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Chapter Three 

Principles: 

Urbanism vs. Anti-Urbanism 

Titis book is about formulating a more complex definition of American urbanism 

based on ideas embedded in different planning or urbanist' cultures' that have been 

proposed for over a century. But this asswnes that there is sorne working definition 

of urbanism to begin with. It rests on an initial conceptualization of urbanism from 

which to judge whether ideas about hmnan settlement contribute to urbanism or 

not. 
Thus the analysis of urbanist cultures presented in this book relies on a particular, 

underlying set of normative ideas about the nattu·e and meaning of urbanism. This 

is not meant to be formulaic. "What I outline in this chapter are simply the broad 

outlines, the flavour of what urbanism, in the most general of terms, means in 

America. Urbanism cannot be divorced from social conditions, but the focus here is 

on the physical settings that sustain these conditions. 

111 a nutshell, urbanism is defined here as human settlement that is guided_by 

principles of diversUy, __ connectivity, mix, equity, and the importance of public 

~pace. Diversity is the linc~p~1 .. As one urbanist put it, 'the simple truth is that the 

combinations of mixtures of activities, not separate uses, are the key to successful 

urban places' (Montgomery, 1998, p. 98). For Jane Jacobs, diversity was 'by far' 

the most important condition of a healthy urban place. She also recognized that 

diversity is not only a social condition, but h·ans1ates to physical forms and patterns 

that maintain human interactions - relationships and patterns of relationships. In 

the context of sustaining diversity, tu·banistic ideals are likely to consider place, 

form and the materiality and substance of settlement on a human scale. TI1ese 

considerations will vary by level of intensity and size of place. 

The antithesis of tu·banism can also be defined. J?.e tendency toward separatio~, 

segregation, planning by monolithic elements like express highways, and the 
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neglect of equity, place, the public realm, historical structure and the human seal~ 

of urban form are all symptomatic of the opposite trend, which could be ~ailed. 

:anti-urbanism:. All of these principles, both urbanist and anti-urbanist, are a matter 

of degrees, vary in terms of their negative effect, and can and do overlap, both 

geographically and temporally. On the other hand, urbanism and anti-.urbanism are 

not entirely subjective and relative- they are distinguishable concepts. 

Against the principles upon which urbanism is conceptualized, the four 

planning cultures can be seen to fail on certain criteria and succeed on others. 

The same can be said of modernist urbanism, which is discussed in this chapter 

as the near embodiment of anti-urbanism. While it is reCognized that everything 

about urbanism and its ideals is a matter of degree, modernist urbanism failed so 

completely, as Jane Jacobs and many others readily recognized, that its deleterious 

mark on American places can now be held up as an exemplar of anti-urbanism. 

) The principles of w·banism are not new or particularly controversial. That 

1 w·banism ideally rests on diversity (social, economic, physical), connectivity 
1 (appropriate integration of elements, as well as the concept of permeability), public 

space (opportunities for interaction), and equity (in terms of access to meaningful 

goods, services, facilities), and implies a variety of strategies necessary to make 

those principles work successfully, is widely acknowledged. Allan Jacobs and 

Donald Appleyard, for example, wrote a widely cited manifesto in which they 

argued that 'an urban fabric for an urban life' required the integration of activities, 

an emphasis on public place, and diversity. To these elements they added space 

enclosure and minimum density level, which is consistent but goes further than 

the defining parameters I use here. Other articulations have included the criteria of 

density (although without any given threshold), public space, variety, memory, and 

'the stranger' (Jacobs and Appleyard, 1987; see also Larco, 2003). 

Anti-urbanism and its fostering of separation, inequity, and various conditions 

that impede the principles of diversity, cmmectivity and equity, is the flip-side of this 

definition. It is easy to identify in the American pattern of settlement, particularly 

since it was stated so explicitly as an ideology in the twentieth century tmder the 

leadership of modernist architects and plrumers. But I~ow,_ ~i-~h_o~lt_ t_~i_.<?_ gl}i4tng 

ideological purpose, anti-urbanism has become a by-product _of__g!gbal r_e;::tUP:_~s_,, 

/:} One of the key challenges of ~rrbani~m iS the;:ef~~-~ f-~-fin-d ~~ys to fo~·ge_ a c()herent _ 

{ / relatio:Oship between globaliz~d economic structure ru1d the pi:~~dpie~--oTdiv;r?it~-~ 
1/ . ... . 
\, 11

1 
mix, connectivity and equity. One way to do that is to recognize that urbrulism is 

not simply a matter of efficiency ru1d making globalized capital networks flow 

smoothly to maximize profit. It is also about individual spirit and collective good, a 

point made repeatedly and cogently by Lewis Mumford. 

Diversity and the other related tenets of urbanism are not primarily an aesthetic 

concen1. This is a contentious issue. Although aesthetics play a role, Melvin Webber 

declared in 1963 thdt 
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declared in 1963 that he was 'flatly rejecting the contention that there is an overriding 

universal spatial or physical aesthetic of urban form' (Webber, 1963, p. 52). To the 

degree that certain aesthetics are associated with m·ban forms that are diverse and 

connected vs. those that are -not, this seems too sh·ong a statement. Aesthetics i_n 

urbanism does not pertain to symbolic communication in the postmoden1 sense, 

but it can be interconnected to the proper functioning of urban places in terms of 

human need and behaviour. In any case, design in the environment is 'the bearer of 

the cultural value system of a community' and as such crumot really be completely 

detached from a discussion of rn·banism (Lyndon and Halprin, 1989, p. 62). 

There are no scientific proofs Or moral laws backing up my claims about 

what urbanism is and is not. Rather, the broad parameters that define urbanism 

are grotmded in recurrent empirical conditions, and by an historically-rooted 

rn1derstanding of the American settlement experience. The criteria are derived from 

outcomes, consequences and knowledge of what works, not in terms of universal 

truths, cosmology, or overarching world views, but as reliable, self-evident notions 

that, except in very specific cases, are necessary in order for urbanism to succeed. 

They a~~~ in sh()rt, the __ c~tural __ prac_~ces_for m~_g_ go~d cities, towns _and otht;r 

iOrdt~ ~f h~m~~-; habitation as e~pe~ie1~~~d in American history. They are also backed 

up by a great deal of writing about cities, and thus are not, as broadly articulated 

here, particularly contentious. In fact they have come to dominate the main ideas 

of urbanism in the early tw-enty-first century, under the familiar headings of smart 

growth, sustainable development, and New Urbanism. They are accepted ideas 

that nevertheless need to be explained well. 1 

As I work through the connections and conflicts within and between urbanist 

cultures, the nnderlying perspective about what will work or not work in the 

continued project of articulating and promoting American urbanism will become 

clearer. This viewpoint rests on a very basic idea: that t~~~----?-~tinction _b~tvvee~1 

urb~£.~ -~:r::td anti-urbanism can be used to assess the positive and negative 

asp~:ts of ~-~~hpl~g_cul~_e .. rn other words, all four planning cultures are at 

their best when they are adhering to the main principles of urbanism, and they are 

at their worst when they veer away from it. Where the definition of urbanism gets 

complicated is in terms of process and extent: how to make urbanism happen and 

to whom and where it applies. 

Throughout the evaluation, the criteria I use- diversity, equity, mix, com1ectivity, 

public space- serve to define the telos of the American plarming cultures reviewed. 

The 'sketched historical and utopian urban form ideas' in a 'teleological format' 

have constituted a major part of the effort to mould American urbanism (:Hill, 1993, 

p. 53). Having an end and prnvose in mind- an Aristotelian final cause- gives 

some assurance that the diverse ideas will effectively interrelate. Note that this 

does not mean consensus, but rather coherence. Note too that it contrasts with the 
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view that equates plamUng with process itself. Instead, contested terrains, moral 

discourses, collective self-empowerment and other labels for the crucial role of 

public participation in planning are deemed an essential part of the expression of 

urbanism (see Friedmann, 1989). 

The two dominant principles or criteria that are most often used to define good 

urbanism - diversity, or principles about mix and interconnection, and equity, or 

principles that in a spatial sense are about location and distance - can be fotmd 

throughout the discourse on urbanism over the past cenhrry and longer. The debate 

is over specific articulation of these principles. A socially diverse environment can 

be physically non-diverse, or a homogeneous population can occupy a physically 

diverse urban place. Further, economic diversity can exist within places of physical 

monotony. There is no one answer .. It is possible to say, however, that social, 

economic and physical diversity that effectively co-exist, and that therefore most 

likely exist within some tmderlying system of order (which may or may not be 

recog1Uzable), are a condition of urbanism. Jane Jacobs had such a definition, and 

she called it 'orgruUzed complexity'. 

Equity, unlike diversity, is much more an ideal in urbruUsm thru1 something that 

has ever been aclUeved. Yet, there are settlement conditions that can be said to either 

help or hinder equity. ~ !all?ng about urbru1ism, soci~l equity is l~rgely a m~tter 

of spatial equity, meruUng that goods, services, _facilities and other amenities and 

p_~ysical quali~es of life are wi~hin physical reach of everyone, no matter what th~ir, 

social status, and no matter what their mobility constraint~ 

What makes the implementation of urbanist principles like diversity and equity 

challenging is that, in the U.S., such principles will need to be applied in a variety 

of contexts. In an idealized sense, it is necessary therefore to take basic notions like 

diversity, comwctivity and equity ru1d make them work successfully, on the ground, 

over time, for a diverse society. Where there is separation ru1d inequity, or where 

there are impediments to diversity and equity, there may be elements of a failed 

urbanism. 
Each principle, in order to be implemented successfully, tends to imply other 

notions about urbanism. Diversity implies the need for integration, ruLd equity 

implies the requiTement for accessibility. Integration means that urban elements 

are inter-related socially, economically and physically. Accessibility and integration 

imply the need for fine grain and permeability, and for things like small, dispersed 

facilities. They imply the need to consider pedestrian orientation in addition to other 

trruLSportation modes. They engender considerations of three-dimensional form as 

factors in the quality of place ru1d experience. They imply the need for citizen input 

and the importance of the commtmal and public realms. TI1.ey necessitate civic 

space and collective movement in the form of public transit. 

