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Preface and ‘
Acknowledgments

In the mid-1980s planning history and urban history experienced
a dynamic convergence. Heralded in 1985 by a special sympo-
sium in the Journal of the American Planning Association, this creative
fusion of interests and methodologies sparked a decade of study of
the planning and shaping of America’s urban places. From this
exchange has come a more interdisciplinary approach to history
and a more instrumental history itself. Scholars sharing and apply-
ing techniques, insights, and problematics from neighboring fields
or disciplines have altered the basic definitions of planning and
contributed to a greater understanding of both the planning process
and its impact on specific neighborhoods, regions, or communities.
Daniel Schaffer’s edited volume Two Centuries of American Planning,
published in 1988 by the Johns Hopkins University Press, presented
the first intellectual products of the coalescence between urban and
planning history. The present anthology showcases the more com-
plex and contextually grounded research that has issued from this
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marriage.
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Preface and Acknowledgments

Planning the Twentieth-Century American City should be of inter-
est to a diverse audience: all those students, scholars, planners, and
citizens concerned with the social, economic, and spatial dimen-
sions of modern metropolitan America. It should provide useful
food for thought for political, urban, planning, and architectural
historians; urban geographers; urban studies scholars; historic pre-
servationists; and urban policy makers. Above all, it is intended to
meet the needs of planning students and practitioners. As a result,
the discussions move well beyond the institutional framework of
twentieth-century planning to the contexts in which the planning
process unfolds in a given urban place. In other words, the studies
here constitute a practical history of planning that can inform the
decisions of practitioners and policy makers alike. The chapters that
follow investigate planning systematically in order to understand it
and how it has affected and sometimes failed the nation’s cities in
changing ways throughout the twentieth century.

One result of these inquiries is that the definition of planning
has had to be expanded, for the authors have found that profes-
sional planning did not follow a straight and single path in its
evolution, nor does it encompass only the activities of professional
planners. Rather, planning includes a broad range of actors and
actions that have historically shaped urban development. This real-
ization, a positive consequence of the collaboration between urban
and planning historians, is at the heart of this book. Thus the
authors investigate a wide range of cities, planners, and intellectual
and popular influences to find out how planning and development
operated. They furnish several new case studies of the social, eco-
nomic, bureaucratic, and political factors that influenced planning
in a given locale. They also examine the effects of specific values,
assumptions, and planning or urban policy discourses on the devel-
opment of the twentieth-century built environment. In addition,
several essays begin the long overdue task of assessing the impact of
major twentieth-century planning initiatives on the nation’s neigh-
borhoods, downtowns, and metropolitan regions.
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Preface and Acknowledgments

The twenty essays in this volume are organized into four parts,
preceded by an introduction that surveys the historiography of
planning history from its inception during the 1960s to the present
time. These divisions group the chapters roughly chronologically
and by themes. Each chapter opens with a brief introduction that
summarizes its principal argument and the significance of its contri-
bution, and sets the piece within its appropriate historiographical
context. A concluding chapter brings the anthology up to the pres-
ent time by focusing on the new American metropolis of the post-
1970s era and delineating the planning assumptions that have
guided its development.

The editors incurred a number of debts as they brought the
essays in this anthology together. Four chapters of this volume are
reprinted from other works through the kind permission of Sage
Publications, Inc., which originally published “Home Building and
Industrial Decentralization/in Los Angeles: The Roots of the Postwar
Urban Region,” by Greg Hise, in the Journal of Urban History 19(2),
Feb. 1993; Pennsylvania State University Press, which published
Carl Abbott’s “Five Downtown Strategies: Policy Discourse and
Downtown Planning since 1945” in the Journal of Policy History 5(1),
1993; the Journal of the American Planning Association, which origi-
nally featured Thomas Hanchett’s “Federal Incentives and the
Growth of Local Planning, 1941-1948” in its volume 60(2), Spring
1994; and the University of California Press, Journals Division,
which published “World War II and Urban California: City Planning
and the Transformation Hypothesis,” by Roger Lotchin, in the Pacific
Historical Review 62(2), May 1993. We also wish to thank urban
historian Mark H. Rose and planning historian Laurence C. Gerckens
for reading the entire manuscript; their comments and criticisms
enabled us to improve its quality tremendously. To our editor
George FE Thompson, at the Center for American Places in Harrison-

burg, Virginia, we offer sincere thanks for his patience and judicious
good sense in guiding the book from its conception through the
manuscript preparation and production processes.
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INTRODUCTION

