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Design Standards: Whose Meanings?

John R. Stilgoe

A study of the changing meanings of words repays the attention of anyone interested in design standards and regulations. For instance, in an early edition of Noah Webster’s American Dictionary of the English Language (1828) the word truth had a fixity and authority about it. Webster defined it as “Conformity to fact or reality; exact accordance with that which is, or has been, or shall be.” By 1997 truth had acquired a more socially rooted definition. The Merriam-Webster Collegiate Dictionary included truth as “a judgement, proposition, or idea that is true or accepted as true.” 
The American Heritage Collegiate Dictionary (2000) concurred: truth is “a statement proven to be or accepted as true.”

Thus, the American lexicography of truth suggests that truth is out there, removed from human construction, while simultaneously it lives as a creature of people who agree to believe something as true. So, too, "standard English” turns out to be something very nonstandard indeed, but rather something all too easily agreed upon by the upper middle managers of United States culture.
 It forms a useful portal not only on urban design standards and regulations, but also on their perception by various publics who read them.

Urban designers now confront the insidious impact of standard English, shaping almost the entire fabric of urban design through its shaping of the wording of urban design standards. Enacted into law or into codes having the impact of law, urban design standards by definition prove accessible to anyone, designer or layman alike. The word standard designates something much different from criterion, but urban designers almost never insist on the distinction. According to the Random House Unabridged Dictionary (2nd ed.), “a standard is an authoritative rule that usually implies a model or pattern for guidance, by comparison with which the quantity, excellence, correctness etc. of other things may be determined. A criterion is a principle used to judge the value or suitability of something without necessarily implying any comparison.” For designers, attending to this distinction would thrust them into lexicographical progress, away from divine truth as the arbiter of all. Instead they accept the contemporary understanding of truth as that upon which most thoughtful people immediately agree.

Urban design practitioners and academics frequently admit that they know nothing about the origin of certain standards, while understanding that the standards that govern public space and structure are governed by and interpreted by standard English.
 Thus, whereas late-twentieth-century urban design theory may seem at first glance a quasi-private language understood only by urban designers, any dictionary-equipped intellectual finds it not only instantly accessible, but immediately intelligible. Art historians, philosophers, and (lately) attorneys understand it with verve and sureness. Yet that language owes almost nothing to the lexicography of A Dictionary of Architecture and Building, and contemporary urban designers, unlike psychologists and other professionals, find themselves unable to convert period English, let alone classical Latin and Greek, terminology into neologisms designating new forms and concepts.
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Consequently, the entire urban design profession surrenders to an ever-growing burden of public-language-based standards never tested by urban designers and seemingly accessible to anyone beyond the design professions. In the meantime, urban designers know well that small cohorts of Americans simply ignore contemporary urban design standards and that other very large cohorts appear poised to do so. Whereas advertisers seem to have understood the existence of divergent publics and languages as early as 1910 (see Figure 2.1), only now do urban designers awaken to the staggering burden of imposed but untested standards. Historically, had a consensus been established about criteria, then a variety of standards could have been tested for their suitability. Almost no one speaks about this issue.

Applying these ideas to existing urban space and structure demands both some inquiry into the way language shapes public discourse concerning design and into the creation of deviant urban form that apparently rewards not only elite cohorts but other cohorts too. The second issue demands far more attention than the first, but in the end cannot be understood without some cursory glance at the language used by designers, theorists, critics, other intellectuals, and the educated general public. 
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Stairs prove a useful portal on language in the years following enactment of the Americans with Disabilities Act in 1990. Discussing stairs in public became tricky in the late 1980s and is now excruciatingly difficult.

The expressions flight of stairs and flight of steps connote far more than stair, stairway, or staircase. All three latter terms more or less denote the structure containing steps. The word flight suggests a series of steps more or less exposed to view and more or less seeming to lack underpinning (a flight of stairs with its supports deliberately masked becomes, of course, a flying stair, something most Americans know from Hollywood films about antebellum plantation houses, etc.). Until the 1980s and the advent of the argument that stairs obstruct the physically disabled, most designers and most architectural-history-educated college graduates understood stairs as a built form intended to slightly mimic the flight of birds and angels. While the mimicry might escape someone climbing a narrow attic stair, it did not escape people, especially women, descending formal interior staircases that made them appear as angels or goddesses condescending to join the humanity on a plane below. Most definitely, it did not escape people using the great open stairs of Italian and other cities, and, subsequently, fronting public buildings like the Boston Public Library. Although stairs provided short-term, everyday exercise that helped keep urban dwellers in good physical condition, they existed less for beauty and exercise than simply to move people from one level to another in a minimum of space. But everyone understood the meanings implicit in the word flight, even if they usually used staircases or elevators.

Flight scarcely designates an elevator. Elevators stand in rows or banks or ranks, but no one speaks of flights of elevators. The elevator car is ordinarily enclosed, albeit sometimes in glass, and the double doors make social entrances graceless. Like wheelchair ramps, elevators receive very little standard-English embellishment and, for that matter, figure in few paintings.

