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“Mixed uses look ugly. They cause traflic congestion. They invite -
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diversity. These beliefs hc]p shape uty zoning I‘C“LI]J(I()II“ They -

have llLIP& d rationalize UYY I'(,[)Ulidll‘;”’ mnteo the gt(l’l]C rcmmmted
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de 1b£rdtdy cncourage spontancous diversity by providing the
conditions neeessary to its growth.

Intricate mm(rlmrrs of d 1”Tcrcnt uses 1n citics are not a form of

chaos. On the contrar v, they represent a complex and highly de-

veloped form of order. Fverything in this book so far has been

dirccted toward showine how this complex order of minglcd ,

HSCS WOorks.
Nevertheless, even though intricate mistures of - buildings, uses

and scenes are n ecessany for successful ety districts, does dl\\mty ‘

Carry, 1o aes ol w:;m](‘w\ WArtmg uses ana con-

pty thing it is. T hey stand in thc way of planning t} 12t could

Some myrhs about diversi
3

.gestion that arc convcntxonqllv attributed to it by pli mnm(r lore

and literature?

These supposed disadvantages are based on images of unsuccess-
ful districts which have not too much, but too little diver
sity. They call up visions of dull, down-at-heel residential areas,

. POCI\Cd with a few shabby, shocstring enterprises. They call up

visions of low-value land uses, like ]unL yards or used-car lots.
They call up visions of garish, sprawling, unremitting commerce.
None of these conditions, however, represents flourishing city
diversity. On the contr ary, these represent precisely the semhty
that befalls city neighborhoods in which exuberant diversity has
either failed to grow or has died off with time. They represent

what [ nppcns to scrmsuburbs which are cnfrulfcd by rhur citics
but fail, themsclves, to i1
successful city districes.

Fluulhxuug UL\ uucrﬂty, of the kind chat is L”lle/(‘O l)\ -fflt‘
combination of mixed priiary uses, {requent streets, mixture of
bmldm(r ages and overheads, and dense concentration of users,
does not carry with it the dis: wdvantages of diver sity convention-
ally assumed by planning pscudosucnu‘ I now intend ro show
th it does not carry thun and why these disadvantages are
fantasics which, like all fantasies that are taken too bCI‘]()USIV

terfere with lnndl ing realiry.

1t div crsity looks ugly. Suy-
thmg looLs uqu, to be sure, if it is done badly. But this belicf
implics somecthing clse. It implies that city diversity of uses is
inherently messy in appearance; and it also nnplm that places
stamped with homogencity of uses look better, or at any rate are
more amenable to pleasant or orderly esthetic treatment.

But homocrencny or close similarity among uses, in real life,
poses VLry puzzling esthetic problems.

If the sameness of use is shown candid] Iy for what it is—same-
ness—it looks monotonous. Supcxhuall\ this monotony might be
thought of as a sort of order, however dull. But esthetic: 1!1\' i
unfolmmtd\ also carries with it a deep disorder: the disorder of
conveying no direction. In places smmpcd with the monotony
and repetition of sameness you move, but MOVING YOu seeim o
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have gotten nowhere. North is the same as south, or cast as west.
Sometimes north, south, cast and west are all alike, as they are
when you stand wichin the grounds of a large project. It takes
differences—many diﬂ'crcnccs~cmpping up in different diree-
tions to keep us oriented. Scenes of thoroughgoing sameness lack
these natural announcements of direction and movement, or are
scantly furnished with them, and so they are deeply confusing.
This is a kind of chaos.

Monotony of this sort is generally considered too oppressive to
pursuc as an 1dea) by everybody but some project planners or the
most routine-nunded real estare developers.

Instead, where uses are in actual fact homogencous, we often
tnd thar deliberate distinetions and  differences are contrived
among the butldines. Bur these contrived differences glve rise to
wiie ditiicultics too, Because wherent ditferences—those that

LaL

come from genuinely differing uses—arc lacking among the build-

i P 1.
L

QO terr < 3 o N AR L ey . . 1 D,
mes and therr settines, the nivances represent thie desire
& b

SY
merely to gppear different.
Somie of the more blatant manifestations of this phenomenon
were well deseribed, back in 1952, by Douglas Haskell, cdiror of
Arebirectural Form, under the term “googie architecture.” Goo-
zre architecrure could then be seen in its finest Howcring among
|

[
the essentially homogencous and standardized enterprises of road-

side cotmercial serips: hot-dog stands in the shape of hot dogs,

ee-cream stands 1n the shape of 1ce-cream cones. These arc obvi-.

ous examples of virtual sameness trying, by dint of exhibitionism,
to appear unique and different from their similar commereial

neighbors. Mr. IHaskell pointed out that the samic impulses to look -

speeral (in spite of not being special) were at work also in more
sophisticated construction: weird roofs, weird stairs, weird colors,
weird signs, weird anything.

