhance kinship and association which would result in “a
pattern of life" rather than merely civic design. In a similar vein,

Unwin promoted low density housing because this type of housing served to

allow family growth and development rather than merely serving as physical

:~:.hel’cer.6LL
2Creese, Search for Environment, pp. 169-72.
63Wa1ter Creese, "The Planninz of Sir Raymond Unwin," Journal of

the American Institute of Planners, XXX, No. 4, (November, 1974),
Pb. 295-304.

64Creese, "Planning of Sir Raymond Unwin," pp. 295-304.




67

Unwin had many sound ideas for residential development. He wished
to abandon the single family lot for the larger common green. Similarly,
he demonstrated that large savings could be obtained by decreasing the
number and length of roads, at the same time allowing sensitivity to the
natural contours and vistas of the site., He advocated the use of the
cul-de-sac for the protection of residential areas and pedestrians from
the dangers of the automobile. Furthermore, he held that by placing
around these cul-de-sacs quadrangle and T-shaped developments, developers
could physically promote the idea of neighborly association. Finally,
Unwin demonstrated that the pooling of land by superblocks would result
in a reduction in the required number of roads, secure family organization,
and allow aesthetic views as well as more open space for hom.eowners.65

Unwin felt that a development should meet certain requirements in
order to be successful. He stressed that a successful development should
provide:

1. Local work and occupation for as many as possible of the
people living there;

2. Local markets and shopping centers to supply daily needs; and
3. Educational and recreational facilities.
In addition Unwin wrote:

It will be found that the proposed distribution will depend on

the proper apportionment of open space around each area and that

this open space will serve two main purposes. It will provide all
the opportunities for recreation, gardening and so forth, and it

will give a degree of definition to the area and separation from 67
the other areas which will emphasize the locality as a defined unit.

65Creese, "Planning of Sir Raymond Unwin," pp. 295-304.

6Lewis Mumford, The Urban Prospect, (New York: Harcourt, Brace, &
World, Inc., 1968), pp. 65-66.

6?Mumford, The Urban Prospect, pp. 65-66.
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Perry's concept was certainly no further advanced in theory than was
Raymond Unwin's. However, Perry offered concrete details and a model

proposal for the development of loczl neighborhood units,
V. HAMPSTEAD GARDEN SUBURB

Soon after completion of the planning of Letchworth, in 1907,
Raymond Unwin was employed to develop a garden suburb near the business
section of London. The suburb was to offer the opportunity to live in
an individual house near a large wooded area for a reasonable amount of
money. The suburb, which became known as Hampstead Gardens, was located
on the estate of Wildes, north of Hampstead Heath, on the outskirts of

London,

Although the development was not an actual complete "Garden City,"

it was developed along the garden city lines and therefore instrumental

in promoting the garden city idea. While the development probably helped
lead to the misunderstanding of the term garden city, it nonetheless served
to offer the opportunity for working pedple to live in a comfortable
cottage in a country village setting within twenty minutes of London.

(See Figure 3-6.)

The development consisted of an estate of 240 acres. Eighty acres
of this tract were reserved as permanent open space serving to preserve
and extend the historic common ground of Hampstead Heath, which became the
heart of the development. The remaining acreage was designed as a coherent
and well considered garden suburb, Promoters of the development were

Justified in their belief that:

68

"Cleanings, Hampstead England," The American City, II, (January,

1910), pp. 38-40.
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« » o if the opportunity were provided Zo live in better
conditions, it would be eagerly seized.®?

Every house was sold or rented even before work began on the project and
the developers were confident that the development would reach its pre-
scribed population 1limit by 1912,

One of the distinctive features of Hampstead Gardens was that it
was planned and developed as a unit, rather than by different developers
in piecemeal plots. Similarly, the development offere@ a variety of
housing types and thereby promoted the friendly mingling of all classes,
In the northern portion of the tract Unwin provided workman's cottages,
both singularly and in groups, with care to provide ample open space for
gardens, orchards, playgrounds, and common green wards. These cotteges
were each attractive, with its own distinct character and did not exceed
the prescribed density of twelve houses to the acre. While the develop-
ment offered houses of all types, rents for the workman's cottages averaged
only $1.50 per week. These cottages were well built, comfortable, conve-
nient, thoroughly sanitary and attractive to look at. Whenever possible,
Unwin chose to group these cottages together in order to promote the common
utilization of shared conveniences. This, Unwin hoped, would serve to
increase the scope and effectiveness of the cooperative features of the
development as soon as possible.70

In the southern portion of the tract, Unwin chose to construct the

larger houses of the development. These larger houses were each surrounded

by one to three acres of garden plot, and many fronted on Hampstead Heath.

69Stickley, "Rapid Growth," p. 306.

?OStickley, "Rapid Growth," p. 306.
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Beyond these houses were situated the less ambitious houses for people
of less means., In sum, the development offered houses for all social and
economic classes, a large portion of which were devoted to the working
people from the heart of London, whose means would have otherwise only
allowed them one or two tenement rooms in the most crowded districf of
the city.?1
The development was subdivided for a total of 1,900 houses,
The realty company did not choose to sell the lots individually, but
rather provided long term, low rent leases. Similarly, the development,
planned from the beginning, insured that the land was "built on, not built
up," and coordinated both functionally and artisticly. Additional
features of Hampstead Garden Suburb were: wide curved streets, pleasant
views, the use of the cul-de-sac to loosen traffic and make the residential
area safe and quiet, two churches, a small lake, a library, public play-
grounds, common recreational facilities, and not a bush or tree was disturbed
or disrupted, insuring the garden appearance of fhe development. In.addition,
Unwin chose to develop the area by providing boundaries to separate the
development from other infringing uses, similar to a medieval village.
Besides being bounded on one side by a dense wooded area, Unwin built a
wall around the unprotected section of the suburb to unify the development.72
Hampstead Garden Suburb was an initial success. Its popularity
served to promote the garden type suburb development in both England and

the United States. After viewing the Hampstead Suburb, the countess of

Warwick wrote in 1908:

7lstickley, "Rapid Growth," p. 306.

2
4 "(Gleanings, Hampstead England," pp. 38-40.




I believe that there is a great future before the garden
city. It is too early to look toward the time when the

sweltering masses of our overcrowded cities will be scat-
tered in industrial communities on the land, which is now
so rapidly going out of cultivation. But I am convinced
that the garden city is the first step forward to this

great ideal; that it will be found to be the solvent for
the great and increasing misery of our crowded cities.?3

VI. THE GARDEN SUBURB AND
LARGE SCALE REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENT

Early success at Letchworth and Hampstead Garden Suburb showed
planners and early critics the feasibility of establishing garden develop-
ments as an alternative to the crowded urban developments, which had been
so prevalent in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, during the
period of rapid urbanization associated with industrialization. Meanwhile,
an unintended variation in Howard's scheme emerged to dominate both
planning thought and real estate development in the immediate years
following the development at Letchworth. This variation, known as the
"garden suburb," was yet another attempt to provide a more suitable resi-
dential environment to the working population.

Ebenezer Howard, in his book Tomorrow and at Letchworth, was
anxious to avoid the formless spread of communities. Rather, he stressed
that the solution to dispersal of residentizl populations lay in the
creation of new and independent communities, divorced from existing over-
crowded population centérs. While Letchworth was an example of the type
of de?elopment which Howard had imagined, proponents of the garden suburb |

overlooked the purpose of Howard's garden city idea., Thils idea was to

73Robert Brown, "Progress of The Garden City Movement in England,"
The Arena, XL, (July-December, 1908), p. 459.
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produce industrial town units, which were socially, physically, and
economically independent from congested urban population centers. The
principles behind his notion had been essentially:

1., Urban decentralization
2. Cities limited in size and population

3. Utilization of a surrounding greenbelt to 1limit size
and to produce agricultural goods for the town

L, Cooperative land holding
5. Large scale planning for economic and social advantage.?l+
In addition, Howaxrd had intended his new town development to attract its
own industry and resident population thereby relieving congestion and
concentration of populations in major urban areas.

The confusion of the terms garden city and garden suburb in planning,
according to F. J. Osborne, was due to a "laxity in terminology" in both
the plamning profession and lay movement, In addition, Osborne claims
that the confusion was expanded due to three elements:

1. The rush to the suburbs

2. New forms of transportation

3. Chaotic conditions produced by business developments in
city centers.? '

Osborne felt that:

Letchworth, the fourndation of which roused for a time great
interest in Howard's idea, had thrust upon it more even than
it deserved of credit for the new housing standards. They
became known as "garden city housing"--in itself a matter for
pride. Unfortunately, the public, hailing the new standards

7”Ray Lubove, The Urban Community, (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
Prentice Hall, 1967), p. 11.

7505borne, Green Belt Citiles, p. 39.
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with enthusiasm, and them as now able to visualize houses

but not towns, identified the component with the total

product.

Everywhere enterprising builders and developers branded

their goods '"garden city houses" and these groups of houses

garden cities . . . and so the public, at first much taken with

Howard's idea and wishful to pursue the subject got 76

thoroughly muddled between garden cities and garden suburbs,
In any event, the garden suburb became, especilally in the United States,
the predominant ideal for real estate development.

The garden suburb developed along the same lines as the garden

city. One writer wrote that:

While the garden city is a creation--a city planned in a rural

district, a garden suburb aims at directing into salutary

channels a movement already existing.77
While the suburban gatrden development was similar to the garden city in
that both were developments based on the open pattern with ample private
gardens, for the most part, garden suburbs were built to accommodate only
2,000 to 6,000 people primarily of the middle class. The confusion in
terminology, and the adaptation of the garden city to include garden
suburbs, wrote F. J. Osborne, was:

a chief oversite of modern city planning, resulting in a change

in scale, land area, and population numbers without a coordinated

change 1in design.
Nonetheless, the "garden" idea had taken root and Americans were to soon
feel the effects in terms of suburban garden developments.

One of the effects of Howard's garden city idea was to show

developers that the solution to urban development lay not merely in

76Osborne, Green Belt Cities, p. 39.

77"Garden Cities and Garden Suburbs," p. 511,

7805borne and Whittick, p. 27.
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"scientific planning but also in civié independence and in the whole
social scheme of an industrial people."” The movement also showed that
the:

hand to mouth methods of real estate speculation, with imme-

diate profits as the main object, are analogous to the

wastefulness with which our forests were destroyed in

pioneer days.79
At the same time the movement showed new hope for a lost urban development
scheme. Since most of the early garden developments were small, self-
contained communities, residents were able to gain a sense of neighborhood.
This sense of neighborhood owed its origins to "the old village component,
as essential to a balance urban life as are its centers of higher culture
and purposeful association." As Robert Wood pointed out, "the suburb
restored, in some ways, the earlier ideas of democratic participation and
local initiative."80

However, suburtan development in the United States was not solely

a result of Howard's garden city scheme, Rather, there had been several
suburban developments in this country before the publication of Tomorrow.
Between 1860 and 1900, a number of developments were completed to permit
the owner-manager class to escape the ills of the city. These suburban
developments were usually located beyond walking distance to the city and
were only affordatle to the wealthy.

- One of the earliest examples of these suburban developments was

Riverside, Illinois, planned by Fredrick Law Olmstead, Sr., landscape

79Grahm Romeyn Taylor, "Satellite Cities: Efficiency and Community
Life," The Survey, XXX, (June 7, 1913), p. 340.

80Lewis Mumford, The City in History, (New York: Harcourt, Brace,
and World, Inc., 1961), p. L99,
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architect, in 1869. William LeBaron Jenny, a Chicago engineer, exécuted
the $1.5 million project which was one of the most desirable pléces to
live in its day.

The project reflected many of Olmstead's design features which he
had first presented at Central Park. Riverside consisted of 1,600 acres
west of Chicago on the Des Plains River. In planning this exclusive
development, Olmstead designed 699 acres or 43% of the site to be used
as parkland. Interestingly, the development had one of the earliest sets
of deed covenants regquiring thirty foot street setbacks and mandatory
planting of two trees by each resident property owner.

Perhaps what is most important about Riverside are the innovations
which Olmstead included and were to later influence suburban development
in the years preceding the neighborhood unit concept. These four design
innovations were:

1. The superblock,

2. The quiet cul-de-sac,

3. The strip park, and

Ly, The inner block common,

The development at Riverside stood in sharp contrast to the tradi-
tional grid pattern development which had heretofore dominated American
residential development. However, like most of the suburban developments
before the Garden City Movement, Riverside was affordable only to the
wealthy. Similarly, the elements featured in the development, "the curvi-

linear-green-open~-space-dominated residential street pattern, became the

1Lawrence C. Gerckens, American City Planning Since 1900 A.D.,

(A course manual prepared for the School of Architecture, Ohio State
University, 1976), p. 7.
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status symbol of the owner/manager class."O?

Another example of early suburban development in this country was
Roland Park, Maryland near Baltimore. In 1891, the Roland Park Company
hired Fredrick Law Olmstead, Sr., to create a suburban development similar
to the one he had designed at Riverside., Like Riverside, this suburban
development, although seven years prior to Howard's book, exemplified a
more open approach to residential development. Riverside featured a
careful design for a more pleasant environment through the principle of
"adaption to site considerations rather than site destruction." As a result,
this development was another example of a private endeavor which sought to
"enhance beauty through carefully considered design."

The development company offered, by providing amenities in the
design of Roland Park, a sharp contrast to the center city devélopments
common to most urban areas. The road system at Roland Park was again
curvilinear and carefully arranged to conform to the contours of the land-
scape. As a result, they appeared to be a natural feature of the develop-

ment rather than being artificially imposed upon it. Similarly, sidewalks

were elevated above road surfaces to avoid cutting deeply into hillsides.

In most cases, development conformed to the trees on the site and additional

shrubbery was planted to enhance the natural setting of the environment.

Finally, the development featured underground wiring, deed restrictions,

and two systems of sewers; one for storm and one for house drainage.83
However, developments such as Roland Park and Riverside lacked much

of the social foresight which was to affect the garden suburban developments

2Gerckens, Anmerican City Planning, p. 7.

83"A Residential Section Planned on Nature's Lines," The American
City, IX, (August, 1913), pp. 113-117.




after Howard. Rather, they were built primarily for one class of the
population, the wealthy, and therefore not universally applicable as a
growth alternative to house the masses. Not until Unwin's pamphlet

Nothing Gained By Overcrowding and the Garden City Movement was in full

swing would planners and developers realize that "pleasant open spaces
and parks and playgrounds were not an upper class luxury, but could be

incorporated without extra cost, simply by saving on needless utilities

and streets.’

As a result of the growing social demands shouted by reformers,
coupled with the success of such developments as Letchworth and Hampstead
Garden Suburb in England, planners and real estate developers gradually
became interested in the garden development as an alternative urban growthv
pattern.

In an address before the National Assoclation of Real Estate
Exchanges in 1913, J. C. Nichols of Kansas City, reflecting on the benefits
of the garden type development, stated:

The subdividing of land for city purposes in practically all
American cities is generally left to chance and private and
selfish interests., City authorities have to some extent made
certain general requirements as to a reasonable continuity and
regularity of streets; but little has been done toward a good,
wholesome, general city plan of subdivision,

The best mannexr of subdividing land should not nessarily mean
the quickest sale. The destiny and growth of your town is
lergely effected by the foresight of the man who subdivides
the land upon which you live.

