TOWARD NEW TOWNS
FOR AMERICA

by Clarence S. Stein

With an Introduction by
LEWIS MUMFORD

THE UNIVERSITY PRESS OF LIVERPOOL
AGENTS FOR THE WESTERN HEMISPHERE
PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION SERVICE
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS
1951



TO ALINE

PRINTED IN MONOTYPE PERPETUA

MADE AND PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN
FOR THE UNIVERSITY PRESS OF LIVERPOOL

BY EATON PRESS LTD., OVERTON STREET, LIVERPOOL, 7



TOWARD NEW TOWNS
FOR AMERICA



SUNNYSIDE _GARDENS T 1T 1 1T 7 KEY
RADBURN _ | PRELIMINARY &
CHATHSXMA\F/{l[l)_Il_:_AGE'A‘\I AND I - T [ | X« VAL o anniNG STAGE
PHIPPS G N APARTMENTS «I AND I 1 yig
HILLSIDE HOMES M CONSTRUGTION
VALLEY STREAM ¥V FIRST occupancy
GREENBELT - RESETTLEMENT (1) AND_DEFENSE (2) | . ALL VALUES ARE FOR
BALDWIN HILLS VILLAGE | [ y U.S.A. AS A WHOLE
19 [1912[1913[1914] 1915] 19161917 1918|1919 ft92q]i921 [1922]l923]l9241925i926]1927]t928]1929/1930] 1931 19321933 193 4]1935|I036]1937)1938] I939]194] 19 41 19429 43]194 41948
: INGOME
§ 4,5/05,0p0,0p0
WAGE SCALE
/ \\ BUSINESS
ACTIVITY

-”’s
A , 1~ ";‘ - Y /\
4 - P ol PR 7
AN | A\ TN e
o T / AUTOMOBILE
L A A 21,300,000 c‘\;zj/ L\ / REGISTRATION
L S - )
P Sotl S -
.+ P / /’
1 — /]
‘,4’ / >~
!"
= ~ ] - \ / VALUE - PRIVATE
| N L] . RESIDENTIAL
N LA B NON-FARM
» / 4582,000,000 |_~| CONSTRUGTION
- _ Ry PUT IN PLACE
458,000 CARS // 7 Prg N
(191Q "] b ey
I $ 279,000,000 VALUE
PUBLICLY
X a\ww FINANCED
MRS HOUSING
& WOREERN tt‘&;\ \
A (AMERICAN ENTRY) A (AMERICAN ENTRY)

Fig. 1—Chart showing the years in which the various projects described were planned and constructed, and the time relation to the general economic climate.
Sources include : U.S. Dept. of Commerce ; U.S. Dept. of Labor ; Pollak Foundation for Economic Research ; Twentieth Century Foundation



LANKIRG %
‘ t'e'
k04413

h,) ‘}”‘?) s 'E.;
Qs&"ﬁ VY

Foreword

building was to find guidance for all of us in making the next step toward

bulldlng New Towns. I had in mind that both in America and in Europe
the time is ripe for complete change in the form of urban environment. I
believe that the best and easiest way to start that change is to build New Towns
on new sites, as Sir Ebenezer Howard suggested. The opportunity to do this
may come sooner than we had reason to expect. The creation of towns for
industry and for living, of moderate size, widely separated from each other, may
be imminent as a defense measure. This could be the beginning of a new era
of nation-wide decentralization. For fortunately here the best policy for peace
and for defense are the same: orderly, related dispersal of workers and working
places in limited-sized tommunities, surrounded by open country.

On the other hand, as a result of the Redevelopment powers under the
Housmg Act of 1949, the way is now open for large-scale rebuilding of decaying
sections of old cities. It is equally important that both the building of New
Towns and the redevelopment of old ones shall be part and parcel of the future.

In the case of the redevelopment projects it seems clear to me that they will
fail in their purpose and be merely patches on the past and passing framework
of the old cities unless they are all conceived, planned, and carried out as large-
scale units of new cities—new cities even though they are on the old sites. In
finding the form of these future cities the preliminary experiments of which this
book tells will, I hope, be of help to both planners and administrators.

Although thls book deals with American exper1ence it has strong ties with
Great Britain. Much of the philosophy and experience in housing and city
building from which Henry erght and I and the rest of us started had its roots
in English experience and thinking. To a great extent we carried on the work
begun by Ebenezer Howard and Raymond Unwin. By a happy chance, much of
this book was written during 1949 in Wyldes, the former home of:Sir Raymond
Unwin, The articles were prepared for a British publication, The Town Planning
Review, edited by Gordon Stephenson of the Department of Civic Design at the
University of Liverpool. It was he who suggested that I tell the story of some of my
experiences in connection with the creation of new communities in America.

I was at the time preparing a book on the three Greenbelt Towns. I put
this aside to start on a series of articles because I had come to the conclusion
that the Greenbelt Towns were only three links in the .chain of experiences
that led from Sunnyside and Radburn through Baldwin Hills Village toward the
future New Towns of America. This fortunately resulted in its splendid
presentation by the Liverpool University Press and to my association with Gordon
Stephenson. To his thoughtful understandmg and editorial guidance this book
owes much of its form and beauty. So here I offer my affectionate thanks to

THE purpose of re-exploring this series of experiences in community
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Gordon Stephenson—and may I add to his American wife, who edited this in
the American language in such a way that my British and European friends
could understand it.

Of the many other friends and associates to whom I owe gratitude for their
help in research or in reading the manuscript I can mention only a few. For
research I thank Louise Blackham, Elizabeth Coit, Kate Edelman, and Helena
Newman.

For suggestions and correction of manuscript I have had the assistance of
those who promoted, planned or managed the various developments, including:
Alexander M. Bing, Ralph Eberlin,and Herbert Emmerich on Sunnyside and Radburn ;
Ernest Schofield on Phipps Garden Apartments; Nathan Straus and Frank Jordon
on Hillside Homes; Charles T. McDonald, James Gobbel, Samuel Ashelman Jr.,
Win McCamy, and Mary Jane Kinzer on Greenbelt; Walter Kroening and Elbert
Peets on Greendale; Lawrence Tucker and Roland A. Wank on Greenhills; and
Lewis Wilson, Ray Knisley, Robert E. Alexander, and Edwin Merrill on Baldwin
Hills Village.

For the living pictures of Radburn and Greenbelt, most of which were
taken in the summer of 1949, we owe deep appreciation to Gretchen van Tassel.
For assistance in the bibliography my thanks are due to Katherine McNamara,
Librarian, Departments of Landscape Architecture and Regional Planning,
Harvard University.