To publicly champion flights of stairs in an age of pediatric obesity, junk food, and the appalling prospect of adult-onset diabetes becoming epidemic is to endure the most virulent attack imaginable. Hate mail and worse chases anyone who points out not only the health-giving impacts of stairs but the artistic-visual-emotional surcharge implicit in the word flight. The vast preponderance of Americans, especially intellectuals snared in an ideology-based social agenda, now scorns stairs as wicked impediments to people confined to wheelchairs. That ramps not only encourage conflicts among pedestrians, bicyclists, skateboarders, and the handicapped has become something rarely discussed, and that the long-term impact of healthy people using ramps instead of stairs that provide cardiovascular exercise has been essentially unmentioned until very recently.
 Very definitely, urban design standards imposed by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) evolved from too-hasty discussion and a gross failure to test draft standards against multiple criteria. Equally definitely, an amorphous group of Americans«md»and a large part of the American media«md»reject categorically that ADA standards may be egregious. Discussion of ADA-based standards has become private, a “politically incorrect” discussion confined to the corners of design-office studios and to the inner sanctums of schools of public health.

Difficulties in accessing past examples hobbles designers. Despite the best efforts of architectural historians and other scholars, few designers learn much about how earlier generations used built form of any scale, let alone consciously conceived of using it. Undoubtedly, departmental and disciplinary division within universities contributes to scholarly failure, and the demise of maverick, interdisciplinary scholars runs a close second. Most adult Americans appear to know nothing of how childhood in hot climates affects the activation of sweat glands during puberty, a simple fact of physical anthropology that lies next to the taproot of American racism.
 British colonists settling Georgia and South Carolina correctly thought Africans did better in the intense heat and humidity; but the children of both races did equally well.
 The proliferation of air conditioning across the United States masks older concerns about “seasoning,” “thin blood,” and so on, while concealing too the determined efforts of some parents to raise children free of the artificial coolness that makes adults unable to cope with extreme heat and humidity when they must.
 Perceiving air conditioning through the prism of a powerful elite preparing their children for the global-warming heat waves of the immediate future necessarily taxes scholars, most of whom lack the mix of medical, anthropological, architectural, and cultural knowledge that explains what acute scrutinizers of the American South and the Caribbean now and then note«md»upper-class white children playing outdoors in the heat, not lounging in air conditioning.
 Expecting architects, landscape architects, and urban designers to design buildings (especially schools), spaces, and cities according to anti-air-conditioning-cohort thinking is laughable.

But it is laughable only at public and quasi-public scales. Some designers know the cohort well, and design for it, away from both public-realm standard English and public-realm design standards. Falling Water not only responds to client intent, but to client willingness to stretch design standards. As architecture students eventually realize, however, Falling Water is a house designed by a genius for nonconformist clients; it is not a public building, let alone a swath of urban fabric. After architecture school young designers tweak their own living accommodation. How far they push the limits of building codes proves essentially private, although visitors to first houses sometimes remark on the stairs freed of banister and balusters in order that rooms may seem larger. Children of architects rarely fall from such altered flights of steps, or if they do, their accidents go unreported by parents willing to accept a little risk for larger benefit. But all of this is domestic experiment only, although it may in time shape the design of houses for clients willing to push parameters imposed by zoning regulations and building codes. Electric codes prove something else, however. So far as anyone knows, few designers or clients«md»even designers designing for themselves«md»deliberately flout electrical-code rules at domestic or any other scales. The electrical code is standard«md»and sacrosanct.

The National Electrical Code (NEC) is Section 70 of the National Fire Protection Code of the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA). The NEC originated in the building of a fake city. Work nearly stopped on the World’s Columbian Exposition in Chicago in 1893 when insurance companies refused to insure. The long-simmering battle between Thomas Edison and his direct-current electricity and George Westinghouse and his alternating-current power erupted in charges and counter-charges when Westinghouse won the contract to wire the Exposition. Built essentially of cheap jute fiber and plaster, the so-called White City had become a maze of electrical wiring that worried exhibitors and insurers. The latter dispatched a Boston electrician, William Henry Merrill, to review designs and construction and recommend improvements. When Exposition organizers accepted all his suggestions, insurers provided coverage.
 While a nonelectrical fire in the last weeks of the fair killed thirteen Chicago firefighters, the insurance firms so valued Merrill’s advice that they backed his creation of the Underwriters’ Electrical Bureau in 1894. Whereas the Bureau at first undertook to test the safety of electrical devices, it quickly emphasized that five separate electrical codes governed United States construction, and after a series of meetings in 1896, and the sending of draft codes to 1200 experts for response, NFPA issued the first National Electrical Code in 1897.
 The Code is updated regularly, lately on a 3-year schedule.