It is easy enough to name your addition, file your plat, take
your lots and advertise them for sale to those who may wish to
buy; but it is a more difficult matter to decide what should be
within the property, not only today but twenty five years from
today--the class of houses, their architectural design, distance
from the street, what character of outbuilding, location of

84Mumford, The City in History, pp. 456-499.
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telephone poles, location of churches and schools, provision

of playgrounds, open centers for flowers and shrubbery, con-
cealing of streetcar lines in parkways and erection of suitable
shelters along the way, the decoration of streets with orna-
mental lights, placing of neighborhood stores in unobjectionable
points, selection of best types of street improvements for
pedestrian streets, and the creation of civic and local improve-
ment associations that will be sufficiently alert to protect
every restriction, and keep alive the interest and enthusiasm
that exists in the addition when new,85

After visiting the garden city developments in England, Julius

Stern of the Chicago bar praised the Garden City Movement by saying in 1913:

This movement aims at the development of real homes, each family

under its own roof--surrounded by ample grounds with plenty of

light, air and the opportunity for healthful exercise in

gardening during leisure hours, with its residential character

protected against invasion and a collective interest in the

advancing values of the communal ground . . . By collective under-

takings in the future, we may surpass the achievements gained

by individual efforts in the past, in securing not only homes

that are a shelter, but houses that shall embody all the elements,

physical, aesthetic and.moral that the word "home" implies, with

more of beauty within, more of prggection without, and achieved

with greater economy than before,
Perhaps the future achievements he was referring to was the concept of the
neighborhood unit, In any event, garden developments gained tremendcus
support during the Garden City Movement. As a result, they were to also

have a marked effect on planning thought in the future,
VII. FOREST HILLS GARDENS

One of the earliest developments in this country to reflect the
philosophy of the Garden City Movement was Forest Hills Gardens, Long
Island in New York, This development was not only an experiment in develop-
ment based on Ebenezer Howard's ideas but also was to eventually influence

Clarence Perry's concept of the neighborhood unit.

85Taylor, "Satellite Cities," p. 340.

86Taylor, p. 345,
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Forest Hills Gardens, called the "first garden city in America,"”
was the result of the "desire of Mrs. Russell Sage, to create with the
large fortune left by her husband, something of permanent value to the

87

country.” As a result, a 200 acre tract of land was purchased at
Forest Hills in the Borough of Queens, nine miles from the Pennsylvania
Railroad Station. Development of the tract began in 1911 by the Russell
Sage Homes Foundation. The foundation decided from the outset that the
development would serve as an "investment for soclal betterment" conducted
on sound business principles, Furthermore, the foundation hoped that
Forest Hills would: |
1. Be an education to those of moderate means seeking peace and
comfort of a model village, where there would be an oppor-
tunity for living without great expense and in charming

houses.,

2. Feature a bit of garden and congenial neighbors.

W

Be in easy commuting distance of New York City in
picturesque surroundings, at the same time on the main
travel lines of New York.88

In describing the purpose of the development at Forest Hills
Gardens, Robert W. Deforest, the vice president of the Russell Sage Found-
ation, wrote:

They have hoped that people of moderate income and good taste,
who appreciate sympathetic surroundings but are tied close to
the city by the nature of their occupations might find some

country life within striking distance of the active centers
of New York.89

8
7Edwurd Hale Brush, "A Garden City for the lMan of Moderate Means,"
The Craftsman, XIX, (October, 1910), p. 446,

88Brush, D. LU6,

89
"Garden City Platted by Russell Sage Foundation,” The Survey
Xxv, (October, 1910-March, 1911), p. 310. '
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In addition, Deforest hoped that the development would:

1, Provide more healﬁhful and attractive homes to many people;
2. Demonstrate that more tasteful and zttractive surroundings
and open spaces pay in subdivision developments, and thereby
encourage duplication;
3. Encourage more economical methods of marketing;
4, Secure an attractive income for the foundation.go
With these objectives in mind, the foundation employed Fredrick
Law Olmstead as landscape architect, and Govesnor Atterbury as architect,
to develop the site. The keynotes to the development were:
1. Careful and comprehensive initial layout;
2. Attractive, substantial and durable buildings;
3. Experienced management.91
Furthermore, there was no initial expense spared on roads, water supply,
sewer, and other fundamental features of the development.
At Forest Hills Gardens, the Sage Foundation attempted to secure

92

benefit from three important principles of city planning,. (See Figure
3-7.) The first principle was that the main thoroughfares of the develop-

ment were laid so as to be direct, ample, and convenient. The two main

eighty foot wide thoroughfares, which were fixed in locatlion by bridges

which pass under the railroads, were carried straight through the property
at a distance of 1,200 feet apart. In addition, two, seventy foot wide
boulevards radiate from the Station Square commercial area, located in the

center of the development. (See Figure 3-8.) Finally, secondary streets

9O"Garden City Platted," p. 310.

91"Garden City Platted," p. 310.

92Govesnor Atterbury, "Forest Hills Gardens," The Survey, XXV,

(Janvary 7, 1911), pp. 563-570.
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of sixty foot width were laid to follow lines carefully relating to
topography and to the development's tentative street plan.

The second principle was that streeis not planned as thorough-
fares were to serve as quiet, attractive residential streets. This feature
was secured by laying out these streets so as to discourage their use by
through traffic. This was accomplished by insuring that the streets were
narrow and never perfectly straight for long distances. This provision
insured that the "cosy domestic character" of the local streets allowed
short, quiet, self-contained neighborhoods, each house having its own
distinctive character.'

The third principle employed at Forest Hills Gardens was the
deliberate éetting apart of certain areas for common use of the residents;
Besides Forest Park, a five-hundred and thirty-six acre tract which ran
adjacent to the development and foraed the largest reservation of public
park lands on the Borough of Queens, there was ample provision of public
opeh space., In the area between the two largest avenues, in front of
Station Square, an open space of three and one-half acres was provided.
In addition, public school sties contained ample open space for recreation
grounds., Finally, a one and half acre public recrecation area and several
enclosed block playgrounds of varying shapes and sizes provide the area
with common open space to be enjoyed by the entire community. The block
playgrounds were situated in the interior of blocks, reached by gates in
the back yard and achieved by making these back yards somewhat smaller
but not cramped. These block playgrounds were situated throughout the
development and devoted primarily for use by the smaller children of the

neighborhoods,

The designers of Forest Hills Gardens insured that buildings were
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of tasteful design. The buildings were constructed of brick, cement, and
other permanent materials, These materials were chosen because the
designers felt that it was more economical to build a sound development,
in the long run, even if it was more expensive initally. Similarly,
building types ranged as wide as economic conditicns would allow. Govesnor
Atterbury wrote that:

while they will vary greatly in size, arrangement, cost, and

architectural treatment, an attempt will be made to make them

alike in their domestic and livable character.93
The result of the work of Atterbury and Olmstead was a beautiful and har-
monious design, probably unequaled before in this country.

Forest Hills Gardens offered residents a diverse selection of
housing types including‘both free-standing and grouped.r However, all
housing types, even those built by individual owners, were required to
conform to the high standards imposed by the foundation, namely substan-
tial construction and permanence.9LL

By 1917, the character of the suburdb was solidly established. The
use of small parks, additional public open spaces, and trees and shrubbery
around the houses gave the suburb a park-like appearance, In addition, a
considerable number of houses had been developed which were healthful, |
attractive, and solidly built, Finally, the development demonstrated that
convenlent thoroughfares, quiet domestic streets, and public open spaces
were economically practical as well as beneficial features in suburban

95

development,

93Atterbury, "Forest Hills Gardens," pp. 563-570.

9LI'John M, Glen, et al., The Russell Sage Foundation, Vol. I.,
(Philadelphia: William F, Bell, 1947), p. 50.

95

Glen, Russell Sage Foundation, p. 50.
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While Forest Hills Gardens provided the positive elements of
direct access streets, domestic local streets, and nelghborhood parks and
open spaces, as well as one of the earliest sets of comprehensive deed
restrictions, there were nonetheless some shortcomings of the development.
The shortcomings of Forest Hills inéluded:

1. The small parks could not substitute for playgrounds without
injury to planting;

2. The schools lacked adequate space for playgrounds;

3. The shopping center was too limited to yield return on
investment to pay for the amenities and decorative features
of the development;

L, The heavy New York traffic coupled with the direct access
streets resulted in five heavily tgaveled streets which
served to cut up the development.9

However, the positive elements of the development served to influence

Perry's formation of the neighborhcod unit concept.

VIII, CHICAGO CITY CLUB COMPETITION

As a result of the grbwing awareness of the achievements gained
along the lines of garden developments, American city planners began to
experiment with definite schemes for the development of outlying urban
areas. These planners were aware that the degree of success achieved in
both garden suburbs and at Letchworth was based on collective planning,
development, and control. With these elements in mind, planners searched
for a method to "house the masses” and at the same time provide a means

97

for constructive city building.

96James Dahir, Communities for Better Living, (New York: Harper &
Brothers, 1950), pp. 181-84,

97

Mumford, Urban Prospect, p. 64.
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One of the attempts to establish an efficient pattern of develop-
ment, which gave stimulus to the neighborhood scheme trend, was exhibited
by the Chicago City Club in 1913. The city club held a competition in
which competitors were asked to submit plans for development of unimproved
residential property on the outskirts of the city for people of small or
moderate means. As a result of the competition, thirty-nine plans were
submitted from planners in fourteen different cities.

The conditions for the competition were that each planner would
examine a quarter section, 160 acres, to develop a residential scheme,
from which the winning plan would be adopted for actual development, BEach
competitor was instructed to include in his plan street widths and arrange-
ment, grass plots, size and arrangement of lots, location of dwellings,
gardens, open spaces other than streets, and space for business, recrea-
tional, educational, religious, administrative and other social needs.
The competition was won by Wilhelm Bernard of Chicago and second prize
went to Authur C. Comey of Cambridge, lMassachusetts. As a result of the
competition, Chicago received several residential unit plans, many of

98

which were remarkably similar to Perry's concept of the neighborhood unit.

In addition, the competition held by the Chicago City Club, the
National Conference on City Planning, held in Chicago May 5-7, 1913,
sponsored a study for the public supervision and control of suburban
growth, The conditions of the study were similar to those offered by the
Chicago City Club competition, except that the cost of the land was spec-
ified at $2,500 per acre., In addition, participants in the study were

asked to submit the costs for fundamental service utilities such as sewers,

98Taylor, "Satellite Citles,"” pp. 343-44,




lighting, and public service and the expected rent from the perspective

inhabitants, Provisions in the plans were made to accommodate the ma jor-
ity of families at commercial rents of from $15-$30 per month. Similarly,
allowances were made for families who could not pay $15 per month as well
as for those who would pay from $30-$100 per month.99

At the end of one year, plans were submitted by nine groups of
participants. The plans were accompanied by detailed figures covering
construction costs, interest on captial, profit, and selling prices of the
homes, This often forgetten competition helped serve as a stimulus for
planners to think of residential development alternatives for constructive

city building, based on realistic economic considerations.
IX. WELWYN GARDEN CITY

Meanwhile, the Garden City Association began thinking in terms of
a second garden city development. Howard and three associates, after a
careful site examination process, noted a suitable site for town construc-
tion on both sides of the main London York Line of the G&E Railway, (ncw
the L.N.E, Railway), two miles from Hatfield. In 1919, 1,458 acres of the
site were placed on public auction along with an additional, optional 230
woodland acres. Howard, attending the auction unprepared, had to borrow
money from friends to purchase the property. Although.far short of the
desired 6,000 acres, additional purchases resulted in a total area of 4,317
100

acres, upon which was to be built Howard's second garden city.

In speaking of the second garden city, and perhaps wishing to

Prayior, "Satellite Cities," pp. 343-bh.

100F. J. Osborne, Green Belt Cities, p. 57.
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clarify the confusion which had arisen between the terms garden city and
garden suburb, Howard wrote:

The town has been planned as a garden clty with a permanent

agricultural and rural belt, with provisions for the needs of

a population of 40-50,000. It will thus be seen that the scheme

is entirely distinct from a garden suburb, which by providing

for the housing of the people working in an adjoining district

does nothing to relieve congestion and transportation dif-

ficulties . . . The method of planning proposed to be adopted

by the company will not only reduce the cost of development,

but will also perserve the amenities and health of the town.lo1
As a result, the planning and development of Welwyn became famous as the
best example of a complete town design.

The original plan for Welwyn was prepared by Louis de Soissons,
who continued as a consultant to insure continuity in development on
the established lines of the plan. (See Figures 3-9 and 3-10.) 1In
addition, Raymond Unwin helped to coordinate the development. Due
to the presence of the railway, the town was divicded into four quarters.
Bach of the quarters were treated as a separate division which was
developed around a unit center. These centers included a public house,
church, and community health center. In addition, each unit was served
by its own school and the entire development was given a generous provision
of open space and protected from intrusion by a rural green belt. Of the
total 4,317 acres at Welwyn, 1,500 acres were designated as permanent
102 '
open space.
The plan called for many of the established principles which Unwin

had incorporated at Letchworth. To insure the residential quality of the

development, an irregular curvilinear street layout was used with a system
H

1010sborne and Whittick, The New Towns, p. 67.

102

Osbhorne and Whittick, p. 228,
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of varied curbé and cul-de-sacs. In addition, the land was leased to
residents and held in the hands of the limited dividend company. For
twenty-eight years the company insured a quality development by maintain-
ing strict architectural control, insistance upon good building quality,

high standards of planning and landscape design, and by providing all of

the amenities possible., Finally, the town exhibited some degree of self-

sufficiency as industry was secured and employment was provided to many of
the residents.

In sum, Welwyn was a tremendous success. It had a prewar popula-
tion of 14,000, many of whom were employed by local industry. By 1967,
Welwyn had a population of 42,000 inha.bitants.lo3 However, by that time
Welwyn had becone primarily a commuting suburb of London. In any event,
the development retained a starndard of design and harmony above that of
Letchworth, as it was visually pleasing, technically efficient, and humen
in scale.
Conclusion

Garden developments no doubt had a tremendous impact on planning
thought during the early 19OQ'S. Although thé term "garden" had differ-
ent connotations to different people, everyone viewed it as a moré romantic
approach to urban design offering relief from the inadequacies of the city.
Similarly, by 1920 there were several successful garden developments based
on sound construction practices, collective planning and control, provision
of amenities, and social and functional concerns. With these developments
well established, the stage was set for a functional development pattern to

efficiently accommodate growth in expanding and deteriorating urban areas.

103Martin U. HMeyerson and Robert B, Mitchell, "Changing City
Pattcrns,”" The American Academy of Political Science, Vol, 241-43,
(Septembsr, 1945-Jamary, 1946), pp. 149-162,




CHAPTER IV
THE NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN
I. CIARENCE ARTHUR PERRY

By 1920 planners were searching for an efficient growth scheme to
offer relief from the problems associated with urban life. Overcrowd-
ing, pollution, crime, industrial waste, and the dangers of the auto-
mobile had tranéformed urban areas into undesirable places to reside.
Planners were also aware of the various proposals aimed at physically
promoting the "kind of face to face association" which had character-
ized the village community, but had been difficult tc recreate in the
city. One of thése planners was Clarence Arthur Perry.

Clarence Perry, an advocate for community centers, claimed to have
gained his expertise in plannirg through a life-long study of urban
areas., While a member of the Russell Sage Foundation, Perry earned his
fame making studies concerning ways to insulate urban areas from the

"noise, fumes, and hazards of floods of automobiles." Iater he was a

planning consultant and a member of the Regional Planning Association
of America., VWhile this organization was nevér a formal affair and con-
sisted primarily of a close clrcle of friends, the association nonethe-
less contained some of the most brilliant planning minds in the country
"held together by a broad conception of planning." Besldes Perry, some
of the members included Lewis Mumford, Clarence Stein, Henry Wright,
Fredrick Ackerman, Charles H. Whitaker, Alexznder Bing, Stuart Chase,

Tracy Augur, Catherine Bauer, and Russell Black.