Most mbanists will say that good urbanism depends on a certain denseness of 
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social and economic relations. But density does not tell the whole story. Urbanism is 

the complex interplay between form and process, between sh·ucture and function, 

between social and economic systems and the supporting infrastructure these 

require. Diversity means thrit separation of urbanism into components, like land 

use categories, or miles of highways, or square footage of office space, or park 

acreage per capita- all of these abstracted calculations lead to, as Mumford termed 

it, the 'anti-city' (Mmnford, 1968, p. 128). jane jacobs had the same argmnent in 

Death and Life, berating planners for treating the city as a series of calculations and 

measurable abstractions that rende~ed it a problem of 'disorganized complexity' 

and made plam1ers falsely believe that they could effectively manipulate its 

individualized components (Jacobs, 1961). The re~-~~~-C?! ur~-~sm is_t:o_n;:m)(!;mi;?:§'_~ 

interactig_~~LprOI'!-1-ote interchange at all level!', __ ~t:JJpuJate _ bQth sqcial 9-1~d econ_omic 
/-- ---· -·. . -· 

contact, and look for ways to promote dive~sity wherever feasible. That is the 

essence of urbanism. 

But the physical articulation of these principles is not agreed upon. TI1e principle 

of diversity of urban form is especially susceptible to an interpretation so broad that 

it becomes meaningless. In one recent interpretation, for example, urbanism was 

defined on the basis of indeterminacy, where the legitimate need to incorporate the 

ability for urbanism to adapt was said to be a matter of equating 'discontinuities 

and inconsistencies' with 'life-affirming opporhmities' (Durack, 2001). TIUs kind of 

definition, which lacks a clear idea about what diversity in urbanism requires, may 

just as readily condone haphazru·d growth and chaotic urban form. It can entail, on 

the one hand, an elevation of the importance of the 'mythic aspect of the ordinary 

and ugly' (Kelbaugh, 2002, p. 287), and on the other, a promotion of the view that 

strip malls merely represent a new, as yet nnder appreciated, aesthetic ideal (Kolb, 

2000). In arcllitccture, mass consumer culture or the speed of an automobile can 

become fetisllized. AU of these views arc the extreme of urbanist relativism, akin to 

a pllilosophy that separates facts from values, regards all human nature as relative, 

and believes that virtues cmu1ot be identified or ranked. Many architects believe 

urbanism is simply a matter of using architecture to help deal with, m1d perhaps 

work through, existing ruLXieties. 

The urbanistic ideals explored in this book ru·c about concerted, often plam1ed 

efforts to engender or revitalize urbanism, not the appreciation of what exists 

irregardless of the level of urbanism involved. This is based on the assertion that 

concepts like diversity and eq-uity are not completely ambiguous. For example, 

equity as a quality of urbanism means that, ideally, all residents of a place have 

equal access to the good things m1d equal distance from the bad. Equity as an 

element of w·banism is about geographic access and t~e localional distribution of 

elements and people. When tllis very basic idea is tran.slatcd to physical principles 

of urbanism, it means that where people live must be equitably proximal to 
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what people need, irregardless of income and wealth, age, gender, race, or other 

socioeconomic conditions. This means that pedestrians must have access to the 

good things cities can provide - like public facilities and services - to the same 

degree that car-owners do, since equity conditioned on car ownership is not truly 

equitable. This condition of urbanism has significant implications, not dissimilar to 

the implications of diversity. 

But even where there is general acceptance of principles like diversity and 

equity, there is disagreement about whether such goals should be treated as 

matters of physical planning. Some question whether urbanism can be affected by 

manipulating elements of form, or whether such an approach merely superficially 

treats the symptoms of deeper problems. If economic and social systems are the 

root cause of bad urbanism, should not these be the target of any urbanistic goals, 

rather than improved physical designs? Should not good urbanism start with 

building the local jobs base, for example, reconnecting local economic networks, 

and empowering small-scale, independent improvement efforts?2 This same 

underlying critique has been expressed in multiple ways for the past 150 years in 

proposals for improving the industrial and post-industrial city. It was the argument 

against urban design efforts at the very start: Friedrich Engels thought of proposals 

for ideal cities as folly unless the underlying capitalist' system could be overthrown. 

Contemporary observers view proposals for changing the physical landscape as 

misrepresentative and therefore negligent of 'dominant and oppressed cultures, 

power and powerlessness' (Ellin, 1996, p. 157). Expressed another way, proposals 

for new urban landscapes may simply be expressions of market fragmentation. 

Such proposals are therefore 'reflecting and reinforcing the broader fragmentation 

and polarization of urban space' (Knox, 1991, p. 203). 

At a minimtun, urbanists have to consider the fact that physical and economic 

realities are interlocking. For example, the way in which a dendritic street system 

of arterials supports a strip mall is based on the latter's requirement for a certain 

number of daily drive-bys, thus necessitating a collector system that is often viewed 

as harmful to urbanism overall. The question is, do we adjust our view of urbanism 

according to dominant forces, or assume that changes will be made in support 

of ouT urbanistic goals at some future point? These questions constitute a major 

division in tuban planning, forming two different perspectives on urbanism. The 

debate has created an essential divergence in every p1anning culture. What it relates 

to is the perception that fostering good urbanism based on the ideal of social equity 

in a capitalist system is a contradiction, since the engine of economic growth will 

always dominate any pretences of social concern. 

h1 this book, I use a definition of urbanism that considers physical goals as 
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JChl~~al w·banis~c goals are als_~v~hicles of change. Building housing without 

jobs can undermine urbanism, but at the same time, the importance of the physical 

framework as a means of accomplishing a more effective integration of work 

and residence should also be acknowledged. There is little doubt that specific 

perspectives on social, political and economic relationships go hand-in-hand with 

specific physical outcomes. This means that recurrent principles of uTbanisrn imply 

certain viewpoints about social and economic systems. For example, elevation of 

the importance of civic society goes hand in hand with paying greater attention 

to cultural infrastructure. A compac.t, pedestrian-scale, diverse community that 

emphasizes connectivity, access, and civic space rests on a social vision of shared, 

or communal, civic responsibility. By contrast, and as discussed below, the a_nti­

urbanism of the modernist city is based on a social vision that is bureaucratically 

nm from the top down, focused not on coUectivism but on mass production and 

efficiency (Luccareill, 1995, especially pp. 205-208). The modernist attempt to 

rationalize and make efficient the complexities of social and cultural life resulted in 

what many consider a cold, sterile trrbanism. 

The difference manifests itself in other ways. It can be seen as a contrast between 

the historically-rooted vision of what cities and urban places are supposed to be 

1 ike, and the more recent view that we should find ways to make do with the 

urban forms that the marketplace or tedmology has given us. In this sense, the 

lines between mbanism and anti-urbanism have become blurred. Scepticism about 

normative views of mbanism translate into the idea that we should not necessarily 

despail' about miles of asphalt in the form of highways and parldng garages, but 

instead should look for ways to interpret these elements as interesting culttrral 

phenomena, something to be studied and incorporated in new personal visions by 

forward thinking designers. All that is needed is the right equipment for a more 

broad-minded type of interpretation. In the book The 100 Mile City (Sudjic, 1992), 

for example, almost anything constitutes mbanism - a cluster of big box retailers 

on the highway, or an airline terminal. Fmthermore, if we turn our backs on this 

'new form', we are being both 'condescending and self-defeating' (Sudjic, 1992, 

p. 297). The individuality of experience fotmd in the Las Vegas commercial strip, 

scrutinized in Venturi, Scott Brown and Izenour's Learning from Las Vegas (1972), 

and more recently celebrated in Everyday Urbanism (Chase, Crawford and Kaliski, 

1999), offer similar perspectives. 

Division revolves around the problematic concept of 'order'. Q~0~r ill ut:banism\ 

has to be. recoflciled wi~h diversity, and this has been a key stlcldng point in 

a·t·t~~~Pi~~g·t·~-d~f~e-~~ba:;tism. Di;ersity in all forms- social, economic, cultural,\ 

but also in terms of physical components -is essential for mbanism, but there are j 
requirements for order as well. Some argue that order is required in order to identify 

the 'collective' aspectr::; of urbanism, i.e., order is what conveys its public purpose. It 
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allows us to grasp a shared construct, a collective expression that cOtmterbalances 

the individualism of diversity. Order supports the ability for diverse urban elements 

to relate to each other in some way. 

A key contribution to understanding the complex relationship between diversity 

and order was made by Jane Jacobs, who argued that order is not the opposite of 

diversity. Her solution was more akin to the idea of imposing a few basic rules to 

guide a process, rather than the imposition of a pre-conceived plan put in place 

by one person or group. The same idea was behind Christopher Alexander's 

influential 1965 essay 'A City is Not a Tree' in which he Cl!gued against 'tradll1.g 

the hmnanity and richness of the living city for a conceptual simplicity which 

benefits only designers, plaru1ers, administrators and developers'. Separation, 

compartmentalization, and 'the dissociation of internal elements' were signs of the 

'coming destruction' of urbanism. 

