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their cultural opportunities. “He based his findings,” reported the
New York Times, “on the lack of a sufficient density of popula-
“tion to support cultural facilities. Mr. Denton . . . said that de-
- centralization produced such a thin population spread that the
sonly effective economic demand that could exist in suburbs was
hat of the majority. The only goods and cultural activities avajl-
able will be those that the majority requires, he observed,” and so

Both Johnson and Professor Denton were speaking about the
conomic effects of large numbers of people, but not numbers
~loosely added up indefinitely from thinly spread populations.
‘They were making the point that it scems to matter greatly how
hinly or how thickly people are concentrated. They were com-
aring the cffects of what we call high and low densities.

This relationship of concentration—or high density—to con-
enicnces and to other kinds of diversity is generally well under-
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owns. Everyone is aware that tre-
smendous numbers of people concentrate in city downtowns and
sthat, if they did not, there would be no downtown to amount
to anything—ccrtainly not one with much downtown diversity.
But this relationship between concentration and diversity is
ery little considered when it comes to city districts where resi-
“dence is a chief use. Yet dwellings form a large part of most ci
istricts, The pdople who live in a district also form a large share,
~usually, of the people who use the streets, the parks and the enter-
rises of the place. Without help from the concentration of the
eople who live there, there can be little convenience or diversity
‘where people live, and where they require it.
To be sure, the dwellings of a district (like any other use of
‘the land) nced to be supplemented by other Primary uses so peo-
‘ple on the streets will be well spread through the hours of the
ay, for the economic reasons explained in Chapter Eight. These
cother uses (work, entertainment, or whatever) must make inten-
ve use of city land if they are to contribute effectively to con-
entration. If they simply take up physical room and involve few
people, they will do little or nothing for diversity or liveliness. |
think it is hardly necessary to belabor that point.
- This same point is just as tmportant, however, about dwellings.
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For centurics, probably everyone who has thought about cides,
at all has noticed that there seems to be some connection between:
the concentration of people and the specialties they can suppor
Samucl Johnson, for one, remarked on this relationship back in
1785. “Men, thinly scattered,” he said to Boswell, “make a shift;
but a bad shift, without many things . . . It is being concer
tratcd which produces convenience.”

QObservers are forever rediscovering this relationship in new
times and places. Thus in 1959, John H. Denton, a professor o
business at the University of Arizona, after studying America
suburbs and British “new towns” came to the conclusion th
such places must rely on ready access to a city for protection o
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City dwellings have to be intensive in their use of the land tooy
for reasons that go much deeper than cost of Jand. On the other
hand, this does not mean that everyone can or should be put into,
elevator apartment houses to live—or into any other one or two
types of dwellings. That kind of solution kills diversity by ob-
structing it from another direction.

Dwelling densities arc so important for most city districts, an
for their future development, and are so litde considercd as fa
tors in vitality, that I shall devote this chapter to that aspect of;
city concentration.

High dwelling densities have a bad name in orthodox planning,
and housing theory. They are supposed to lead to every kind of
difficulty and failure.

But in our citics, at least, this supposed correlation between
high densities and trouble, or high densitics and slurs, is simply
incorrect, as anyone who troubles to look at real cities can se
Iere are a few illustrations:

In San Francisco, the district of highest dwelling densities
and highest coverage of residential land with buildings too—is
North Beach-Telegraph Hill. This is a popular district that has
spontdncously and stcadily unslummed ieself in the years follo
ing the Depression and the Second World War. San Francisco’s
chief slum problem, on the other hand, 15 a districr called the
Western Addition, a place that has sreadily declined and is now:
being extensively cleared. The Western Addition (which at ong
time, when it was new, was a good address) has a dwelling-unit
density consldcmbl) lower than North Beach-Telegraph Hill's
and, for that matter, lower than the still fashionable Russian Hill's
and Nob Hill's.

In Philadelphia, Rittenhouse Square is the only district that has
been sponmncously upgrading and extending its edges, and 1s the
only Inner city area that has not been desmmtcd for cither re
newal or clearance. It has the highest dw cllmﬁ density in Phil
dclphu The North Philadelphia slums Currcntly display some of
the city’s most scvere socia] problems. They have dwelling den
sitics averaging at most h alf those of Rittenhouse Sqmrc Vas
territorices of 1ddlt10nal decay and social disorder 1n Philadelpt
have dwelling densities less than half those of Rittenhouse Square

In Brooklyn, New York, the most generally admired, popular
and upgrading neighborhood is Brooldyn Heights; 1t has much
the highest dens1ty of dwellings in Brooklyn. Tremendous ex-
panses of failed or decaying Brooklyn gray arca have densities
half those of Brooklyn Heights or less.

In Manhattan, the most fashionable pocket of the midtown
East Side, and the most fashionable pocket of Greenwich Village
have dw elling densities in the same high range as the heart of
Brooklyn Feights. But an interesting dxtfexcncc can be observed.
n Manhattan, very popular areas, characterized by high degrees
of vitality and diversity, surround these most fashionable pockets.
n these surrounding popular areas, dwelling densities go sull
higher. In Brooklyn Hcmhts on the other hand the fashionable
pocket is surrounded by ncighborhoods where dwelling unit
ensities drop off; vitality and popularity drop off roo.