93




Clarence Perry became concerned with physically and socially de-
fined areas in citles after having lived in ForestrHills Garden Develop-
ment. As a resident of Forest Hills, Perry became influenced by the
design provisions introduced by Olmstead in constructing the desirable
residential flavor of this garden development. Perry felt that it
would be desirable to recreate many of the elements which constituted
Forest Hills in other large-scale real estate developments., As a re-
sult, Perry formulated the neighborhood unit concept.

The first public presentation of the neighborhood unit concept
formuia occurred at a Jjoint meeting of the National Community Center
Association and the American Soéiological Society in Washington, D.C.,
December 26, 1923.1 However, the concept was not officially published

until 1929 in Volume VII of the Regional Survey of New York and Its

Environs.

The formation of the formula for the neighborhood unit concept
began as a guide for playground distribution for New York. However,
Perry soon realized that a practical scheme for such a distribution
was impossible without a clear definition of community. As a result,
Perry synthesized various notions of leading urban specialists'in order
to create a practical scheme to serve as a gulde for community develop-
nent,

In searching for a rational scheme for urban development, Perry
realized that the effective approach to community development was at
the "neighborhood level," The neighborhood, although often an ambiguous

term, seemed nonetheless to be a living organism to Perry. Similarly,

; .
James Dahir, The Neighborhood Unit Plan, (New York: The Russelil

Sage Foundation, 1947), pp. 23-24.
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although it was independent of political boundaries and without formal
structure, the neighborhood contained a greater unity and coherence
than was normally found in the village or city. Perry, who was an
active urban specialist, was also aware that certain central urban areas
seemed to naturally acquire different physical characteristics and a
more or less distinct group consciousness. While these areas were
natural constituants of larger urban areas, Perry observed that the
difference between them was due to thé kind and amount of association

between the residents.2

Perry was keenly aware of the consequences and effects of planning .

on the various aspects of community life. Perry wrote:

If then city.planning dealing, among other things with

business or traffic, does generally have incidental effects

upon neighborhood 1life and interests, it would seem clear

that the instrumentality of city planning can be directed

consciously and effectively, on the one hand toward prevent- -

ing destruction of neighborhood values already established,

and on the other toward the creation and the conservation

of these neighborhood interests.3
Perry was searching for a physical solution to enhance efficient community
development without sacrificing neighborhood values and family life. ..

The solution Perry searched for was greatly influenced by the

needs of the family. In the past, lamented Perry, neighborhoods had been
deficient because planners had ignored certain provisions for meeting

residential needs, Conversely, he felt that these deficiences could be

alleviated through the adequate provision of neighborhood services

201arence Perry, The Neighborhood Unit: A Scheme of Arrangement
for the Family Life Community. .In Vol, VIL of the Regional Survey of
New York and Its Environs, (New York: 1929), pp. 22-23.

3Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, pp. 23-24.
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in an economic and hormonious system based on the requirements of
neighborhood life. In addition, he felt that the reason the term
"neighborhood" had been vague and indefinite was due to this neglected
service provision and the lack of definite physical boundaries.

Perry's focus of attention on family life requirements was due
to his observation that ". . . family life makes special demands on
the urban environment." Perry argued that a family needs more than
simply a house and a lot for adequate development. In addition, a
- family needs such provisions as schools, playgrounds, grocery stores,
drug stores, and churches, Furthermore, these provisions should be
located so as to be convenient and readily accessible. Families also
desire a home in a district where each dwelling has an adequate ". . .
space of yard, shrubbery, and general outdoor émenity."LL In sum, he
concluded that the family is dependent upon facilities which are outside
its premises and beyond the reach of its control.

Perry alsc realized that neighborhood definition was being forced
by the automobile and the mobility of urban populations. Due to the
increase in the use of the automoblie by 1920, Perry felt that there
was a need for areas where families could reside without thé risk of the
dangers of automobilé traffic. Since the.cellular city had been a result
of this growing urban mobility, Perry felt that any development pattern
would have to be organized as a distinct unit, cohesive in its physical
"~ design, and safe from the dangers of heavy urban traffic.

In order to accomplish the type of community life Perry searched

uPerry, The Neighborhood Unit, pp. 25-26.




for, he felt that future residential developments should be large scale,
rather than picemeal operations., He Jjustified his conviction on
three reasons:

1. Residential districts needed to be protected from heavy
traffic;

2. Economy is realized through mass construction;
3. The ever present desire for the kind of satisfaction
which comes from wearing a new suit or from redecorating
the living room.5 '
After an extensive study of large scale residential communities,
Perry concluded that those which met the needs of family life had
certain similar parts serving similar functions. These parts were, as

Perry concelved it, universal as the local functions necessary for

enhancing family life, Similarly, although others could be found,

depending on the individual character of the development, there
were four local functions which Perry felt should be provided in all
future residential developments. These local functions were:

1. The elementary school;

2. Small parks and playgrounds;

3. Local shops;

L, A residential environment.

Perry was not only convinced of the need for these local functions
in future residential developments but also of the need for creating a

desirable physical character. This notion was based on the idea that

6Per:r:y, The Neighborhood Unit, p. 3%.

|
|
|
|
[
“Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, p. 31,
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"« . . a beautiful home is not complete without an appropriate residential
environment." Through the careful planning of development, Perry felt
that new residential neighborhoods could bte created as distinct entities
and at the same fime constitute a unit of the larger urban whole. He
felt that this could be accomplished by providing those local functions
within the boundaries of the neighborhood unit, while depending on the
municipality to provide city-wide services such as government, fire and
police protection, and other services which are not economical to provide
at the neighborhood level.7

In developing the neighborhood unit concept, Perry wished to
establish a flexable and elastic formula which planners could readily apply
to deteriorated central areas and undevelopaed surrounding areas. In» |
addition, he wanted planners to include those elements which he felt
necessary to create an ideal residential unit. In order to effectively
utilize a formula for large scale residential develcpment, Perry stresséd
that there should be a mutual cooperation between a construction corpor-
ation and the municipality. Perry also felt that the cooperation should
be in the form of the city using its powers to obtain and place a large
building plot in the hands of the corporation which in turn would erect
a residential development of public benefit.

Perry felt that any such formula should meet certain requirements:

1, It should not be a detailed plan of a model residential

development, since there are many local conditions
which a specific plan would not meet. Instead it should

2

Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, p. 34%.

8 . . .
Clarence Perry, Housing for the Machine Age, (New York: The Russell
Sage Foundation, 1939), p. 49.




Perry also pointed out that his formula was not meant to be used
as deécription of real estate developments or of urban neighborhoods in
general, but rather should be used as a guide for plsnners when consider-

ing elements to be incorporated into a development plan.

1939:

state principles and standards in definite, objective
terms which the professional planner could apply in
Preparing a plan suited to the topography and other
characteristics of a particular site.

It should be expressed in city planning terms, since
it would deal in building plots, highways, recrea-
tion spaces, uses of land, location of public build-
ings, and those public services which require struc-
tures large enough to involve site planning.

To be practical, it should describe a project suf-
ficiently self contained so that, with the boundaries
fixed, it would be possible to go forward with con-
struction without waiting for the planning of adja-
cent sites.9

It is not held that in an ideal city plan the whole
municipality could be laid out in neighborhood units,--

It is recognized that a city is composed of various areas
each of which is donated to a dominant function . . . nor
is it expected that the whole of any residential section
would be laid out in unit districts . . . several areas are
unsuited for application due to irregular manmade and
natural bourdaries,10

Guided by these notions, Perry labored to establish a2 model plan for

ordered urban growth based on the universal needs of family life.

IT. THE NEIGHBORHCOD UNIT FORMULA

Perry wrote in

99

As previously mentioned, the concept of the neighborhood unit was

first published in 1929 in Volume VII of The Regional Survey of New York

9Perry, Housing for the Machine Age, p. 49,

1

*OPerry, Housing for the Machine Age, p. 52.
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and Its Environs., The resulting formula, which Perry conceived after

an extensive examination of community life, embodied six principles.
These principles were:
1. Sige:

Housing for that population for which one elementary
school is ordinarily required.

2. Boundaries:
Bounded by arterial streets sufficiently wide to

facilitate traffic by-pressing the neighborhood
instead of passing through it.

3. Open Spaces:

Small parks and open spaces to meet the needs of
the particular neighborhood should be provided.

L, Institutional Sites:

Sites for schools and other institutions should be
sultably grouped around a central point or common,
and combined with the neighborhood recreation area.

5. Local Shops:

One or more shopping districts, if warranted by the
population should be laid out at the circumference
of the unit, adjacent to similar districts of ad-
Joining neighborhoods.

6., Internal Street Plan:

Each unit should be provided with a special street
system, each street being proportioned to its prob-
able traffic load, and the street net as a whole being
designed to facilitate circulation within thelfnit,
and to discourage its use by through traffic.

Although the principles embodied in the concept were falrly straight-
forward, Perry went into great detail to describe the significance of each

of the elements., The remainder of this sectlon presents a more detalled

11Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, pp. 34-35.
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examination of these elements, and expressés their relationship to an
ideal neighborhood-unit development.

Size and Boundaries

In establishing the elements contained in the neighborhood unit
formula, Perry based his concept on the technical consideration of many
of the experts of his day. Perry based his unit size on the required
population to support an elementary school. He accepted the recommenda-
tion of the Committee on Schoolhouse Planning of the National Education
Association which wrote:

. . in cities it is generally agreed that the contributing
area for an elementary school may have a radius of one-half
to three-quarters of a mile,

In addition, George D, Strayer and N.L. Englehardt wrote that:

. . « children of elementary school age shou}% not be required
to travel more than one-half mile to school.

Leading recreation specialists stressed that one-fourth of a mile
was the effective service radius for the playgroup of children of ele-
mentary school age. Therefore, Perry felt that to be useful it was de-
sirable to distribute small playgrounds throughout the neighborhood, each
serving as a satellite to the schoolyard. This provision was established
to insure that all families would be able to utilize a playground recrea-
tion area within easy access to their homes.

Based on these coﬁsiderations, Perry's model neighborhood unit

contained approximately one hundred and sixty acres, or an area one-half

12Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, pp. 44-L45,

13Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, p. 45.

14Perry, The Neighborhcod Unit, pp. 44-45,
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mile on a side., (See Figure 4-1.) This figure would insure that if
the elementary school was centrally located within the unit it would
be only one~quarter of a mile from the furthest family in the unit.

In this manner, every child could walk to school without difficulty.

Population Considerations

In considering the necessary population requirements for the
neighborhood unit, Perry again based his figures on the recommenda-
tions of Strayer and Englehardt., The two had previously written:

Large school buildings, housing a minimum of 1,000-

2,000 pupils, should be considered as the desirable

parts of a future school plant.15
In addition, the two educators recommended that a modern elementary
school should contain from twenty-four to sixty classrooms., Perry

calculated that in order to support such facilities, using forty pupils

per classroom as an average, it would require from 960-2400 students

Lo

g

of elementary school age. Since the smallest plant to satisfy econonic
and administrative requirements was considered to have a capacity of
1,000 students, Perry chose this figure as a standard.

Based on the census figures of 1920 which stated that one-
sixth of the United States population was of elementary school age,
(6-13), Perry simply calculated that a residential population of
6,600 would yileld an elementary populaticn of 1,000 students. Further-
more, by applying the then standard of twelve houses per gross acre, or

twenty houses per net acre when 40% is devoted to open space and streets,

15Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, p. 47.
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Perry found he could easily house this population in his one hundréd
and sixty acre unit. In this manner.not only would all families be
within easy access of the school, but the school could be economically
and administratively justified in terms of enrollment.

Area and Residential Character

In establishing a neighborhood unit, Perry contended that in
any such development there were certain physical aspects which would
serve to give the unit a distinct and unique character, In fact,
Perry reasoned that there were three ways in which a relationship

existed between the size of a district and its residential character.

104

The first type of relationship between an area and its size is physical..”

This physical relationship pertains to the way area residents and others
feel about a particular district. Perry argued the best evidence that

a district had impressed people with its character therein. Perry main-
tained that the lowest limits of this relationship existed at the street
or park section level, and that the upper limits of such a relationship
could be exhibited in a large scale residential unit as long as its
features were unicue, distinct, and noticabtle. Perry stressed that in
such a large development care should be taken to develop a physical
character through harmonious and unique disign.

The second relationship between size and character pertained to

the process by which the distinguishing features of the area are created.

In this sense, Perry referred to the importance of coordinated develop~
ment., In order to insure this coordination, Perry encouraged develop-

ment by a single management adhering to a comprehensive plan. Through

16Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, pp. 46-51.
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such a coordinate effort of continuous and hormonious design, a neighborhood
could more likely exhibit a distinct character which would be unique to
the development.

The third relationship between size and character pertained to
the preservation of the area's residential character. This notion
refers to the preservation of an area's residential flavor in the years
following initial completion, Perry believed that the area could be
best preserved through the use of customary means such as deed restrictions
and maintenance of use, height, and coverage zones as established by fhe
municipality. However, he also recommended the establishment of neigh-
borhood assoclations to enforce restrictions and generally carry on
activities effecting the tone of the district. In this manner the area
residents could help to mold the character of the area to meet their
specific needs.

The physical limits of a neighborhood and its means of demarcation
are also important in establishing the unit as a distinct entity. 1In
order to set the physical limits of the neighborhood, Perry insisted that
clear and distinct boundaries should be established. In the absence of
such clear demarcation of boundaries, Perry warned that residents would
not have a clear consciousness of the area., Without such a consciousness
of the unit, a dearth of community values will result and the community
will te undefined in the minds of the residents.

Perry warned that although planners will be tempted to use
.natural boundaries to demarcate the unit, ". . . the only safe rule is
to line ail sides of the unit with highways which are capable of handling

all traffic that should by-pass the neighborhood district."17 Inter-

17Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, p. 60.



stices should be located between separate units to allow for channels

of general circulation. In this area, connector streets would be lo-

cated to facilitate traffic flowing from unit to unit, and at the
same time protect various units from physically infringing upon
each other.

Parks and Recreation Spaces

Perry argued that in considering urban play spaces planner
must consider street layout, traffic arteries, and land use gzoning.,
Similarly, a planner must then allocate and integrate recreation
spaces into a plan just as he would any other type of land use.

Perry maintained that it was vital to include recreational
space within the neighborhood unit. In fact, Perry contended that
a model neighborhood unit should contain playgrounds, playfields for
football and baseball, tennis and handball courts, and sometimes a
wading pool. Additional open spaces in the neighborhood would probably
be small and exist in the form of circles, ovals, and breathing spots
at street junctions., Finally, Perry felt that the ideal neighborhood
should contain one well-landscaped green or common to be enjoyed
by the entire unit, and located to form the central focal point of
the community. In total, Perry stressed that a minimum of ten
pexrcent of the totalldevelopment be employed as usable open space.

Perry instructed planners that recreational spaces could be
easily gained by allocating smaller lots to individual residents and
through careful planning to minimize land devoted to internal streets,
Similarly, Perry stressed that economy could be gained by combining

the playground with the school plant facility, Above all, Perry ‘

warned planners to avold rigidity and duplication when planning for
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a unit's recreational needs. Perry wrote that, "open spaces should
be planned to suit the conditions and nceds of the particular neigh-
borhood."18
In some instances Pefry felt that it would be desirable to
devote a portion of the neighborhood open space to interior block
playspaces. This type of space is common space, located in the center
of the blocﬁ, and festricted to use by the particular families on the
block. However, he also advised that there are two ways in which in-
terior playspaces can be provided in a unit development, The first
method is achieved by cutting down the depths of individual lots and
appropriating the remaining space as an interior play area. The
second method, which Perry considered mdre desirable, involves setting
aside of a portion of the development as a whole and then incorporating
it into the center of a block of normal-sized lots. Although this
method involves using a larger block and a special street plan, it
is desirable due to the reduction of streets, sewers, and improvemerts
otherwise required.,
As a result of previous developments, Perry was well acquainted
with interior block open space. Perry advised:
1. The use of interior blocks is primarily limited to
toddlers and babies in single family residentigl
~ units,
2. On blocks built with multi-family structures in-
terior block spaces are s practical method to give
all families the enjoyment of a protected open
space.