Recently Mr. Haskell has observed that similar signs of exhibi-
tonism have been appearing in supposedly dignified establish-
ments.

Indeed they have: in office butldings, shopping centers, civice

centers, arrline terminals. Fugene Raskin, professor of architec-
ture at Columbia University, commented on this sainc phenome-

non 1n an essay, “On the Nature of Varicty,” in the Sunimer 1960

Some myths about diversity [ 225

wsuc of the Colunibia University Forumr. Genuine architectural

variety, Raskin pointed out, does not consist in using ditferent
8

colors or textures.

Can it be in using contrasting forms? {he asked]. A visit to one
of the larger shopping centers (the Cross County Shopping Cen-
ter in New York’s Westchester County COMes to mind, but pick
your own) will make the point: though slabs, towers, circles and
flying stairs bound and abound all over the lot, the resule has the
appalling samencss of the rortures of hell, Thcy may poke you
with ditferent instruments, but it’s all pain ' '

When we build, say, a business arca in which all (or practically
all) are engaged in carning their livings, or a residential area in
which everyonce is deep in the demands of domesticity, or
ping arca dedicated to the exchange of cash and commodities——in
short, where the patrern of human activity contains only one cle-
ment, 1t 1s impossible for the architecture to achiove o o

o
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OnvIneing
’v;u*icty—w(m\Vincing of the known facts of human variacon. The
designer may vary color, texture and form undil his drawing in-
struments buckle under the strain, proving once more thar art i
the one miediun in which one cannor lie successfully.

o

The more h(nm)gcncity of use in a street or a ncichborhood,

the grearer is the tempration to be different in the only
to be different. Wilshire Boulevard in Los Angeles is an cxanple
of onc grand excreise after another in supetficiallv contrived dis
tinction, for several miles of innarel

y 110nereno 1ee buildings.
Bur LLos Angeles is not unique in presenting us with such vistas,
San Francisco, for all its scorn of this kind of thing in Los Ange-
les, looks much the same ar its new ourskires of sorted-out shop-
ping centers and housing developments, and for the same basic
reasons. ltuclid Avenue in Cleveland, which used to be con-
sidered by many critics one of the most beautiful of American
avenues (it was, in those days, essentially a suburban avenue of
large, fine houses with large, fine grounds), has now been excori
ated, with justice, by cricic Richord A Miller in Arehirectura

“Eorum, as one of the uglicst and most disorganized of city strects.

In converting to ourright urban use. Fuclid Avenue has con-
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The new office streteh of New Yorlk's Park Avenue is far more
standardized in content than Fifth Avenue. Park Avenue has the
advantage of containing among its new oflice buildings several
‘which, in themselves, are masterpieces of modern design.* Bure
does homogcncity of usc or homogencity of age help Park Ave-
‘nue esthetically? On the contrary, the office blocks of Park Ave-
nue are wretchedly disorganized in appearance, and far more
given than Fifth Avenue to a total effect of chaotic architectural
willfulness, overlaid on boredon.

~ Therc are many instances of city diversity that include the use
of residences and come off well, The Ritrenhouse Square arca in
' “Philadelphia, Telegraph Hill in San Francisco, parts of the North
End 1n Boston, afford examples. Small groups of residential build-
‘ngs can be similar or even identical to each orher without 1m

verted to homogencity: office buildings again, and again a chaos
of shouted, but superficial, differences.

Homogenceity of uses poses an unavoidable esthetic dilemma:
Shall the homogencity look as homogencous as it is, and be
frankly monotonous? Or shall it try not to leok as homogencous
as it is and go in for eye-catching, bur meaningless and chaotic
differences® This, in city guise, 1s the old, familiar esthetic zoning
problem of homogencous suburbs: Shall they zone to require
umformiry in appearance, or shall they zone to prohibit same--
ness? If to prohibit samencss, where must the line be drawn
against what is too nonconforming in design?

Wherever a city area is functionally homogencous in its uses,
this also becomes an esthetce dilemma for the city, and in more
mntensive form than in the suburbs, because buildings are so much

more dominant in the general scene of cities. I is a ridiculous

NOs-
g a pall of monotony, so long as the grouping takes in no H[]()I‘C
than a shore streer block, and is not Lhcrcupun nmediacely re-
peated. In such a case, we look ar the groupjng as 2 umr. and sce
it as differing, in content and appearance, from whatever the
next use or residential type may be.