In Boston, as ﬂ.lread)} mentioned in the introduction to this
book, the North Iond has unslummed itself and is one of the city’s
healthiest arcas. It has much the highest dwelling densities in Bos—
on. The Roxbury district, which has been stcadlly declining for

~generation, has a dwelling density about a ninth that of the
orth End’s.*

ere are thc dcnsmy figures for thcsc examj le Thsy are (rivcn in num-

re given, they rcprcscnt angc into which the avcmge or averages for
e place concerned fall (which is the way this data is often tabulated
r mapped). In San Francisco: North Beach-Telegraph Hill, 80-140, about
he same as Russian F1ill and Nob Hill, but the buildings cover more of
he residential ground in Norsth Beach-Telegraph Hill; the Western Addi-
o, §5-60. In Philadelphia: Rittenhouse Square, 8o-100; North Philadel-
hia slums, about 4o; row-house neighborhoods in trouble, typically 30-45.
In Brooklyn: Brooklyn Heights, 1z5-174 at heart and 75-124 in most of the
emamdcr drop-offs to 45-74 beyond; as cxamples of Brooklyn areas in
ecline or trouble, Bedford-Stuyvesant, about half at 757124 and half at
5-74; Red Hook, mostly 45-74; some Brooklyn spots in decay as low as
5-24. In Manhattan: most fashionable pocket of midtown Fast Side, 125-
74, tising in Yorkville to 175-254; Greenwich Village, most fashionable
ocket, 124-174, rising to 175-254 for most of remainder with pocket con-
aining stable, old, unslummed Italian community rising above z355. In
ston, North Ind, 2755 Roxbury, z1-30.

_

or Boston and New York, these figures are {from planning commission
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The overcrowded slums of planning litcrature are teemin :
areas with a high density of dwellings. The overcrowded slum
of American real life are, more and morce typically, dull are
with a low density of dwellings. In Oakland, California, the worst:
and most extensive slum problem is an area of some two hundre
blocks of detached, one- and two-family houses which can hardl
be called dense enough to qualify as real city densities at al
Cleveland’s worst slum problem is a square mile of much th
same thing. Detroit is largely composed, today, of seemingly en
less square miles of low-density failure. The Tast Bronx of New:
York, which might almost stand as a symbol of the gray bel
that have become the despair of cities, has low densities for Ne
York; in most parts of the East Bronx, densities are well belo
the whole city averages. (New York’s average dwelling density;
is 55 units per net residential acre.)

However, it will not do to 1unp to the conclusion that all
areas of high dwelling do
to assume that this 1s “th e” answer would bc to ovcrsmlphfv out-
rageously. For instance, Chelsea, much of the badly failed up-
town West Side, and much of Harlem, all in Manhattan, have
dwelling densitics in the same high ranges as those of Greenwich
Village, Yorkville and the midtown Fast Side. Once-ultrafashion-
able Riverside drive, plagued by trouble today, has still higher
dwelling densities.

We cannot understand the cffects of high and low densities if
‘we assume that the relationship between concentrations of peo-
‘ple and production of diversity is a snnp]c straight mathematical
affair. The results of this relationship (which Dl. Johnson and
rofessor Denton both spoke of in its simple, crude form), are
rastically influenced by other factors too; three of these occupy
he three preccdmg chapters.

No concentration of residents, however high it may be, is
‘sufficient” if diversity is suppressed or thw arted by other insuf-
clencies. As an extreme example, no concentration of residence,
owever high, is “sufficient” to gencrate diversity in regimented
I'OJC(,tS bccausc dlversltv has bccn regimented out in any case.
And much the same eﬂfcctg for different rcasons, can occur in
nplanned city ncighborhoods, where the buildings are too stand-
rdized or the blocks are too long, or there is no mixture of other
prmmry uses besides dwellings.

However, ir stil

remains that dense concentrations of P
are one of thc neeessary conditions for flourishing cit ity leCfSlty
‘And it sall follows that in districts where people live, this means
there must be a dense concentration of their dwellings on the
land preempted for dwellings. The other factors that influence
;how much diversity is gencrated, and where, will have nothing
much to influence iﬁ enough people are not there
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One reason why low city densitics COI‘lVCHtiOHaHy have a good
name, unjustified by the facts, and why high city densities have a
bad name, equally unjustificd, is that high densities of dwellings
and overcrowding of dwcllln(rs are oftcn confused. THigh dcnsmes
mean large numbers of dwdhngs per acre of land. Ov crcrowdmg
means too many pcqylc in a dwelling for the number of rooms it
contains. The census definition of overcrowding is 1.5 persons per
room or more. It has nothing to do with the number of dwellings
on the land, just as in real life high densitics have nothing to do
with overcrowding.

measarements and tabulations; for Sun Francisco and Philadelphia they are
estimates by plaunlmr or redevelopment staff members.

Although all cities make a fetish of minute density analysis in project
ph;mm(r surprisingly few have much accurate data on nonproject den
ties. (One planning director told me he could sec no reason for studvmg
them cxcept as light on how big the rclocation problem would be if they
were knocked d(m n!) No city tlnt I know of has studied just what local-
ized, building-bv-building variations in density go into the makcup of
density averages in succcssful and popu]u neigl 1borhoods “I’s too hard
to generalize about districts like that,” Lomphmcd a planning director
when I asked him about spcuﬂc density variations, at small scale, in one
of his city’s most successful districts. It is hard, or, impossible, to rrcncrahze
abour such districts plcusg because they are, themselves, so httle ‘ger-
eralized” or standardized in their rrt()upnws This very capriciousness and
diversity of the components is one of the most important, and most ig-
nored, facts about density averages in successful districts.