But the incremental, complexity-generating processes promoted by urbanists 

like Jacobs and Alexander have to be weighed against the fact that specific 

design visions - in their ordered coherency, in the strength and conviction of their 

vision, in their 'clarity of standards'- have tended to have the greatest and most 

immediate impact on urban reform.3 Such reform is often criticized as being anti­

urbanist, but there are also urbanist successes. In the end, the general consensus 

that accommodatll1.g difference and diversity is a basis for urbanism may mean 

that there is a need to find a material expression for it that rests on some, however 

nuanced and subordinated, sense of order. The investigation of urbanism in 

this book leaves open the possibility that there arc legitimate ways of nurturing 

diversity that involve pre-conceived designs and coerced urban forms. 

Despite these means of balancing order and diversity, order continues to be 

equated with the attempt to deny social conflict and control the unexpected. This 

is why M. Christine Boyer (1983, p. 7) critiqued plamling as preoccupied with 

'disciplinary order and ceremonial harmony', whereby humans are organized, 

but alienated. Planners and architects with a normative vision are routll1.ely 

criticized as being imposers and stiflers who are threatened by the mlknown and 

the w1controlled. It is a critique legitimately rooted ilL the fact that ~hnost all id~<3_,!3 

about the spatial plaruling of cities have been linked to some form of ~ocial plamlli]-g 

and reform (Kostof, 1991). The transparency of socialll1tent has differed - more 

overt in Haussmann's grand plruuling, perhaps less authoritariru1. in the planning 

of neighbourhood facilities -but the issue of social manipulation has always been 

a source of disapproval. 

When the quest for diversity is brought under the aegis of urban plruuling, there 

is a fundamental conflict that surfaces. The question that critics pose is this: ~ow 

cru1. diversity, which is the byproduct of mru1.y individuals working in myriad, 

individual ways to constantly alter urbanism, be conceived of on a level that is not 
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individually-scaled, but is the product of one planner's or one group of planners' 

decisions? Titis was the theme explored by Jane Jacobs (1961), Christopher 

Alexander (1979), Richard Sennett (1990), and cmmtless other sceptics of the 

viability of the urban plam1ing profession. Urban plam1ers, in defence, argue that 

the 'freedom' of the random, chaotic, unregulated urbanism of individual choice 

creates an inhumane, sometimes anti-urban settlement form. This argument was 

made most cogently by Lewis Mmnford. 

In short, some urbanists find it impossible and politically tmtenable to 

support pre-determined definitions and parameters about urbanism - 'we are too 

adventurous, inquisitive, egoistic and cOmpetitive to be a harmonious society of 

artists by consensus' said Jacobs (1961, p. 374). Yet, there is a cmmter-recognition 

that maintaining integrity, liveability, and place requires intervention. In light of 

these competing renditions, perhaps the best strategy for defining urbanism is 

to offer a definition that is multi-dimensional, not uni-dimensional. It should be 

inclusive and not overly self-confident, but at the same tUne it should not be about 

acconunodating all patterns and forms of human settlement. The question is, on 

what basis is this distinction justified, and how are ideals like diversity and equity 

translated into a specific language of urban form? The multiplicity of answers, 

within a framework of clear principles about urbanism, constitutes the main 

content of this book 

Anti-urbanism 

If good m·banism is about diversity, equity, mix, interconnectivity and the ability to 

make those principles work successfully, what is the nahu·e of anti-urbanism, and 

where does it originate? One way to summarize this is to look for ideas that seem 

to work against the basic principles, and, in the American context, there are some 

formidable forces that can be analyzed. These will be discussed in the remainder of 

this chapter. 

As already argued, distinguishing between urbaitism and anti-urbanism is not 

about density or even level of intensity. Louis Wirth (1938) argued in 'Urbmlism 

as a way of life' that large, dense cities produced the greatest heterogeneity. Tltis 

may be true, but diversity can be found at other scales too. The measure of a 

town, as Witold Rybczynski (1995) analyzed it, is not dependent on physical size 

or population level. Ebenezer Howard held that all the elements of a 'city' could 

be contained, at least theoretically, in a place the size of a town. And Spiro Kostof 

(1991) pointed out that urban places, to be cities, did not need to be of a particular 

population. Ancient settlements could be lintited to a population of les::; than 5,000 

inhabitants and still be considered 'urban'. 

This justification for a more inclusive definition is not just about a broadened 
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consideration of urban intensity levels and scales. It is also about the idea that rural 

I areas support urbanism by conh·olling, bounding or in some other way helping to 

,. I define human settlement. This is why the view that urbanism should be bonnded 

\/ in some way and distinguished from rural environments and nature has been a 

J\ recurrent theme in urbanistic thought and pervades every plamling culture. In 
1
\] fact the desire to form 'a coherent and lasting relationship with nahrre' is a basic 

connection between even the most apparently divergent approaches (Fishman, 

2000, p. 82). 

Yet this has historically been a major source of puzzlement, and __ t~~e inability 

to work out the ~ferenct:b~!w~~n_!J:I~-~-~-~-~-~al domains has a ~ong, tortur~9:_ 

past il1 the annals of Americ~n urb~sll'\. Part of the confusion has to do with how 

suburban development is to be reconciled with urbanism. Suburban development 

is routinely regarded as 'anti-urban' despite the fact that it has, throughout history, 

been viewed as an integral and necessary component of dense cities. Thomas Sharp, 

speaking about the problem in Europe, identified the essential issue in 1932 as one 

of 'debased' town development 'Rural influences neutralize the town. Urban" 

~nfluences n~_~t~(lliz_e th~ C(_}\!ntry. In a few years all will be neu~rality' (Sharp, 1932, 

p. 11). Now, the inappropriate mixing of the rural and the urban is one of the key 

concepts being used to define sprawl (Duany, 2002). The unsuitable mixing of urban 

·and rural realms, not the rural itself, is thus one way to define anti-urbanism. 

The more pervasive characterization of anti-urbanism in America concerns 

the principles of separation and segregation. While each of the urbanist cultures 

reviewed in this book can be said to contribute partially to anti-urbanism 

(separation, inequity), the cultures I focus on are distinguished precisely because 

they are essentially aimed at defining urbanism il1 a way that upholds the basic 

principles defined above. Again, some of the cultures have been more successful 

at upholding certain principles than others. The important question still to be 

discussed is: what should be made of the normative ideals that seem to be about the 

opposite, that were intended to create a type of settlement that, based on the criteria 

for urbanism identified above, can only be described as 'anti-urbanist'? While the 

anti-urbanism discussed in the remainder of this chapter is connected in many 

ways to all other planning cultures, and many would see the models described 

below as extensions of ideals already well established, they can nevertheless be 

readily separated out as approaches to human settlement that were so counter to 

an urbanism of diversity, connectedness and equity, that they stand apart as object 

lessons of what anti-urbanism is. 

Two sets of ideas stand out in particular as exemplifying anti-urbanism in the 

American context: post World War II suburbanization, generally in the form of 

large-scale residential development; and modernist concepts of urbanism promoted 

through planners and architects associated with the CongrCs Internationaux 
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ZONED MUNICIPALITIES IN THE UNITED STATES 
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d' Architecture Moderne (ClAM). Both of these anti-urban phenomena have been 

discussed at length in numerous texts. Here, I review them in order to illuminate 

the essential differences between urbanism and anti-urbanism in America. I will 

spend more fune on the issue of modernist urbanism not because it had a greater 

effect, but because its position as being anti-urbanist is more complicated. 

In the case of suburban extension, the anti-m·ban tendencies vary in degree. In 

Chapter 6, I present the case that some aspects of the planned community, often a 

primary means of extension, form an important dimension of American urbanism. 

But where the planned community ideal leans too heavily on separation, white 

middle-class escape, and an exclusively residential focus, all of which constitute 

segregation and inequity, the link between the plrumed community and American 

urbanism becomes difficult. Such communities become more a case of anti­

urbanism than urbanism. 

Levittown is the quintessential example of residential development in the form 

of a planned community that was clearly built on the idea of spatial separation of 

land use and population. But there are examples where the plam1ed community 

was built more urbanistically, that is, with ideas about diversity, equity, and the 

creation of more inclusive commw1ities rather than isolated residential enclaves. 

Then there are examples of plrumed commmlities that seem to fall somewhere in 

behveen, such as the 'decentralized industrial growth poles' created by industries in 

the Los Angeles area, described by Greg Hise as examples of 'peripheral urbanism' 

(Hise, 1996). Here were discrete commmlities with a workplace-residence link, 

complete with neighbourhood centres and other daily life needs. They were not 

commuters suburbs. To the extent that they did in fact offer a full range of services 
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and were intended to be socially and economically diverse, it is possible to discuss 

their urbanistic contributions. 

, Aside from these exceptions, postwar suburbanization is generally regarded 

lv as the antithesis of urbanism since it was bilsed on principles of separation, 
I 
I segregation and inequity. And it was nurhrred for years by planning organizations, 

\ the federal government, and powerful groups like the National Association of 

Home Builders, a topic explored in Marc Weiss' The Rise of the Community Builders: 

The American Real Estate Industry and Urban Land Planning (1987). That study 

showed how development was not simply tmfettere~ sprawl, but was orderly, 

controlled, and designed. The community builders helped put in place the deed 

restrictions, zoning, subdivision regulations, and other land development controls 

that engendered the segregated pattern of poshvar subtrrbanization. Although not 

all developments had the same level of anti-urbanism, the ubiquitous, large tract 

of single-family housing was an obvious example of separation. Tt usually also 

connoted inequity by excluding housing for lower-income groups and failing to 

provide services that were not automobile-dependent. What Ada Louise Huxtable 

called 'slurbs' became an embodiment of homogeneity and conformity (quoted in 

Shaffer, 1988, p. 275). 