3. In single family housing blocks there is little
gain in providing a common central playground at

18Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, p. 62.
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the expense of a back yard because the back yard
is adequate for most childhood activites.,

Abéve all, Perry stressed that there was only a need for three to

four blocks designed with interior open spaces, and that remaining
blocks in the unit should be of regular composition.

| In summation, Perry postulated that there were three results to
be gained through adequate open space provision within the neighborhood
unit. These gains are:

1. An increase in use of recreational facilities due to
the proximity to the home;

2. A decrease in pressure on the municipality's existing
congested parks and playgrounds;

3. A decreased load on traffic and transportation fa-
cilities incidental to the use of larger parks and
public amusement resorts,Z0

Community Centers

Perry, who had been an active advocate of the Community Center
Movement, incorpaorated this concept into his neighborhood unit. The
community center in Perry's concept was to be located at the focal
point of the community, often in conjunction with the elementary
school. This center would function to promote and facilitate'community
activities through volunteer association for common local interests.
Possible uses to be included in such a center are the elementary school,
church sites, a branch liErary, a little theater, andka community
house.,

In developments utilizing the center in conjunction with the

19Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, p. 68.
20

Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, p. 68,
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school, five acres should be allocated as playspace and setting for
the center. The grounds should be sufficient to supply experimental
gardens, borders of flowers, and add a park-like effect to the approach
of the building. Perry reasoned that such a center, located in the
central gone of the unit, would serve as the vital core of the com-~
munity. Not only would such a center be within easy access of all
the residents, but it would also serve as a physical and psychological
focal point of the community. Here, Perry hoped that local pride would
be "seeded" and the center would serve as the heart of the develop-

21

ment.

Shopping Districts

Another fundamental element to Perry's neighborhood unit concept.

was that of the shopping district. Perry believed that neighborhood

shops should be in easy walking distance and bunched together in a
single center.

These districts should be located at arterial intérsections,
on the periphery of the unit. In this manner, when strategically
placed, one center could function to serve several units. In addition,
by locating the district on the edge of the unit, not only is easier
access provided to wholesalers and manufacturers, but the neighborhood
is protected from intrusion by heavy traffic utilizing the center.
Such an arrangement can serve to provide a neighborhood unit with an
easy access shopping center, without the nuisance and danger to pedes-

trians that such a center might otherwise present.22

21Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, pp. 72-75.

22Perry, The Neighborhood Unit, pp. 76-83.
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Street System

The streets constituting the neighborhood unit should serve
to allow direct, rapid and uninterrutpted movement for through traffic
outside the unit. Similarly, the'streets should be arraanged so as
to be safe tc the residents of the unit. With these guidelines in
mind, Perry's neighborhood unit concept kept both slow and fast traffic
in mind.

In order to facilitate fast traffic and keep it foreign to the
residential unit, Perry recommended that developers devoté saome of
the development area to bounding arterial highways. Width of these
arterial streets should be related to local traffic conditions and
the need of general circulation near the area. In this manner both
traffic by-passing the unit and the pedesfrian within the unit can
be accommodated.

On the other hand, internal streets in the unit should be spe-
cialized to their probable traffic load. Perry felt that this would
not only result in greater safety to residents but that the use of
staggered streets, dead-end highways, and cul-de-sacs could contribute
to variety and attractiveness of view within the unit. Perry stressed
careful planning, with skill and care, to adapt the internal streets
to the terrain. In this way, the streets could easily add to the
charm, safety, and convenience of the unit. In summary, Perry stated
that two principles should apply to all neighborhood unit developments,
regardless of size:

1, Donate land for by-passing to keep through traffic
out.,

~

2. Shape highways within so that local traffic will
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serve residents safely.

Summary
Clarence A. Perry's formula for the neighborhood unit concept

was established as an elastic pattern. It was to be applied by plan-
ners based on local considerations and conditions, Although his
model unit was conceived as a one hundred and sixty acre development,
serving a population of 5,000-6,000 persons, his illustration was
only hypothetical., The unit provided schools, institutional sites,
shopping centers, open recreational areas, and safety from the auto-

mobile., Together the elements in the unit offered a possible relief

from chaotic urban conditions,.

Perry felt that governmental assistance should aid in bringing
about rapid application and utilization of the concept as a tool for
urban development. In general, Perry's concept:

1, Describes a unit in population in relation to area;

2, Is sufficiently definite to be easily recognized;

3. Is elastic enough to vary with density;

L, 1Is organic in its composition.24
In addition, Perry felt that the scheme offered the following advan-
tages:

1. Safety for protected residential districfs;

2. It promotes contact between neighbors;

3. It promotes development of character for younger
generations;

23perry, The Neishborhood Unit, p. 88.

zaPerry, The Neighborhood Unit, pp. 123-129.
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L, It introduces sunlight planning, reduces congestion,
and inserts open spaces into crowed areas,?

In summation, the concept was an ordered development solution
for both center city and rapidly urbanizing areas, which could be
economically applied and at the same time serve to promote family
life. Perry had created ". . . a residential cell capable of building
up so strong a community life within itself that it would be capable
of resisting the tendencies of depreciation and disintegration that

26

might take place in the city around it."
ITI. CLARENCE STEIN

Another early pioneer to experiment with the notions presented
by Clarence Perry was the New York architect/planner Clarence Stein.
Stein, who had a tremendous influence on planning thought during his
lifetine, served as a consultant, developer, archifect, chairman of
the State Commission of Housing and Regional Planning in New York, and
like Perry was a member of the Regional Planning Association of Aﬁerica.
During the early 1920's Stein began to search for a constructive means
to facilitate a new urban growth pattern. This concern resulted in
a trip to England to visit the gérden city developments which had
been constructed World War I. He returned to the United States "z

deciple of Ebenezer Howard and Raymond Unwin," with the desire to

L
2operry, The Neighborhood Unit, pp. 123-129.

2
“6James Dahir, Communities for Better Living, (New York: Harper
and Brothers, 1950), p. 215.
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create a garden city in America,

Stein had searched for a new growth pattern for this country

because he felt that previous endeavors in large scale real estate

development had been both uneconomical and impractical in terms of

modern day demands., However, Stein was also convinced that the short-

conings of past endeavcrs could be corrected and avoided through new

design patterns for the future. Not unlike Perry, Stein felt that

future residential design patterns should be based on a comprehensive
plan, be démocratic, and insure a setting for community life removed
from the daily flow of urban activity., Only in this manner could the
individual actively participate in the common lifeug8
Inherent in Stein's philosophy of residential development was
a concern for spaciousness. His concern was to be expressed not only
through the provision of adequate light, air, and natural spaces designed
for leisure hours, located safely and conveniently to all homes. Stein
was convinced that only through such a spacious arrangement could the
pedestrian be safely separated from the annoyance and danger of the
automobile.29
Stein stressed that modern developments should practice economy
in the provision of unessential elements in order to permit the equip-

ment for the healthful and wholesome family and community life. He

was also convinced that modern demands required that new residential

27Clarence Stein, Towards New Towns for America, (Cambridge, Mass.:
The MIT Press, 1957), p. 19.

Clarence Stein, "City Patterns Past and Future,” New Pencil
Points, Vol. 23, (June, 1922), pp. 52-56.

28 . .
9Ste1n, "City Patterns Past and Future," pp. 52-56.
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developments be built in undeveloped areas, Similarly, he held that
it would be more economical to rebuild the problem areas of large
cities rather than correct the old because ". . .. it is impractical
to build the new pattern in the old city at present due to the high
but false value placed on land by unrealized dreams of expansion."Bo
Stein felt tha{ older large cities in this country were facing
social and economic bankruptcy. Similarly, like Ebenezer Howard, he
felt the solution tp the social and economic crisis was the establish-
ment of series of smaller compact towns containing from 7,000-10,000
residents. He predicted that older, large cities would eventually be
dispersed and rebuilt in this wmanner due to the efficiency of their
operation.31
Stein was positive that the changing technigues and new growth
ratterns would eventually result in a new city form. He felt that
the new form would be dependent upon the concept of the neighborhood.
Similarly, whereas in the past urban development had been dependent
upon the notion and scale of lot and city, the new pattern would stress
the relationship of neighborhood and region. As a result, Stein hoped
that the new city form ﬁouid consist of smaller, more efficient regional
cities, as opposed to a megalopolis, operating an entities separated
from each other by a grcenbelt, and simultaneously as a regional unit

connected by efficlent channels of transportation. These regional

cities would have the advantage of containing both rural and urban

3OClarence Stein, "The Case For New Towns," The Journal of the
American Institute of Planners, Vol. V., (1939) pp. 39-44.

31

lStein, "The Case For New Towns," pp. 39-44.
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elements, being small enough to insure neighborliness without sacrificing
diversity.32

Stein advocated that the new regional town should contain several
key development features. These features included the elements of:

1. Openness:

with roads and parks fitting together for freedom of
movement and repose;

2., Consolidation:

of neighborhoods into a town without losing the identy
of the neighborhood;

3. Specialiged Suverblocks:

with the central parks and open spaces determining the
location of roads;

4, Roads Serving:

instead of dominating, each having a specialized form.33

Stein felt that the new city pattern should be flexible rather
than rigid or fixed. 1In this manner, the development would be able
to change as technological developments in building and planning occur.
Simillarly, he hoped that physical patterns could efficiently woxrk to
serve the population by providing adequate social and recreational
facilities and amenities within their design.

These notions helped to shape Stein's philosophy and desire
to create a new urban development pattern. Stein wrote:

All that we know of the future is that we do not know

Jjust what technical change will determine its detailed
pattern, but we do know that the reguirements of human

3?“Stein, "(ity Patterns Past and Future," pp. 52-56.

3stein, "City Patterns Past and Future," pp. 52-56.
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needs and human desires for closer contacts with nature
as well as the flexibility to meet changing techniques,
indicate the pattern of limited sized units, surrounded
by open space and close to all activity.34

With his phiiosophy established, Stein wished to design a garden
city in the United States. To this end, he persuaded Alexander M. Bing,
who had previously formed The City Housing Corporation, a limited
dividend housing corporation, to construct a garden city. As a result,
Stein and his close associate Henry Wright planned for the development
of their first garden development, Sunnyside Gardens, on a seventy-
seven acre site in thé borough of Queens in New York. (See Figure
h-2.)

Sunnyside was planned conceptually as a garden city of moderate
priced homes within easy access of New York City. In reality, the
development became an experimental field laboratory located with New
York's rigid gridiron street system. As a result, Stein's desire fell
short as he was forced to conform to this framework.35

The first unit of Sunnyside was completed in 1924 as an inde-
pendent residential community. The design featured narrow buildings
encircling the perimeter of a large block leaving open space in the

interior for the common use of the residents. This space was intended

to be utiliged as playspace and dedicated to the residents under control

of block trustees. In the second and third years of the development,
Stein continued to utilize a common block but it was adapted so that
the 900 foot blocks were divided into quadrangles and almost com-

pletely enclosed. In sum, these blocks served to form an open park

3
35

Stein, "City Patterns Past and Future," pp. 52-56.

Stein, Towards New Towns for America, p. 22,
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Figure 4-2. General plan of Sunnyside Gardens showing the years
in which various stages of development were completed. Source: Stein,
Towards New Towns for America, (The MIT Press, 1971).
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system of approximately six acres.

The interior of the blocks were 120 feet wide from building
to building. Since each unit had a garden plot of thirty feet, the
remaining central area of sixty feet was designated as common rest

area. Access to these central blocks was provided by staggered in-

terior paths. To insure preservation of these open areas arages were
’

located approximately 1,000 feet from the residential units. In the
latter years, to avoid intrusion from neighboring developments, Stein
desigﬁed the courtyards to open directly off the street with building
units surrounding them on three sides. Similarly, service lanes to
these units were provided in the form of paved streets which led to
rear kitchen and cellar entrances,

Since the site was zoned industrial, Stein was free to vary
the height and design of his buildings at Sunnyside Gardens. His
design featured a mixture of housing types including one, two, and
three family units. In many instances, the one, two, and three bed-
room units were purchased by a single owner who would rent them to
anxious tenants.

Sunnyside Gardens was initially a success. The population
was primarily from the moderate income group, with a median annual
income of $3,000 in 1926. Since it was an experiment, the physical
plan and the comﬁunity plan grew together. Separate block organi-
zations provided social functions with bolck centers serving'as a
residential meeting place. Later, all residents became part of the

Sunnyside Neighborhood Association which proved to be more practical

36

Stein, Towards New Towns for America, p. 24.




than the separaté block associations which were first instituted.

In total, Sunnyside Gardens provided homes for 1202 moderate
income families. However, the depression forced many families to
lose their homes. This resulted in internal conflict within the
development. As a result, Sunnyside never quite regained its sense
of unity as a neighborhood. Even so, Sunnyside is still a beautiful
development within a dense urban area, providing peaceful living in

37

the heart of a thriving metropolitan aresz.

IV, RADBURN: THE FIRST NEIGHBORHOOD UNIT

The first attempt to construct an actual development on the
elements contained in the neighborhood unit concept was by Clarence
 Stein at Radburn, New Jersey. In 1928, after its early success at

Sunnyside Gardens, the City Housing Corporation ambitiously began %o

construct a limited sized town, planned for working and living, sur- .,

rounded by a greenbelt, as described by Ebenezer Howard. Meanwhile,
Herbert Emerich, the corporation's general manager, sketched a rough
drawing of a residential superblock which formed a physical nelgh-
berhood. This conceptual design was to eventually form the Radburn
idea.3

With their goal established and after an examination of fifty
possible sites, the City Housing Corporation purchased a farm tract of
approximately 1,280 acres. This site was located in Fairlawn, New

Jersey, approximately sixteen miles from New York. This site was

37

Stein, Towards New Towns for America, p. 24.
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Stein, Towards New Towns for America, p. 41,




well suited for development based on Perry's notion as there were few

physical limitations., More important, the area had no street plan or
zoning ordinance to hinder the development of a functional design plan,
Unfortunately, the greenbelt which was originally planned had to be
abandoned except for a narrow parkway to the north and a recreat-
ional field to the south due to the lack of sufficient space on the
site.

The elements of design which Stein incorporated at Radburn
were perhaps his most important contribution to the neighborhood
unit idea and new town development in general, These design elements
were:

1. Design based on the superblock;

2. Specialized roads designed and built for specific
use;

3. Complete separation of pedestrian and automobile;

Ly, Houses turned and arranged to face gardens leaving
service entrances to rear access roads;

5. large open areas in the center of gge superblock
to be joined as a continuous park.

Although Radburn was to contain three neighborhoods housing
approximately 25,000 people, it did not begin with‘a complete plan. This
was due tc the short time period between obltaining the land and beginning
the development. However, Radburn incorporated the notion of the neigh-
borhood unit as its basis for physical design. (See Figure 4-3.,) Stein
specified that Radburn be designed as a series of neighborhood units,

with one-half mile radius, centering on a neighborhood elementary

39

Stein, Towards New Towns for America, pp. L1-Uk,
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school and playground. The size of the unit, as Perry specified,
was based on the number of children to be serviced by the elementary
school, approximately 7,500-10,000 people. Access to and co-
hesiveness of the development was insured through a system of over-
and under-passes which served to connéct the neighborhoods without-
crossing a single street.uo

Radburn was designed with an educational-cultural community
center situated equidistant from the three proposed elementary schools
and no more than one mile from all homes. A regional commercial center
was designed as a market center on a state thorovghfare at the mein
entrance of the development, A planned industrial site was proposed
and was to be located south of the state highway with access to be
provided by this highway and a railroad spur.LLl

Although the prevailing theme at Radburn was "economy of space,”
single housing types were chosen. These houses were both free standing
and attached, designed with two entrances, one side for service and the
other for peaceful living. Recreational facilities in the development
included two swimming pools, two playgrounds, tennis courts, a six and
three-quarter acre athletic field, and a plaza building which housed
stores on the lower level with the upper level serving the population

. L2
as a community center.