T 1

tlemma for cities, and 1t has no decent answer.

Diversity of uses, on the other hand, while it is too ofren han-
died pnorl'_v, does offer the decent possibility of displaying genu-
me differences of conrent. Therefore these can become interesting -
and stimulating differences to the cye, without phoniness, ¢xhibi- :
tonisin or belabored novelty. ‘

Fitth Avenue in New York between Fortieth Street and Vifry-
unth Street s tremendously diverse in its large and small shops,
ings, oflice buildings, churches, institutions. Tes archi-
tecture expresses these differences in use, and differences acerue
from the varying ages of the buildings, differences in technology
and historical taste. But Fifth Avenue does nor look disorganized,
fragmented or exploded.* Fifth Avenuc’s architectural contrasts
and diffcrences arise mainly out of differences in content. They
are scnsible and natural contrasts and differences. The whole
hangs together remarkably well, without being monotonous ei-
ther.

- Sometimes diversity of uscs, combined with diversity of age,
can even take the curse of monotony off blocks that are far too
long—and again without the need for exhibitionism because dif-
- ferences of real substance exise. An example of this kind of diver-
sity 1s Eleventh Stréet hetween Fifth and Sistl

1 Avenues in New

York, a street admired as both dionified and interesting to wallk
on. Along 1ts south side it contains, going west, a fourtcen-story
“apartment house, a church, seven hree-story hot

<t

1s¢s, a five-stor

“house, thirteen four»story houses, a ninc~s'rory apartinent, five
,four—story houses with a restaurant and bar at the streer level, a
'ﬁvc—stor_v apartment, a little graveyard, and a six—smry apart-
~ment house with a restaurant ar streer level; on the north side,
~again going west, it contains a church, a four-story house with a
nursery school in it, a nine-story apartment house, three five-
“story houses, a six-story apartment house, an cight-story apart-
“ment house, five four-—smry houses, a six-story residence club, two
five-srory aparrment houses, another five-story apartment house
of very different vintage, a nine-story apartment house, a new

* Its only blatant evesore and element of disorganization is a group of bill-
boards on the northeast corner of Forty-sccond Strect. These are presum-
ablv well meant because, as this is written, they are fatuously cxhorting the
1)215:§ng throngs to prav in family groups, to save for a rainy day, and to
figcht delinquency. Their power to reform is questionable. Their power
o blight the view up Fifth Avenue from the library is unquestionable. “*Lever House, Seagram, Pepsi-Cola, Union Carbide
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addition to the New School for Social Research with a library at
street level and a public view to the interior courtyard, a four-
story house, a five-story apartment house with a restaurant at.
street Jevel, a mean- and cheap-looking one-story laundry and
cleaner, a three-story apartment house with a candy and news-

paper store at street level. While these are nearly all residential

buildings, they are broken into by instances of ten other uses.

Even the purcl\' restdential bmldmws themselves embrace many -
different periods of technology and taste, many different modes ?

and costs of livi ng. They have an almost fantastic array of matter

of-facr. mudasth stated differences: different heights at firse-floor

levels, dxrfcnnrr arrangements for entrances and sldc\\ alke access.

Thesc arise ducu]} out of the facr that the buildings acrually are
different in kind and age. The effect is both serenc and unself-

CONSC l()hn.

Sull more mnteresting visual effeets. and agam w rrhnut any need
q
1

for exhibinonism or ml»m nhongy i re

RN
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from mixtures In bm]dnw rypes far more radical than those of

Eleventh Serect—more radical because they are based on more
radical herene differences. Most Tandinarks and focal points in
citics—-of which we need more, not fewer-—come from the con-
trast of a use radically ditferent from its surroundings, and there-
fore mherently special-looking, happily located to make some
drat and contrast of the inherene difference, This, of course
was what Peets was talking abour (sce Chapter Fight) when he
advocated rhat monumental or noble buildings be ser within the
matriy of the city, instead of being sorted our and withdrawwn into
“courts of honor” with other mhmunlv similar neighbors ther

Nor are the innate radical differences of umbler Llcmmts in
city mixtures to be scorned esthetically. They too can convey the
pleasures of contrast, movement and dlrcctmn, without forced
superficialitics: the workshops that turn up mingled with resi-
dences, the mmuf;lcmrilw buildings. the are mlluv next to the
fish marker that dclmhts me cevery time [ go to bU\ fish, the
hoitv-toity gourmet xlmp n another part of town that peacefully
contrasts and cocxists with a robust [m of the kind where new
Irish immugrants come to hear about jobs.