It is this anti-urbanism that has now come to epitomize much of the American 

pattern of development, a general attitude about settlement that began in the early 

part of the twentieth century and was fully in place by 1940. As Weiss makes clear, 

Figure 3.2. Growth by subdividers and lotsellcrs, the predominant American pattern of 
growth. (Source: Landslides Aerial Photography) 
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the attitude grew out of the need for greater market control. This has always been 

the main pre-occupation of community building, and the main reason why it is 

often viewed as an exercise in anti-urbanism. This is especially true since many 

community building enterprises were (and are) geared to upper-income groups, 

catering to their need for residential exclusion. 

Weiss points out that, because of their support for public plmming, the community 

builders were not typical subdividers, but were a 'minority breed' (Weiss, 1987, p. 

5). Mere subdividers or lot sellers actually created instability in the marketplace, 

and the community builders sought to undermine them. But the residential 

exclusiveness of the commmlity builders, together with the efficiency of the lot 

subdividers, created a situation conducive to the subsequent postwar production 

of sprawl. TI:.~_promotion of large-seal~_ residential land subdivision, coupled wit[! 

supporting federal policy, automobile dependence, increasing affluence, and racia_.l 

tension, supported the rapid deployment of a settlement model that ran cotmter to 

the key tenets of urbanism. 

At the same time that these forces were disrupting urbanism peripherally, a 

second category, generally referred to as 'modernist urbanism', was creating a 

different type of disruption. Whereas postwar suburbanization, whether guided 

by the community builders or not, was about peripheral, low-density, residential 

extension, modernist urbanism covered all aspects of urbanization - from 

downtown redevelopment to suburban shopping malls, to expressways that 

traversed the entire system. Unlike postwar suburbanization, modernist urbanism 

had a conceptually powerful, well-reasoned and well-articulated ideological basis. 

The mindset of the community builders was also articulated and publicized, but its 

physical vision was less ideological. 

If we define urbanism on the basis of diversity, equity, and the related principles 

discussed above, then modernist urbanism would seem to epitomize the opposite. 

This is not a particularly controversial statement, as the modernist city is often 

derided on the basis of being anti-urban (see Boyer, 1983, p. 283). But it is important 

to stress at the outset that there are grey areas. While the most obvious source of 

anti-tubanism is the doctrine of the Ftmctional City promulgated by the Modern 

Movement in architecture (discussed below), there are many ideas associated with 

the movement that are not so easily categorized as being urbanist or anti-urbanist. 

We can look at two examples in which the principles of urbanism are not 

clear-cut, and where the dispute over implementation issues is ongoing. First 

is the debate over traffic separation. The question is whether the separation of 

pedesh·ian and automotive space is essential and non-detrimental, or whether it is 

deemed simply another type of separation that is antithetical to urbanism. Many 

planners throughout the past century have advocated· separate systems. Lewis 

Mumford, Clarence Stein, Henry Wright and others believed that pedestrian routes 
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and facilities like cafes and schools were being ruined by the noise and fumes of 

wheeled vehicles, thus making separation imperative. A counter-argument, from 

Jane Jacobs to the New Urbanists, has illsisted that separation does more harm than 

good, and that there are other ways of mitigating the mix of h·affic and people. 

A second, related example has to do with the issue of whether hierarchical 

plans can accommodate the complexity of urbanism. Lewis Mumford wrote in 

the essay 'Social Complexity and Urban Design' about the problem of hierarchical 

circulation, whereby expressways undertake the 'impossible task of canalizing 

into a few arteries what must be ci.l'cltlated through a far more complex system 

of arteries, veins and capillaries' (Mumford, 1968, p·. 161). What was- needed to 

alleviate the mistake of 'monotransportation' was to make 'the fullest use of the 

whole system'. Related to this, Christopher Alexander later advocated a 'semi­

lattice' urban network to replace the hierarchic struchtre of a tree endorsed by 

ftmctionalist planning in his essay 'A City is Not a Tree' (Alexander, 1965). But 

there is another side to the issue. Some urbanists call for both hierarchical and non­

hierarchical structures, based on the idea that some spatial differentiation is needed. 

They do not advocate a centralized, rigid hierarchical order, but they do argue that 

hierarchy that is multi-scaled and promotes connectivity need not be dismissed 

altogether. It may be a matter of accommodating both hierarchy and network, 

separation from traffic sometimes and integration in other instances, and knowing 

how the two can be combined. Often it is a matter of not allowing one interpretation 

to dominate absolutely, whereby an imbalance is created. This, many would say, 

was the downfall of the modernist city. 

If there is a need for balance and flexibility in interpreting the requirements of 

m·banism, that is something the ideology of modernist urbanism did not permit. 

Modernism itself is rooted in the Renaissance and the Enlightenment, in which 

classical learning was rediscovered and rational order and reason formed the basis 

of social w1derstanding and change. As a cultural phenomenon, modernism was 

more a matter of breaking with European realism in about the mid-nineteenth 

century, whereby the passiveness of 'reflectionist aesthetics' was rejected in favour of 

something more socially transformative (Pinkney, 1993). Modernism in the context 

of architechtre and urbanism has an even more specific definition, associated with 

ideas formed in reaction to the industrial city, and, by the 1920s, ideas in which the 

'dead hand of tradition' was firmly rejected in favour of technological llmovation, 

formalism, universalism and functionalism. These were rationalist paradigms, 

combining what was believed to be progressive social organization with Platonic 

geometric shapes (Lang, 2000, p. 85). 

The start of the modern period in urbanism is sometimes linked to Tony Garnier 

and his Cite Industrielle, displayed in Paris in 1904 and mUque because it 'embraced 

the basic principles of mass production and industrial efficiency and applied them 
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Figure 3.3. 'Rural Urbanism' according to CJAM, showing functional arrangement of land use. 
lncludcd are row shelters (1); <-~partmcnts (6); a central utility building (2); and 'homemaking 
and laundry building' (9). (Source: Jose Luis Sert, Can Our Cities Survive?, 1944a) 

to city form. The plan boldly rejected past historical styles and offered a 'machine­

age community' of hydro-elech·ic plants, aerodromes, and highways, all strictly 

segregated according to ftmction (LeGates and Stout, 1998, p. xxxi). It also separate.d 

t_he ~uilding from the street and the pedestrian from vehicular traffic, signalling the 

beginning of a century of free interpretation of urban for~. 

Modernist ideas about urbanism that reached full flowering by the 1950s and 

that exerted a powerful effect on urban form arc widely familiar. These are: the 

separation of land uses, the accommodation of the automobile in the form of high­

speed highways, the rejection of the street and street life, the treatment of buildings 

as isolated objects in space rather than as part of the larger intercom1ected urban 

fabric, the reliance on two dimensional plans that ignored the three dimensional 

aspects of urban form, the encouragement of unformed space, the rejection of 

traditional elements like squares and plazas, the demolition of large areas of the city 

to make unfettered places for new built forms, and the creation of enclosed malls 

and stmken plazas. These ideas and others were part of an ideology about urbanity, 

generated by plam1ers and architects, that was already in evidence in the 1920s. 

As such, they were not ideas that came by default: they ·were part of a proactive 

programme of reform. And although these principles were ideologically driven, 



52 New Urbanism and American Planning: The Conflict of Cultures 

they were not always well explained. For example, the rejection of the street was 

considered self-evident by many Modernist architects, but no specific justification 

was given (Mumford, 2000, p. 56). 

The ideas have been referred to as the Frmctionalist Movement (Trancik, 1986), 

but were essentially the main tenets of the organized group, ClAM. As Eric Mmnford 

recmmts in his detailed study, The ClAM Discourse on Urbanism, 1928-1960 (2000), 

the ClAM definition of urbanism was essentially a continuation of longstanding 

ideas that had taken hold by the 1920s - that is, the focus on efficiency in city­

building, the strong belief in the ability of teclmology to solve social problems, and 

the reliance on the master planner I expert to accomplish a better world. As Jane 

Jacobs analyzed things, Le Corbusier's Radiant City came directly out of Howard's 

Garden City, the former was simply adapted to much higher densities. Garden 

city advocates and regionalists who were later aghast at Le Corbusier's brutal 

, "--' towers in a park were only getting what they deserved, Jacobs contended, which 

\:s' was essentia1ly a more intense interpretation of the city for the automobile:"Sllper_:-

01. I highways, super-blocks and pedestrian separation had all been advocated pri~r 
~---\~, 

·----~S to ClAM. ~arde.!:_ city a9-vo~ates had to ad_mit that they had already severed the 

building line from the street line in the early decades of the twentieth cenhrry: An_d 

the demolition of large sections Of cities- so-called 'slum clearance'- was already 

an established part of urban planning in the 1930s. ClAM clearly strengthened the 

general approach, but it crumot be said to have solely created it. 

"What is striking about the history of ClAM is how much its rhetoric smmded h~e 

the·~~mmon sen;~ principles of vi~tually every other m·banistculhtre- _principles 

that, on an abstract level, are not difficult to agree with, even now. TI1ey advocated 

the equitable distribution of wealth, utopian, fuhrre-oriented plan-making, 

affordable housing, efficiency in production methods, collectivism, and the need 

to situate places of work within reasonable distance of places of residence. A set of 

resolutions crafted in J933 at the 'Fm1ctional City' ClAM event consisted of such 

statements as 'the city should assure individual liberty and the benefits of collective 

action,' that 'all urbru1 arrangements should be based on the hmnru1 scale', and 

that 'urbanism should determine the relationships between places ... according 

to the rhythm of everyday activity of the inhabitru1ts' (Mumford, 2000, p. 87). 