122

The City of Fairlawn could not supply the needed service improve-

ments for Radburn., Therefore, the City Housing Corporation created the

4OStein, Towards New Towns for America, p. 47.
41Stein, Towards New Towns for America, p. 51.
L2

Stein, Towards New Towns for America, pp. 63-65.
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Radburn Neighborhood Association to insure property maintenance and
provide public services. This association was empowered to impose an
annual service charge to all residents, never to exceed one-half of the
current borough taxes, to maintain necessary services, park and recre-
ational facilities, and to interpret and apply protective restrictions,
This assoclation was to be self governed by a self perpetuating board
of trustees with the powers of municipal government, excluding taxation.
At present, most of the services, except for park and walkway mainte-
nance and the Radburn Voluntary Fire Department, have been taken over
by the City of Fairlawn.q'3

During its earliest years, Radburn became a moderate income develop-
ment. The average annual income at the time of completion was $2,000-
$5,000, Residents were primarily white collar workers with similar
lifestyles. This similarity of lifestyle led to the formation of =
citizen association to promote community social life. This association
provided a wide variety of community activities and events to approxi-
mately 97 percent of the early residents.uu

Despite what appeared to be eérly success at Radburn, construction
of the site was halted before the town was completed. (See Figure 4-4.)
As a result of the economic depression of the thirties, the City Housing
Corporation was forced to declare bankruptcy. The town therefore had
several shortcomings. Radburn lacks a complete greenbelt, it was never
able to secure industry, and the underlying land, except for the main

. . b
block common, was not retained in common ownership. 5 However, even

QBStein, Towards New Towns for America, pp. 63-65.

PStein, Towards New Towns for America, pp. 60-62.

2;5

Stein, Towards New Towns for America, pp. 67-69.
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with Radburn's shortcomings, the two completed superblocks retained a
beauty of design and unity of neighborhood which make it a highly de-
sirable place to reside even today. More important, Radburn stood as

a living example of the elements which could be incorporated in a de-
velopemnt to offer the residents safety and convenience,iwithout ad-
ditional cost to the developer. Furthermore, proponents viewed Radburn,
although different in scale, as a living example of Clarence Perry's
neighborhood unit idea., Although never completed, Radburn would serve

as a model for future residential design.




CHAPTER V

- CONCZPT APPLICATION
I. GREENBELT CITIES: FEDERAL APPLICATION

By 1930, three predominant ideas had evolved in the American school
of city planning in terms of ordered community growth solutions for
urban areas. These three ideas, Howard's garden city, Perry's neigh~
borhood unit concept, and Stein's Radburn idea each had promised a
"more suitable living environment" for urban dwellers, While these
theories had been established and a few "ideal" developmenfs had. been
undertaken utiliging elements from one or more of these concepts, no
development, save Radburn, had attempted large scale construction based
on the concept of the neighbérhood unit,

During the years following the formation of the neighborhood unit
concept, cities in the United States were faced with the problems asso-~
ciated with the Great Depression, One of the greatest problems facing
these cities was that of housing the displaced farmer. Soil erosion,
mechanization of labor, overproduction in the twenties, and changing
consumption habits had made farming unprofitable, As a result, rural
populations flocked to cities in search of Jjobs and relief. The influx
in urban population forced the city to become the "corrective for rural

ills.”1

1Da.vid Myhra, "Rexford Guy Tugwell: TInitiator of America's Green-
belt New Towns 1935-1936," The Journal of the American Institute of
Planners, Vol. 40, (May, 1974), p. 177.
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Franklin D. Roosevelt's New Deal Administration was forced to deal
with the displaced farmer. Although the farm family had turned to the
city for economic relief, often the urban condition proved no better
than those they had left behind. Not only did they face a dearth of
housing and employment opportunity, but in many instances "unimaginative
city planning had created urban conditions worse than those the farmer
had left."2 |

In 1932, Roosevelt employed the services of Rexford Guy Tugwell,
an agricultural-economist on the faculty of Columbia University. Tugwell
was employed as an economic advisor to Roosevelt. In 1933 Tugwell be-
came Undersecretary of the Department of Agriculture and on April 30,
1935, director of the newly formed Resettlement Administration.

As director of the Resettlement Administration, Tugwell recognized
the forces pushing the farmer to urban centers and as a result, sought
to prepare for the inevitable growth.3 Tugwell believed that the solu-
tion to the problem of the displaced farmer would be through the creation
of new urban resettlement projects to house in-migrating farm families.,

In this manner, the famlily could be adequately housed while the head of

the household could find employment in the nearby urban employment cen-

ters,

. Tugwell strongly believed in the endless opportunities of cities
through controlled growth. His idea was to create satellite communities
on urban fringe areas to house both the rural migrant and the urban slum

dweller. As director of the Resettlement Administration, he set about

2David Myhra, "Rexford Guy Tugwell: Initiator of America's Green-
belt New Towns 1935-1936," p. 178.

3David Myhra, "Rexford Guy Tugwell: Initiator of America's Green-
belt New Towns 1935-1936," p. 179.
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this task, Tugwell wrote:

Wouldn't it be better to capitalize on our already existing

social and economic investments in our larger cities, and

construct examples of how housing might be surrounded by a-

more pleasant environment.
With this philosophy, Tugwell initiated the Federal Greenbelt New Town
Program.

The Greenbelt New Town Program began essentially with the creation
of the Resettlement Administration April 30, 1935, when Roosevelt signed
Executive Order 7027. Funding fell under the Emergency Relief Appro-
priations Act of 1935. Although this act made no specific reference to
new town construction, it did mention housing construction, roads, streets '
and highway construction, irrigation and conservation projects and other
forms of relief.5

Although Roosevelt had originally approved the construction of eight
model communities, funding proved inadequate. While the cost of construc-
ting eight communities would have amounted to $68 million, only $31 mil-
lion was allocated. As a result, three of the original projects were
abandoned before work began. ILater, two of these five were dropped, one
near St. Louis due to a disagreement with the St. Louis Planning Commis-
sion and one at Greenbelt, New Jersey when a federal court order halted

construction on the site,

4Myhra,, "Rexford Guy Tugwell: Initiator of America's Greenbelt
New Towns 1935-1936," p. 171.

5John R. McFarland, "The Administration of the New Deal Greenbelt
Towns," Journal of the American Institute of Planners, Vol. 32, (July
1966), p. 218.

6M0Farland, "The Administration of the New Deal Greenbelt Towns,"
p. 219,
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Extensive preliminary research by the Resettlement Administration's
planning division formed the basis for final site selection. The selec-
tion process involved two steps:

1. Selection of major cities near which the projects were
to be constructed.

2. BSelection of the particular site within this region,

The first step was based on a general economié study of the nation's one
hundred largest cities. Factors considered were population, employment
growth potential, housing needs, labor policies, general civic attitude,
and local governmental structure. The second step of the site selection
process was based on population trends, topography, land prices, and
avallability of employment. After considering all these factors, the
final sites chosen for the greenbelt communities were on the outskirts
of Washington, D.C., Cincinnati, Ohio, and Milwaukee, Wisconsin.

When actual development of the greenbelt communities began, there
was no local community structure to hinder operations of the federal
planning staff. As a result, the planners enjoyed great flexibility in
designing the new towns. The federal government freely chose the sites,
acquired the land, planned, financed, and constructed the communities.
Bach of the communities contained a town center, town common, community
buildings, major commercial facilities, and an encircling residential
structure, all provided by the construction division of the Resettlement
Administration., In addition, the administration supplied the services

normally provided by public utility companies.

7McFar1and, "The Administration of the New Deal Greenbelt Towns,"
p. 220.
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When the greenbelt projects were constructed, the towns were in-
corporated under the laws of the state. However, since the federal
government owned the sites, a unique governmental relationship existed.
For example, in the first years after incorporation the federal govern-
ment bore the major repairs for the towns while the local governments
were required to contribute but minor services and maintenance. Simi-
larly, since the land was owned by the federal government, it was not
subject to local zoning or condemnation by local government. Further-
more, the localities were not authorized to tax.federal land holdings
and as a result could not levy property taxes. Rather; in 1936 Congress
authorized the Resettlement Administration to make payments to the lo-
calities in lieu of taxes based on the cost of providing municipal ser-
vices., |

Opposition in the Courts

While the Greenbelt Projects were an incredible operation, the
Resettlement Administration nonetheless proved to be short lived. The
beginning of‘the demise of the agency occurred when the construction
of Greenbrook, New Jersey was halted by a federal court order. Green-
brook had been planned as the largest of the greenbelt towns with.a
planned population of 20,000. It was to have been located between
New Brunswick and Princeton, New Jersey, in the Township of Franklin.
However, the small township challenged the federal construction of the
greenbelt project in court on the grounds that:

1. The new town would change the township from rural

to urban over night, adding to the costs of govern-
ment without a compensating source of revenue.

8McFar1and, "The Administration of the New Deal Greenbelt Towns,"
p. 223.
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2. Residents felt that existing property values would

be lowered if the federal subsidized new towns
were constructed.

3. By forcing an unwanted development on it by the
federal government, the township would be in danger
of losing its home rule,

On May 18, 1936, the U.S. Court of Appeals in the District of
Columbia, in a three to one decision, enjoined the Resettlement Ad-
ministration from proceeding with construction at Greenbrook. The
court ruled that:

The provision of the Emergency Relief Appropriations Act
of 1935, constituted an invalid decision to the president
of the congressional power to legislate because:

1. There was no adequate definition of the subject;

2. There was nothing in the act directly prescribing

the powers and duties of the president with re-
spect to housing; and

3. The declaration of purpose was too Vague.1
Furthermore, the court held that the federal government had no powers to
engage directly in housing activities for two reasons:

1. Such activities are not within the scope of the

powers granted to Congress because housing pro-
jects have no connection with the general welfare;
and

2. Such activities are reserved for action by the states

alone . . . Thereforei legislation by Congress for that

purpose is forbidden.

Although the attorney general limited the decision specifically to the

Greenbrook Project, allowing other projects to continue with the funds

9Myhra, "Rexford Guy Tugwell: Initiator of America's Greenbelt
New Towns 1935-1936," pp. 184-185,

1

“OMyhra, "Rexford Guy Tugwell: Initiator of America's Greenbelt
New Towns 1935-1936," pp. 184-185,

11Myhra., "Rexfbrd Guy Tugwell: Initiator of America's Greenbelt

New Towns 1935-1936," pp. 184-185,
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already allocated, no new ones could be initiated b;cuase the decision
declared the Emergency Relief Appropriations Acf unconstitutional.

Due to continuous attack from all sides, Tugwell resigned his posi-
tion as director of the agency. Congress followed suit by dissolving
the agency. By 1938 most of the federal construction was completed in
the three remaining greenbelt projects. Between 1938 and 1952 the
tenants were selected, local governments organized, and service facilities
were taken over by the towns.

By 1940 the successor of the Resettlement Administration, the Farm
Security Administration, permitted private development of the greenbelt
sites with the stipulation that the development company would complete
at least 200 homes, would accept a 99 year lease, and would permit the
Farm Security Administration to review the house plans.

In 1944, Congress enacted a statue allowing residents to recelve
deeds when they tendered full payment of the purchase price of homes.
Furthermore, between 1947 and 1948 the Public Housing Administration
spent $79,000 on survey work to prepare to sell the towns to private
developers. In 1949 Congress authorized the Public Housing Administra-
tibn to sell the towns. The undeveloped acreage was sold to private
developers between 1949 and 1953.12

The Resettlement Administration set unprecedented speed in construc-
ting the greenbelt projects. Furthermore, these projects represented
the federal government's initial attempt at new town development, Al-
though not complete garden cities as Howard had envisioned, they are

nonetheless satellite suburbs made possible by the effort of Tugwell and

12McFarland, "The Administration of the New Deal Greenbelt Towns,"
pp. 219-221.
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the Resettlement Administration: The projects offered an ordered growth
solution combining principles of the garden city idea, neighborhood unit
concept, and the Radburn idea. In describing the greenbelt developments,
Clarence Stein wrote:

The three towns are among the best applications of the prin-
ciples laid down by Clarence Perry . . . each greenbelt town
in the beginning was, in effect, a single neighborhood. The
focus of each is a planned neighborhood center consisting

of school, community buildings, shopping center, govern-
ment and management offices, and principal recreation acti-
vity.13

American City Magaczine went so far as to write:

Distinguished by the fact that they comprise complete com-
munities, with stores, shops, and community buildings as
well as residences, the Resettlement Administration's pro-
Jects constitute one of the most striking contributions

to public housing in America.

Greenbelt, Maryland Site Plan

The first of the Resettlement Administration's new town projects
was Greenbelt, Maryland, located five miles north of Washington, D.C.
In 1935 the federal government gradually acquired approximately 3,300
acres from several owners to construct the first of the new towns. The
site chosen, overworked farmland selling for an average of $90 per acre,
constituted a high crescent shaped plateau. As a result, the site
planners had opportunity to orientate the houses to take full advantage
of the sunshine and prevailing winds. Every road was designed to follow

the natural contours of the land. Similarly, due to imaginative site

13Clarence Stein, Towards New Towns for America, (Cambridge, Mass.:
The MIT Press, 1957), p. 150,

14"Site Plans of Greenbelt Towns," American City Magazine, Vol. 51,
(February 8, 1936), p. 58.
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planning, the entire development only contained six miles of roads.
(See Figure 5-1.)
The plan for Greenbelt contained several of the principles of
Stein's Radburn and Perry's neighborhood unit concept. The street sys-
tem at Greenbelt featured wide spacing to form a series of irregular
shaped superblocks. The interior of these blocks were left open with
development occurring at the periphery. In addition, a series of foot-
paths and over-passes ran through the interior of these blocks serving
to unite the residential area, These blocks were intentionally utilized
to form the physical basis of the neighborhood, which consisted of ap-
proximately 1,000 families.15
The center of the crescent shaped town focuses on the town common
and business center. The business center houses stores, service facili-
ties, a school and community center, and recreation field. Furthermore,
it is located within easy walking distance to all homes in the area.
Double crescent shaped roads encircle this center providing easy access
for all the residents. To the west of the center is an artificial lake
which serves as a community recreation area. In the southern portion
of the development, fertile tracts were allotted to residents to be used
as garden ploté. Finally, wooded areas were for the most part left
uncut to be used as natural recreation areas for the town's residents.16
The town's water supply came from the nearby public utility of

the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission. The topography of the

site allowed the utilization of a gravity system which carried water

15

16"Site Plans of Greenbelt Towns," pp. 57-58.

tein, Towards New Towns for America, p. 150.
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Figure 5-1. The general plan of Greenbelt, Maryland. Source:
Stein, Towards New Towns for America, (The MIT Press, 1971).




136

and sewage from the highest point in the town to a sewage disposal sys-

tem located at the western edge of the town,

While not a complete new town in Howard's sense, the development
at Greenbelt constitutes a well planned community, based on the notion
of the neighborhood, with an original density of only four families

17

per acre.