This confusion between high densities and overcrowding,
which T will go into briefly because it so much interferes with
understanding the role of densitics, is another of the obfuscations
we have mherited from Garden City planning. The Garden City
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meaning and results, insofar as the distinction was thought about
- at all. When observers like Lewis Mumford and Catherine Bauer
- could not avoid noticing that some very successful arcas of cities
- had high densities of dwellings and high ground covcragcs, but nor
-too many persons in a dwelling or a room, they took the tack
(Mumford still takes it) that the fortunate pcopl'e living in com-
fort in these popular places are living in slums, but are too insen-
itive to know it or resent it.

+ Overcrowding of dwellings and high densitics of dwecllings are
always being found one without the other. The North End
nd Greenwich Village and Rittenhouse Square and Brooklyn
“Heights have high densities for their cities, but with few excep-
tions their dwellings are not overcrowded. The South Fnd and
North Philadelphia and Bedford-Stuyvesant have much lower
ensitics, but their dwellings frequently are overcrowded, with
00 Mmany persons in a dwelling. oday We are mu

]

planners and their disciples looked at slums which had both many
dwelling units on the land (high densities) and roo many people
within individual dwellings (overcrowding), and failed to make
any distinction between the fact of overcrowded rooms and the
entirely different fact of densely built up land. They hated both
cqually, in any case, and coupled them like ham and eggs, so thi
to this day housers and planners pop out the phrase as if it wer¢
one word, “highdensityandovercrowding.”

Adding further to the confusion came a statistical monstrosity
much used by reformers to aid their housing-project crusades—a
raw figure of numbers of persons per acre. These menacing fig
ures never tell how many dwellings or how many rooms there
are to the acre, and if the figure is given for a badly troubled
area—as 1t almost invariably is—the implication is dcafening tha
there is something dreadful, on the face of it, in such heavy con
centrations of people. The fact that the people may be living four
of misery in every guise, be

-find overcrowding at low densities than at h ¢

Nor does stum clearance as practiced in our cities usually have
nything to do with solving the problem of ovcrcrowdiﬁg. In-
tead, slum clearance and renewal typically add to that problem.
When old buildings are replaced with new projects, the dwell-
g densities are often made lower than they were, so there are
ewer dwellings in a district than before. Fven if the same dwell-
ing densities ar rcpc:;tcd, or lifted a litde, fewer people are ac-
commodated than were put out, because the people who were
displaced were often overcrowded. The resul is that overcrowd-
ing increases somcwhere clse, espectally if colored people, who
can find few areas in which to live, have been displaced. All
cities carry laws against overcrowding on their books, but these
laws cannot be enforq_cd when the city’s own rebuilding plans
force overcrowding in new places.

In theory, onc might suppose that the dense concentrations of
people necessary to help generate diversity in a city neighbor-
hood can live in cither a sufficiently high density of dwellings or
in an overcrowded lower density of dwellings. The number of
people in a given area could be the same under these two condi-
tions. But in real life the results arc different. In the case of

e

h more apt to

ro a room, or may be a distillation

comes all but irrelevant. It happens that Boston’s North End
with 963 persons per net residential acre, has a death rate (1956
figures) of 8.8 per thousand population and a TB death rate o
0.6 per ten thousand. Boston’s South End, mecantime, has 361
persons per residential acre, a death rate of 21.6 per thousand
population, and a TB death rate of 12 per ten thousand. It would
be ridiculous to say that these indications of i )
wrong in the South I'nd come of having 361 persons per residen-
tial acre instead of almost 1,000. The facts are more complicated
But it 1s cqually ridiculous to take the case of a miserable popula:
tion at 1,000 persons to the acre and imply that that figure i
therefore villainous.

It is typical of this confusion between high densities and over-
crowding that one of the great Garden City planners, Sir Ray-
mond Unwin, titled a tract which had nothing to do with
overcrowding, but instcad with super-block arrangements of
low-density dwellings, Norhing Gained by Overcrowding. By the
1930’s, ()\"crcrmvding of dwellings with pcople and supposed
“overcrowding” of land with buildings (i.c., city dwelling densi-
ties and land coverage) were taken to be practically identical m

soinct
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fland that ideally should be allotted for so-and-so many people
living in some docile, imaginary socicty).

Dcnsmes are too low, or too high, when they frustrate city
diversity instead of abetting it. T hls flaw in performance is fwby
they are too low or too hlfr} . We ought to look at densities in
uch the same way as we 1001 at calories and vitamins. Right
amounts are right amounts becausc of how they perform. And
hat'is right differs in specific instances.

Let us bcovm at the low end of the density scale to understand,
roadly, why a density that may perform well in one place is
poor 1n another.

Very low densities, six dwellings or fewer to the net acre, can
make out well in suburbs. Lots at such densitics average, say, 70
by 100 feet or more. Some suburban densities go higher, of course;
lots at ten dwclhngjs to the acre average just under say, 5o by go
‘feet which is a squecze for suburban hvu]o' b\,r with clever site

enough people in enough dwellings, the diversity can be gener
ated and people can develop attachment and loyalty to the
unique neighborhood mixture of things, without a built-in de
structive force—overcrowding of dwellings with too many peo
ple per room—nccessarily working at cross-purposcs. Diversi
and its attractions are combined with tolerable living conditio
in the case of enough dwellings for enough people, and so mor
people who develop choice are apt to stay put.