Finally, for inspiration and general assistance, my heartfelt gratitude to
Benton MacKaye, Hugh Pomeroy, Albert Mayer, and Lewis Mumford.

NEW YORK CITY
/ November 1, 1950



Contents

Page
FOREWORD .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. Iy
INTRODUCTION BY LEWIS MUMFORD .. .. .. .. .. R &1
TOWARD NEW TOWNS FOR AMERICA .. .. . .. . ..o2r
I Sunnyside Gardens .. .. .. . ce .. Loo23
II Radburn .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 37
I Chatham Village, Plttsburgh .. .. .. .. .. .. 7Jo
IV Phipps Gatrden Apartments (I) .. .. .. . .. .77
V Hillside Homes .. . .. .. .. .. .. 83
VI Phipps Garden Apartments (Il) .. .. .. .. .92
VI Valley Stream Project .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 96
VIII  Greenbelt, Maryland .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 101
Greenhills, Ohio .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 161
Greenbrook, New Jersey .. .. .. .. .. .. 164
Greendale .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 166
IX Baldwin Hills Village .. .. .. .. .. .. 169
INDICATIONS OF THE FORM OF THE FUTURE .. .. .. .. .. 193
APPENDIX .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 208
BIBLIOGRAPHY .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 229
INDEX .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 237
List of Ilustrations

FIG
1. Economic chart .. .. Frontispiece
2. Preliminary Study of proposed Galden Commumty, New YolL .. .. page 22

SUNNYSIDE GARDENS
3. General Plan of Sunnyside Gardens .. - R, 25
4. Comparison of four ways of developing blocks in New York Clty . ey 27
5. The first unit of Sunnyside, built in 1924 . . .. . .. ' 28
6. Plan of two blocks with inner courts, built in 1926 .. .. .. ey 29
7. Plan of part of block with inner court, built in r927 . .. .. e 29
8. House types . .. .. .. .. .. ’s 31
9. Boom development in Long Island Clty .. .. .. .. .. plate 1
1o. Interior of block in first development at Sunnyside - . .. ce 1
11. Children’s playground, built in 1924 .. .. . .. .. R 2
12, An inner court, built in 1926 ., .. .. .. .. . .. 'y 2
13. An inner court, built in 1926 .. . .. .. - .. .. ’ 3
14. A court opening off the street, built in 1927 .. .. .. .. e 3
RADBURN

15. Sketch plan made by Herbert Emmerich on Dec. 3, 1927 .. .. e 4
16. Theoretical study of a superblock, Jan. 17, 1928 . .. . ce s 4
17. Diagram reproducing a sketch by Henry Wright .. .. .. .. page 38
18. Plan of a typical ¢ Lane ’ at Radburn .. . . e 41
19. Typical transverse section of a ‘ Lane ’ in first umt at Radbum .. A, 42
20. Plan of the Residential Districts, dated November, 1929 .. .. o 43
21. Nieue Amsterdam in 1660 . .. .. .. .. plate
22, Air view of the first unit of Radburn taken 1929 .. .. . e 6
23. Air view of Radburn, taken 1940 - .. .. .. ’s 6
24. Perspective sketch of Central Park, New York Clty .. .. e .. page 4%
25. Plan of the development completed by 1930 .. .. . .. RN 48

26. General Plan showing neighborhoods .. .. .. .. .. .. . 49



FIG.

27.
28.
29.
3o.
3I.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
5o.
5.

52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.

63.

65.
66.
67.
68.

69.
Jo.
7JI.
72.
73-
74-
75.

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Plan for the complete town .

Typical plan of early Radburn house

An experimental plan of four attached two-famlly houses
An inner park ..

A hedge-lined path

The private life of the famlly

The famlly at work

A first view of an inner park ..

Children ride on their bicycles on the park paths

Small children play in safety on the footpath

Houses and landscape are united in a spacious composition
There is space for every kind of recreation

One of Radburn’s two swimming pools

. The wading pool for small children

Sand box ..

The formal playground in the inner park

The underpass .. ..
Rosebushes flank the footway to the undel‘pass ..
The apartment buildings . .

The inner park

Plan of Burnham Place

Row houses facing the park

Reverse side of row houses

The service lane to houses in Burnham P]ace

The turning circle at the end of the service lane

CHATHAM VILLAGE, PITTSBURGH

Two preliminary studies ..

General Plan .

Final plan of the ﬁrst unit of Chatham Vlllage
Cross Section through a hillside block

The two basic type plans

Air view offirst unit of Chatham Vl]lage, 1932
Air view after completion of second unit, 1935
A view of houses in the first unit, 1938 ..
Row houses at different levels

Woodland court in Chatham Vl]lage in 1937
The William Penn Oak

PHIPPS GARDEN APARTMENTS
The great central court of the first unit (1930) ..
Two T units combined in a six-storey building . .
The four room walk-up apartment
There are public and private gardens
Balconies leading to a fire-escape
Plot Plan of Phipps Garden Apartments (I)

HILLSIDE HOMES
Two plot plans made in the early studies
Section showing how the natural slope was used
Site and preliminary layouts
Typical apartments .
Diagram showing basement services
Preliminary Site Plan dated ]uly 1932
New Plan .. ..

50
54
54

O 0 0 0 oo\

71
71
72
73
73
1Y)
17

18
19
19

20
78
79
8o
80
8o



FIG.

76.
77
78.
79.
8o.

81,
82.

-83.

85.
86.

87.

88.
89.
90,
91.
92,
93.

94.
95.
96.

97.

98.

99.
100,
10I.
102,
103.
104.
10§.
106,
107.
108.
109.
110,
111,
112,
113.
114.
1154,
116.
117.
118,
119,
120.
121,
122,
123.
124.

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

T units and I units .

The model used for the three dlmenswnal studles
Garden apartments are convenient for old people
Final Site Plan, Sept. 1933

Air view of Hl]lsu'le Homes development

The central axis showing the rising ground

A typical apartment bui]ding entrance

A court on the central axis

The playground forms the central feature
Interior of one of the workshops

One of the two Nursery School rooms

A gravelled play area for small children ..

PHIPPS GARDEN APARTMENTS (II)

A typical entrance to an apartment stair hall

The Dutch Garden

The large inner court

Block Plan .

Typical apartment plans .

Evolution of the Four-Room Apartment 1926 1936
VALLEY STREAM PROJECT

General Plan .. .. ..

A Service and Garden Court Study

Proposed layout of utilities

. GREENBELT, MARYLAND
Regional Map

General Plan .

Aerial view showing Resett]ement Deve]opment
Greenbelt from the air

Aerial view of Greenbelt .

An airview of Greenbelt . .

The shores and the lake are used for plcmckers

A Greenbelt underpass .. .. .. .. AN
Typical row house . ..