Greenhills, Ohio Site Plan

The second greenbelt project undertaken by the Resettlement Adminis-

tration was Greenhills, Ohio. (See Figure 5-2.) It is located on a
wooded site approximately five miles north of Cincinnati. While the
project contained 6,000 acres situated between two highways connecting
Cincinnati and Hamiltor, Ohio, the origiﬁal plan was for only 676 dwell-
ing units which were completed in the first stage of development. Even
so, the town had a potential capacity of several thousand families.18

The topography and existing roads influenced the formation of the
town plan. The topography consisted of a series of rolling areas and
steep slopes. As a result, geneial building areas were separated by
ravines which the planners utilized as open spaces. The areas which
were developed were on level ground with a commanding view of the
surrounding countryside.

The development utilized the concept of the physical neighborhood
based on the Radburn idea. Roads followed the natural contours of the
land and form large irregular shaped superblocks. In addition, the

residential flavor of the area was preserved by the extensive use of

17"Site Plans of Greenbelt Towns," pp. 57-58.
18

Stein, Towards New Towns for America, p. 150.




137

180IN0¢g

‘(1467 ‘ssaxd LIW 8Yl) ‘BOTILUY
*seale LeTd usIplTyd TTeuws (Q7) fseexe Juryred (§)
AMV nhmpzmo

JOJ SUMOJ, M3) SpIeMOJ, ‘ulailg
‘weaxys (L) ‘pretyferd (9) ‘yred xsuutr (G) ‘Tood Sutwwms (47) ‘Tooyos AgTUnuwod
Sutddoys (2) fuouwod (1) *2-G aan8Ty

tsmoys uerd ayg

*OTYQ ‘STTTYuaaxn Jo uerd umog




wide cul-de-sacs. Landscaping and the road system were directed toward

the desire to achieve an informal open community. This atmosphere was
further enhanced through the utilization of the ravines as recreational
open space and a large play and picnic area located at the southern
boundary of the site.19

The Greenhills town center serves as the formal center of the
development. This center contains a town common, business center, swinm-
ming pool, school ard playground. In addition, the center contains an
auditorium—gymnasium, library, art studios and a cafeteria. The com-
munity center is within easy walking distance to all residents and ié
situated in the exact center of the site.

To protect the communit& from encroachment by other developments
and to segregate the town as a unit, Greenhills utilized a greenbelt
which encircled the entire town. The greenbelt was composed of allotment

gardens, open recreational areas, and farmland.

CGreendale, Wisconsin Site Plan

The final greenbelt project undertaken by the Resettlement Adminis~
tration was the community of Greendale, Wisconsin. (See Figure 5-3,)
The Resettlement Administration purchased 3,140 acres approximately
eight miles from Milwaukee in 1936. While the purpose of the admiﬁis-
tration was to provide low income homes, the work resulted in what
Clarence Stein described as:
| . just that kind of neighborly community life that makes

Creendale such an important demggstration of the kind of
towns we need all over America.

19"Site Plans of Greenbelt Towns," pp. 57-58.

2OStein, Towards New Towns for America, p. 187.
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Milwaukee County for park and recreational purposes, protected the town
from encroachment from other developments and serves to define and limit
the size of the town. While Greendale was initlally built to house

enly 750 families, it was large enough to accommodate an ultimate capa~-
city of 3,000 families.22

Overview of the Greenbelt Projects

In sum, the work of the Resettlement Administration under Tugwell
represented the federal government's initial attempt at new town develop-
ment, While the resulting communities were not cemplete new towns with
greal diversity in housing type and population, and economically self
conlained, they are nonetheless communities which were designed to promote
better living. OClearly, elements from both Clarence Perry and Clarence
Stein served as the design foundation for the projects.

The developments were to serve as models representing ideal require-
ments for better living based on modern life. In addition, they were
well planned, functional growth units which served to accommodate ex-
panding metropolitan populations in a time when planners began to first
toy with alternatives to unimaginative designs for urban growth.

In reviéw, the original intent of the New Deal Resettlement Admin-
istration was two fold; to create work during the great depression and
to try new planning concepts which had evolved to date. Furthermore,
the Resettleﬁent Administration based its project experiments on five
propositions:

1. Acquisition of a large tract of land to avoid the com-
plications of diverse ownership.

o
j"Site Plans for Greenbelt Towns," p. 57.
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2. Creation of a community primarily for families of modest
income, protected by an encircling greenbelt.

3. Dwellings and their land retained in one ownership-
preferably a local public agency which would lease
dwellings but not sell them,

L, Development under a master plan for the entire area.

5. Integration of the economics of the rural area and the
urban community.

Furthermore, the Resettlement Administration had hoped to create com-
plete communities, rather than merely suburbs, based on the concept of
the physical neighborhood.,

In 1966 the National Association of housing and Redevelopment Offi-
cials visited the greenbelt cities to examine the present status of the
towns. The group found that, in general, residents had not been sup-
portive of the new towns. As a result; the towns had stagnated with
practically no growth after the federal government pulled out. The
only exception was in Greenbelt, Maryland, which added approximately
1,000‘units in 1941, After the governmeat liquidated its interest the
notion of design based on the neighborhood unit was abandoned, and the

25

towns were merely suburbs of neighboring metropolitan areas.
I7, THE LEVITTOWNS

Levittown I

Truely one of this country's most innovative development schemes
was launched following the second world war. In 1947, William J. Levitt,
a one-time college drop-out, launched a scheme which ultimately revolu-

tionized the housing industry in this country.

24A1bert Mayer, "Greenbelt Towns in USA: and New Towns," Town

and Country Planning, Vol. 37, (January 24, 1969), p. 36.
25

Mayer, "Greenbelt Towns in USA: and New Towns," p. 37.
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Immediately following World War II, Levitt, his father, and brother
formed Levitt and Sons Company in Manhassett, Long Island. As a result
of his initiative, Bill Levitt became the '"biggest builder of houses in
the United States" as one writer said, "the General Motors of the hous-
ing industry."26

Levitt's idea was to mass produce prefabricated low cost housing in
sufficient quantity to be affordable to the young couples which so badly
needed it following the war. Levitt implemented his idea by obtaining
a 1400 acre site near Hicksville, Long Island, in 1947, Ultimately, the
development mushrooméd into 17,000 homes, housing 70,000 people. (See
Figure 5-4.)

Bill Levitt's success as a developer was due to his unusual approach
to housing production. Levitt broke housing production into twenty-six
steps. As a result of this operation, once a foundation was completed
Levitt could, through specialization and prefabrication, erect a com-
pleted home every fifteen minutes. In order to keep costs minimal,

Levitt employed his own subcontractoré and laborers, all working exclu-
sively for Levitt. Furthermore, Levitt's method of housing construction
required that only 20% of his work force be skilled.  Finally,

the whole operation was conducted by his own company. Levitt and Sons

cut their own lumber, suprlied their own appliances, manufactured their

own nails and concrete, and erected the complete development.z7

Levitt boasted that his standard, mass produced, four and one half

room house was "the best for the money in the United States." Houses

26Emil Reynolds, "Up From the Potato Fields," Time Magazine, Vol.

561 (July 3, 1950)v p. 67.

27Reynolcls, "Up From the Potato Fields," p. 36.
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" in Levittown I were essentially alike. Each was built on a concrete slab
with no basement. Walls were composed of sheetrock, while the floors
were asphalt tile. Every house in the development featured a picture
window, radiant floor heat, a living room with fireplace, two bedrooms
and a bathroom.28

Even though Levittown I was not based on the neighborhood unit
concept, it nonetheless exhibited many amenities making it a desirable
place to reside. The community although dense did not appear crowded.
Each house was constructed as a single family unit which occupied only
12% of its six thousand square foot lot. Furthermore,
Levittown I contained a swimming pool for each 1,000 houses, three
shopping centers, school sites developed by the county under public
contract, and countless playgrounds and sportfields. Finally, each
home owner in Levittown I was protected by a deed restriction which
prohibited such practices as fence erection, clotheslines, and lawn
neglect.29

Houses in Levittown I sold for a standard price of $7,990. This
figure not only undersold Levitt's nearest competitive by $1,500 but
also allowed him a net profit of $1,000 per house. Needless to say,
Levittown I proved to be a tremendous success for Levitt., Levitt claimed
three factors responsible for his success:

1. The unprecedented démand for housing;

2. The G.I. Bill of Rights;

28"The Levitts of Levittown," Readers Digest, Vol. 57, (October,
1950), pp. 105-108.

29Eric Larrabee, "The Six Thousand Houses that Levitt Built,"
Harper's Magazine, Vol. 195, (September, 1948), pp. 79-80.
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3. At the end of the war the banks were busting (sic) with
money.,

However, the biggest contributor to Levitt's success was Title VI of the
National Housing Act. Under this act the Federal Housing Administration
allowed a developer to insure up to 90% of the mortgage of
a house, up to $9,000 in value.30
Levittown I was a huge success for Levitt. As a result of his work
contractors everywhere began to copy his methods of prefabricated housing,
resulting in the largest housing boom in United States History. However,
the first Levittown development did have drawbacks. Due to the tremendous
~ size of the development, it created a need for schools, hospitals, trans-
portation, and sewage facilities. Furthermore, although planners at
first praised its uncluttered nature and ample provision of recreational
facilities, the completed development contained a maze of over 1,300 lock-
alike streets. Similarly, residents complained of a lack of neighborhood
identity.31
Nonetheless, Bill Levitt's success at Levittown I proved to revolu-

tionize the housing industry in this country. Bill Levitt wrote:

We believe that the market for custom housing like that

for custom tailoring no longer exists. People who want

to buy that sort of thing will always be able to get it,

but the real market is for the ordinary, mass produced suit

of clothes32and you can't build $30,000 houses by the six

thousands.

Levittown 1II

Levittown I proved to be such a success that Levitt and sons began

development of a second town. The site chosen in 1951 was a 5,000 acre

3OLarrabee, "The Six Thousand Houses that Levitt Built," p. 82.
3 Reynolds, "Up From the Potato Fields," p. 69.

32Reynolds, "Up From the Potato Fields," p. 87.
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tract located eight miles from Trenton, New Jersey, in Bucks County,
Pennsylvania. This site was near a newly constructed $400,000,000 United
States Steel plant in the Delaware River Valley.

Bill Levitt learned from mistakes made in the earlier Levittown de-
velopment. The second Levittown, unlike the first,.was based on a com-
munity plan designed initially to contain 17,000 homes housing 70,000
people, Levittown II was to be a "modelicommunity" based on the pro-
position that "people like people." As a result, the Levitts chose to
utilize the neighborhood unit concept for the physical residential de-
sign. Furthermore, every use in the development was preplanned, and
Bill Levitt boasted that Levittown II was "the most perfectly planned
community in America."33

The heart of Levittown II was a fifty-five acre shopping center
and business district which featured off-street parking for thousands
of cars. The center contained a professional building, town hall, meet-
ing rooms, and an 800 seat auditorium. Wide parkways radiate from the
town center enclosing "master blocks" which in turn form the physical
basis for the community. These parkways have no houses fronting them
and serve to form an efficient transportation system and at the same
time enclose the blocks.Bz+

In sum, the development contzains eight of these master blocks

covering an area of one square mile each. The center of the blocks

focused on schools, churches, recreation areas and a swimming pool,

33Penn Kimball, "Dream Town Large Economy Size," New York Times Mag-

azine, (December 14, 1952), p. 36.

3L""Leviﬂl:ts to Build 1,600 Home Community in Bucks County, PA," The
American City, Vol. 66, (November, 1951), p. 109.




147
Around this center, Levitt and Sons clustered two or three neighborhoods
of 300-600 families. These neighborhoods shared the single school site
and adjacent facilities.

In all, Levittown II consisted of sixteen of these néighborhood
units. Each was bounded by circumferential boulevards which were airanged
so as not cross a single residential street in the neighborhood. In
this manner, each neighborhood was protected from outside noise and
dangers of automobile traffic by parks, playgrourds, and parkways, In
addition, residential streets were curved for aesthetic appeal, as well
as to slow down internal traffic.35

Each of the sixteen neighborhoods in Levittown II was given a
significantly distinguishing name. Similarly, each street name within
a given neighborhood began with a letter corresponding to that of the
first letter of the particular neighbvorhood's name, This‘system proved
to be much more efficient than the unorganized nature of the earlier
Levittown development in that residents and visitors were given a sense
of identity.36

Levittown II contained ten elementary schools and two high schools
which were located so that no child would ever have to cross a major
street in reaching them. Furthermore, every resident was within short
walking distance from one of eighteen baseball diamonds, a lake, a picnic

area, or one of eight swimming pools. In developing the site Levitt

planted 250,000 trees., Other amenities included deed restrictions and

35Kimball, "Dream Town Large Economy Size," p. 42.

36Lawrence Lader, "Birth of a City," Readers Digest, Vol. 61, (Dec-
ember, 1952), pp. 73-76.
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placement of sewer lines in backyards in order to save on further main-
tenance costs.37

The first homes opened iﬁ 1952 and within two days Levitt and Sons
had sold $2,000,000 of homes. Furthermore, during the first year Levitt
sold 3,206 homes, some of them six months in advance. House prices in
the development.ranged from $10,500 to $18,000 and architects praised
them as the "best buy in the country."” Unlike the previous development,
Levittown II offered four different styles of houses, in seven colors.
Each featured a twelve by eighteen foot liQing room with wall sized
windows and fireplace, kitchen with stove, three bedrooms, a Bendix
washer, and automatic radiant heat. In addition, each house had an
attached carport and was surrounded by a landscaped seventy by one hun-
dred foot lot.38

The second Levittown also proved to be a financial success for
Levitt. He had successfully created what Lewis Mumford had czlled
"return to the human scale" namely, "a residential development small
enough to be recognizable, intimate enough to be neighborly, and co-
hesive enough to be functional." However, Mumford had both praise and
criticism for the second Levittown development. In praise of the hous-
ing Mumford wrote:

. . . a superior interior design . . . a great deal of value
for the price . . . identifiable neighborhoods, interior

schools locations, shade trees, swimming pools and built in
community services.39

37Kimball, "Dream Town Large Economy Size," p. 36.
38Lader, “Birth of a City," pp. 73-76.

39Kimball, "Dream Town Large Economy Size," p. 42.
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However, Mumford also had some criticism for the development:
Most of the open stace 1s 1in the form of streets instead
of gardens-sewer lines and streets cost money which could
be better spent on reducing the number of houses per acre.
Levittown offers a very narrow range of house type to a
narrow income range . . . mechanically it is admirable done.
Socially the design is backwards.

In any event, the second development at Levittown II represented
an attempt to create a model community based on the concept of the
neighborhood unit. Although there were social shortcomings, the develop-
ment nonetheless represented a conscious attempt to apply sound planning
principles for a Trational urban grdwth form. The result of this attempt
was both a desirable and affordable physical setting for residents as

well as a financial success for its developer. In short, the neighbor-

hood unit concept had finally proven its merit.

ITT. COLUMBIA, MARYLAND

Perhaps the most complete applicafion of the neighborhood unit con-
cept was exhiblited in the physical design of Columbia, Maryland. Column-
bia was the expression of James Rouse, conceived in 1962 as a new town
that would ultimately house a population of 125,000. Rouse was described
as "one of America's leading mortgage bankeré, builder of shopping centers,
evangelist of urban renewal and gadfly of urban design."41 Furthermore,
his company, the Community Research and Development, Inc., was ranked

thirteenth among United States banking institutions in 196?.42

40Kimba11, "Dream Town Large Economy Size," p. 42.

ulD.C., "A New Approach to New Town Planning," Architectural Forunm,
Vol. 121, (August, 1964), p. 195,

L2

"Hail Columbia," Newsweek, Vol. 69, Part 2, (June 26, 1967), p. 65.
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The site chosen for Columbia was in the Washington-Baltimore corri-

dor in the eastern section of rural Howard County. (See Figure 5-5.) In
1963 Rouse assembled over 160 separate parcels of land totaling approxi-
mately 15,200 acres.i‘L3 The site constituted over nine miles of rolling
hills and stream valleys. Within the site there were several land
islands composed of small farms and new subdivisions which Rouse was
unable to purchase. As a result, Columbia's site plan consisied of a
series of physical communities distributed throughout the area.