Overcrowding within dwellings or rooms, in our country,
almost always a symptom of poverty or of being discriminate
against, and it 1s one (but only one) of many infuriating and di
couraging liabilities of being very poor or of being victimize
by residenual discrimination, or both. Indeed, ovmcrowdmg at
low densiries m: ay be even more depressing and destructive than’
overcrowding at high deusities, because at Jow densities there i
less public hfL as a dworm(m and esc: 1})(’ and as a means, too, {

,pmuuun,, good design and genuine suburban location, can yield
asuburb or a 1casonablc facsmnlc

Between ten and twenty dwellings to the acre yields a kind of
misuburb,* consisting cither of dcmchcd or two-family houses
on handkerchief plots or else of generously sized row houses
with rclatwcly gencrous yards or greens. Thesc arrangements, al-

hough they arc apt to be dull, can be viable and safe if they are
secluded from city life; for ex cample if they i o

s AL Ll l\.;‘)’

fighting back politcaily at mjustices and neglect.

chry body hates ()\/frcrowdmor and tho%c who must endure
hate it worst. Almost nobody ovcruowds by choice. But peop
often do live in high-density neighborhoods by choice. Ove
crowded mwhborhoods low- dcnslty or high-density, are usnall
nuqnboLhO()ds that did not work out when they were inhabited:
in uncrowded fashion by people who had choice. The peop

with choice left. Ne 1&|1|\nrhnnz]c that have
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toward the outer
edges of a big Cltv They will not generate city liveliness or pub-
lic hfc—thcn' populations are too thin—nor will they help main-
tain city sidewalk safety. But there may be no nced for them to
do so.
However, densities of this kind ringing a city are a bad long-
term bet, destined to become gray area. As the city continues to
grow, the character that makes these semisuburbs reasonably at-
tractive and functional is lost. As they arc engulfed and embedded
deep in a city, they lose, of course, their fonncr geographical
closeness to truc suburbs or ceuntryside. But more rhan that,
they lose their protection from people who do not “fit in” to cach
other’s private lives cconomically or socially, and they lose their

1
with time, or have maintained uncrowding over several gener:
tions, are apt to be necighborhoods that have been wor king o
and that both hold and attract the loyalty of people who do ha
choice. The tremendous gray beles of relatively low density that
ring our citics, decaying and being deserted, or decaying and b
ing overcrowded, arc significant signals of the typical failure
low densitics in big citics.

What arc proper densities for city dwellings?
The answer to this is something like the answer Lincoln gave
to the question, “How long 5hould a man’s legs be?” Long cnough
to reach the ground, Lincoln said.
Just so, proper city dwelling densities are a matter of perform

*The classic ideal of strict Garden City planning has been in this range:
ance. They cannot be based on abstractions about the quantiti

twelve dwellings to the acre.
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aloofness from the peculiar problems of city life. Swallonren in§
a city and its ordinary problems, they possess no city vitality t
contend with these problems.

In short, there 1s a justification for densitics averaging twen
dwellings or less to the acre, and there may be good reasons fo
these densitics, so long as their dwellings and neighborhoods ar
not everyday part and parcel of a big city. . o

Above these semisuburban densities, the realities of city life ca
seldom be evaded, even for a short time.

In cities (which vou will recall have not the local self-contain
ment of towns), densities at twenty dwellings to the acre an
above mecan that many people who live near cach. other geg
graphically are strangers to one another and always will pc strang
ers. Not only that, but strangers from elsewhere find it casy t
be present because other neighborhoods of this same density o
higher are close by.
R ather 3bertl§,f, once a semisuburban density is exceeded, or

ses, and from users attracted to liveliness or uniquencss from
utside the district.

- Districts like Rittenhouse Square in Philadelphia and North
-Beach—Tclcgraph Hill in San Francisco, both of which enjoy great
ood fortune in mixtures of uses and attractions to outside users,
an demonstrably maintain vitality at densities of approximately
oo dwelling units to the net acre. On the other hand, in Brooklyn
Heights this is evidently not enough. Where the average there
alls off to 100 dwellings to the nct acre, vitality falls off.*

I can find only one city district with vitality that has well under
oo dwellings per acre, and this is the Back-of-the-Yards in Chi-
ago. It is able to be an exception because politically this district
ets the benefits that ordinarily come only with dense concentra-
on. At “in-between” densitics it nevertheless has enough pcople
0 swing weight in a big city because its functioning district terri-
ry extends much farther geographically than other districts
nage cxcept in namc, and it uses this full political weight with
extraordinary skill and steel to get what it needs. But even the
Back-of-the-Yards shares some of the labilities of visaal monot-
ony, small, everyday inconvenience, and fear of strangers who
look too alien, that go virtually always with “in-between” den-
sities. The Back-of-the-Yards is gradually raising its densitics, to
take care of the districtL populaton’s natural increase. To increase