Bungalow forming end of row of houses

Garage court on service side

Parking court on service side

Laundry on the service side

Laundry on the service side

Children using inner block paths -

Children at road crossings .. .
Some Resettlement Development Living Umts ..
Some Defense Homes Living Units

Plan of the Shopping Center

The Movie Theater and new Supermarket

The Shopping Center .

The Shopping Center is safe for pedestrlans .

The path from the Shopping Center to the Swimming Pool
Play starts in the sandbox . .. .
Everyone trims his own hedge

There are many equipped play spaces ..

Children leavmg the Commumty School bulldmg

The swimming pool

page
plate

page

plate

”»
”»
page
»
”»
plate
»
bR

”»

88
21

22
22
23
23
23
24
24
25
25

26
26
26
92
93
95

98
99
100

111
112
27
27
28
29
29
30
30
30
31
31
32
32
33
33
124
125
128
34
34
35
35
36
36
37
37
37



1o LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

FIG.
GREENHILLS, OHIO
125, Greenhills Community School .. . . . . . .. page 161
126. Town Plan . .. .. .. .. .. .. e, 162
127. Greenhills Commumty Center .. .. . . . . vy, 163
GREENBROOK, NEW JERSEY
128. Initial Project Plan .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. page 165
GREENDALE
129, General Plan . .. .. .. .. .. .. page 163

130. Pedestrian Walk and Garden Coult .. .. .. .. .. .. plate 38
131. The Community School .. .. .. .. .. .. .. Y

BALDWIN HILLS VILLAGE

132. Aerial view - .. .. - . .. .. plate 39
133. Plan of Baldwin Hl]ls Vlllage .. .. .. .. .. .. .. page 171
134. First site planning study .. .. .. .. .. e, 173
135. Details of a Garage Court and two Gar den Courts .. . - ey 174
136. A Garden Court ., .. - .. .. .. .. .. .. plate 40
137. A Garage Court .. .. . .. o, . .. . .. »» 40
138, A Garden Court .. . - .. .. .. .. .. R 41
139. The Community Buxldmg .. . . .. N .. ce 41
140. An entrance and balcony .. .. .. .. .. P 41
141. The play-space by the Child Center .. .. .. .. .. e 42
142. Pool in front of the Club House .. .. .. .. .. e s 42
143. Center Green .. .. .. .. e .. .. 5 43
144. Children playing on a green .. .. .. .. .. .. e 43
145. Approach to a Garden Court .. .. .. .. o .. e 44
146. Looking across West Green .. .. .. . - .. e 44
147. Typical row of houses .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. plate 45
148. Entrance side of row houses .. - .. .. e 45
149. Plan and Site of a Garden Court and Garage Courts .. .. . .. page 17%
150. Housing Units N A .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 5, 182
151. Housing Units . .. .. .. .. . ,, 183
152. Plan of first section of New Town Fdlnburgh .. .. .. .. .., 189
153. Plan of Baldwin Hills Village .. .. .. - . e s, 189
154. Assembly Rooms, George Street, Edmburgh .. .. . .. o 192
155. Minimum Space Requlrements of Bedrooms .. .. .. .. .. 5 210
156. Minimum Space Requirements of Kitchens .. .. e . 2 8 |
157. Minimum Space Requirements .. .. .. - . - ey 212
158. Cross section of Lanes .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. 5 213
159. House Group, Scheme 1.. 5 214
160. House Group, Scheme 12.. 5 214
161. House Group, Scheme 3. . ,y 21K
162. House Group, Scheme 4. . by 218
163. House Group, Scheme .. ;s 216
164. House Group, Scheme 6., ., 216
165. House Group, Scheme 7. . ., 216
166. House Group, Scheme 8.. .. Vi e s, 217
167. House Group, Scheme 9., e .. e, 218
168. House Group, Scheme 1o0. . ,, 218
169. House Group, Scheme 11, . ., 218

170. Details of Plan Groups .. .. .. .. .. .. .. e, 227



Introduction

by LEWIS MUMFORD

XCEPT for colonial times, hardly a beginning has been made, up to now, on
Ethe history of American city development and urban design. Not the least

merit of Clarence Stein’s account of the housing and planning experiments
that began with Sunnyside Gardens in the nineteen-twenties is the fact that
it is a valuable document toward this unwritten history. But it is happily far
more than that: it is an account of certain new ideas in planning the urban
environment; and it is a critical appraisal—often a strict self-appraisal—of
the results. No book in this field could be more pertinent to our present task,
or more salutary; for both the housing and the city planning movement have
reached a point where, to justify their existence, they must depart from their
familiar stereotypes and strike off boldly along the lines indicated by the planning
work of Clarence Stein and Henry Wright, correcting the weaknesses time has
disclosed and carrying further their many valuable contributions.

Seen in perspective, the positive phase of city planning began in America
with the work of Frederick Law Olmsted, first in Olmsted and Vaux’s plan
for Central Park; while the positive phase of housing began, after the Civil
War, with the building of the series of White model tenements in Brooklyn,
dwellings whose good qualities never received adequate analysis or awakened
emulation. Though Olmsted’s was a reflective mind, his own work failed in
some degree to produce the inpression it might and should have had on a later
generation. Perhaps one of the reasons for this was the fact that he did not
write such a detailed account of his own achievement as Mr. Stein wisely has
here attempted, with the providential and patient encouragement of Mr. Gordon
Stephenson. Even the two-volume biography of Olmsted, published in our
generation, centers almost exclusively on one aspect of his work, park planning,
and does not do justice to his many pioneering contributions, not merely to
urban design but to regional culture.

Since the work of such strong individuals has been so easily forgotten—
despite Olmsted’s immense influence on his contemporaries—it is not perhaps
singular that the excellent early planning of mill villages, like Lawrence and
Lowell in Massachusetts and Manchester in New Hampshire, was passed over
without even comment, till Mr. John Coolidge published his recent Mill and
Mansion. Even more significant American initiatives in urban layout and site
planning were forgotten: I refer not merely to the planning in long parallel
rows in Jefferson’s University of Virginia ' (triumphantly invented a century
later by German planners) but to the creation of the super-block, with entrant
cul-de-sacs.  This admirable device for lowering road costs, increasing the
amount of green space, and creating tranquil domestic quarters free from
through traffic long antedated the motor car; in fact, it was widely employed
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in Cambridge and Longwood (both near Boston, Mass.) before the middle of
the nineteenth century. Curiously it never attracted any later attention, not
even from nearby planners like Olmsted and John Nolen, though the latter had his
office in Cambridge and must have repeatedly visited these very super-blocks
on friendly, if not on professional, errands.