The History of
Planning History

MARY CORBIN SIES
CHRISTOPHER SILVER

lanning history emerged as a recognized field of study only

quite recently but since the 1960s has produced layer upon
layer of knowledge about city and regional planners, designs, the
planning process, its institutional loci, and its broader social, politi-
cal, cultural, and intellectual contexts. Some of the contributions,
like map overlays, provide a single perspective on a complex land-
scape. Others integrate information from several perspectives to
provide startling new insights. Thus an appropriate place to begin
this volume on the history of city planning in the United States is to
review briefly that body of literature: it will show at a glance the
many separate paths that planning ideas and experience and the
histories written about them have taken.

As scholars have grappled with the challenge of mapping the
history of planning thought and practice, they have changed their
very definitions of the phenomena that qualify as planning activi-
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ties. At different times, “planning” has meant the design of com-
prehensive plans and discrete urban spaces, or the creation of en-
abling legislation, or the conduct of social research, or the practice
of a wide array of community development functions. At the same
time, the cast of characters known as “planners” has expanded to
include not only individuals belonging to the planning profession,
narrowly defined, but all those public officials and private citizens,
men and women, who create the urban landscape and shoulder the
many responsibilities this entails, from zoning and transportation to
settlement house work, subdivision development, and historic
preservation.

Planning historians have also increased their purview and
their understanding of the contextual circumstances—social, racial,
cultural, economic, and political—that have influenced both plan-
ning and plan implementation in a given locality. This broadening
has led many scholars to adopt interdisciplinary approaches to their
work that are in tune with the complexities of planning and there-
fore have great potential for informing contemporary planning
practice. Indeed, one of the purposes of this volume is to demon-
strate that planning history has much to offer in the way of useful
lessons for contemporary and future planners, policy makers, and
residents of the nation’s urban places. The rest of this chapter
provides a roughly chronological review of planning history as it has
pursued the dynamic interdisciplinary scholarship for which it is
known today.

Planning Historians’ Initial Concept of Planning

According to the first planning historians, the modern planning
movement began at the turn of the twentieth century. Mel Scott,
author of the first standard planning history text, American City
Planning since 1890 (1969), noted that as early as 1900 a wide array
of intellectuals, social reformers, business leaders, professionals, and
officials at all levels of government consciously embraced the idea of

N
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“planning,” in the belief that it was necessary to safeguard the
country’s social system. How that novel concept was to be defined,
however, was hotly contested. Consequently, the modern planning
movement had no coherent identity in the earliest years of the
century. In 1917 the movement achieved formal recognition with
the formation of the American City Planning Institute. Its fifty-two
charter members, each of whom had at least two years of city
planning experience, included fourteen landscape architects, thir-
teen engineers, five architects, four real estate figures, and a larger
contingent of academics and civic reformers. All were intent upon
advancing the practice of city planning, although it was still un-
defined and evolving in various directions. As Scott generously
observed, “Collectively they provided the new institute with a rich-
ness of experience certain to contribute to a breadth of understand-
ing of urban problems and opportunities. But the very diversity of
their backgrounds also iridicated that this would be a professional
organization in which consensus might be difficult to achieve.”!