Funding for Columbia came from two primary sources. Rouse borrowed
$15 million from the Teacher's Insurance and Annuity Association and $25
million from the Connecticutt General Life Insurance Company.44 The
latter company deferred revayment of the loan until sctual development
of the new town began. However, before construction began in 1965,
Rouse had to convince the Howard County Planning Commission to rezone
the site for a new town development. After doing so, Rouse placed his
new towh staff under his project vice president William E, Finley. Fin-
ley had formerly served as the Director of the National Capitol Planning
-Commission, The actual designer of Columbia, Mort Hoppenfield, had
worked under Finley at the National Capitol Planning Commission, However,
before the design process began, Rouse and Finley sought to determine
the elements and reéuirements of a good city.

In order to do so, Rouse immediately employed fifteen expert con-

sultants in such fields as sociology, government, recreation, economics,

uBD.C., "A New Approach to New Town Planning," p. 196.

M"Hail Columbia," p. 65.
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health, housing, transporation, and communications.45, After a six month

planning period, the group of consultants agreed upon the general goals
and the physical design of the community, Topics the group examined
included:
1. Resentments of housewives;
2. Advantages of bicycle riding;
Desire of elderly for contact or escape from youth;

Role of chuiches;

3
L
5. Advantages of small schools vs. large ones;
6. Social interaction;

7. City identity;

8. Politiecs;

9. Family tension; and

10. Racial integration.4
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After the initial planning period Rouse set forth four general goals

for Columbia:

Columbia would provide the best environment for the
growth of ths city; Columbia would be a complete and
balanced community, providing a broad range of housing
and employment, including major institutional, recrea-
tional and cultural facilities; Columbia‘s plan would
respect the land, providing major areas of permanent open
space, lakes, parks, and scenery. Trees, streams, valleys
and other natural amenities would be preserved, enhanced,
and cultivated to the maximum extent possible; and by
building a good environment rather than a poor one, the
undertaking would be profitable for the company.47

he
*D.c., "A New Approach to New Town Planning," p. 196,

6 . . . .
Patricia McBroom, "New Towns an Urban Frontier," Science News,

Vol. 92, (July 15, 1967), p. 65.

u7Carlos Campbell, New Towns Another Way to Live, (Reston, Virginia:

Reston Publishing Co., 1967), p. 89.
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In addition, Rouse was determined "to produce as large a variety of al-
ternatives of living as possible."
After determining the goais of the community, construction began in
1965. Rouse decided to utilize Mort Hoppenfield's tri-level community
concept as a scheme for physical development. The three physical entities
utilized in Columbia's design were the neighborhood, the village, and
the town. (See Figure 5-6,) At the lowest level, neighborhoods were
designed to accommodate 800-1,200 families focusing on a neighborhood cen-
ter. The center is located in conjunction with an elementary school and
contains community meeting rooms, a swimming pool, park or playgroud,
and often a convenience store. Rouse was careful to place each of these
neighborhood centers within easy walking distance of all residem:s..w”.j
While Columbia was designed to be a balanced community, neighbor-
hoods were designed to be homogeneous in terms of resident income and
shared interests. Although Rouse had originally intended to create
neighborhoods with mixed economic characteristics, Herb Gans and others
talked him out of it. 1In speaking of the segregated economic neighbor-
hoods at Columbia, Project Vice President Finley wrote:
. .'. putting people of different social classes side
by side on a. plock cre§t3§ Qisseﬁéion since.their
styles of living are dissimilar.
The next physical level of Columblia is the village. The vil!lage
consists of three to four overlappirg neighborhoods with a combined pop-

ulation of 10,000-15,000. The focal point of the village is the village

48Hugh Mields, Federally Assisted New Communities, (United States:

Urban Land Institute, 1973), p. 18.

49McBroom, "New Towns an Urban Frontier," p. 65.
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center and secondary school. The village center contains a shopping con-
tains a shopping center and also serves to provide adolescent and elderly
care, family services, and information on community affairs.

While neighborhoods were designed as homogeneous units, the village
level is where Columbia enjoys full diversity and social integration.
At this level all social classes enjoy community services and experi-
ence social interaction through community involvement. Rouse hoped to
create through physical design, a diversified integrated village commu-
nity using the neighborhood and village to "facilitate a sense of local
participation and community control."5o

The third level of physical development at Columbia was the town
level, By 1981, Rouse plans to have completed seven villages clustered
around a town center. The center will serve to link villages together
into a unified town structure. A multi-level enclosed mall began oper-
ation in 1973, The mall contains 102 retail stores, 400,000 square feet
of office space, a cammunity college, a 150 unit inn, restaurants, four
service stations, a fire station, library, outdoor music pavilion, movie
theater, hospital, and a recreational 1ake.51

In designing the transportation system for Columbia, Rouse wanted
to insure that residents would be able to live with the automobile but
not be dominated by it. Columbia was designed with a speclal right-of-
way for a public mini-bus system which serves to link the seven villages

and the town center in a loose figure 8. In addition, the development

[

JORichard Brooks, New Towns and Communal Vazlues, (New York: Praeger
Publishing Co., 1974), p. 14,

51

Mields, Federally Assisted New Communities, p. 19,
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contains bicycle and pedestrian paths which interlace and connect the
entire city. In this manner, Columbia has a tri-level transporation
system which serves to connect the development into a complete function-
ing unit.52

Unlike most previously constructed new towns, Columbia has been
extremely successful in attracting industry. Rouse's original intent
was to secure a job for each of the town's employable residents, This
led to the creation of two industrial parks, the Oakland Ridge Industrial
Park and the Guilford Industrial Park, There are presently several
firms occupying sites in these parks including General Electric's manu-
facturing plant which comprises over 1,100 acres. This company imme-
diately employed 3,000 workers and is expected to employ 12,000 by 1980.53
However, only a few of these employees can afford to live in Columbia so
most commute from outlying areas. Upon completion, Columbia is expected to
contain over eight hundred businesses and industries which should provide
approximately 60,000 jobs.54
Housing prices in Columbia ranged from $14,000 to $100,000 for sin-
gle family units in 19?3.55 There are many multi-family units in the
development with the highest density housing being concentrated around

the various community centers. Garden apartments rented from $127.50-

$320.00 per month in 1973. Finally, the development will provide public

52MdBroom, "New Towns an Urban Frontier," p. 65.

5BBrooks, New Towns and Communal Values, p. 10,
5

*campbell, New Towns Another Way to Live, p. 91.

|4
5JI\’IcBroom, "New Towns an Urban Frontier," p. 65.
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housing units which were either completed or in the planning stage as of

1973, %

Recreation amenities at Columbia include two golf courses, a health
club, year round swimming pool, indoor and outdoor tennis courts, horse-
back riding, two man made lakes, and an indoor ice rink.5? By the end
of 1973, Columbia consisted of three completed villages and a fourth was
underway. At that time Columbia contained eight elementary schools, two
Junior high schools, and a high school. In sum; the development housed
8,000 families in detached houses, townhouses, and apartnents with a total
population of 30,000.

The local general purpose government for Columbia was provided by
Howard County. However, in order to provide residents with services and
amenities, Rouse founded the Columbia Park and Recreation Assocciation
(CA). The CA was formed December 10, 1965, to function as a “"nonstock,
nonprofit corporation to represent the owners of land and residents of

ll58

the new community. Since its establishment, the CA has served to
build, operate, and maintain community facilities such as parks, meeting .
rooms, swimming pools, tennis courts, golf courses, and playgrounds. In
addition, the organization has functioned to establish programs to enhance
the quality of life for residents in Columbia.

There were two purposes of the CA:

1, To provide professional management of its properties and

programs with the goal of making available the highest
quality services and amenities; and

56"Ha.il Columbia," p. 65.

rr
)(Mields, Federally Assisted New Communities, p. 19.

58Mields, Federally Assisted New Communities, p. 241,
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2. To serve as a channel for the energy and resources of
the community in building a new quality of life.>

The CA is headed by a board of directors which may consist of from
three to fourteen members. Board members are the only members of the
corporation. While the first board consisted of seven members appointed
by Rouse, future membership will be chosen by residents with one repre-
sentative for each 4,000 dwelling units. Primary funding for the CA
comes from an annual charge or assessment on the property is Columbia.
Maximum rate of assessment is fixed at 75¢ per $100 of assessed valuation
of property, as determined by Howard County.éo

The CA's second principal source of income is from user fees. User
fees are used to pay for operating costs of certain facilities and programs.
While some of the facilities and amenitles in the development are free to
residents, such as parks and bike paths, others such as educational pro-
grams require a sliding fee based on family income.

Columbia should be cémpleted in the mid 1980t's. At that time, it
should house a projected population of between 110,000-125,000 people.
Furthermore, the town should contain approximately 29,000 dwelling units
and provide employment for 30,000 people.62 It is to be an "ideal" com-
munity as:

The town as a whole stresses an optimum range of choices,
of awareness, of mobility . . .

r
)9Mields, Federally Assisted New Communities, p. 241,
60

Mields, Federally Assisted New Communities, p. 241,

Ol)ields, Federally Assisted New Communities, p. 241,

62"New Town of Columbia Proposes 10 Villages to Accommodate 110,000,"
Architectural Record, Vol. 137, Part 1, (February, 1965), p. 14,

63D.C., “A New Approach to New Town Planning,” p. 198.
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More important, the town will represent a tri-level physical structure
whose heart is the neighborhood unit. In praising Columbia, Dr, Leonard
Jd. Duhl, special assistant to the Secretary of HUD wrote:

QOlumbia is the only one of its kind.. . ..Its6ﬁltimate design

is based on the concept of a fully mixed city.

IV, LITCHFIELD PARK, ARIZONA

Perhaps the most recent application of the neighborhood unit concept
Was demonstrated in the pianning of Litchfield Park, Arizona, Litchfield
Park was to be a complete new town located approximately eighteen miles
west of Phoenix on planned Interstate 10. The development was under-
taken by Litchfield Park Properties which is a subsidiary of the Goodvear
Tire and Rubber Company. Patrick K. Cusick, former president of the
American Institute of Planners, served as general manager and vice presi-
dent of the development.65

In 1967, after four years of planning, Litchfield Park officials and
Victor Gruen Associates developed a community design concept based on
eight major guldelines: |

1. Elimination of the geometric monotony of the county's grid
patterned road system;

2. Bstablishment of a circulation system that will serve the
ultimate needs of the community with maximum efficiency
and safety;

3. Programming of urban growth from neighborhood to village
to community to complete town;

L, Allocation of appropriate sites for educational, recreational,
commercial, and civic facilitles;

6L

McBroom, "New Towns an Urban Frontier,” p. 65.

O5up x
1967), p. 109.

ew Town Takes Form," The American City, Vol. 82, (October,
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5. Providing suitable sites for industrial development to
create an economic balance for the city;

6. Minimization of the extent and cost of automobile travel
through alternate and attractive transportation methods;

7. Bstablishment of a design and scale appropriate to the
desert climate and flat terrain of the site; and

8. Encouraging a variety of residential environggnts as
well as recreational and visual experiences,

After the initial planning period, a planning program was established
which included:
. . transformation of the area into a total community, sub-
stantially self supporting, balancing a central city, in-
dustrial and commercial regions, and residential variations.
Interwoven in these would be many areas of landscaping,
equestrian trails, 2§n—made lakes, golf courses, and other
recreational areas, '
Litchfield Properties chose to utilige a tri-level concept of com-~
munity organization remarkably similar to that of Columbia, Maryland.
(See Figures 5-7, 5-8, and 5-9.) 1In this system, the neighborhood unit
is the lowest organizational level in the town conceptional plan. Neigh-
borhoods in Litchfield Park were designed to consist of from 550-800 homes
housing from 1,500-2,500 people. As in Perry's orliginal proposal, the
focal point of each neighborhood was a landscaped recreational area in con-
junction with a neighborhood school, Individual neighborhoods were to be

linked by landscaped areas and pathways which also served to insure

residential neighborhood privacy.

66"A New Town Takes Form," p. 109.

67Victor Gruen and Associ&tes, "From Farmland to City," a pamphlet
prepared by Victor Gruen and Associates, (1967), p. 3.

68A.E. Patterson, "Litchfield Park,'" Park and Recreation Magazine,
Vol. 2, (June, 1967), p. 22.




161

W/,
:m:mm\.‘s‘)},m{{{\(

h’im,:

BHIM il'!!l!l!l!ll'lilZ.IIIIJI)};I,I

i
.1 ity

iy

o~
——
ty

Ang

say

?Il?iiilll!lliIi!!i!!iilili!!:ilullilll IFELETEM RBMERE R

13

UL

! lilI!l[llllll!li‘li!l!li!tll!lil

<§
-

Figure 5-7. Reproduced conceptual diagram of Litchfield Park,
Arizona, showing each village composed of a cluster of neighborhoods.

i Note
each village contains four neighborhoods accommodating from 7,500 to 10,000
people,

The neighborhoods are clustered around social, cultural, and
leisure activities. Key: 1) neighborhood, 2) community commercial, 3) high
school, 4) elementary school, 5) village commercial, 6) recreation, and
7) pathways Source:

"From Farmland to City," (Vlctor, Gruen and
Associates, 1967).
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and Associates, 1967).
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The next organizational level in the deQelopment heirarchy was the

village. The village consisted of from two to four neighborhoods accom-
modating 7,500-10,000 people and focused on a village center at a point
where the neighborhoods intersected. The center featured a cluster-
ing of cultural, social, educational, and recreational activities. By
clustering elementary schools in the village center, not only could they
share libraries and recreational facilities but it also would have allowed
"optimum flexibility for future changes in school organization, programming,
and pupil loads."69
The highest organizational level at Litchfield Park was the community.
The community consisted physically of two villages which were bounded by,
but not entered by, major arterials. Each of these communities were to con-
tain between 15,000 and 20,000 residents focusing on a community activity
center. The community activity center would house a high school and a
shopping center tied by a common plaza. BEach community would also have
an individual identity which would be accomplished by "location, configur-
ation, design, specific recreation facilities and landscaping treatment."70
Upog completion, Litchfield Park would have consisted of six of
these communities encircling the core town center. The town center would
provide goods and sexrvices which.were too specialized for the smaller
village and neighborhood centers. This winding, elongated, four mile

long core would serve and house the community college, museuns, hospitals,

69Victor Gruen and Associates, "Litchfield Park, A New City Takes
Form," a pamphlet prepared by Victor Gruen and Assoclates, (1967), p. 7.

70p,tterson, "Litchfield Park," p. 22.
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hotels, offices, shops, festaurants, recreation and convention facilities,
and special landscaping treatment.71

The entire development was to be efficiently linked b a system of
primary roads consisting of gently curving boulevards which would serve
to connect the various communities with each other and to the town core.
Local streets were designed to carry neighborhood traffic and were placed
so as to intersect the arterials at one-third to one-half mile intervals.
Finally, over forty miles of bicycle paths and footpaths utilizing under-
passes ahd overpasses were to provide safe pedestrian movement through-
out the development. In total, the transportation system was to be
| designed for maximum efficiency and safety for the area's residents.72
The development at Litchfield Park promised to provide a diverse
variety in terms of housing types. The single family detached homes
véried in‘terms of lot size, street type, and in relation to the character
of the individual village. Patio homes would have been offered on smaller
lots enclosed by a wall for maximum residential privacy. Furthermore,
the development offered townhouse clusters which were attached. These
townhouses featured private patios, common gardens, recreational facilities
and guest parking. Finally, apartments were to serve the needs of small
families, young adults, and the elderly. In sum, the completed town
would have offered a wide range of residential housing types for maximum

73

variety and choice for prospective residents,

71Victor Gruen and Associates, "From Farmland to City," p. 5.
72Victor Gruen and Associates, "From Farmland to City," p. 5.