The transition to modern planning and housing in America did not take
place on any scale until the First World War. So far from building on American
traditions, the planners turned mainly to England for their models: revertin
to an old colonial habit. In 1915 Charles Harris Whitaker, the redoubtable
editor of the Journal of the American Institute of Architects, then to enter on
its most brilliant decade, began to publish reports of the new war housing
communities built in England under Raymond Unwin. Mr. Frederick L.
Ackerman made a special visit to England to gather materials for one of these
articles; and the discussions that followed laid the foundations for the new
housing policy courageously instituted by the Federal Government under
Woodrow Wilson. The current shortage of housing in industrial towns, even
before the United States entered the war in 1917, made it imperative for the
government to plan and construct housing estates for munitions workers and
shipbuilding workers: indeed, Washington created two independent authorities
to plan and build adequate quarters in these respective fields.

Working in a realm where they had little preparation and less formal
training, the accomplishment of American architects and planners was remarkably
high; and the new housing communities, like the Black Rock development
at Bridgeport and the Yorkship Village near Camden, gave an immense stimulus
to socially minded architects throughout the country. Two such architects,
F. L. Ackerman and Henry Wright, had worked on the United States Shipping
Board’s War Housing, undey Mr. Robert D. Kohn, he who was to become
first head of Public Works Administration housin’g under President Roosevelt
in 1933 ; and sometime after the war Mr. Kohn, already associated professionally
with Mr. Stein, brought Wright and Stein together. That meeting began their
close association, a partnership in every sense but the legal one, which lasted
for a decade. The results of that synergy are visible in this book.

In the post-war period, Mr. Whitaker performed one further service to
the planning movement, when he moved his offices from Washington to New
York: he brought together in friendly intercourse the group that was to become,
in 1923, the Regional Planning Association of America; and he opened the pages
of his Journal to reports and discussions on community planning, in a special
department edited by Mr. Stein. To understand the scope of Stein’s and
Wright’s contributions to planning, one must do more than appraise their
individual work: one must also examine the close group in which they played
such a dynamic part. But first a word about their own personalities.

As is usually the case in a good partnership, Clarence Stein and Henry
Wright each possessed special abilities that complemented those of the other.
Henry Wright was both an able technician and a dreamer: a man with a quick
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mind, fertile in suggestions, never rigidly committed even to his own best
ideas, but ready to go off on a new trail at the first gleam of an opening. Trained
as a landscape architect, he had settled down in St. Louis and raised a family
of four, a large family for his generation. Wright’s experiences with the
difficulties and opportunities of a middle class household made him a most
\sympathetic interpreter of the needs of his new clients in low income housing:
here he counter-balanced Stein, who had long been a bachelor, accustomed
to the apartment house life of Paris or New York. Wright even lived with his
family in Sunnyside, durmg its early days; and learned at first hand its advantages
and drawbacks. He recogmsed the necessity of both lowering the cost of housmg
and doing a better job of it; and his analysis led him to emphasize the way in
which control over the over-all pattern could contribute to both ends.

Henry Wright was a great lover of chess; and he used to say that his skill
in chess made a better planner of him, ready with alternative solutions, able
to think many moves ahead, trained to co-ordinate many variables; certainly
planning itself had for him all the excitement of that noble game; and as with
chess, he never thought he could exhaust all its possibilities. Both as a human
being and as a thinker, he retained a youthful eagerness that matched his capacity
for growth. This readiness to learn helped to make him an excellent teacher;
and his openness to new ideas in architecture put him into sympathetic relations
with the younger architects and planners, whom he gathered round him in a
small summer school on his New Jersey farm. Some of the best of the younger
generation, people like Robert Mitchell and Chloethiel Woodard Smith were
Wright’s students. Wright had the independence and freedom of the unfettered
intellectual, who has never been bribed into submission by the fleshpots; but
his very independence and his occasional hot temper needed a moderating
influence; and this, among many other things, his associate, Stein, provided.

Clarence Stem is a rare combination of artist and organizer; a man of fine
taste, delicate discrimination, and a background of adequate means that gave
him wide opportunities, not only for the exercise of these qualities but for travel
as well. He had been chief designer for Bertram Grosvenor Goodhue and had
been in charge of the planning of a model mining town at Tyrone, New Mexico.
But during the years of his greatest activity, the organizer in Stein was perhaps
uppermost: it was he who not merely kept the office running, but organized the
Regional Planning Association, presided over the investigations of the New York
State Housing and Regional Planning Commission, and deployed the little squad
of thinkers and technicians who surrounded him with such skill that their
opponents treated them as respectfully as if they were a regiment. If Wright
was the zealous bird-dog who was always picking up a new scent, Stein was the
hunter who never forgot that he had to bring home the game. Stein combined
an extremely conciliatory manner with a will of steel; and he had a happy faculty
of being all things to all men: he was capable of smoking a long black cigar with
Governor Smith or admiring a Renoir that Alexander Bing had recently
purchased; of chewing over contractors’ estimates with his engineer and man
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of-all-work, Frank Vitolo, or of reacting intelligently to the latest idea MacKaye
or Wright had evolved overnight.

Stein was an excellent appraiser of both men and ideas; and best of all,
for the purpose in hand, he never permitted himself to lose sight of the broader
social goals through over-emphasis on any single set of details. Stein’s persistence
often kept Wright on the main track when the latter’s curiosity or his love of
intellectual adventure might have led him off along ultimately less rewarding
paths; this very persistence was partly responsible for the final appearance
of that early landmark in regional planning thought the Plan for the State of
New York: a task from which at one moment erght was inclined to withdraw—
only to come forward finally with the most brilliant historical summation, and
a radically new concept of decentralization.

So close was the relation of the two men during the decade of their active
association that it is hardly possible to assign credit to one or the other for any
particular part of the work; and it was of the essence of their relation to dis-
regard such matters; for a good partnership, like marriage, disdains any close
accountancy of personal disbursements and receipts. By training, however,
Wright was the planner, with a specially fine eye for site planning and grouping;
while Stein was predominantly the architect. When their association terminated,
however, Stein devoted himself increasingly to planning If the architecture
always remamed more traditional then the planning in the work they did
together, this was at least partly because salesmen, contractors and financiers,
making principles out of prejudices, all fancied themselves as having more
competence in the architectural department. So preposterous was the prevailing
conservatism here in the twenties that it was only after a serious struggle that
the planners of Sunnyside were permitted to paint the interior doors, instead
of giving them the convengional hideous mahogany stain, or to use common
brick throughout, instead of using special face-brick on the street side.