Ra v
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suburban location engulfed, an entirely different kind of city se
tlement exists—a settlement which now has different kinds o
everyday jobs to handle and a nced for different ways of handlin
them, a settlement which lacks asscts of one kind but potentiall
has assets of another kind. From this point on, a city settleme
needs city vitality and city diversity. ' ¥
atcly, however, densitics high enough to bring with. o o _ ; o .
Unfortunatcly, however, densities fug o .1“ . ome planning theorists call for urban variety and liveliness, and simul-
them innate city problems are not by any means necessarily hig uneously prescribe “in-between” densities. For example, in the Winter
enough to do their share in producing city liveliness, safety, cor 1960-61 issuc of Landscape magazine, Lewis Mumford writes, “Now the
venience and interest. And so, between the POiUt where sem great function of the city is . . . to permit, indeed to encourage and in-
suburban character and function are lost, and the point at whic cite, the greatest porential number of meerings, encounters, challenges, be-
¢ o .. . : : een all persons, classes and groups, providing, as it were, a stage upon
versity can arise, lies a range of big-c we . es al . , , : :
iy d}-’-dwu Sty and pubhc ‘1‘1'fc y densiti gThC 7 qt;e vhich the drama of social life may be enacted, with the actors taking their
densitics that I shall call “in-betw .Ccn . ensines. Yo turn as spectators and the_spectators as actors.” In the next paragraph,
neither for suburban life nor for ciy life. They are fit, gene owever, he castigates city areas occupiced ar densities of 200 to 500 persons
ally. for nothing but trouble. ' italics mine) per acre, and recommends “housing that will permit parks
The “in-between” densities extend upwnrd to the point, b nd gardens as an integral part of the design, at densities not higher than
definition, at which genuine city life can start flourishing and i Uf,lydfed\ or at most, in quarters for childless people, of 125 persons per
. ! - k This point varics. It varies cre.” Densities of 100 persons per acre mean dwelling-unit densities in the
constructive forces .go t(). WOI. L s i 1 1 ange of 25-50 per acre. Urbanity and “in-between” densities like this can
different cities, and it varies within the same city depenc ing o
how much help the dwellings arc getting from other primar

w2

¢ combined only theoretically; they are incompatible because of the
¢conomics of generating city diversity.
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densities gradually, as is being done here, is by no means under:
curting this district’s social and cconomic assets. On the contrary
it 1s strengthening them.

To fix upon a functional answer as to where the “in-between’
densities end, we can say that a district escapes from them whe
its land devoted to dwellings is dense enough to do a good pri
mary-diversity job of helping to generate flourishing secondary
city diversity and liveliness. A density figure that accomplishe
this in one place may be much too low in another.

A numerical answer means less than a functional answer (an
unfortunately can even deafen the dogmatic to the truer an
morc subtle reports that come in from life). But I should judg
that numerically the escape from “in-between” densities probabl
lies somewhere around the figure of roo dwellings to an acre, un
der circumstances w05t congenial in all other respects to produc
ing diversity. As a general rule, I think 100 dwellings per acr

some kinds are always less efficient than others in adding dwell-
1ngs to th'c land. A three-story building will get fewer dwellings
onto a given number of squarc feet of land than a ﬁvc—sto;y
;});llldlng; a five-story building, fewer than a ten-story building.
1t you want to go up far enough, the number of dwellings that
¢an go onto a given plot of land is stupendous—as Le Corbusier
demonstrated with his schemes for a city of repetitive  sky-
scrapers in a park.
But ; . . . )
1 ut in this process of packing dwellings on given acreages of
and, it does not do to get too cfficient, and it never did. There
must be leeway for variety among buildings. All those variations
that are of less than maximum efliciency get crowded our. Maxi-
mum efficiency, or anything approaching it, means standardiza-
tion.
, At any partlcqlnr place and time, under the given circum-
stances of regulations, technology and financing, some particular
2 vy ]f\“f i i
19 1 .
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way of packing wellings onto the land is apt to be the most
efficient way. At some places and times, for example, narrow
thrc?—story row houses werc apparently the answer for maximum
efficicncy at getting city dwellings on the land. Where these
crowded out all other dwelling types they brought a pall of
monotony. At another period, wider five- or SIX-5tory walk-up
tenements were the most cfficient, When Riverside Drive in Man-
hattan was buile ufi, twelve- and fourteen-story eley

Assuming that an escape has been made from the trouble-cr
ating “in-between” densities, let us return to consideration of v
able city densitics. How high “should” city dwelling densities go?
How high can they go?

Obviously, if the object is vital city life, the dwelling densities
should go as high as they need to go to stimulate the maximum
potential diversity in a districe. W hy waste a city district’s and g
city population’s potential for creating interesting and VIgOrous
city life?

It follows, however, that densities can get too high if they
reach a point at which, for any reason, they begin to repress dr
versity instead of to stimulate it. Precisely this can happen, and it
is the main point in considering how high is too high. :

The reason dwelling densities can begin repressing diversity if
they get too high is this: At some point, to accommodate so many
dwellings on the land, standardization of the buildings must se
in. This is fatal, because great diversity in age and types of build
ings has a direct, explicit connection with diversity of population

diversity of enterprises and diversity of scenes. ,

Among all the various kinds of buildings (old or new) in a city

ments were apparently the answer for maximum packing cf-
ﬁgcncy, and with this particular standardization as a bnscc,) the
hlgElCSt dwelling density belt in Manhattan has been produccd.