By the 1920s, most adherents of the nascent movement had
decided that the central purpose of planning was to guide and
manage efficiently the processes of metropolitan development. In
both city and suburbs, planners focused their attention on the
design or redesign of the physical landscape. A handful of intellec-
tuals and social activists, like Walter Lippmann, Charles Zeublin,
and Mary Kingsbury Simkhovitch, defined planning quite differ-
ently: they saw it as a'process of establishing and implementing
economic and social priorities at the national and even international
levels.> Nevertheless, the mainstream of planning thought in the
early twentieth century concentrated almost exclusively on the
spatial dimensions of urbanization. Underlying this focus was a
widely shared environmental determinism rooted in the reform
tradition of the Progressive Era. Early-twentieth-century planners
believed that through proper design of the metropolitan environ-
ment it would be possible to alleviate a wide range of social, eco-
nomic, and political problems. Influencing the spatial city offered a
common cause to those persons who advocated intervention in the
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urban development process through planning, even though they
may have supported distinctive types of spatial solutions with con-
flicting objectives and decidedly different consequences.

Planning History as Celebration of
Planning’s Pioneers

Many of the scholars who began to write the history of American
city planning in the 1960s shared the reform ideals and accepted a
good deal of the environmental determinism of the early twentieth-

~ century planners. They focused their research on the “master plan-

ners,” especially those whose ideas were firmly rooted in the
Progressive reform tradition. Thus the first historical studies were
biographical in nature, concentrating on the lives and times of a
handful of leading practitioners and their plan making or plan
conceptualizing, as demonstrated by the sketches of Henry Wright
and John Nolen, two of “city planning’s truly great men,” that
appeared in the November 1960 issue of the Journal of the American
Institute of Planners (JAIP). Both articles, and the whole series of
comparable sketches that followed, celebrated the reform ideals and
design achievements of the pioneers of American city planning.
Most of those planning pioneers had built their reputations on their
work as consultants to civic groups and to a prominent urban elite.
While serving in this capacity, they experimented with new urban
forms and designed spatial alternatives to the much maligned in-
dustrial metropolis.?

The historical sketches published during the 1960s occasion-
ally featured a British figure such as Ebenezer Howard or Sir Ray-
mond Unwin, whose Garden City and new town concepts helped
shape British reform efforts and eventually American planning.* In
its November 1972 issue, the JAIP launched a new historical biogra-
phy series that became a regular feature. Over the next few years,
the journal published carefully crafted biographical sketches of a
select group of both theorists and practitioners: Patrick Geddes, the

Sty v
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urban theorist; Rexford Tugwell, America’s greenbelt advocate;
Benjamin Marsh, congestion fighter and organizer of the first na-
tional planning conclave in 1909; Charles Dyer Norton, promoter of
the Regional Plan of New York; Harland Bartholomew, the prolific
professional consultant and America’s first public planner; Walter
Burley Griffin, the expatriate planner of Canberra; Lewis Mumford,
the holistic thinker; Benton MacKaye, the park planner; and E. A.
Gutkind, the outsider.’ In 1978 JAIP finally acknowledged that the
planning pioneers included women as well as men, a point that
Eugenie L. Birch established in “Woman-Made America: The Case
of Early Public Housing Policy.”®

The journal commissioned articles on these particular individ-
uals because planning historians judged their reform ideas seminal
to the development of the best of the mainstream American plan-
ning movement. These discussions of pioneering planners and their
reform ideals and design ,‘aychievements were addressed primarily to
members of a rather young profession seeking a clearer understand-
ing of its founders and its ideological origins. Although narrowly
framed and often one-dimensional, these early planning “histories”
were important for their canonizing function. Dominating planning
history for more than a decade, they laid the ideological ground-
work for what later became “a systematic study of institutionalized
planning.””