But, to sum up, what Wright and Stein had in common was even more
important than what they held separately: they were united in personal modesty
and generous public aims, in an absence of competitive self-display, in a keen
sense of the essential values in art and life, in a desire to make the good things
of our civilization available to all its members above all, they shared a warm,
abiding humanity. But for Wright’s early death in 1936, it is conceivable that
the two men might have come together again professionally; indeed each,
independently, had a part in the development of Greenbelt.

In the case of Clarence Stein one further element must be added: his keen
sense of public issues. Until his influence began to be felt, the housing move-
ment in New York had confined itself, under Mr. Lawrence Veiller’s leadership,
almost exclusively to restrictive legislation. Even the model tenements built
in New York by philanthropic groups were only a few shades better than those
allowed by law; while the notion of having the State supply the capital and even
take the initiative in publicly condemning land for housing purposes and
subsidizing, further, the lowest income groups, would have been regarded by
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the original housing reformers with more horror than the slums themselves.
More than any other single person, Clarence Stein changed all this. As the
dynamic chairman of the Commission for Housing and Regional Planning, he
not merely established the widespread need for new housing for the lower
income groups, ill-served by private enterprise: he also showed the need of
large scale enterprise, both private and public, to do the job effectively; and
pointed out that money at low interest rates would be far more effective in
reducing costs than any conceivable economy in construction. Stein also pointed
to the need, now only beginning to be recognized, to build on open land, in
order to eliminate wasteful street patterns, provide open spaces, reduce density,
and drain off sufficient population from the central areas to lower the grossly
inflated land value based on anti-social standards. Early and late, Stein advocated
a public policy working for decentralization, industrial dispersal, new towns,
and regional reconstruction.

Without Clarence Stein’s initiative, New York State’s constructive leader-
ship in publicly aided State housing in the late nineteen-twenties would not
have come about; and without this leadership, the Roosevelt administration
would not, in all probability, have been able to evolve the comprehensive
national housing policy that it actually embarked on with such readiness. Finally,
had it not been for the ideas that the Regional Planning Association of America,
under Stein’s presidency, had put into circulation during the twenties, the
Greenbelt Towns undertaken by the Re-settlement Administration in 1934
would have been inconceivable, and the germs of an American New Towns
policy—still unfortunately aborted—would not have been implanted in Washington.

The important thing to realize, then, is that the work Clarence Stein
took part in as architect and planner, though largely of a private nature, up to
Greenbelt, went on dgainst this background of wider public education and
effort; and it had as its ultimate aim the use of the power and wealth of the
State to co-ordinate all the forces that create communities and to make them
serve public, rather than private and selfish ends, even though the enterprise
itself was privately financed. Stein treated these experiments in housing as
Ebenezer Howard treated the Garden City: as a proving ground for methods
that would later be used, if successful, on a far wider scale. First private
initiative to test the validity of the new planning: then public enterprise, to
extend it and co-ordinate it, when private enterprise lagged or retreated or
proved impotent. Stein’s purposes found a sympathetic echo in Alexander M.
Bing, a public-spirited citizen, who fortunately was also a shrewd and experienced
real estate operator, accustomed to handling large enterprises. At the height
of his business success, Mr. Bing put his abilities at the service of housing
improvement, with the ultimate purpose of building a garden city; and without
such valiant practical co-operation Stein would probably never have gone so
far in community design. As it was, Stein became something more than an
architect and planner: he was the foremost exponent in his generation of urban
statesmanship. ’
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Having sketched in this political background, I must complete it by out-
lining the intellectual foundations of Stein’s and Wright’s work: the vivid
interchange of ideas that took place within the Regional Planning Association,
where the civic ideas of Geddes and Howard, the economic analyses of Thorstein
Veblen, the sociology of Charles Horton Cooley, and the educational philosophy
of John Dewey, to say nothing of the new ideas in conservation, ecology, and
geotechnics, all had a part in transforming the cut-and-dried procedures of the
earlier planners. The Regional Planning Association of America—not to be
confused with the Regional Plan Association of New York, a later organization
created to carry on the work of the Russell Sage Foundation plan—is perhaps .
worth more than a mere mention here, for its composition and nature should
be well understood by those who erroneously believe that important movements
can be carried out only by mass organizations, supported by a heavy budget.
The charter members of this group, which first met in 1923, were the following:
F. L. Ackerman, Frederick Bigger, A. M. Bing, John Bright, Stuart Chase,
R. D. Kohn, Benton MacKaye, Lewis Mumford, C. S. Stein, C. H. Whitaker,
and Henry Wright. In time, a handful of others joined the association, including
Edith Elmer Wood, Tracy Augur, and Catherine Bauer; but at no time were
there as many as twenty members,

This group made up in intensity what it lacked in extension. A core of
members met at least two or three times a week, sometimes more, for lunch
or dinner; and from time to time somewhat more formal meetings were held
over a weekend, at the Hudson Guild Farm in Netcong, New Jersey, for
strenuous systematic discussions. (The members came with their wives and
incidentally were among the first urban groups to revive the square dances and
the Appalachian folk-ballads, under the guidance of MacKaye: the great geotect
who conceived the Appalachian Trail, as a means of both using and conserving
that primeval area). Patrick Geddes was present at the first weekend meeting
in May 1923; and at one of the last weekends, before Radburn was launched,
Clarence Perry took an active part. But essentially this little group was a society
of friends: people so close in aim, so freely co-operative in act, that the principle
of unanimity, of laboring with each other till they had clearly focussed their
agreements, spontaneously operated. On such a basis neither factionalism nor
desire for priority or publicity matred the work in hand. This group’s active
years spanned the decade between 1923 and 1933; and its last public effort was
to conduct a week’s meeting on Regionalism for the Institute of Public Affairs
at the University of Virginia. On that occasion, the principal address was
delivered by Franklin D. Roosevelt, then Governor of the State of New York:
soon to bring before the American people the ripest fruit of two generations
of regional thinking, from Marsh and Olmsted onward—the Tennessee Valley
Authority act. _

After 1933, the members of the Regional Planning Association scattered,
many of them to work actively on the projects for which the group had, with no
thought of such early realization, laid the theoretic foundations and outlined
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the practical tasks. Both the public and the private work carried on by the
members of this association was affected by the constant cross-fertilization of
ideas that took place between its members; for their prime object was to
re-educate themselves, rather than to diffuse the existing stereotypes. They
could shift from one task to another without narrowing their objectives or
losing sight of their goals: the building of balanced communities, cut to the
human scale, in balanced regions, which would be part of an ever widenin

national, continental, and global whole, also in balance. They could dream,
with Walt Whitman, of ‘ the place where the great city stands,” the city of the
faithfullest friends, because they had wrought that ideal into their own lives.