arisc l!l uutS‘
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Genuine differences in the city archirectural scene express, as
Raskin says so excellent v,

... theinterweayv m(mf/)l///mn} atterns, They arc full ofpm} le
dom(rutfucnt thm\rs with different reasons and different ends in

wview, and the JIChltCL[UI‘L reflects and expresses this difference—
which 15 onc of content rather than form alone. Jeing human,

human beings arc what interest us most. In erntururc as m lic-
rature and the drama, 1t 1s the richness of human variation that
gives vitality and color to the human setring

Cons1dum<r the hazard of monotony the most serious

,fault in our zoning laws lies in the fact that they pernrir an entire

area to be devoted to a smgle use.

In secking visual order, cities are able to choose amone three

g
\‘.'ina

broad alrernatives, two of which are > hopeless and one of
|

Fhey can aim for areas of homogencity which ook

Ve T O RPN 1 -

g e PUDTPLIY PTUTEE S, e Rl
AOMOZCNCous, ana gee results UCPTESSITY and disore Hrm” tney

o

can aim for arcas of h(mmfunurv which try not o look hum()%~

- neous, and get results of \U]mmt\' and nh»h'mmr\ Or they can

aim for arcas of great dl\’(l%lt\’ and, because real differences are
thcruv expressed, can et results which, at worst, are mercely
interesting. and ar best can be delightful.

How to accommodare city diversiey well i visual rerms, how
to respect its freedom \\mlc showing visually that it is a form of
> v ‘I‘nﬂ'd} k\LllLHL [uu‘uh‘n‘l (H~ L,ll.Lh. l MLIH \ILAI W llﬂ il
n (h.lptcr Nincteen of this book. For the moment, the point
is this: City diversity 1s not innately ugly. Thatisa misconception,
and 2 most simple-minded one. Bur lack of city diversity is in-
nately cither depressing on the one hand, or vulgarly chaotic on
the other.

Is 1t true that diversity causes traflic congestion?

Traffic congestion is caused by v Chl(]C‘s not by people in them-
selves.

Wherever people are thinly setded, rather than densely con-
centrated, or wherever diverse uses occur infrequently, any spe-

-cific atrraction does cause traffic congestion. Such places as clinics,
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shopping centers or movies bring with them a concentration ofl
trafic—and what is more, bring traffic heavily along the routes to
and from them. A person who nceds or wants to use them can
do so only by car. Iiven a grade school can mean traflic conges-
tion in such a milieu, because children must be carricd to school.
Lack of wide ranges of concentrated diversity can put people into
automobiles for almost all their needs. The spaces required for
roads and for parking spread everything out still farther, and lead-
to stll greater uses of vehicles.

This is tolerable where the population is thinly spread. It be-
comes an intolerable condition, destructive of all other values and
all other aspects of convenience, where populations arc heavy or

continuous.

In dense, diversified city areas, people still walk, an activity that
is impractical in suburbs and in most gray arcas. The more i

tensely various and closc-srained the diversity i an area, the

more W;m'\lm_'. Even peop le who come into a h‘x‘(‘}'\', diverse area
from outside, whether by car or by public transportation, walk

when they get there.

Is it true that city diversity invites ruinous uses?[s permissive-
ness for all (or almost all) kinds of uses man arca destructive? '

To consider this, we need to consider several different kinds of ¢

uses—some of which actmally are harmful, and some of which are
conventionally considered to be harmful but are not.

One destructve
example, contribures not
attraction, or concentration of people. In rerurn for nothmg,
these uses make exorbitant demands upon the land——and upon
esthetic tolerance. Used-car lots are in this category. So are
buildings which have been abandoned or badly underused.

]’rnbzlu\ evervone (except possibly the owners of such ob-

jects) 1s agreed that this ¢ category of uses is blighting.