Siegried Giedion stated unequivocally that what was most important to CIAM was 

'planning from a human point of view' (Giedion quoted inSert, 1944n, p. xi). Later, 

in a reaction against functionalism, ClAM's Team X architects stressed notions like 

'human association' and 'cluster' to claim an urbanism more responsive to hmnan 

need (Mumford, 2000, p. 7). In a broader sense, we cru1 even cmmect Le Corbusier's 

insistence on density as the pre-requisite of economic, social and culhtral vitality, 

with Wirth's insistence on social heterogeneity as a basis of urbanism. ·on the 

surface, it would seem to be fitting of a basic, trrbanistic approach to settlement. 
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But ClAM associated architects, among many others not associated but 

nevertheless subscribing to the same modentist approach to urbanism, parted 

company with traditional m·banism by embracing entirely new ways of thinking 

about cities. Traditional and historically referenced urban forms were not allowed 

to be part of the new modern city. In fact the new ideology, abstracted and 'free', 

was superior because of its newness. Without constrillnts, ideas could be taken 

to their extreme conclusion. Abstracted principles could be elevated to approach 

what the philosopher Alfred North Whitehead called 'the fallacy of misplaced 

concreteness'.4 When this happened, the complexity that was the original source of 

the abstraction became undervalued. 

Principles were abstracted, traditional methods of place-making were rejected, 

and architects, working m1der a newly found freedom of expression, were 

individually given much credit for the ability to change society. Le Corbusier's 

belief that the mass production strategies advocated by Henry Ford and Frederick 

Winslow Taylor were 'nattu·al' and therefore 'above politics' (Mumford, 2000, p. 20) 

Figure 3.4. Hmnan 
scale in city plam1ing 
according to modernist 
planner Jose Luis Sert. 
From a 1944 book 
edited by Paul Zucker. 
(Sourer: Thomas A. 
Reiner, Tl1e Place of 
tl!e Ideal Comn11.mity in 
Urlm11 Planning 1963) 

J. L. Sert, 1944. 
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is indicative of the kind of city-building approach that was in fact antithetical to the 

more humanistic thinking of planners like Geddes and Unwin. The latter group 

sought individual liberation through collective enterprise, something ClAM also 

claimed concern for, but which ClAM arrived at through a completely different 

urban logic. '"!'~a_t logic was abol}t arrang!ng _?Ild __ ~ombir!-.ing _th~ mater~CJJ _ele_m~nts 

of urbanism as if they were abstract, geometric shapes. 

·-- TJ:-e- f~rce ~ith which_~he~~-~~~~-!~?~- ~hol_~ __ is ~?'plained by_ the __ existenc~ qf 
multiple intersecting currents that crossed paths in the mid part of the twentieth 

~_enti:-iry. Le Corbusler is said to have had an impact because he combined two 

dominant ideas - the bureaucratized, standardized, machine-made enviromnent, 

and the nahlral, open space environment to offset it (Mumford, 1968, p. 118). On 

the other hand, modern architecture is also blamed for causing the split between 

plarming and architecture. The exhibition of modern architecture organized in 1932 

by Philip johnson and Henry-Russell Hitchcock for the Musemn of Modem Art 

expressed the importance of formal style over social fnnction,leaving planning and 

architecture with no common language (Boyer, 1983, p. 303). 

In short, the ClAM movement gave expression to an anti-urbanism that went 

far beyond anything that had been put forward before, and crafted a supporting 

language that replaced all prior conceptions. The foct~ on collectivism, the merger of 

art and science, and the ability of architechrre and urbanism to create social cohesion 

were not new or mUquely co-opted by ClAM members. ~~ut ClAM transfonp~d 

these concepts in a ~C\Y_ t~C\t was so abstract and so removed from history, local 

. ~?nd~~-?n, a_~? __ pedestrian scale that it became a fundamentally different project. 

· The de11ial of history was not only expedient (which indeed it was), but it was seen 

as a positive way to gain insight into a newly emerging urban reality. The result was 

another manner of separation, a loss of connection with time. 

Some observers have pointed out that modernism was not completely ahistorical, 

and that there was always a subculture in ClAM where tradition and lUstory 

remained more prominent. They point to the fact that Siegfried Giedion liked to 

lecture on ancient Greek architecture and urban form (Ellin, 1996, p. 303). However, 

the appreciation stopped short of any materially h·anslated com1ection. Whatever 

the intellectual appraisal of history, the urban structures and forms created under 

modernist ideology lacked referent. Architecture was to be 'ofits time'. 

Under an ideology that suppressed past forms, Catherine Bauer proclaimed 

things like 'we must first get rid of all our preconceptions as to what a building 

should look like: for the new conditions ... determine entirely new forms' (Bauer, 

1934, p. 218). In a similar vein, Le Corbusier had famously recommended the 

destruction of Paris and then Manhattan as mere accretions of the past that must 

now make way for modern form.c; (New York had also, incidentally, been stated 

for demolition by Ruskin and Frank Lloyd Wright, among others). In its place was 
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a proposal for the complete reorganization of urban life. -~~_e_}~~Q~Y_Jc!_~o!(}g~~al 

system of ~bstracted rules about urbanism had little connection to local or regional 

culfure, mat~r~_a~,_ (_)t building_t)!_p_e~. Individual expression in urbanism, other than 

by· th€ architects themselves, was condemned. Le Corbusier interpreted walls of 

individually formed houses as a 'grotesquely jagged silhouette of gables, attics, 

and zinc chimneys' (Le Corbusier in Mumford, 2000, p. 56). This left little room 

for historical continuity. As Kem1eth Frampton notes, the problem with ClAM was 

not necessarily its conflicted ideology, but that 'there was ultimately no grmmd left 

upon which to continue any kind of rational discourse' (Frampton, 2000, p. xv). 

Maintaining historical connection did not have to mean imitation and 

sentimentality but ClAM members seemed not to recognize this. The difficulty, 

for the modernists, was that people generally did not share their appreciation of 

a-historical form. Some admired its rational purity, but architectural bleakness 

was rarely beloved outside the architectural avant garde. Some people may have 

been awed by the vision of skyscraper downtowns laced with highways - the type 

immortalized in Norman Bel Geddes's 'Futurama' at the 1939 World's Fair- but 

ClAM's need to reject what they regarded as bourgeois forms and styles from th_~ 

past ultimately produced places that disenfranchised the average w·ban dwelle.r. It 

was a detached set of propositions that ultimately produced a grim urban reality. 

While almost all urbanist cultures have been concerned with efficiency, 

technological solution, and social purpose, ClAM members pushed the notion 

of functionalism to an ideological exh·eme. The efficiency principle began to 

exclude other considerations and merged with stripped down design to reinforce 

the idea that maximizing open space (light and air) and minimizing construction 

costs, was a perfectly worthy way to build cities. The Functional City became a 

tmi-dimensional cure for urban ills, all by way of scientific principle devoted to 

furthering the common good. 

Jane Jacobs thought other urbanist proposals like garden cities and the City 

Beautiful were similar. Yet there were key differences. Notions of human behaviour, 

scale, context, urban form, h·eatment of sp<Ke, circulation - elements of urbanism 

came together in fw1damentally different ways tmder modernist urbanism. One 

example of this difference can be seen in Le Corbusier's approach to the building of 

high rises. The very high densities he promoted, surrmmded by open green spaces 

and highways, and inserted in the urban core by way of radical 'surgery' (as in 

Plan Voisin), was an exercise in absh·action and detachment, with little regard for 

concepts like appropriateness and context that were deemed much more important, 

or perhaps inescapable, in other, previous visions of an improved m·banism. Garden 

city dogma included a reappraisal of dense urban conditions and corridor streets, 

but it was not a complete rejection nor a reconstituted lrrban vocabulary. The 

new, radicalized lm1guage of modernist city form can be seen vividly in Ludwig 

7. 
~--
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Figure 3.5. One of 
Cm·busier's concise 
drawings, showil1.g 
how roads 'teeming 
with a confusion 
of vehicles and 
pedesh·ians' can be 
transfonncd in a 
'Vertical Garden-City'. 
(Source: Le Corbusier, 
Concerning Town 
Plmmiug, 1948, © 200•1 
Artists Rights Society 
(ARS), New Yock/ 
ADAGP, Paris/FLC) 
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Hi1berseimer's 1927 counter-proposal to Le Cm·busier's Ville Contemporaine, 

'Scheme of a High-Rise City' in which virtually all functions are combined in one 

block-long buildin.g. The detached, abstracted scheme was well suited to a highly 

organized mass society, but unlikely to be embraced by urbanists of the garden city 

or City Beautiful variety (Banik-Schweitzer, 1999, p. 68). 

The problem was not with density, but with the devaluing of context. Andres 

Duany has commented that 'high density housing offers an inferior lifestyle only if 

it is without urbanism as its setting'. 5 11ws, what comes across in the modernist love 

for the high-rise 'solution' is an aversion to diversity. Gropius thought of high rises 

as the only real means for counteracting the congestion that resulted from low-rise 

buildings. It was believed that the coverage of land by row-houses and detached 

or attached two-storey buildings would disintegrate the city, creating its very 

antithesis (Martin and March, 1952). The high-rise would eliminate ground-level 

overcrowding, exactly what Gropius was after. But social diversity, as Jacobs and 

many others later argued, could not be effectively locked up in high-rise buildings 
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and contained, and doing so denied human complexity. It needed, among other 

things, to be externally cormected. 