Ultimately, it was out of this group as a whole, rather than simply out of those
directly responsible, that some of its best products came forth: the Regional
Planmng Number of the Survey Graphic (May 1925), the Final Report of the
New York State Commission for Housing and Regional Planning, (1926), and
the Radburn plan itself.

Playing over Stein and Wright, then, as thinkers and planners, was the
constant stimulus of this wider group, sympathetic yet critical, idealistic but
shrewd, not committed to immediate success but working patiently and
effectively toward ultimately practical goals. Because of the general mis-
direction of effort in housing and planning during the nineteen-twenties, with
its sprawling cities, its extravagant subdivisions, its areas of standardized blight,
hastily sold off (under the aegis of the Own Your Own Home movement)
to people already sufficiently insecure without this extra burden—because of
this Stein and Wright were the only living links, along with Ackerman, between
the admirable community planning of the war communities in 1918 and the
efforts in housmg and urban re-development undertaken, all too ignorantly
of past efforts, in the early days of the Roosevelt admlnlstratlon

Without this link, that work could hardly have gotten off to such an early
start. Yet here, perhaps, is the place to make an observation entirely outside
Mr. Stein’s province as historian: namely, that the inadequate employment of
Henry Wright and the all but total neglect of Mr. Stein in the housing and
planning work of the thirties was, to speak in the mildest terms possible, one
of the great oversights of the Roosevelt administration. And the country
has paid for that neglect in dull stereotyped plans, in poverty of amenities and
social facilities, in the notable lack of the human touch, which characterizes
so much of the public housing and planning in the United States during the last
15 years. That work has been unexpectedly large in quantity, compared with
the modest hopes entertained in the twenties; but it has been unnecessarily
low in quality, compared with Sunnyside, Radburn, Greenbelt.

If the significance of the work of Stein and Wright had been fully under-
stood, the reckless overcrowding of the land that has now become standard
practice in urban re-development—piously concealed under the  low-coverage ’
which its density makes almost meaningless—could never have taken place.
Projects like the Metropolitan Life Insurance Company’s Parkchester and
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Stuyvesant Town, and the New York City Housing Authority’s many slum
clearances of equal density, should have been unthinkable, in view of these
better precedents, had not wilful indifference to the side-reaction from this
overdensity, upon both the occupants and the city, become almost a qualification
to posing as an allegedly practical expert on these matters. The invisible costs
of such projects—the increased burden on non-existent parks, playgrounds,
schools, the excessive costs of traffic congestion and avenue widening in cities
developed now for five or six times their original density—heavily outweighs
all the visible economies. Stein and Wright had demonstrated on the basis of
a careful cost analysis, which included long term as well as immediate costs,
that the prejudice in favor of high buildings and high densities simply could not
stand up under rigorous appraisal. In short, they had verified for themselves
Sir Raymond Unwin’s dictum: Nothing gained by overcrowding. In community
development it is not the first costs but the final costs that count.

If in housing Stein and Wright’s work carried on the wartime traditions
in group housing and row (terrace) housing that were otherwise being abandoned
or forgotten, on the side of community planning they were conscious disciples
of Barry Parker and Raymond Unwin, and unconscious disciples of their own
great precursor, Olmsted. Olmsted’s complete separation of pedestrian walks
from vehicular and horseback traffic, by means of overpasses and underpasses,
in Central Park, was certainly the major forerunner of the Radburn plan.
Unfortunately, Olmsted himself never apparently grasped the general significance
of this separation for modern planning, particularly on land whose contours
offer different levels. But one can hardly doubt that Stein’s daily walks through
Central Park during this formative period encouraged him to hold to it
tenaciously, once Radburn was built: more so than Henry Wright who, when he
came to plan Greenbrook in 1935—it was never built—went back to a more
traditional layout. In Hampstead Garden Suburb, on the other hand, Parker
and Unwin had explored the possibilities of the superblock even in the early
units, and had used it in the same fashion as the earlier subdividers around Boston.
But these English planners never erected the super-block into a universal
principle of laying out a modern residential quarter: hence they never carried
it through as systematically as the planners of Radburn did. Similarly, Parker
and Unwin had, in Hampstead, created on a limited scale, the continuous
inner park; but they did not follow this to its logical conclusion by inter-
weaving this continuous green throughout the whole development. But it was
the systematic application of these two planning elements that created a radically
new urban layout, the Radburn plan, in which the avenue itself was pushed to
its logical conclusion to function solely as a means of circulation, not as a
promenade for shops and offices. This is not indeed the only possible solution
for the problem of traffic in a motorized age ; but it is one that had many excellent
features never before utilized.

Like Olmsted, Stein and Wright dared put beauty as one of the imperative
needs of a planned environment: the beauty of ordered buildings, measured
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to the human scale, of trees and flowering plants, and of open greens surrounded
by buildings of low density, so that children may scamper over them, to add
to both their use and their aesthetic loveliness: a freedom not possible,
incidentally, on land occupied at a density over a hundred persons to the acre,
where the green exists only to be looked at, not used. These planners insisted
on including open spaces and generous plantings as part of the essential first
costs of housing. In the effort to achieve utmost economy, at a time when
building costs were still prohibitively high, they doubtless sometimes allowed
the inner quarters of the house to become a little cramped. Their excessive
economy here was re-enforced, probably, by their memory of the fate of Forest
Hills, the garden suburb built on Long Island before the first World War by
the Russell Sage Foundation: meant to serve as a working-class community,
but destined by the very generosity of its housing to become an entirely middle
class, indeed upper middle class, community. When they came to Radburn
their parsimony—say rather their prudence—somewhat relaxed, though never
so much as a long term view would have justified; but even in the earliest work
they provided generous open spaces and play areas, in a fashion hitherto unknown
in New York since the middle of the nineteenth century. The results of their
open designs speak for themselves; and they will continue to speak for many
years ; for their communities—and later ones patterned after them, like Baldwin
Hills Village in Los Angeles and Fresh Meadows in New York—will sturdily
resist that endemic disease of urbanism, blight: a disease that fatally overtakes
places people quickly cease to love, once the first glow of possession is over,
because they were never in fact lovable.