But it does not follow that ]nnl yards and their like are there-

fore threats which accompany city diversity. Successful city dis-
but that is not why these

tricts are never doteed with ]Uﬂl\ yards,
districts are successful. It is the other way around. They lack junk

yards because they are successful.

mlght as well be used f
!.
~uses, like parks or xd‘(ml vards, \xl ich fail ¢

~that dummi on magnetsin and surrounding vi mlm
|
‘Culmnmmf afe m[c CCONOMIC environment for

ategory of uses, of which junk yards arc an

~mingled in
rlmm to a district’s general convenience, i
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Dcadcmn(r and space- mlqn(r low economic uscs like junk yards
and used-car lots grow like pmwccd n spots which are already
uncultivated and unsucccssfu] They sprout in places that have

: low concentrations of foor traflic, too little surmundmw magnet-

ism, and no high-value competition for the space. Their natural

~homes are gr ay arcas and the dwindled-off e dges of downtowns,

where the frcs of diversity and vitality burn low If all controls

. were lifted from housing- project malls, and these dead, underused
: phces found their natural economic level, junk yards and used-car

lots are exacrly whar would sprout in many of them.
The trouble represented by junk y ards goes deeper than the

Blight Fighters can plumb. It achicves nothing to cry “Take them

o e i s
away! lhcv shouldn’t be there!” The problem is to cultvate an

ar ent he district swhich makes more vital
uses of the land profirable ‘md logical. 1 this is nor done, the land
ds, which mu all have some
tudes publ

TR
i

use. Littie else is ant ta he

L
amsm,} hically pre-
cmh' where the cconomic environmenr is oo poor {or other uses

The kind of

‘problun swnboh/cd by junk yards, in shorr 15 not solved by

v
feaxm(r any u\n\ or by sup pruaum but rather [)\, uml\ zing and

d1v VeTSITY.
A second category of uscs i I, 1
Cona category of uscs is um\ununmu (unwmcrul‘ by
planners and zoners, to be harmful, cspeciallv if ol
vy Loplliday tHese uses ATC

[
to residential arcas. This

cate y()]\ 1]1(111(1(% })’I% [h(‘(l*

S ) R

wesses and manufacturing, Iris a iegory which
; I]IL arguments thar these uses are to be tehdy
controlled derive {rom thCJr cffects in suburbs and in dull, inher-
ently dangerous gray arcas, not {from their effecrs in fiv clyv ety

districts.

Thin smatterings of nonresidential uses do little cood in oray

areas, and can do harm. because gray arcas are uncquip ped to

handle str ANEErS—Oor to protect thcm urhcr for that marrer. But
again, this is a problem thar arises from too feeble a diversity in
the prevatling dullness and darkness. ’

In lively ciry districts, where abundant diversity has been cata-

lyzed, these uses do not do harm, 7 hev are positively necessary,
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ing quarters there, nor to the build
apartment.*
» Thlc strange idea thar death should be ap unnoticeable or un-
mentionable part of city life was apparently debated in Boston a
century ago, when city improvers advocated the removal of the
small old graveyards of Boston’s downtown churches. One Bos
~tonian, Thomas Bridgman, whose views prcmllcd had .rhls to :w.
“The burial p ace of the dead, so far as it hag any nfluence, 1s(<m

the side of virtue and ILIJQIOH <« . Its voice is one of perpetual
rebuke ro 1011\ and sin.’

The only cluc 1 ¢

either for their direet contributions to safety, public contact and
cross-use, or because they help support other diversity which has
these direct effects.

Work uses suggest another bugaboo: recking smolestacks and
flying ash. Of course recking smokestacks and flying ash are
harmful, but it does not follow that intensive city manufacturing
(most of which produces no such nasty by-products) or other
work uses must be segregated from dwellings. Indeed, the notion
that reck or fumes are to be combated by zoning and Jand-sorting.
classifications at all is ridicudous. The ar doesn’t know about
zoning boundaries. Regulations specifically aimed at the smoke or
the reck itself are to thc point.

Among planners and zoners, the grear shibboleth i Jand use;

was former ly the glue factory, “\V ould vou want a glue factory
in your ncwhbmhuou— " was the clincher. Why a ghuce i"wmryl
do not Lnow. except possibly that ¢lue then meant dead horses
and otd fn‘ﬁ, and the 1qu,uu.u utu}d be counted upl/n To
nice people shudder and stop thinking. There used to be a glue
tactory near us. e was moa small, atractive brick building Jnd
was one of the cleanest-looking plwcc&‘ on its block.