On some level, large-scale plans for urbanism arc related to each other simply by 

virtue of their involving massive land acquisition, creative financin.g, and the need 

for cooperation between public and private entities. There are connections by way 

of communal land ownership or the acquisition Of large, centrally located parcels 

for redevelopment, and possibly, the transferring of profits from the developer to 

the community. It is on this basis that Ebenezer Howard and H.P. Berlage have 

been linked to CIAM and Le Cm·busier (Mumford, 2000). Via the principle of 

cost saving through large scale development, the modernist Catherine Baupr is 

linked to the garden city architect Raymond Unwin (Birch, 1980n). Here again, 

howeve1~ there arc wide differences in urbanistic outcome, despite the similarity 

of certain processes. The fact that Howard advocated a commw1ity of 30,000 while 

Le Corbusier's was 3,000,000 gives some indication of the variation in concern for 

place, form and context. Frank Lloyd Wright's Broadacre City can be compaTed to 

Ebenezer Howard's vision of garden cities on the basis of self liberation (Hall, 2002, 

pp. 279-281), but the physical articulation of form and the collective experience 

it was to invoke are nol comparable. And Berlage's street oriented perimeter 

blocks at Amsterdam Zuid had the social mark of uniformity, but they were four­

storey, traditional row housing blocks that defined space in the same way as the 

corridor street. They were superblocks with internal green spaces, but there was 

no ftmctional separation, rejection of the street, or cenh·alized density. They still 

retained traditional concepts of place-making, and this is what made these and 

other projects significantly dissimilar from most ClAM proposals. 

The conceptions of urbanism being espoused by urban plam1ers in the U.S., 

either in the form of plans for existing cities or as new, self-contained plam1cd 

communities, rarely lost sight of a specific outcome. Planners were increasingly 

concerned with process, but they did not initially reject the material subject matter, 

the physical, detailed, conditions of trrbcm form in the way that ClAM proponents 

did quite early on. This is especially h·ue of City Beautiful era plam1crs, and later, 

plam1ed commmlity advocates. But in Le C01·busicr's 1928 Ville Radieuse, urbanism 

had become open-ended, fixed but strangely detached, and concerned more with 

process. The statement on the title page of La Ville Radieuse by Le Corbusier that 

'plans are the rational and poetic monument set up in the midst of contingencies' 

gives an indication of the level of absh·action that was transforming this new 

conceptualization of urbanism into something very different from that of Burnham, 

Geddes, and Unwin (cited in Mumford, 2000, p. 49). 

The level of abstraction that ClAM was promoting comes thmugh clearly in_ 

their manifesto, Can Our Cities Survive? An ABC of Urban Problems, Their Analyses, 

Their Solutions: Based on the Proposals Formulated by CIA.M, written by Jose Luis Sert, 
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published in 1944, and containing the statement of prll1ciples known as the Athens 

Charter. Meant for the mass American public, the polenlic of the functional city 

was strongly argued in the text, but its presentation was faiJ·ly detached. Details 

of urban form, planning and design are lacking, perhaps as a way of ensuring that 

the mistakes of past urbanism- with Hs 'parade' of mere aesthetics- would not be 

repeated. As Joseph Hudnut argued ll1 the preface, city design in places like Paris 

had 'a basis no firmer than a logic of form and a reward no deeper than an aesthetic 

experience'. The antidote was a city plamring that was based on 'those processes by 

which material things are shaped and assembled for civic use' (Sert, 1944a, p. iv). 

Can Our Cities Survive? is a revealing look ihto the mindset of the modernist 

approach to city-making. The solutions to the problem of the congested city are 

not only explicitly laid out, but they expose an approach that has been so widely 

discredited by the past 50 years of experience that, with hindsight, the proposals 

seem almost absurd. But there was nothing light-hearted about the advice, on 

page 62, that 'Modern building teclmics should be employed in constructing high, 

widely spaced apartment blocks whenever the necessity of housing higl-). densities 

of population exists'. This was because 'only such a disposition can liberate the 

necessary land surface for recreation purposes, commwlity services, and parking 

places, and provide dwellings with light, sLm, air, and view'. 

VVhat we know now is that this is an anti-urbanist statement of separation and 

detachment. In fact, most of the proposals of the Athens Charter, have, at thell· root, 

separation. This makes them appear simplistic and utterly denying of the ll1tricacies 

of urbanism. An example of how diversity is purposefully thwarted is in the call 

to have dwellings grouped in neighbmu·hood units so that 'the number of poll1ts 

of departure' could be reduced as much as possible. 'Express highways' would be 

used to cmmect destinatimlS and origins ll1 the urban system. In this arrangement, 

people were viewed like robots moving between poll1ts on a map, with highways 

serving as 'cha1U1els' to move the population to and from 'districts' as fast as 

possible. With highways servll1g as the fastest meailS of connecting two points, 'the 

evacuation of great masses of the population in the busll1ess district' could be easily 

accomplished. 

The separation endemic to the functional city also squelched social diversity. 

In this it prefigured the monoculhJTat single-class housing separation of suburban 

sprawl that ClAM architects outwardly condemned. The ClAM manifestation of 

this principle was overt. In Le Corbusier's La Ville Contemporaine, for example, class 

was highly differentiated. The social structure that the city reflected was one of 

segregation by occupation, where one's job dictated one's dwelling type (Halt 2002, 

p. 225). In Chandigarh, the new capital of the Ptmjab designed by Le Corbusier, 

such differentiation was built in. 

Perhaps most importantly, what is missing from modernist urbanism is 
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the notion of place-making, or what Lewis Mumford called 'social and civic 

character' (Mumford, 1968, p. 119). It could not really be any other way. AU goals 

and principles were based on scientific, 'rational' decision-making devoid of 

recognition of the importance _of culture and symbolism, and as if progress were 

a matter of geomeh·ic order. The narrow focus on speed and efficiency caused an 

inability to appreciate past urban forms, since traditional urbanism was unlikely to 

have been motivated by such modern considerations. A focus on utilitarian needs 

meant not only separation but a rejection of amenity and aesthetics. Planning in 

the 'grand manner', for example, was rejected because, although likely to 'achieve 

magnificence', it failed to function 'structurally in the life and movement of the city' 

(Mumford, 1968, p. 180). 

Because of the focus on utility, modernist city design produced sterile places 

of institutionalized quality. It is a general rule in city-making that, as Boyer put it, 

'ftmctional and rational precision exude a cold and sober aesthetic' (Boyer, 1983, 

p. 282). The initi_<:_~-r~:~~ric_c::_<?~ng from CIJ7:Jv!rr'!ight _]:l~v-~ __ $QWlded .right, but t~e 

h·anslation of :e_nnCip1es mto crty building was recogmzed as highly problematic 

ClAM members liked to talk, for exmnple, about 'The Human Scale in City Planning' 

(Sert, 1944b), but Lewis Mumford pointed out that 'there is nothing wrong with these 

buildings except that, humanly speaking, they stink' (Mwnford, 1968, p. 184). It was 

as if the rise of the 'Orgman', the 1950s sociological conception of the m1onymous, 

mobile urban mm1, was now finding an architectural parallel (see Jencks, 1987). It 

was an architectural expression of the relationship between abstrach1ess m1d capi­

talism. Since capitalism seems incapable of grasping the substance and materiality 

of life (Kracauer, 1975), experiencing the city mechanically would seem the perfect 

method of capitalist expansion. ~hat it meant was that there was no a_t_!~n!!?~ ~~~~ 

_t_?-~.2~!-~~-t! __ to ~e spaces between_ b_uildings, .. to the perspective of residents -~-~_.tl:_~_Y. 

moved tftrough the built environment, to the city's experie~1tialqualitie~. Presumably, 
s:: 

these were unimportant to ClAM members, or at least such considerations were 

subordinated to matters of efficiency, speed, and rationalized separation . 

There was a separateness, too, in the way cities related to natuTe. It was as if 

urbmUty needed to get out of the way to allow more of natm·e to come in. Ironically, ·c( 

what started as perhaps a logical need for green space wound up being a criticism ~ .. 0 

of traditional urban forms as 'urban and stony', as if the quality of being 'urban' was 

something pejorative and in need of replacement by something greener (Mumford, 

2000, p. 56). Concrete and steel would make this happen- it would allow people to 

live more compactly m1d therefore open up larger areas of green. But the modenUst 

city related to nature in a very different way from, for example, the garden city. The 

modenUst city abstracted nature. Nah1re became another statistical category to be 

rationalized and contro1led. The complexity and diversity of nature, as in urbanism, 

was something to be overcome. 
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Figure 3.6. How 'Dwelling areas reclaim their right to occupy the best sites', according to 
ClAM. (Source: Jose Luis Sert, Can Our Cities Survive?, 1944n) 

The idea of opening up the city to let in light and air led to wholesale clearance. 

'Shuns can not be remodelled,' Sert proclailned unequivocally (Sert, 1944a, p. 

24), and therefore 'the only remedy for this condition is the demolition of the 

infected houses'. And there was an insistence that the areas slated for a 'clearance 

programme' be large and inclusive, not minimized. That the cleared out area should 

be large enough was mandated by the need for 'a new urban scale' including 'new 

street patterns for modern traffic requirements' (Sert, 1944a, p. 36). What was to 

replace them was their antithesis, and dwellings that did not therefore consist of 

high rises set in large green areas (towers ill a park) were berated inSert's book 

1l1e point was illustrated with a number of examples of 'dwelling blocks' that had 

clearly got it wrong because they lacked the necessary space armmd them, and 

because of their incorrect insistence on 'perpetuation of traditional street patterns' 
(Scrt, 1944n, p. 37). 

CIAM proposed to quarantine the new housing developments it used to replace 

the slums. Rehousing projects were to conh·ol the environs of sites 'so that these 

environs might not agail1 ill the future have a deleterious influence upon the 

newly constructed a.Tea' (Sert, 1944a, p. 36). Here was cmother manifestation of 

separation in urban form - cordoned off neighbourhoods protected from outside 

encroachment. It was the urban translation of the doctrine of 'separate but equal'. 