The American Planner: Biographies and Reflections (1983), edited
by Donald Krueckeberg, reprinted some of the biographical essays
from JAIP and supplemented the discontinued biographical series
with additional sketches, expanding the definition of figures central
to planning history in the process. He included a discussion of
women in planning by Eugenie Birch and chapters on zoning ex-
perts Edward Bassett and Alfred Bettman; housing planners Edith
Elmer Wood, Coleman Woodbury, and Charles Abrams; and plan-
ning consultant Ladislas Segoe. Krueckeberg’s volume concentrated
on planning figures whose careers spanned the first half of the
twentieth century, a “special” period in which “a new profession
devoted to the unified and comprehensive planning of cities and
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regions [endeavored] to satisfy human needs with both beauty and
efficiency.”® What made the early years of the American planning
movement special, Michael Brooks recently agreed, was the crucial
work of the first generations of planners who established “the
underlying values of the profession”; they “reminded us of the
critical responsibilities we bear for the well-being of all who reside
in the communities we purport to serve.”’

The American Planner canonized key figures who “played a
direct role in the development of the planning profession” while
broadening the range of recognized planning activities and ac-
knowledging the plurality of professional interests among the plan-
ning pioneers. Krueckeberg offered his collection of biographies,
published at the close of a period in which the planning profession
had grown from several hundred persons after World War II to
nearly 25,000 by 1980, for the explicit purpose of helping members
of a more diverse profession (re)discover their shared ideals and
training. Writing in direct response to the rapid growth and magni-
tude of change in the profession and the mood of shattered opti-
mism characterizing urban life in the late twentieth century,
Krueckeberg foresaw a coming period of redirection for the profes-
sion and held out the pioneer planners’ ideals and experiences as a
springboard for reflecting on what its nature might be. Planning
history, as he approached it, would serve to “restore our memories,
review our commitments, and to extend our sense of company.”"°

Planning History as the Chronicle of
Institutionalized Planning

With Mel Scott’s American City Planning since 1890, a massive com-
missioned history published in 1969 to commemorate the fiftieth
anniversary of the founding of the American Institute of Planners,
planning history received its first systematic study of institutional-
ized planning. Defining planning as the “development of the plan-
ning function in modern government,” Scott reified the conceptual
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framework first developed by planning’s historical biographers.
Building on the initial portraits of the planning pioneers, he traced
the origins of modern planning in the United States and its institu-
tions to the reform ideals of the progressive movement. While
cognizant of the many shortcomings of the planning movement
over the ensuing years, Scott treated all practitioners as direct
ideological descendants of those early reformers, or implied they
should have been. Thus parts of American City Planning take on a
heroic tone, the fundamental idea being that “entire cities and
metropolitan regions can be developed and renewed by a continu-
ous process of decision-making based on long-range planning.”"!
Throughout the 653 pages of text, the author emphasized the
evolution of master planning by providing extended discussions of
Burnham'’s plans for Washington, Cleveland, San Francisco, and
Chicago, and of plan making through the City Functional Era, the
New Deal, and into the post-World War II period. In other words,
the formulation and implementation of comprehensive plans in the
nation’s largest metropolitan areas formed the central plot in Scott’s
history, and he relied upon an impressive array of original plans and
interviews with planners to flesh out the details of his narrative.

It is difficult to overemphasize the importance of American City
Planning in the historiography of planning history; it remained the
standard text on the subject, a source of indoctrination and inspira-
tion for students in schools of planning, well into the 1980s.'* With
his authoritative study, Scott greatly broadened the subject matter
of planning history and gave it an important place in the history of
the nation, arguing that “the planning function in society touches
almost all interests, affects almost all aspects of our lives, and holds
enormous potential for improving our institutions and our environ-
ment.” Scott recognized that city planning was closely intertwined
with “highly complex social, economic, and political forces,” al-
though his investigation of those forces was highly selective. As a
commissioned work for the American Institute of Planners, Ameri-
can City Planning concentrated on showcasing many of the institute’s
most prominent figures. But Scott also included those “persons
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outside the profession—financiers, industrialists, merchants, mem-
bers of other professions, writers, professors of political science,
economics, sociology, and law, legislators, mayors, governors, and
presidents—[who] have influenced the development of planning
perhaps as much as the recognized practitioners and their cohorts,
the professors of city and regional planning in our universities.”"?