Nowadays, the u]ub fumr\ has been replaced by a different
bogy, the “mortuary,” which is trotted our as a crow ning cxam-
ple of the horrors that msinuate their way into nughbmhood
which Iack tight controls on uses. Yer mortuarics, or funeral par

¢t crecung a new high-rene

9 can find to the presumcd harm wrought by
uncral [(ulors m cities is contained in T'he Selec tion ()f Retail
_Locat/()/zr by Richard I\clson

pCU“lL \lmrmu fun ]

Crai i

Nelson proves smusnca”v that
H
Ors do not ulxr(mnnl\ combine this

call with sh()} pm” CrIT: mds hcwforc it 1s of no extry

AL d

I
Iu hm -icome neighbor mmic of 5 Citics such as New York's
East Harlen, funer Jl parfors can, and often du, operate as positive
and constructive forces, This is hecause a funm al parlor i
~poses an undertaker, U 'ndertakers, like dr ugoists, lawyers, dentists
and clergyuien, are representatives, in thuc Ikl’fhb’)lh’()()d‘» oi"
such qualities as dignity, ambition and know ledge: tbiliey,
typically well-known public ChA actus ,zuwc mn local
Oum often. thev e

2rLEL UHLY O

als
i1axe

resy P~

T hcy
v 1 ]

I

Y AN lll\
ventually g

Like so much of orthodox 1w, th
e s of orthodox ] ing, the presumed harm done
20y thus use and that use has been somichow acee

On(’.k 'K] ir)q f} 1c 101 “

lors as we call them i the city, scem to do no harn. Perhaps n
vital, diversified city nu(fhborhoods in the midse of life, the re-
minder of death i1s not 1[1( pall 1t may be on waning suburban’

pred without any-
Auestomne 1L
o 1¢ questions, “MWhy is it harmful? Just how d()cs it
0 harm, : 7 :
v and what is this harm:” T doubt that there is any legal

‘economic use (and few tlegal ones) which can harm o city dis-

streets. Curiously, the proponents of rigid use controls, who ob-
ject so firmly to death in the city, seem to object equally firmly
to life brcal\mq out in the city.

One of the blocks of Greenwich Village which happens to be
Sp(mmncousl} upgrading itself in attractiveness, interest and eco-
nomic value, happens also to have a funcral parlor on it as this i is
written, and has had for vears. Is this objectionable? Obviously it
has been no deterrent to the famibies who have put money into
the rehabilitation of town houses on the street, nor to the busk
nessumen who have been investing money in opening or refurbish-*

* This particular block, incidenta Iy, is alw
residential strect, and residence is indeed its predominant use, both in facr
and in appearance. But consider whar ¢lse it has, as this is wrircen, rucked
among its residences: the funeral parlor of course, a real estate of flice, t;x 0
Iaundrlcs an antiques shop, a savings and loan office, three doctors” othices
a church and sv nagogue (umlbmul adittle theater ti the rear hehind rh\:
- church and sviagogue, a hairdresser, a voeal studio, five Icsrfmmmli and :

mysterious buildi ng S t-f
t y Lo bul g thut could be anvilin 1w from a school to a erafe-factory
stoarchabilitation center, and isn't telling. '

ays spoken of ]()Cl”\ as a nice
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trict as much as Jack of abundant diversity harms it. No specia
form of city blight 1s nearly so duasmtm(r as the Great Blight of
Dullness. .
Having said this, [ shall bring up a final category of uses which,.
unless their location is controlled, are harmful in abund anty”
diversified city districts. They can be numbered on one hand
patho ots, large or heavy trucl\mo depots, gas st 1ons, gmmm
outdoor adv utmnu*r and cnterprises w lich are harmful not be-
cause of their nature, cxactly, but because i cortain stiects their
scale 1s wrong. :
All five of these problem uscs arc apt to be pmﬁmbk CHOUO‘h
(unlike junk yards) to afford, and to seck, space in vital, diversi-
ficd arcas. l)u/t ar the same time tl\c\ usually act as strect desola-

and are so (1()ml‘

1 1: G
tors. Visually, they are anu: izl ¢
SOBICHHn any mmlurmc

gmgmg thar 1t ard-— or
- PCArance 1o xmke

sense of order o cieher street use ot
mach impression.
The visual effeets of the first four of these problem uses are
casilv scen and often thought about. The uses themselves are the
problem because of the & nds of uses they are. o
FHowever, the fifdh problem use 1 have mentioned is different
because n this case the problem is size of use rather than kind of
1SC. ()n certan m’ccts, ;nw dlspm} ummmrd_\ large ’)LLU} yant of

/\z’,ud,\? of uses, at s

el e oy
Ty it ow C

LHUU ‘}1 ¢Nact
and are indeed an asser.
Jror ex: mlplc mnany uu
their dwellings, all kinds of commercia
these can and do fit in well so long as the street fumtmc whicl
sayv, than that taken up by th

oot e rial?
resiacntia

I and working uscs, and

cach onc occupies s no greater,
typical residence. L nuAHV, as well as figuratively,

The street has a visual character w hich 1s consistent and b mcallw

orderly as well as various. :
But on just such a street, a use that abruptly tales street front-

age on a large scale can appear o explode the street—make 1t ﬂy

apart mn fragmcnts.