It also gave such projects a case of what Stern and Massengale call 'projectitis' 

- the tendency to cut off cormections to stuTounding neighbourhoods because of 
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'artificial prograrrunatic requirements' (Stern and Massengale, 1981, p. 48). The 

emphasis on accommodating housiltg need while simultaneously iltcreasing open 

space invariably meant that buildings had to become monumental. Even worse, in 

combination with the stripped down 'International Style', and the decontextualized 

and purified aesthetics of the Bauhaus, the principle of the high-rise set in green 

space eventually h·anslated into high-rise slab housing projects that were nothing 

less than disastrous. While ClAM members had no direct involvement in this 

translation, they can be cited for making such housing projects appear the only 

logical, rational choice (Mumford, 2000). 

The isolated buildiltg, free floatlii.g lit space, a megastructure in a superblock, 

also contributed to anti-urbanism by promotlitg separation and by suppressing 

diversity. Freestanding and competing 'towers' vied for attention while contributlitg 

nothing to the littegration of space. 'The phenomenon of the isolated building and 

the building line separated from the street line was not limited to housing, of course. 

1t became a symptom of all types of downtown redevelopment plans. Cultural 

centres of major U.S. cities often exhibited the basic form of isolated buildlitg set lit 

open space, part of a master planned project. The difference between these types of 

schemes and the City Beautiful were significant if viewed in terms of the rules of 

h·aditional urban form, street ~nd block arrangement, and the relationship between 

building and street. Plan-makers lit the grand manner would have been concerned 

that their open spaces should not become lifeless sli1ce their primary concern was 

the civic realm. But the modernist isolation of buildli1gs resulted, as Oscar Newman 

pointed out, lit disregard for the functional use of space surrow1ding buildings. 

Modernist planners did not seem to tmderstand the crucial difference between 

visual open space and habitable open space, and thus became like sculptors 

working lit an unencumbered sculpture garden (Newman, 1972). 

Many see this conception, pushed in widely dissemliLated books like Siegfried 

Giedion's Space, Time and Architecture (1941), as a damaging over-reliance on 

the architect's li1dividualized notion of space. lt thrived particularly well in the 

commercial American city where the individual buildli1g could be aggrandized 

even if it lacked civic, cultural, or religious significance. Modernist ideology 

supported the view that buildli1gs did not have to be subordinated to the urban 

fabric as a whole. This often resulted in ambiguity. Because of the failure to 

appreciate the importance of context and the need to create connectedness between 

buildlitgs, buildings became ensconced lit vast expanses of asphalt, useless plazas, 

and other form .. ''' of what Trancik calls 'lost space' (Trancik, 1986). 

Another cmL.sequence of the isolated buil?ing was the tendency to locate 

buil~~g~ -in n_on-standardized ways, creatli1g a- chaotic urban fab~ic that hCl_.s 

no~ become a defining characteristic of sprawL Ratl~er than a gradual increase 

iri hltensity of land use from periphery to centre, the Corbusian system h·anslated 
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into a haphazard urbanization of rural lands. Now, at least in part a result of this 

thinking, the American urban pattern plunges abruptly from edge city high rise to 

single-use residential development, creating a non-hierarchical city that, instead 

of an organized system of greater or lesser intensity, or any method of spatial 

differentiation, is extended using 'easily reproducible units pulled from the box of 

urban tinkertoys' (Abbott, 1993, p. 138). Other authors have likened the result to a 

train wreck (Duany, Plater-Zyberk and Speck, 2000). 

TI1e process advocated by ClAM for land subdivision almost guaranteed 

this non-hierarchical arrangement. The modernists repeatedly emphasized the 

need to do away with small lots, with what they Saw as 'a chaotic maze of land 

fragments' that needed to be replaced by a single, consolidated land unit._'Dli_~. 

V\las ~~-':" hm~_sin!?; __ was rationalized- not only by ne~ te~hnologies (cement _sla?, 

i1~;s); but by an eclarged s~_aje -of developmen~. ClAM archite~ts were not th~ ~-nl~ 

Figure 3.7. Sert's manifesto boasted 'the great possibilities that arc being developed in modern 
highways' and included this one from Long Island as a 'good example'. (Source: Jose Luis Sert, 
Cnn Our Cities Survive?, 1944n) 
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group to accept this new unit of urbanism. Catherine Bauer, the housing advocate 

and fan of Walter Gropius, agitated for the 'complete neighbourhood' as the unit 

of planning, financing, construction, design, and administration (Bauer, 1934). 

The neighbourhood platmer -Clarence Perry also adopted a modernist scheme 

in his low-cost treatments, resulting in bleak high-rises set in generous open 

spaces and described in his book as 'blight resisting' (Perry, 1939). Ultimately, __ ~, 

monolithic pl_aru1i~g _scale not only fostered buildinl? placement that separ~ted and 

de~~~~ij~~-d-_th~ tuban fab1~·i~,it alillost g{_tarant~ed the elimination ~f diversi~jr. 
Fifty years later, one of the keY-methods for generating urban diversity is generally 

acknowledged to be through the mechanism of small lot development. 

In fact, variety was not something viewed as positive. Small scale diversity 

was something to be avoided because it meant the loss of control and uniformity. 

Property limits and streets simply got in the way of large scale rehousing projects. 

This is why Unwin never became a modernist, and why Howard and Unwin would 

have hated collective living that stressed tmiforrnity of style. Their interpretation of 

collectivity did not have to do with sameness. 

Again, it is this division between the traditional elements of urban form- street, 

block, square - and the ClAM conceptualization of form as high rise building set 

in green space that reveals a stark contrast in approach. The modernist rejection of 

figural space may have seemed reasonable on the surface: to free up more open, 

green space and let in more light and air, one could build at higher and higher 

densities and therefore occupy smaller and smaller land area. This could produce 

the 'biologically important advantages' that Le Corbusier thought so important 

(cited in Mumford 2000, p. 38). It is also reflected in the fact that consideration of 

the third-dimension was limited to height, since 'it is in admitting the element of 

height that efficacious provisions can be made for traffic needs and for the creation 

of open spaces for recreation or other purposes' (Sert, 1944a, p. 150). But, as Eric 

Mumford points out, this was a 'fateful formulation' used to justify 'vast numbers 

of high-rise slab projects built over the last seventy years armmd the world' 

(Mtm1ford, 2000, p. 38). 

The organization of the urban envirorunent in terms of the essential categories 

(ftmctions) of dwelling, work, transportation and recreation was a key aspect of 

anti-urbanism. Separation of uses was, in general, a modernist idea, and Tony 

Garnier's separation of living and working areas was one of the earliest articula­

tions. Functionalism became virtually synonymous with separation. Jacobs referred 

to it as 'sorting', and thought it destroyed cities. In the U.S., the proliferation of 

zoning by ftmctional use category was well underway by the 1920s and was 

reinforced in the 1929 Regional Plan for New York and its Environs. Later, the 

'Functional City', ClAM's best known theoretical approach, constituted the theme 

of its 1933 Congress. Using statistics to project the amount of land needed for a 
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particular use, numerous plans were created that looked interesting on paper, but 

excluded consideration of contextual, figural space. 

For an urbanist like Lewis Mumford, the proposal to organize cities according 

to separate functions was immediately suspect.- In a letter rejecting Sert's invitation 

to write a foreword to the CIAM manifesto, Can Our Cities Survive?, Mumford 

asks, 'what of the political, educational, and cttlhJTal functions of the city: what of 

the part played by the disposition and plan of the buildings concerned with these 

ftmctions in the whole evolution of the city design' (quoted in Mumford, 2000, 

p. 133). Obviously, Mumford was not buying the view espoused by ClAM that 

modernization in the form of speed and other teclffi_ological improvement was 

making the ftmctional city inevitable. What he saw was a negation of the complex 

weave of urbanism into rationalized, disaggregated, ftmctionally 'pure' and 

therefore controllable categories. 

Movement systems were to be vertically separated. Automobile h·affic was to 

be accommodated usually above all else, a way of thinking that had significant 

repercussions in the post World War II era, continuing through to today._It was an 

ideol?gY that viewed the speed and flow of traffic as worthy phenomena in th~ir 

own rigl~!·. Already in thC 1920s, architects aligned with ClAM, like the Rotterdam 

group Opbouw, were proclaiming that traffic should be the 'foundation of town­

plaru'ling design' (Mumford, 2000, p. 22). TI'lis should be compared to Raymond 

Unwin, who earlier wrote that the less area given over to traffic, the better (Kostot 

1991). 

The focus on designing for cars, speed and unimpeded flow was simply a 

narrow conceptualization of settlement that discOtmted the complexity of cities 

and human behaviour. It caused ClAM to get some basic truths about urbanism 

wrong. For example, Sert's treatise proclaims that 'the insufficient width of streets 

Schematic expression 
of actual street system 

1 2 
Diagrams 1 and 2 show 
the contradiction between 
the width of existing 
streets and that required 
by the flow of traflic. 

Schematic expression 
of flow of trallic 

Figure 3.8. The diagram, Sert wrote, suggests 'the gravity of the situation' ... 'where the traffic 
is greatest, the streets arc narrmvcst'. (Source: Jose Luis Sert, Can Our Cities Survive?, 1944a) 
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causes congestion' and that 'distances between cross-sh·eets arc too short' (Sert, 

1944a, pp. 170, 174). There was dismay at the fact that the 'absence of parking space' 

means that 'the city motorist can no longer drive up to the place where he wishes 

to go'. Such statements signify a gross misll1terpretation of urbanism by failing to J 

address the ll1terrelationships that sustain it- between, for example, land use and J 
transportation. 