American City Planning thus achieved two milestones in plan-
ning historiography: it greatly expanded historians’ definition of
persons contributing to the planning process, and it synthesized an
impressive if highly selected amount of data on institutionalized
planning that would come to represent the standard account. What
Scott left out of the work, however, was almost as significant as
what he included. For his case studies of city planning, he relied
exclusively on the major American metropolises, especially Boston,
Chicago, Los Angeles, New York, Philadelphia, St. Louis, and Wash-
ington, D.C. Planning in small towns and cities, indeed in whole
regions, received no mention at all. Except for a passage on the
Atlanta Region Metropolitan Planning Commission and a few brief
comments on Dallas, Scott overlooked virtually the entire urban
South and Southwest. Although he carefully examined efforts since
the 1920s to initiate regional planning, he omitted the striking
phenomenon of residential suburbanization from his survey.

The most serious intellectual shortcoming of American City
Planning, however, was Scott’s failure to distance himself from the
profession sufficiently to assess critically its fundamental values and
motives; he was unable to penetrate the rhetoric of reform that
planners drew upon to legitimize their actions. A related and telling
deficiency was the lack of attention to the differential impacts of
institutionalized planning on the diverse array of districts, neigh-
borhoods, and communities in the modern metropolis. For exam-
ple, Scott studiously avoided considering the racial implications of
twentieth-century planning. Since the early 1970s numerous schol-
ars have worked steadily to redress this oversight in the planning
history literature. Christopher Silver and Marc Weiss have docu-
mented the racial basis of early zoning. Silver, Howard Gillette, and
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others have pointed out the racial and ethnic exclusion objectives of
Clarence Perry’s neighborhood unit plan and the community plan-
ning process that it spawned over the next four decades.' In “Zon-
ing and the American Dream,” Weiss has demonstrated that when
the Supreme Court embraced zoning in the Euclid v. Ambler case in
1926, it was clearly concerned with issues of social segregation as
well as issues of land use.’ In quite a range of studies, several
historians have investigated the powerful impact that significant
federal and local planning initiatives—Ilike highways, housing,
urban renewal, and downtown development—have had on urban
minority communities.!¢

The Call to Expand the Scope of Planning History

Those scholars who studied the racial implications of planning deci-
sions broadened the conceptual base of planning history consider-
ably by explaining some of the contextual factors that shaped key
planning decisions. Following their lead, planner/educator David A.
Johnson and planning historian Daniel Schaffer organized a special
symposium, published in the Journal of the American Planning Associ-
ation (JAPA) in 1985, to define a new planning history. Entitled
“Learning from the Past—The History of Planning,” the forum
championed a more instrumental planning history, one more critical,
more methodologically adventuresome, more cognizant of the ex-
ternal circumstances within which planners made and implemented
their decisions and urban citizens responded to the outcome. In
short, it was a planning history more useful to those engaged in
planning practice. Noting the “multidisciplinary international
movement” that planning history had become, Johnson and Schaf-
fer asked symposium participants to address the question, “How
usable is planning’s past to planning’s present—and future?” The
discussions illustrated two premises: that “history is often an effec-
tive tool in formulating planning policy,” and “that the past—or at
least selective segments of the past—is always with us in the here
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and now.” As Seymour Mandelbaum put it in his contribution,
history is an “intellectual battleground’ where images of the past
count not only because they serve as justification for current poli-
cies, but also because they help to set the agenda within which the
debate takes place.”"’

While cautioning about the dangers of historicism, Johnson
and Schaffer urged planning historians to relate their research to
present-day practices in order to understand those of the past, and vice
versa, and to move beyond the chronicle of institutional development
that Scott’s history provides. An effective historical analysis, they ar-
gued, can “uncover and understand those truly historic moments”
when the choices of planners and policy makers “made a difference
in the shape and functioning of cities and regions.” Historians can
best study those “critical junctures” systematically and on several
levels at once: by analyzing the decision-making process, the issues
raised, the contextual circumstances, and the underlying values
shaping the planning profession and the institutions it has served.'®