* Usually, but not always. What would Thmes Square be without its huge
outdeor advertising?

‘can wreak visual havoc (and sometimes auditory

Snized in /nmmr theary

‘one catcgory to another if that seems dundl le.
eral dozen use categr

‘and rethinking? This

the uses fit in.

formidable. The
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This problem has nothing to do with use, in the usual zoning

csense of use. A restaurant or snack place, a grocery, a cabinet-
“maker, a printer’s shop,

for nstance, can fit well into such a
strect. But exactly the same kind of use—say, a big cafeteriy, a
supermarket, a large woodworking factory or a printing pl(mt~
havoc) because
itison a different scale.

Such streets need controls to defend them from the ruin thar

~completely permissive diversity might indeed bring them. But the
-controls nceded are not controls on kinds of uses. The controls
~needed are controls on the scale of street frontage permitted to a

use.
This
ul

wou

jas}

1

18 so obvious and so ubiquitous a city problem that one
2y

s
d think its solt Uon must be amone

}cor\‘ Yer che ver 'y IS N0t CVen recog-

\& r]n\ 18 Wrtten th(* New York Cie

15598 5 4 0 SO W
"y 1

'Pld[]lllﬂg \J()HHI]IBSI()I] has been il(JI(Ilﬂ(" he H"H‘I”'\ an a new, pf()—

gressive, up-to-the-minute cmnprchumw zoning resolution. In-

terested organizations and individuals in the city have been invited

to study, among other things, the proposed zoning categories into
which strects fall and ro make recommendations for shifts from
There are sev-

nc cach difTferentiated most carcfully and

thLghLlu]ly»-nnd al hem are 1rrelevant to the real-life pmb
ems of use in diverse city districts.

What can you recommend, when the very theory behind such
a zoning resolution—uot mercly its detail—nceeds drastic o

sad circumstance has given risc to many a
ludicrous strategy session, for instance, in the civic organizations

~of Greenwich Village. Many well-loved and popular 1c91dcmml
~side streets contain mixtures and sprinklings of small establish-

ments. These are ge encrally present by c\cmptx(m from existing

s residential zoning, or arc 1 violation of the zoning. Lv cwbody

likes their presence, and no arguments arisc over their dmmlnhrv
The arguments, rather, rev 01\ around the question of what kind
of categories i the new zoning will be Teast ar odds wich the
needs of real Tife. The drawbacks of cach offered category are
argument against a comereial category for

fa)
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such strecets is that, although it will pcrmit the small-scale uscs that . §

arc an assct, it will also permit uses purely as uscs, without regard
to scale; for instance, large supermarkets will be permitted and

these are greatly feared by residents as explosive to such streets

and kstruuuc to residential street character—as they are. Ask

for residential categories, this argument continucs, and then 4
small establishments can infiltrate in violation of the zoning as
they have i the past. The argument against a residential category -
is that somebody might actually take it scriously and the zoning -

against “‘nonconforming” small-scale uses might be enforced! Up-
right citizens, with the civie interests of their neighborhoods
genuinely at heart, sit soberly plotting as to what regulation will
offer the most constructive circamvention of itself.

The dilemma posed is urgent and real. One Greenwich Village
street, for example, recentdly came up against a version of pre-
cisely this problem beeause of a case m the anmi of Standards
and Anpeals. A bake

L 2 A N

and small, has grown v vmrously into a substanrial wholesaler, and
was applying for a zoning exemption to expand considerably far-

hic ctroe ~
LIl OLLiTL

il il
CU, 4t onc Ui uuuluy reta

ther (takine over the quarters of a former wholesale laundry next:

door). The streer, which has long been zoned “residential,” has

been upgrading arselt recently, and many of its property owners

and rentng residents, in their growing pride and concern with
their street, decided to fight the exemption request. They lost. It
1s no wonder they lost, fm therr case was bluny. Some of the

Yeaders of the fight, who owned property or lived in property -

with small-scale nonresidential uses on the ground floors, were
) . . . i o
themselves in conflict, actual or sympathetic, with the “residential

Z(ming—just as surcly as the 1'cl;1tivcly big bnkcry was. How-

ever, precisely the many small-scale nonresidential uses on the
street, which have been inereasing, are responsible for much of
the increased attractiveness and value of the street for residence.
They are acquisitions, and the people on the street know it, for
they make
estate office, a small publishing company, a bookshop, a restau-
rant, a picture {ramer, a cabinctmaker, a shop that sells old posters
and prints. a candy store, a coffee house, a laundry, two groceries,
and a small ex )cruncnml theater.