The failure of the functionalist city and its procurement of separation was 

recognized by ClAM's own membership. Team X, the British architectural group 

led by Alison and Peter Smith~on, criticized the functionalist approach toward 

the end of ClAM's organizational life in the early 1950s. They recognized that the 

separation that CIAM fostered was tmtenable, giving way to an ll1organic form of 

urbanism. What the Smithsons retained, however, was the rejection of traditional 

urban form. The Smithsons analyzed neighbourhood life with its discernible 

'hierarchy of associational elements' expressed in such traditional forms as 

house, street, district and city, but then they emphasized that they wanted only to 

reinterpret the 'idea', not the forms. Their 'task' was 'to find new equivalents for 

these forms of association in our new non-demonstrative society' (Smithson, 1982, 

p. 7). Streets and squares could not be used because 'the social reality they presented 

no longer exists'. Instead, 'streets-in-the-air', as proposed in Team X's Golden 

Lane competition project of 1952, were a new, more up-to-date expression of the 

hierarchy of association, now 'woven into a modulated continuum representll1g the 

true complexity of hum<:~n association'. This was to replace the functional hierarchy 

of the Athens Charter. 

But it was still another form of abstraction, another system of separation, another 

rejection of historical context and the traditional forms and patterns of urbanism. 

Almost all of the schemes of ClAM -isolated and monmnental buildings, ftmctional 

categories of land use, ftmctional grids, streets ll1 the air and separated circulation 

systems - shared these qualities. And unfortunately, many translated ll1to city 

building principles with unquestioned authority in the decades followll1g World 

War II. In fact, much of what happened to modern cities was prefigured by Le 

Corbusier's 'little sketches and terse statements' (Barnett, 2003, p. 28).ln part it was 

due to the tremendous clarity and order of the vision of a mechanized, segregated 

and highly rationalized city, all presented in a 'monomaniacal' diagram showing 

the relationship between the height of buildings, the spaces between them, and the 

angle of the sun (Solomon, 2003, p. 173). And it lent itselfwel1 to the bureaucracy of 

plamling. "Where the vision could not be implemented via project plru_ming, it could 

be translated into a zoning code to 'reflect, if only a little, the dream' (Jacobs, 1961, 

p. 23). 

The legacy of modernist urbanism, ftmctionalism and ClAM is an anti-urbanism 

of itoolated buildings set in parking lots and along highways, of separated forms of 
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Figure 3.9. The modernist traffic solution was to provide 'unimpeded flow of traffic'. 
According to Sert, such solutions, like the one above for Stockholm, 'do not in any way 
interfere with what may be of interest in the architecture of this historic district'. (Source: Jose 
Luis Sert, Cnn Our Cities Survive?, 1944a) 

housing and land use, of an inequitable pattern of access, and of a downgrading 

of public space to utilitarian rather than civic conce1n. It was a well-organized 

polemic. The manifesto Can Our Cities Survive? was widely disseminated, not only 

to important federal agencies like the National Resources Planning Board and the 

Federal Housing Administration, but also to educational institutions (like Harvard's 

Design School) as a textbook. Robert Moses and other powerful city planners at 

mid-century were responsible for implementing these ideas on a large scale. TI1e 

first 'tower in the park' project in the U.S. was in New York in 1940 (Parkchester), 

which housed 42,000 people in fifty-one high rises. Soon after, New York built 

Sh1yvesant Town, which housed 24,000 in thirty-five, 13-storey structures. These 

projects and many others - virtually every city in the Northeast and Chicago had 

numerous examples - quickly became the sole expression of public housing. In 

1951, Pruitt-Igoe Homes in St. Louis would be heralded by Architectural Forum as 

the 'best high apartment building of 1951' (Mumford, 1995). 

Already by the late 1950s, however, the ill-effects of ClAM's approach to 

urbanism were becoming the subject of popular criticism. Jane Jacobs was the most 

forceful, and her critique is still unmatched. But there were many others. There 

was recognition of the need to rehun to, as Christopher Trnmard wrote in 1953, 

in The City of Man, a place of 'memory, hope and visual pleasure' (Tunnard, 1953, 

p. 384). There were calls for 'contexhmlity' and the appreciation of the vernacular, 

and proclamations of the death of the Modern Movement with its 'blueprint for 

placelessness' m 

and Koetter's C: 

urbanism, which 

unsophisticated t 

Koetter, 1978). C 

urban structure 

typologies and to 

Trying to re-estal 

historicism, tm,vr 

side, the respons, 

be-efing up the le· 

expert-driven url 

in with Strong cr 

based theirs on H 

scientists for attc1 

However, dPs 

about city-mclkin 

of settlement th,1 

not been accomp 

itself in phcnome 

model other than 

architecture assoc 

has proven mon' 

an easier, cheapc1 

From zoning and 

-all of these dinll 

inequity much nH 

Inpost:CIAM "'. 

device (zoning) r 

retained even w! t, 

to the fore. In the 

value, city an_d su 

1996), ftmctionaJi:: 

Obviously, C L 

urbanism. It is PO 

foil, the producer 

the demolition of 

2000, p. 269). An< 

idea of the city' (l-­

archHects strong: y 



flow of traffic'. 
not in any way 
ict'. (Source: Jose 

downgrading 

veil-organized 

tated, not only 

Board and the 

like Harvard's 

ty planners at 

rge scale. The 

(Parkchester), 

ew York built 

.tchrres. These 

I Chicago had 

lc housing. In 

tural Forum as 

approach to 

, was the most 

others. There 

vrote in 1953, 

lmnard, 1953, 

1e vernacular, 

'blueprint for 

Principles: Urbanism vs. Anti-Urbanism 67 

placelcssness' and 'centralized corporate decision-making' (Ley, 1987). Rowe 

and Koetter's Collage City was an effective critique of modern architechrre and 

urbanism, which they viewed as 'too contradictory, too confused and too feebly 

w1sophisticated to allow for any but the most minor productive results' (Rowe and 

Koetter, 1978). Christian Norberg-Schultz (1990) lamented the loss of traditional 

urban structure and its associated meaning. Aldo Rossi assembled building 

typologies and forms as a kind of cmmter response to ClAM ideology (Rossi, 1984). 

Trying to re-establish the 'experience of place' became the cause of regionalism, 

historicism, townscape, and the legibility of Kevin Lynch. 6 From the plaruy~(s 

side, the respons~ ~as to reject master planning in favour of advoc~cy pl~n~!ng, 

beefing up the techniques of public participation in direct cow1ter-response to th~ 

expert-driven urbanism of ClAM~ Ecologists and social scientists also weighed 

in with strong critiques of the Modern Movement in architecture. The ecologists 

based theirs on the failure to m1derstand place and natm·al ecology, and the social 

scientists for attempting the social engineering of humankind. 

However, d_espite these rejections and counter offensives, mode1~ni~t ideas 

about city-making have become so thoroughly a part of the e~trench;~d sy~te_m 

of settlement that turning the tide on the ClAM approach to urbanism has still 

not been accomplished. And as post WorJd War II productive capacity expressed 

'itself in phenomenal material growth diverted to the suburbs, there was no viable 

model other than the modenlist city ready to re-direct it. The International Style of 

architecture associated with ClAM has been overthrown, but the method of urbanism 

has proven more tenacious. No doubt this is because modcnlist urbanism offered 

an easier, cheaper method of reconstruction, particularly following World War II. 

From zoning and subdivision regulation to financing and engineering standards 

-all of these dimensions of city building fed off of ClAM's intrinsic separation and 

inequity much more readily than any notions of plarming for diversity and equity. 

In ___ P?_~t-~~IAJ\::1:.~_\l!~atlism, functionalism stayed on as a bureaucratic organizing 

-d~vice (z~;;ing) now~ stripped of its w1derlying, untenable ideology._ Tllis was 

retained even when the new, postmodern ideal of breaking down divisions came 

to the fore. In the midst of a postmodern collapse of distinctions between fact atld 

value, city and suburb, academic disciplines, and a range of other dualisms (Ellin, 

1996), functionalism as an administrative reality of urbanism thrived. 

Obviously, ClAM cannot be held responsible for all failure in American 

urbmlism. It is no doubt the case that, as Eric Mumford argues, 'ClAM became a 

foit the producer of an atlti-urbatl urbanism that had met its symbolic fate with 

the demolition of the Pruitt-lgoe housing project in St. Louis in 1975' (Mumford, 

2000, p. 269). And, although the Athens Charter is now recognized as 'an anti­

idea of the city' (Huet, 1984), it was never intended to contribute to sprawl. CIAlvl 

arcllitects strongly decried sprawl for its lack of collective context, a critique that is 
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now echoed in the arguments used by New Urbanists. The model of a skyscraper 

downtown linked by highway to commuter suburb, all with a strong racial and 

class bias, was not something proposed by ClAM. But it was the legitimation of 

separation on a variety of fronts that made itS way from ClAM to general urban 

planning practice, a trickle down of theories about rationalized plamling that 

helped generate an anti-urbanism of sprawl. 

Notes 

1. David Brain, personal comnumication, August 2003. 
2. These arguments have been made by Michael Pyatok (2002). 
3. See, for example, Altshuler's discussion of the intercity freeway (Altshuler, 1983, p. 227). 
4. Personal communication, Michael Mehaffy, 2002 
5. Andres Duany, Pro-Urbanism listserve, August 22,2003. 
6. Although now, history of place has been segmented into nodes, landmarks, and other 

artifacts that can be fit into the reordered, ftmctional city. See Jencks (1987); see also Boyer 
(1983). 
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