The promotion of urban deconcentration during the early
twentieth century as a solution to various social ills caused by
congestion and the lack of proper housing for the expanding urban
population was just such a “critical juncture” in planning history. In
the early 1980s scholars investigating deconcentration and the
suburbanization process began producing more conceptually so-
phisticated histories of the kind Johnson and Schaffer advocated,
for a time moving planning history from an urban to a suburban
focus. The new suburban histories fell into two broad categories.
One treated the history of suburban development from the perspec-
tive of its place within the larger geopolitical development of Amer-
ican cities.”” The second category—generally case studies—
concentrated on the suburbs themselves and analyzed their designs
and community-building processes from the inside out.*

Studies from the first category—Ilike Sam Bass Warner’s Street-
car Suburbs, Kenneth T. Jackson’s Crabgrass Frontier, and Edel, Sclar,
and Luria’s Shaky Palaces—have clarified greatly the forces shaping
urban and suburban growth: notably, regional population growth,
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new transportation and production technologies, class conflict, and
racial discrimination. Histories from the second category—Henry C.
Binford’s The First Suburbs, Robert Fishman's Bourgeois Utopias, and
Michael H. Ebner’s Creating Chicago’s North Shore, for example—have
brought to light important social, cultural, and ideological influ-
ences that guide local decisions on suburban form and lifestyle. At
the same time, these works have expanded the historian’s concep-
tion of the term “planning” itself. In the development of suburbia,
“the term planned suburb does not imply necessarily that for each
... community there existed a formal and written plan. Many . . .
suburbs possessed no formal plan but were nonetheless products of
deliberate and systematic decisions made on the part of an identifi-
able set of key citizens to guide design and development.”?!

Throughout the 1980s urban historians also produced an im-
pressive array of books and articles documenting the critical role
that planning decisions played in metropolitan development. Like
their counterparts studying suburban history, urbanists challenged
the very definition of “planning.” Their research demonstrated that
professional planners were not always doing the planning, and even
when they were involved, the planning was characteristically piece-
meal rather than comprehensive. Edward K. Muller and John E.
Bauman suggested that scholars look beyond officialdom to under-
stand fully how cities were planned in the twentieth century. The
Olmsted firm, they pointed out, served the private “landscape needs
of the urban-industrial elite” by introducing striking new commu-
nity forms that have survived in the face of rapid change during the
latter part of this century. Records in the Frederick Law Olmsted
papers document the firm’s pervasive influence on private subdivi-
sion planning throughout urban America.?> Mary Corbin Sies’s re-
search on planned, exclusive suburbs, as well as Ann Durkin Keating’s
Building Chicago and Weiss’s The Rise of the Community Builders, pub-
lished during the late 1980s, established the importance of private
initiatives in planning history.?

The growing involvement of urban and suburban historians in
planning history helped bring about both the innovations in meth-
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odology that Johnson and Schaffer called for and a more critical
assessment of the role of the planner and planning. Seymour
Mandelbaum noted that urban historians, in contrast to planners,
were “not likely to accept a narrative of urban development that
exaggerates the role of professionals, regardless of its salutary influ-
ence on the morale of novice planners.” As long as planning histo-
rians focused their research on the creation of master plans, the
actions of heroic planners, and the influence of official planning
organizations on the urban development process, planning history
would maintain only a “peripheral niche” in urban history.*