: Llcvatgr apartments arc today the most cfficient way of pack-
ng dwellings on a given amount of building land. And within this
type are certain most cfficient subtypes such as those of maxi-
mum height for lowZspeed elevators, usually considered today as
twelve stories, and those of maximum economic height for p(i)ur—
ng reinforced concrete. (Such height in turn depends on the tech-
ological improvement of cranes, so this figure increases every
few years. As this is written, it is twenty-two stories.) Elevator
apartments are not only the most cfficient way of packing people
-on a given amount of land. They can, under unfavorable circum-
stances, also be probably the most dangerous way of doing ir, as
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experience in many a low-income housing project shows. In some
circumstances, they are excellent.

Elevator apartments do not produce standardization by virtue
of being elevator apartments, any more than three-story houses
produce standardization by virtue of being threc-story houses. But
clevator apartments do produce standardization when they are al
most the only way a neighborhood is housed—just as three-story
houses produce monotonous standardization when they are almost
the only way in which a neighborhood is housed.

No one way is a good way to house a city neighborhood; no
mere two or three ways are good. The more variations there can
be, the better. As soon as the range and number of variations i
buildings decline, the diversity of population and enterprises is
t00 apt to stay static or decline, instead of increasing.

dential land is built upon, and the other 75 percent to 85 percent
s left open and unbuilt on. These are common figures for housing
pro]CCtS, with their expanses of open land whlch are so hard to
control in city life and produce so much vacuity and trouble.
More open land means remarkably less building space. If open
and is doubled from go percent and bccomes 8o percent, the
amount of Jand that can be built upon is cut by two thirds! In-
tead of having 6o percent of the land to build on, you have only
o percent to build on.

When so much land is left open, the land itself is being used
‘inefficiently” so far as packing dwellings on it is concerned. The
trait jacket is very tight when only 20 percent or 25 percent can
~be built upon. The density of dwellings must be very low, or,
salternatively, dwellings must be packed with great efficiency onto
It 1s not casy to reconcile high densities with great Vmety n he fraction of the ground that can take the buildings. Under
buildings, yet it must be qttemptcd Anti-city plamnng and zoning ‘these circumstances, it is impossible to reconcile high densitics
virrually prevent it, as we shail sce. with variety. Elevator apartments, and often very high oncs, are

Popular high-density city areas have considerable variation navoidable.

among their buildings—sometimes immense variation. Greenwich The Stuyvesant Town project in Manhattan has a density of
Village is such a place. It manages to house people at densities ‘125 dwellings per net acre, a density that would be on the low
ranging from 125 to above 200 dwelling units per acre, without ide for Greenwich Village. Yet to accommodate so many dwell-
standardization of buildings. These averages are obtained from ngs as this in Stuyvesant Town, where the ground coverage is
mixtures of everything fmm single-family houses, houses witl

1¢ nc St all anartmen

on up ro elevator aparrments of many dil%crent ages and sizcs.

The reason Greenwich Village can reconcile such high densities
with such great variety 1s that a high proportion of the land
which is devoted to residences (called net residential acres) i
covered with buildings. Relatively little is Ieft open and unbuil
upon. In most parts, the bmldnws cover the residential land a
averages estimated as ranging from 6o percent to 8o percent o
the Lmd leaving the other 4o percent to 20 percent of the land
unbuilt on as yards, courts and the like. This is a high ratio o
ground coverage. It is so cfficient a usce of the land itself, that i

¢

i .
most rirtdlv ceandardized in ranls s o
‘MOST rig1aLy s tandaraized i rant ut)uu rank o

‘massive clevator apartment houses. More imaginative architects
“and site planners might have arranged the buﬂdmgs differently,
but no possible difference could be more than superficial. Mathe-
“matical impossibility would defy genius itself to introduce genu-
‘inc substantial variety at these low ground coverages with these
. densitics.

Henry Whitney, an architect and project housing expert, has
worked out many theorctically possiblc combinations of elevator
bmldmgs with lower blllldanS using the low ground coverages
‘required for public housing and for ncarly all fcdcrall} subsidized
renewal. Mr. Whitney found that no matter how you slice i, it is
‘physically impossible to get above low city densities (40 to an
acre or thereabouts) without standardizing all but a minute token
of the dwellings—unless ground coverages are increased, which
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permits a good deal of “inefficiency” in buildings. Most of them
need not be highly efficient at packing, but even so, high averag
densitics are reached.

Now, suppose that only 15 percent to 25 percent of the resi
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. How high ultimate densities can go without standardization is
: limited finally, of course, by the land, even when the coverage of
~.the gr.ound is very high. In the North End of Boston, the high
detl.s1t}cs, averaging 275 dwellings per acre, include considerable
vartation; but this good combination has been partly obtained at
he expensc of ground coverages which reach too high a propor-
tion of the land behind some buildings. Too much building has
occurred, in the past, as a second layer in the back yardsb and
~courts within the little blocks. Actually, these interior buildings
add a relatively small share to the density, for they arc small anod
usuaH.y low. And they are not a fault in every case cither; as
occasional odd.ities they are charming. The trouble comes from
oo many. With the addition to the district of a few clevator
partments houses—a variety of accommodation the North Fnd
acks—open spaces 1nside blocks could be somewhat increased
without lowering district densities. At the same time the district’s
variety of accommodations would be increased, rather than les-
ened. But this could not be done if pseudo-city low ground
coverages had to accompany the elevator buildings. 7

I doubt that it is possible, without drastic standardization, to go
higher than the North End’s density of 275 dwellings per nbct
cre. For most disrricts—lacking the North End’s pe‘culinr and
ong heritage of diffcrent building types—the ultimate danger
mark imposing Standardization must be considerably I,m,C; Y

aiy 1OW PR §

hould guess, roughly, that it is apt to hover at about 200 dwell-
ngs to the net acre.,

is to say unless open space is decreased. One hundred dwellings
to the acre at low ground coverages yield not cven token variety—
and yet this density 1s a probable minimum if the unfic “in-
between” densities are to be avoided.