73“A New Town Takes Form," p. 5.
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The plan for Litchfield Park allowed for substantial industrial
expansion in the future. Land along the planned Papago Freeway, con-
necting Arigona and California, was designated to accommodate light
manufacturing, highway commercial enterprises, and industrial distritu-
tion centers, Furthermore, the plan specified an industrial park to be
located south of the town served by a spur of the Southern Pacific Rail-
road., Existing industry included the Arizona Division of the Goodyear
Aerospace Company which employed 1,500 people and the Unidynamics Divi;
sion of the Universal Match Compa-n;,r.74 |

Ultimately, Litchfield Park would have consisted of twelve villages,
(six communities) housing from 75,000 to 100,000 people, The plan offered
ample provision of open space and a wide range of recreational facili-
ties. In 1967, the town contained a community center, an eighteen hole
golf course, later expanded to thirty-six, a professional building,
library, and auto service center, Furthermore, the first village was
completed with lots selling from $4,000 to $12,650. Prices for the first
houses ranged‘from $16,000 to $60,000, Future housing was to have been
developed by private industry and would have offered housing variety to
accommodate all income 1evels.75

In praising the development, R.E. Patterson wrote that Litchfield
Park would be:

. a comnunity where all those future Biké fans can peddle

around without constant fear of some zig-zaggling automobile
tearing up the road--a place where people can walk, sit,

74

Victor Gruen and Associates, "From Farmland to City," p. 10,

75”A New Town Takes Form," p. 109.




and converse without the boom of traffic . . . a healthful
environment where air is greathable and country side
refuses to be blemished.7

If completed according to plan, Litchfield Park would have been a

town tased on efficient community organization. Although the neighborhood
unit was‘one level of community organigzation, close examination reveals
that the town would have actually been avseries of connected neighborhoods
forming the‘community.

Litchfield Park is remarkably similar to Columbia, Maryland in
terms of conceptual design. Similarly, the tri-level community organization
seems to represent the current trend in new town development. For these
reasons, Columbia and Litchfield Park were chosen as examples of modern
large scale developments based on the neighborhovod unit concept; Plsanners
should recognize the elements which constitute such an organizational
scheme of the neighborhood, village, and community. Once recognized and
understood, planners will be better prepared to utilize such an organiza-
tion for new efficient growth and development arrangements. Only then will

Clarence Perry's noteworthy concept be fully understood and appreciated.

76Patterson, "Litchfield Park,” p. 22.




CHAPTER VI
BEYOND THE NEIGHBORHOOD UNIT
I. THE NEIGHBORHOOD UNIT RECONSIDERED

By introducing the neighborhood unit concept, Clarence Perry had
hoped to offer maximum environmental satisfaction to residents in urban
areas. To this end, Perry included four primary sets of elements that he
felt universally desirable for child-bearing families in residential sections.
These elements were an elementary school, play and small park spaces, local
shopping facilities, and area residential character, Furthermore, Perry had
hoped the concept would serve as a guide or "scheme of arrangement" to be used
by planners and landscape architects for efficient land development. Embodied
in his concept was the notion that efficient service functions are dependent
upon efficient residential layout and arrangement. This notion would appear
to be just as valid today.

Since its inception the notion of the neighborhood unit hasv
increasingly become a "primary concern for planners at the local level when
formulating a master or comprehensive plan."1 In a positive sense the
neighborhood unit concept has been utilized in several successful develop-
ments. In these instances it has proven successful from the standpoint
of the developer, the urban resident, and in terms of effective govern-
mental service provision. However, widespread utilization has been re-

latively limited in terms of a growth scheme for previously undeveloped

1The Community Builders Handbock, (Washington, D.C.: The Urban
Land Institute, 1968), p. 90.
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urban fringe areas. Moreoften it has served as the "basic residential
unit" in the development of new towns or satellite suburbs.2

While most evolutionary concepts require time to gain widespread
understanding and acceptance, it would seem the opposite has been the
case with the neighborhood unit. Rather, it would appear the the
neighborhood unit concept has become more controversial and misunderstood
as time progresses. However, the soundness of the concept in terms of
its usefulness and applicability can be seen by close examination of
the large scale developments which have utilized it as a basis for
design.

Perhaps much of this misunderstanding of the concept by planners
is due in part to a lack of knowledge of the events and times preceeding
its-formation. This 1s unfortunate as few concepts have embodied sounder
planning principles or drawn from broader schools of thought than the
neighborhood unit concept. In developing the concept, Perry drew from
the knowledge of leading authorities of his day in the fields of education,
sociology, planning; and landscape design. Even so, since its inception
the neighborhood unit has been both pralsed and criticized as a rational
growth alternative.

In a positive sense, it had been praiéed as an alternative to form
less urban sprawl and wasteful land development. Furthermore, it allows
for the common sharing of amenities, provides safety from the dangers of
the automobile, and combats the feeling of isolation by serving to
physically promote the oppértunity for "face to face" association among

residents,

2Carlos Campbell, New Towns Another Way to Live, (Reston, Virginia:

Reston Publishing Company, 1973), p. 21.
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Negatively, sociologists have condemned the neighborhood unit as
being too large to promote actual'neighboring. However, it would appear
that this criticism arocse due to conflicting definitions of neighborhood
by planners and sociologists. Perhaps this criticism might have been
eliminated if Perry had not borrowed the term neighborhood from the
school of sociology and instead coined a term which would have more ap-
propriately described such a large scale development. Therefore, it might
be beneficial to replace the term neighborhood unit in future developments
with one less controversial and more universally understandable.

It has also been argued that the neighborhood unit formula is too
rigid to be applicable to urban areas and that it is impractical to de-
velop an entire urban area in such a uniform way. However, Perry stressed
that the concept should not be rigid and inflexible but shaped to enhance
any given area's physical characteristics., Furthermore, he warned that
his concept was not to be taken literally but that the elements within
it were those which should be considered when undertaking such a large-
scale comprehensive development. Thus it seems that the rigidity of the
concept would be eliminated through imagination and careful planning, at
the same time insuring the provision of minimum desirable elements
which serve to establish such a residential unit.

Finally, it has been argued that the neighborhood unit concept
has been utilized as an instrument to promote social and economic segrega-
tion.3 While this may have occurred in actual practice, in its pure form

the concept inherently promotes no such thing. Perry did not limit the

3Regina1d R. Issacs, "The Neighborhood Theory-An Analysis of Its
Adequacy," The Journal of the American Institute of Planners, Vol. XIX,
(Winter, 1948), pp. 15-23.
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concept to any specific group, housing type, or housing price range. At
the same time he did recognize that:

In every way it serves to promote the extension of the

benefits rising from the enjoyment of common facilities,

since it brings together people of similar standards, and

similar capacities to realize them.
Therefore, it would appear that Perry had hoped that his concept would
~ be utilized to benefit all members of a given area or unit to enjoy cer-
tain amenities which they would otherwise be unable to provide individu-
ally. Furthermore, it appears to the author that in general new develop-

ments, be they desperate subdivisions or a unit approach, guite naturally

require a certain bit of similarity in economic terms for marketability

\n

purposes and to stabilize real estale values,. As a result, these de-
velopments quite naturally tend to draw special population in terms of
economic status and residential affordability.

Despite.the criticisms waged against the neighborhood unit concept,
when utiliged it has provided character, convenience, and safety for
residents. Furthermore, it would appear that the neighbofhood level
will continue to be an important development level in the future.
While recent planning thought, especially in new town developments,
has concentrated on the multi-level community with the neighborhood
being but one level in thé developmental hierarchy, this has further
confused practitioners as to the practical benefits of the concept.

As on writer said:

Unfortunately, there are no valid accepted limits
that tell us precisely at what point a neighborhood

L
PClarence Perry, "Planning a Neighborhood Unit," American City
Magazine, (September, 1929), p. 127.

[
“W, Paul O'Mara, et al., Residential Development Handbook, (Wash-
ington, D.C.: The Urban Land Institute, 1978), p. 115.
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becomes a village, a vil%age a town, a town a city,
and a city a metropolis,

It would appear that this is a valid concern. However, the con-

cern does not warrant abandonment of the neighborhood unit concept as
a rational urban growth scheme. Rather it would appear that planners,
architects, and developers should re-evaluate the efficiency, ration-
ality, and saleability of such an arrangement. Even by eliminating the
neighborhood elementary school as the nucleus of the neighborhood be-
cause of mandatory busing, every other element of the concept would ap-
pear as valid today as it was in 1929. As on writer wrote:

For planning purposes, traditionally the extent of the

neighborhood is determined by the service area of an ele-

mentary school, adjacent open space, and convenience shop-

ping, although in the future other commercial elements may

be more appropriate. With school enrollments dropping in

some areas and with children being bused from distant lo-

cations, it is no longer valid to consider the elgmentary

school to be the extent of a neighborhood per se.
Furthermore, until a more rational growth form is introduced it would ap-
pear that the neighborhood unit concept could serve to effectively accon-
modate expanding urban populations and benefit urban areas economiQally,
functionally, and aesthetically.

If they are soundly planned and properly financed the
new neighborhoods represent reasonable costs to the home

bullder, the home purchaser, the renter, the taxpayer8
and the local government which services the new area.

II., TOWARDS THE FUTURE: "THE GROWTH UNIT"

While the neighborhood unit has been cussed and discussed as a

6Ca.mpbell, New Towns Another Way to Live, p. 17.

7O'Mara, Residential Development Handbook, p. 115.

8O'Mara, Residential Development Handbook, p. 116.
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desirable growth alternative, wide scale application has not occurred
to date. At the same time, sprawl and poor or unimaginative develop-
ment practices have caused urban practitioners to again search for
alternative proposals aimed at rational growth and efficiency. As a
result, the future may hold new hope for the revival of at least a
modified version of the neighborhood unit concept.

In thevfall of 1972, the National Policy Task Force of the Ameri-
can. Institute of Architects held a Constraints Conference. After
three days, the group recommended that national policy should be directed
towards planning and development of American communities at the neigh-
borhood scale in é form known as the "growth unit."9 The idea behind
the growth unit is that American growth and renewal should be planned as
human communities offering a full fange of physical facilities and human
services to insure an urban life of equality. While the growth unit has
no fixed dimensions, size of these units would range from 500 to 3,000
housing units.10 Larger communities would be built as multiples Qf these
growth units, not unlike the recommendations of Perry and Stein,

Assuming that growth trends would continue, the conference
recommendaed that growth unit priority should be given tec the nation's
sixty-five metropolitan areas which contain over 500,000 population.

This would require that in order to implement such a scheme public
agencies in these areas should acquire and prepare one million acres

for growth unit development. However, this would not serve to exclude

Q

“Richard C. Leone, et al., "Report of the Constraints Conference,"
(A pamphlet prepared by the American Institute of Architects National
Policy Task Force, January10, 1973), p. 2.

10Leone, "Report of the Constraints Conference," p. 2.
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smaller urban areas:
By concentrating on the neighborhood, national policy

can relate to growth and regrowth wherever it may occur-

in rural areas, in smaller towns and outlying growth cen-

ters, in metropolitan areafland their central cities, in

free standing communities.
Thus 1t would appear that the sameilogic which inspired Perry to formu-
late the neighborhood unit concept is as valid today as it was in 1929,
While it is noteworthy that the American Institute of Architects would be
the first national group to recommend such a modified version of the
neighborhood unit, perhaps it is fortunate in that it will inspire plan-
ners to at least reconsider the possibilities of such an arrangement.

Only then will the opportunities of this growth alternative be fully

reélized in expanding urban areas.
ITI. THE PLANNERS ROLE

As it has been demonstrated, utilization of the neighboorhood
unit concept has been primarily limited to large scale, single ownership
developments. At the same time, widespread concept application has not
been undertaken by communitiés with develobment occurring under multiple
ownership. This i1s unfortunate as it would appear that with foresight
and rational planning, planners could help promote such an arrangement.

It would appear that an active planning program should strive to
encourage, if not necessitate, efficient land development. This is
especlally true given the eéonomics of suburban land development. Therefore,
it would appear that planners could effeétively utilize the neighborhood
unit concept in the land development process to facilitate efficient land

developnent.

1Leone, "Report of the Constraints Conference," pp. 2-3.
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While previous attempts to utiligze the concept have proven
successful in large scale developments under single ownership, the author
concludes that the same success could be realized at the local level
through careful planning and coordination of disparate developments,
However, in order to implement such an arrangement plenners would have to
direct land use development toward this end.

It is not to be assumed that merely educating developers to the
benefits of neighborhood unit development will result in adherance to the
scheme. While a good case might be made for this approach, the author
feels that planners could better spend their time through the advocacy of
stricter public control of development. This could be accomplished in
several ways through conventional means.

Generally speaking, we can conclude that the most readily available
means to promote neighborhood unit development would be through the land
use plan. This could be accomplished by designating undeveloped areas
to be developed as neighborhood units. Similerly, sites for commercial
areas to serve the unit should be designated at the same time. However,
land use plans, regardless of magnitude and detail, cannot in themselves
accomplish neighborhood unit development without supportive public policy
and infrastructure. Planners should strive to influence policy decisions
with this in mind,

There are several areas of critical concern which planners would
be forced to deal with when attempting to insure neighborhood unit develop-
ment. For example, the central element to the neighborhood unit concept
was the elementary school. In Perry's proposal, neighborhood size was

based on that population required to support an elementary shcool and the

school in turn served as the focus of community life. While bussing has
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served to disrupt the concept of the neighborhood school, it is apparent

that additional residential development places increased demands on the
school's ability to accommodate urban populations, thereby necessitating
new school construction. For this reason, the.author feels that if new
schools are strategically placed within new residential developments,
they can still serve as the focal point of the neighborhood. Therefore,
when developing a land use plan based on the neighborhood unit concept,
planners should work with schgol officials to identify future school
sites. Once identified, they can be easily coordinated with the land use
plan in locating neighborhood units.

Another key element central to the concept is the notion of a
specialized street system. This can be provided by coordinating residential
developments with the community's major street plan. Neighborhood units
should be located to insure that they are bounded by major arterials,
thereby discouraging external traffic from entering the unit. Similarly,
internal streets should be arranged to allow easy access to and easy move-
ment within the unit. The author feels that this could be easily accom-
plished through a strict street dedication process insuring that before
streets are accepted they conform to the major street plan, While it is
recognized that it is difficult to predict where future major roads will
be situated, it is the planner's role to coordinate street location and
residentiai land use to insure mutual compatability.

Another way to encourage unit development would be through 1iﬁited
utility extension policies. It is recognized that a major cause of sprawl
and leapfrog development is a liberal utility extension policy. Therefore,
it seems logical thatlto discourage this type of development and to promote

unit development, public policy should 1limit utility extension until inner-
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lying regions are developed. This could be accomplished through a series
of neighborhood unit developments, This in turn would serve to promote
efficient coordination of land development while insuring sufficient
infrastructure provision.,

The final way public policy could promote neighborhood unit develop-
ment would be through forced dedication of amenities, When developers
convert raw land to building sites, strict land use controls should be
utilized to force the developer to donate land for school sites, parks,
and open space based on the demand that the development creates. In this
manner the new residents are provided the "normal requirements of family
life,”" without additional expense to the city, a key element of the
neighborhood unit.

In conclusion, it seems that ‘the neighborhood unit concept
is a feasible alternative to inefficient land development. Furthermore,
it can be a desirable, economical, and profitable method of community
development from the standpoint of the resident, city, and developer.

It should be the role of the planner to promote and guide such an érrange-
ment, .Only then will the opportunities of this growth alternative be

fully realized in developing urban areas.
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