Planning History Joins Urban History

Johnson and Schaffer’s view—that planning history should concen-
trate less on eternal verities and more on contemporary practice—
represented a wholesale shift in approach if not in purpose. Two
Centuries of American Planning (1988), edited by Daniel Schaffer, signi-
fied the completion of this transformation; its contributors set forth
more systematically than ever before the history of urban planning as
an extension of urban history. In so doing, they suggested that plan-
ning history had to provide an understanding of the metropolitan
structure that had evolved in the nineteenth and twentieth centu-
ries if it was to inform professional practice successfully. Thus Schaf-
fer’s anthology, prepared for the most part by leading urban historians,
shifted planning history more squarely into urban history’s purview.
Professional planning as defined in Krueckeberg’s biographical
or Scott’s institutional accounts seemed all but forgotten. Instead,
interest groups, private individuals, politics, and public policy initia-
tives spearheaded planned urban change. Of the scores of profes-
sional planners discussed in Scott’s American City Planning, for
example, only Frederick Law Olmsted and his stepson John C.
received prominent treatment in Schaffer’s compilation. Among its
contributors, William H. Wilson discussed not only John Olmsted'’s
planning of Seattle’s park system but also the influence of various
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planning movements on Olmsted’s plans and the recasting of those
plans through the political process so that they could be implemented.
Wilson and other contributors replaced planning as an activity of
independent actors with planning as a complex political process
filled with compromises and incremental accomplishments.?

The urban historians who contributed to Two Centuries of Amer-
ican Planning also cast a more critical eye on the planning process, as
Mandelbaum had predicted they would. In his introduction, Schaf-
fer linked the recent intellectual vitality of planning history to the
contemporary crisis in the planning profession; practitioners were
turning to their past for insights and answers. Noting the loss of
public confidence the profession had suffered during the 1980s,
Schaffer argued that planning had become a metaphor for the
problems of government and the contradictions in American life.
“Each metropolis exists as a visible reminder of the nation’s eco-
nomic successes and failurés. In the process each reveals the limits
of planning, and more significantly of government, either to guide
our prosperity or to overcome our poverty.”%¢

Implicated in these contradictions, Schaffer suggested, were
two centuries of a serious conflict in purpose at the heart of the
planning profession. “At one level, it is concerned with economic
growth—setting the stage for private development and individual
prosperity. On another level, it focuses on issues of reform and
equity . . . so as to ensure a greater level of equality rather than
more vigorous competition.” In strong contrast to planning histori-
ans writing in the 1960s and 1970s, who emphasized the
profession’s indebtedness to Progressive reform ideals, the contribu-
tors to Schaffer’s volume argued that private economic develop-
ment had become the dominant concern.?” By promoting a more
self-reflexive and instrumental planning history, they joined the
many practitioners who in the late 1980s had begun calling for a
new planning vision that would enable the nation to balance the
desire for economic growth with the need for social equity.

In their widely ranging pursuit of a more usable past, the
urban historians achieved another interpretive landmark: they
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pushed the origins of modern planning well back into the nine-
teenth century, demonstrating convincingly that progressive reform
ideas represented merely a new synthesis of well-established reform
currents. At the same time, they continued to reconceptualize both
the planning process and its cast of characters. In The New Urban
Landscape (1986), David Schuyler demonstrated not only that Fred-
erick Law Olmsted was practicing “comprehensive planning” in the
mid-nineteenth century but that he and some of his contemporaries
had developed a multifaceted vision of urban form—a vision that
was not just an aesthetic but “involved a statement of political and
social ideology.” As David Hammack, one of Schaffer’s authors,
pointed out, real estate attorneys, developers, manufacturers, and
merchants had all made important contributions to the planning
and building of the actual urban landscape during the nineteenth
century. “All of these men promoted comprehensive planning,”
Hammack wrote, “even though none was trained as a professional
planner or claimed the title of landscape architect.” Moreover, their
“planning” had greater impact on the urban environment than did
the impressive formal designs of gardens, parks, or streetscapes
prepared by landscape architects like Olmsted, who were canonized
as pioneer planners. Most of the latter’s best plans were either never
implemented or were realized only in piecemeal fashion, so they
had little influence except on fellow design professionals.?

In a pivotal essay in Introduction to Planning History in the United
States (1983), edited by Donald Krueckeberg, Jon Peterson cited
further evidence of urban planning’s early origins. Peterson noted
that the invention and widespread application of the water carriage
sewer system during the mid-nineteenth century facilitated the
building of a comprehensive urban infrastructure. Sanitary reform-
ers of the time also promoted the sanitary survey, a primitive form
of urban planning that “entailed the systematic mapping and re-
cording of sanitary conditions on every