Low ground coverages—no matter by what means they are
imposed, from local zoning to federal fiat—and diversity of
buildings, and viable city densities arc thus conditions that are
incompatible with onc another. At low coverages, if the densitie
are high cnough to help engender city diversity, they arc auto
matically too high to permit diversity. The thing is a built-in con
tradiction.

Assuming that ground coverages are high, however, just hov
high can a neighborhood’s densities go without sacrificing th
neighborhood to standardization? This depends a good deal o

how many variations, and what variations, already exist in a°
neighborl{ood from the past. Variations from the past are a foun-
dation to which new variations of the present (and eventually
the future) arc added. A neighborhood already standardized
from the past, at three-story houses or five-story tenements is not
going to get a full, good range of variation by adding one mor
type in the present, thereby creating a higher density and lettin
it go at that. The worst casc possible is no foundation from th
past at all: empty land.
e

Lt 1S hardl‘r naccihle ta CXNeCt th4
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1t many really different tyy
of dwellings or their buildings can be added ar any one tinre. T
think they can be is wishful thinking. There are fashions in build
ing. Behind the fashions lic cconomic and technological reason:
and these fashions exclude all but a few genuinely different poss
bilities in city dwelling construction at any one tinte.

In districts where densities are too low, they can be raised an
variation increased by adding new buildings simultancously in dif
ferent, scparated spots only. In short, densities should be raised
and new buildings introduced for this purposc——gradually rather;
than in some sudden, cataclysmic upheaval to be followed b
nothing more for decades. The very process of increasing densi-
ties gradually bur continually can result in increasing variety too,
and thus can permit high ultimate densities without standardiz

~Now we must bring the strects into this.

«.H1gh grgund coverages, necessary as they are for variety at
high densities, can become wtolerable, particularly as they ap-
roach 70 percent. They become intolerable if the land is not
nterlaced with frequ.cnt streets. Long blocks with high ground
overages are oppressive. Frequent streets, because they are open-
ngs between buildings, compensate for high coverage of ground
ff the strects.

I.Frc'quent strects are necessary to city districts in any case, if
diversity is to be gencerated. So their importance as an accompani-

tion. ment to high ground coverage merely reinforees the need.
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However, it is obvious that if streets are numerous, instead of

( : _ represent the most efficient producer and consuner units thar our
scarce, open land in the form of streets has been added. If we add ‘

Socwgy has yet devised. The very size, density and congestion of
our Standard Metropolitan Areas, to which some Cit\fb ‘
ob])cct, ArC AMONY OUT MOST Precious cconomic assets.”
2 similar effect is achieved, in that dwellings and residents of the § lat}ii)?:\;;cf:1~ms§ u{ld to8o, Dr. Hauser poines out, the US, I
L L . 1 ‘ us . ‘ : § going to merease by an amour
district as a4 sum total are thinned to that extent. “ '

sublic parks in lively plices, we are also adding another kind of
- - I : . D .

open land. And i nonresidential buildings are well mineled meo

dwelling arcas (as they must be if primary uses are well mixed),

planners

)()pU—
lanio 1t somewhere between g
ving. : 57
m{}&on (/assunn'ng a decline to the low 1942-44 birch rate) and 96

miliron (assuning an increase 1n birth rate 1o percent above the
1958 lcv'cl). If the birth rate continues ar the 1958 level, the in-
-crease will be 86 million.

il

Yy 1o M T Vo e
1 Ne conmbinatoll vl UIeSe Ueyvicod—il

lively parks in Iively places, and various nonresidential uses min-

OIC NUMerous s

gled in, together with great variations among the dwellings them-
selves——creates totally different effects {rom grimly unrelieved

i Virtmlly all this or i ;

‘ ] us growth will oo into metropolit
' e : i o < ypolitan areas. Muc
hich densities and high ground coverages. But this combination v } Much

‘Of v IR pe e . s ; :
1 the increase, of course, will come directly from big cities
£) Val - AV N M 141 i i, \ ‘
tllunsdvcs, because big cities are no longer eaters of people as
they were not s 100, T V ers of beonle.
ey were not so long ago. ' hey have become suppliers of people.
I'he merease can be dribbled our in s ) X

11
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also ereates 2 number of cffects totally different from high densi-
tics “relieved” by quantities of open residential orounds. The re
sults arc so different because each of these other devices 1 have - ok ;
) GUTLUS, SCHIISUDUTDS and
dull new © ween” o f ¥
m-betwee ST . : .
e ctween !)elrs : spreading from dull, inner cities of
predomunately low-vitality, “in-between” densitics

Or we can take advantage of rhis metrof

mentioned provides far more than “relief” from high ground
coveraves. Fach contributes, in its own distinctive and 1ndispensa
ble wav, to the diversiey and vicaliry of an arca, so that something -

4 ' | | : g solitan arca growti
constructive, instead of mercly inert, can resule from the high S

Y L . ) o
nd, with at least part ot 1, we can begin building up currently

densitics, nfit city districts, Iimping along ar “in

o . -between” densitics—build
em up to the point where (in conjunction with other condi-

T'o sy that cities need high dwelling densiries and high net’ tions for generating d

: wersity ) these concentrations of population
cansupport city life possessing characrer and liveliness.