‘to cmphasize  distinetions bcr\\ een

the streer mteresting and safe. They include a real
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I asked 2 leader of the fight agamst the [)11\&1\’ exemption, a
man who is also the principal owner of reh abilitated residential
property on the srrece, which alternative in his opinion would do
greater harm to his residential pr operty values: the gradual elimi-
nation of all “nonresidential” uscs on the strect, or thc expansion

2 of the ba kery. "The first alternative would be more destructive,

he answered, but added, “Isn’t an implied choice of that l\md
absurd!”

It is absurd. A street like this is a puzzle and an anomaly under
conventional use- zoning theory. It is a pu//lc cven 4as a conuner-
cn] zoning pxoblcm As city conunercial zoni ng has become more

“progressive” (i.c., imitative of suburban (ondmons) it has begun

“local convenience 5]1();).&,
“districe shoppmgi :

WS

Wlth dlstrur wide dtlllCU(mS (111\0 Ihc (abmcmnl\c , the picture
framer, the coffee house) and svith city-wide ntrmctums (like the
theater, the art galleries, the posrer shop). les mixture 1 UquL
but the pattern of unclassifiable div ersity which it represents 1s
not 1a the least umqm All fively, diversified city arcas, full of
vitality ‘md SUTprises, exist in another world from that of subur-

ban commerce.

By no mcans all city streets need zoning for scale of streee

fronmfrc Many streets, })HIHUJLIFI where lnrrL or wide buildings
prmiumr ate, whether for residential or for other uscs or both

bl

can contain enterprises of lar wrge street frontages, and miv them
with small ones too, without appearing to cxplode and disinte-
grate, and without being function: ally overwhelmed by one usc.
Fifth Avenuc has such mixtures of large and small scale. But those
aty streets that do need scale zoning need 1t badly, not )ust for
their own sake but because the presence of streets with consistent
character adds div ersity to the city scenc itself.

Raskin, in his essay on variety, suggested that the greatest flaw
in city zoning is that it pernzts monotony. I ehink this 1s correet
Pcr]nps the next greatest flaw is that it ignores scale of use, where
thl§ 1S an JII]I)OItJIl( L()Il%l(](‘rdrnm or (*()nfug cs 1 with 'I)IJ ,,f use,

L
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and this leads, on the one hand, to visual (and sometimes func--

tional) disintegration of streets, or on the other hand ro indis-
criminate attempts to sort out and segregate kinds of uses no
matter what their size or empiric cffect. Diversity itself is thus

unnccessarily suppressed, rather than onc limited manifestation of
it, unfortunate in certain places.

To be sure, city arcas with flourishing diversity sprout strange

and unpredicrable uses and peculiar scenes. But this is not a draw
back of diversity. This is the point, or part of it. That this should
happen is in keeping with one of the missions of cities.

Paul J. Tillich, professor of theology at Harvard, observes:

By 1ts nature, the metropolis provides what otherwise could be
uiven only hv traveling; namely, the strange. Since the strange
95
i

o

Y
Ty Ee
1

? ads to '\;!105~§=f>;".fs and undermines f;u uliar tradition, it scrves to
elevare reason to ultimate significance There 1s no bctter
pro sof of this fact than the attemipts Olf all toralitarian duLllUllLlLbk
to kccp the strange from their subjects . . . The big city 1s sliced

nto pieces, cach “of which is observed, pur%d and cth/ul The

mystery of the strange and the critical 1 rationality of men are both -§

removed from the city.

This 1s an 1dea familiar to those who

\Irhmmh it 18 n\nwllv (“\}H(&k(’d more li

i.tlv. Kate Sunon, author

ap
10
o

of Ncw) ork ]’lacu and Pleasures, 1s saying much the same thing

when she suggests, “Take the children to ('.r‘m U's [restaurant] §

\r\nn]r\ b 71 OSC ]l‘

r]mv may bump peeple w like 1! 1ICY 1L

. 1
P A e Pt [ P

clsewhere and may possibly never forget.”

The very cxistence of popular city guidebooks, with their em-
phases on the discovery, the curious, the different, are an illustra- -§
tion of Professor Tillich’s point. Cities have the capability of pro- E

viding something for cverybody, only because, and only when,

they are created by everybody.

preciate and enjoy cities,
1