Comeliness and neighborliness are the qualities that Clarence Stein and
Henry Wright wrought into their designs. Before Clarence Perry wrote his
able treatise on the Neighborhood Unit, Stein and Wright had, in Sunnyside,
carried out many of his theoretic suggestions in concrete detail. Their growing
attention to the promotion of social life, through the timely provision of schools,
shopping centers, community meeting rooms, informal outdoor meeting places,
and even in Radburn swimming pools, distinguishes the work here presented
from the more rigorous but somewhat less genial schemes that were current in
Europe, particularly in Germany, during the same period, a moment when the
tenants’  minimum of existence ’ seemed to represent the modern architects’
maximum of desire. These American planners had indeed something to learn,
in clean modern form, from the best of their colleagues in Zuerich, Berlin,
and Frankfurt-am-Main; and Wright spent the better part of a year in Germany
and Switzerland, zealously familiarizing himself with the fresh work there,
which reached such a high level in Zehlendorf, Roemerstadt, and Neubuehl.
But in turn these Americans had something to teach their European colleagues;
and in the current healthy reaction against a one-sidedly mechanistic mode of
planning, in which the main human objectives are forgotten, Stein and Wright
still have something to teach to the younger generation. Stein’s direct influence
on Greenbelt, Md, and Baldwin Hills Village, and his indirect influence on Fresh
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Meadows, have contributed in no small measure to their excellence.

No one knows better than Clarence Stein that the work he has here
described is but a beginning. What he and Wright demonstrated are not forms
to be copied, but a spirit to be assimilated and carried further, a method of
integration to be perfected, a body of tradition to be modified and transmitted
—and in time transmuted into new forms that will reflect the needs and desires
and hopes of another age. But the educated man is he who can best make use "
of the wisdom of the past, economizing his own time by not blindly and
ignorantly repeating experiments that have failed, or by following blind trails
that lead to bankrupt enterprises. Those who would go beyond the work
Mr. Stein has spread before the reader in the following pages must at least catch
up with it: and some of those who fancy themselves most in advance of it are
actually lagging far behind: witness such a Fourierist antique as the new sky-
scraper village in Marseilles.

Sunnysxde Gardens and Radburn and the Greenbelt towns were but finger
exercises, preparing for symphonies that are yet to come: preliminary studies
for the new towns that a bolder and more humane generation, less victimized
by the false gods of finance, will eventual]y build. These planners dreamed
generously; and their dreams will survive the weaknesses and imperfections
of their execution. They achieved an outstanding degree of success, even when
the ‘economic tide was running against them, and when the more favorable
political currents, represented in America by the New Deal and the more
constructive elements in the Labor movement were not yet in motion. Their
relative success and increasing influence is a pledge of what may be attained
in the future under happier conditions.

Let the planners of the coming generation ponder this testament,.

/

LEWIS MUMFORD

AMENIA, NEW YORK



TOWARD NEW TOWNS
FOR AMERICA

better world. A group of us, including Lewis Mumford, Stuart Chase,

Benton MacKaye, Charles Whitaker and Henry Wright, formed the
Regional Planning Association of America, to discuss regional development,
geotechnics and New Communities. New York’s great democratic governor,
Al Smith, planned to replace the slums in which he had grown up. As a result,
there was created the Commission of Housing and Regional Planning. He made
me Chairman. Up to that time in America our attack on Housing had been
regulatory—legal don’ts. I went abroad in search of more constructive action.
In England ¢ New Towns ’ and  New Towns after the War > were attempting to
chart a new way; the second Garden City, Welwyn, was being built. Ireturned
to America a disciple of Ebenezer Howard and Raymond Unwin.

Soon after, I walked uptown with Alexander M. Bing, the successful
developer of massive apartments and skyscrapers. His war work had been
connected with labor problems. He was trying to decide whether he would
be more useful in the field of labor or housing. I suggested the building of a
Garden Clty

That is how it started. We intended to create a Garden City in America.
But time and place and the so-called economic cycle mould the ultimate reality
of our dreams. So we first built Sunnyside, a community within the rigid
framework of New York’s gridiron. Then Radburn, realistically planned for
the Motor Age, but not a Garden City as Howard saw it.

Before either of these we planned a Garden Community for a population of
25,000 on a square mile, at the undeveloped edge of New York City.! Here, in
association with Henry Wright, the brilliant city planner and analyst, we
developed the theoretical basis of land and community planning that was after-
wards applied at Radburn, Chatham Village, the Greenbelt Towns, and Baldwin
Hills. (Fig. 2).

But the Garden Community was never realised: the purchase of the property
could not be financed quickly enough to prevent the land being subdivided and
thrown into the speculative market.

ﬁ FTER the First World War there was a strong surge of enthusiasm for a

1 Bing, Wright and Stein: Preliminary Study. For further details of this and other footnote references,
see Bibliography, pp. 278-282.
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I. SUNNYSIDE GARDENS

" Clarence S. Stein and Henry Wright, Town Planners ;
Clarence S. Stein, Chief Architect ;
Frederick L. Ackerman, Architect gf Blocks of Houses

The first development of the City Housing Corporation, the limited
dividend company which Mr. Bing organized in 1924 for the ultimate purpose
of building an American Garden City, was less spectacular than our proposed
Garden Community. During the early years the Corporation required practice
in large-scale planning, building, and community organization. Cautious, safe
investment seemed a wise first step. Therefore we started in the Borough of
Queens, on a large undeveloped site close to Manhattan’s business center.

Construction of moderate-cost housing was once more slowly getting under
way. It had been arrested during and after the first world war. This was in spite
of the tremendous need, the crowding of our slums, and the doubling up of
families. Building costs had almost doubled between 1914 and 1924.

Speculators feared the competition of lower future building costs.
Ultimately, as the result of the tax exemption! offered by the city in 1920, a
housing boom started in the practically undeveloped area across the East River.
Land values were low, but street or utility improvements and recreational space
were practically non-existent. Endless rows of cramped shoddy wooden houses
and garages covered the land and destroyed natural green spaces (Fig. 9). The
Metropolitan Life Insurance Company, as a result of tax-exemption, built, in
Queens Borough, large-scale apartment groups to rent at $9 a room.

Near the largest of these the City Housing Corporation, in early 1924,
purchased an undeveloped area which had been held by the Long Island Railroad
for use as a railroad yard. With additional purchases, there were about
77 acres, 55.82 of which were used to create the Sunnyside Community of
1,202 family units. These were built during 1924-1928 as a continuous large-
scale operation.

THEe SITE was convenient for workers in the office centers of Manhattan.
The rapid transit station at the corner of the property was 15 minutes travel
time from the 42nd Street center. Land was cheap, averaging soc. per square
foot, not including streets. It offered little difficulty, through rock or soil,
for large-scale methods of excavating. Main utilities came to the edge of the
property. We found it more economical to install sewers, and to build streets
under City specifications, than to have this done by the municipality. Our work
was programmed so that each unit of building was completed without leaving
vacant lots, and utilities were installed only as needed. This saved greatly on
carrying charges as compared with the typical spotty methods of development,

1 Reports of Commission of Housing and Regional Planning, 1920-1926.
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1924-1928 were good years financially and for employment. Sunnyside
houses were sold and apartments rented as soon as they were completed.