’ Our difficulry is no lonoer
metropo ' B

gr()und coverages, as I am s;lying they do, 18 com»'cnriunnlly re
wrded as fower than iking sides with the nan-cating shark.
But things have changed since the days when I-benezer IHow
ard looked at the slums of London and concluded that to save th
people, city life must be abandoned. Advances in ficlds less mort
bund than citv planning and housing reform, fields such as medi
cine, sanitation and epidemiology, nutrition and labor legislation
have profoundly revolutionized dangerous and degrading condi
tions that were once inseparable from high-density ity life
Meantime, populations in metropolitan arcas (central cities, 'to
gether with their suburbs and dependent towns) have continue
to grow, to the point where they now absorb g7 percent of our
total population increases. ‘
“The trend may be expected to continue,” says Dr. Philip M
Hauser, dircctor of the University of Chicago’s population e
scarch center, . . . because such agglomerations of populati'o

[

. how to contain people densely in
litan areas . i '

11l ] e

¢ ravages of discase, bad sanitation
these terms is anachronistic
Our dlfhcuhy m(.hy 1s rather how to contain pecople in metropoli-

“tan areas and avoid the ravages of apathetic and |
oods,

and child Jabor. To go on thinking in

1elpless neighbor-

Th.e solution cannot lic in vain attempts to plan new, sclf-
sufficient towns or little cities throughout metropolitan rc'trions.
Our metropolitan arcas are already dotted with :mmrphou: dis-
mtegrated places that once were relatively self-sufficient an’d in-
tegr.atcd towns or little cities. The day tflcv are pulled inro the
mtr}cate. cconomy of a metropolitan area, with its multiplicity of
hoices .m.places of work, recreation and shopping, they besin to
'lose their integrity, their relative completeness, soi‘iallv cco;omi—
caﬂy and culturally. We cannot have it both ways: our 7twcnricl'hA
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century metropolitan economy combined with nincteenth-cen-
tury, 1solated town or little-city life.
Because we are faced with the fact of big-city and metropolitan
populations, big ones that will get bigger, we arc faced with the
job of intelligently developing genuine ciry life and increasing city
economic strength. lt is silly to try to deny the fact that we
Americans are a city people, living in a city economy—and in th '
process of denying this lose all the true countryside of metropoli :
tan areas too, as we have been Stcadily losing it at about 3,000
acres a day for the past ten years. '
However, reason does not rule this world, and it will not neces-
sarily rule here. The unreasoning dogma that healthy areas like
the high-density North End of Boston mzust be stums, or #ust be
bad, because they are high-density, would not have been accepted

”many of these differences unique and unpredictable and all the
morc valuable because they are. Given this point of view, it fol-
lows that the presence of great numbers of people gathered to-
gether in cities should not only be frankly accepted as a physical
fact. It follows that they should also be cnjoyed as an asset and
their presence celebrated: by raising their concentrations where it
is needful for flourishing city life, and beyond that by aiming for
a visibly dively public strect life and for ;1ccommoda'ting and en-
couraging, cconomically and visually, as much variety as possible.

Systems of thought, no matter how objective they may pur-
port to be, have underlying emotional bases and values. The de-
velopment of modern city planning and housing reform has been
emotionally based on a glum reluctance to accept city concentra-
tions of people as desirable, and this negative emotion about ci
concentrations of people has helped deaden planning intellectually.

No good for cities or for their design, planning, economics or

nnr\h]n e b N ale aaTel N
pyropit, Cdii COmIic O

by modern planners as it has if there were not two fundamentally
different ways of looking at the question of people in dense con-
centrations—and if those two ways were not, at boitom, emo-
tional. ‘

People gathered in concentrations of big-city size and density
can be felt to be an automatic—if necessary—evil. This is a com-
mon assumption: that human beings arc charming in small num-
bers and noxious in large numbers. Given this point of view, it
follows that concentrations of people should be physically mini-
umbers themselves

hn crmetioimal aoci .
i

1c emotional assumption that dense city
populations are, per sc¢, undesirable. In my view, they are an asse;.
The task is to promote the city life of city people, 'houscd, let us
hope, in concentrations both dense cnough and diverse enough to
offer them a decent chance at devcloping city life.

mized in cvery way: by thinning down the

insofar as this is possible, and beyond that by aiming at illusions
of suburban lawns and small-town placidity. It follows that the .
exuberant varicety inherent in great numbers of people, tightly
concentrated, should be played down, hidden, hammered into a
semblance of the thinner, more tractable variety or the outright
homogencity often represented in thinner populations. It follows
that these confusing creatures—so many people gathered together
—should be sorted out and stashed away as decently and quietly
as possible, like chickens on a modern egg-factory farm.

On the other hand, people gathered in concentrations of city
size and density can be considered a positive good, in the faith
that they are desirable because they are the source of immense
vitality, and because they do represent, in small geographic com-
pass, a great and exuberant richness of differences and possibilities,