The City Housing Corporation had profited when in the autumn of 1928
it had finished its building of Sunnyside. This was not only because of good
management, low cost land close to rapid transit, economical planning, and
orderly large-scale building in the brief period of 1924-1928. It was also a
result of fortuitous circumstances. Among these were (1) the colossal post-war
demand for homes, which filled houses as soon as they were finished; (2) and
as a result of (1) the rapid rise of land costs. The 671 thousand square feet of
land purchased by the corporation, but not used, increased in value from goc.
a square foot (plus 15c. carrying and improvement cost) to $1.62 a square foot.!

Objectives

Purpose.—The ultimate aim of the City Housing Corporation was to build
a garden city. Knowledge and experience gained at Sunnyside was intended
to serve that objective. The immediate purposes, as stated by Mr. Bing in 1926,
were ‘ to produce good homes at as low a price as possible ; to make the company’s
investment safe; . . . to use the work of building and selling houses as a
laboratory in Which to work out better house and block plans and better methods
of construction and financing.’

These objectives guided us in planning Sunnyside.

1. It was a laboratory, an experiment, a voyage of discovery, and an
adventure

. Economy in planning and building was essential. Most earlier well-
1ntent10ned American attempts at commumty housmg [for low-income Workers\;
had been tempted, by planners delight in spacious elaboration, into becommg
middle-class suburbs. erght and I were determined to 51mpllfy and even
squeeze our house plans so as to make them available at as low a price as possible.
Economical spaciousness we hoped for as a result of judicious group planning.

LanDp Cost.—One of the principal reasons given for unhealthy, inhuman
congestion is generally the high cost of urban land.

What we demonstrated for America, by our site and group planning at
Sunnyside, and even more at Radburn, was the possibility of preserving open
spaces for natural green, for recreation, for light, for healthful living, and for
more spacious and beautiful living; without additional cost, in fact at less than
the normal price. :

The basic theories by which we worked were not new. In England, Raymond
Unwin, at the beginning of the century, in his revolutionary pamphlet ¢ Nothing
Gained by Overcrowding,’ had adequately proved that large open spaces could be
preserved in block centers at practically no additional cost per lot, and with far
less investment of capital or labor. Henry Wright brilliantly applied these
principles to American conditions.

1 Tough: Production Costs.
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The division of land costs at both Sunnyside and Radburn iﬂustrate the
discrepancy between raw and improved land. The land at Sunnyside had been
out of farm use for thirty to thirty-five years. During that period of ‘ ripening ’
the cost of the land rose from 3.3 cents per square foot in 1892 to the 48.5
cents that the City Housing Corporation paid the railroad for property it had
held out of use for 18 years. There was no profit in this difference of 45 cents.

The increased value was mainly in carrying charges, taxes and interest.
Up to the time of the City Housing Corporation’s purchase in 1924, the railroad
in 18 years had built up 38.3 cents production cost, of which less than one cent
was for public improvements. The City Housing Corporation, through speedy
use, minimized the carrying charges on the land. Of the production costs of
33 and 1/3 cents between purchase and use for construction, 24 cents per square
foot went for public improvements and interest on these, as compared with
8 and 2/3 cents for taxes and interest on investment.!

Planning Sunnyside

Tue GENERAL Pran (Fig. 3).—There never was time to study the plan
of Sunnyside-as a whole. As soon as the tract of land owned by the Pennsylvania
Railroad was purchased in February, 1924, planning for the first unit was started.
Building actually commenced on April 1st, two months later.

Our previous studies, in 1923, of a garden community had proved the
unnecessary costliness of developments based on the typical gridiron layout.2
But the Sunnyside area was already laid out in city blocks 190 to 200 feet wide
and about 600 to 9oo feet long (Fig. 3). In spite of the evidence of economy and
better living conditions shown in the various studies made by Wright, for the
elimination of, certain thoroughfares that became dead-ends by the railroad, the
Borough Engineer’s Office would have nothing of it. The streets were on the map
and there they must remain. A variation would be a dangerous precedent!
Ultimately, only a few short ends of streets near the railroads were closed. These
were advantageously used for garage groups, the Park, and in the end for the
Phipps Garden Apartments. Elsewhere we were forced to fit our buildings
to the blocks rather than the blocks to the living conditions, as we afterwards
did at Radburn.

Grour Prans.—The first unit, built in 1924, was designed as a separate
community (Fig. 5). By surrounding the perimeter of the block with narrow
buildings, leaving no projecting wings, a great part of the block could be held for
common use, even after allowing for private gardens connected with the single
and two-family houses (Fig. 10). Playground and common garden space was
dedicated as a private park for the use of surrounding residents, under the control
of block trustees (Fig. 11). Experience showed that the single tennis court was
an impractically small unit for operation. The playground activities were found
annoying and noisy by those who dwelt around them (Fig. f).

1 Tough: Production Costs
2 Bing, Wright and Stein: Preliminary Study
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During the second and third
years the use of the common block
centers was continued, but in a some-
what different form. The long goo-
foot blocks weré divided into smaller
quadrangles, almost completely en-
closed and in scale with humans
and their two-storey houses. These
interior garden courts were the
equivalent of a park, some three-
quarters of a mile in length and
totalling six acres in area. Their
appearance contrasted sharply with
the typical speculators’ developments
nearby on similar blocks, crowded
with garages and access roads, a mass
of gray cement and roofs, barren of
trees and grass. The characteristic
Sunnyside block interior was some
120 feet wide between the rear of
buildings. Each house had its private
garden space, about 30 feet deep.
The central areas, some 60 feet wide,
though legally the property of the
various owners, were used in common
by all those in the surrounding houses
under a go-year easement agreement
(Fig. 12). These common greens were
intended for restful gatherings or for
qUiet play. They were not to be used Fig. 4—Comparison of four ways of developing
as playground for any but the very blcl>cks hin f}lew Yﬁrk City. es the subdivisi
yorng (Fig. 13). Adequate space was i1 o8 s chree sxamples che subdivion
left between the rear of the end build- the third, by the Metropolitan Life Insurance
ings to open up a vista through the  [oTPRY: TR, e B e R e dvision
]ength of the block. Between the causes bad side-lighting. In the fourth example,
three-family buildings, paths Cross lot sub-division no longer control§ design
from street to street and give access ‘Sunnyside and the Flousing roolem  City Housing
to the center of the blocks. These
cross-walks were staggered so as to create interesting vistas with terminal facades
(Fig. 6).

The carrying of coal, ice and food to the rear of row houses meant in the
early work two areaways allowing passageway through the cellar. Later, on the
basis of our observation in the English Garden Cities, Henry Wright and I
decided to try passageways through the ground floor of some houses.