NFPA makes clear what it expects the Code to be«md»and what the Code is not. “This Code is not intended as a design specification or an instruction manual for untrained persons,” it asserts in NEC 2002. Moreover, the Code exists only to safeguard persons and property from electrical hazards, and “compliance therewith and proper maintenance will result in an installation that is essentially free from hazard but not necessarily efficient, convenient, or adequate for good service or future expansion of electrical use.”
 The Code covers buildings and parking lots, floating buildings and recreational vehicles, carnivals and industrial substations, but not ships, railroad rolling stock, equipment in underground mines, nor the infrastructure of public utilities. The Code is lengthy, minutely detailed, and divided into sections ranging from dumbwaiters to stables to gasoline pumps to swimming pools to recreational-vehicle parks to theaters to hospitals to marinas. Almost any terrestrial, stationary built form outside the immediate control of electricity utilities and equipped with electricity beyond flashlights must be built according to the Code. To build otherwise is illegal, to create a public hazard, and to create something that cannot be insured.

Atop the Code blooms an accretion of secondary but equally significant standards. Many states have provisions beyond the Code and require designers and contractors to implement them as well. Massachusetts, for example, mandates the colors of low-voltage wiring, something about which the Code provides some latitude of choice.

Variations among states make small-scale production, like manufactured housing, particularly tricky: firms must make certain any particular manufactured house meets the specifications of the state in which it will be sold, and because state standards sometimes differ, firms cannot simply build to the most stringent standard. Large-scale production becomes equally tricky: designers of large structures and planned urban developments discover that particular states treat components like wire raceways and multiple-bend conduit differently. Local-code knowledge becomes essential in any design process, local or otherwise, and frustrates designers thinking of consigning working-drawing preparation to Pacific Rim countries or considering duplicating a successful design in another state.

In the final analysis, the National Electrical Code indeed becomes a design standard. Whereas some states provide for designers to retain consulting engineers who act as inspectors when projects prove too complex for municipal electrical inspectors, designers wishing to depart from the Code do so at the risk of lengthy appeals processes. Typically, appeals begin with intent to use materials newer than the latest Code, one reason NFPA regularly updates the Code. But some extremely traditional applications endure in the Code too. Concealed knob-and-tube wiring can now be installed only to extend existing installations or “by special permission,” but never in commercial garages, motion picture studios, theaters, and locations likely to house hazardous materials. Paired single-insulated conductors running through white porcelain insulators may well be safer than contemporary wiring, especially if the conductors are placed in metal conduit, but not for decades has the Code championed anything other than the ordinary conductors found in contemporary houses and other structures. “Special permission” means only the “written consent of the authority having jurisdiction,” however, so perhaps somewhere beyond an open-framed museum some client or designer has installed knob-and-tube service from the days of Edison, the White City, and the Underwriters’ Electrical Bureau.
 The Code accepts retrospective appeals more easily than it does innovative ones, but professionals nowadays make few wide-ranging requests for change, and public utilities make none. Utilities work exempt from the Code. Instead they maintain their own industrial association that tests equipment and establishes standards so that the fixtures on the poles are the same across the United States.

Exemption involves not only much of twentieth-century urban design history, but governs much of the future of urban design as well. Perhaps nowhere else do standards«md»not necessarily criteria«md»play such a large-scale role as in the creation of cities.

Electricity used to leak. The phenomenon was properly designated stray current or vagrant electricity through the 1920s; afterward a newer term, electrolysis, almost wholly but less than accurately replaced it. Nowadays leaking current concerns few laymen, mostly pleasure-boat owners who know that in salt water dissimilar metals produce slight electrical currents that “eat up” fasteners, propellers, even keels. But well into the 1930s electrolysis irritated property owners and city governments and played a shadowy role in city planning. Electric utilities, and especially street-railway and subway firms, generated stray current that corroded, then destroyed, underground facilities such as gas and water mains and now and then trickled into buried telephone and electric cables. “About fifteen years ago, when railway currents were discovered to be damaging underground mains, little concern was given to the matter by the railway companies,” wrote A. A. Knudson in “Remedies for Electrolysis,” a 1906 Cassier Magazine article aimed at engineers and city planners. “In fact, few would admit responsibility for such damage.”
 Only the success of legal actions aimed at banning trolley-car and subway operation forced electric traction firms to better ground their return current and to make nearly perfect the loop between overhead wire or third rail and the dynamo producing the current that otherwise strayed.

No one worries when trolley cars slosh through puddles of water salted by snow-removal chemicals, although the cars connect the 600-volt direct-current loop poles of catenary and ground rails. No one worries about walking through such puddles as a trolley car rolls through them, but once cautious people wondered. A spate of books appeared after the Knudson article. Burton McCollum’s 1916 Leakage of Currents from Electric Railways and Edgar Raymond Shepard’s 1919 Leakage Resistance of Street Railway Roadbeds and Its Relation to Electrolysis of Underground Structures examined the technical issues raised in legal treatises like Arthur F. Curtis’s 1915 Law of Electricity Including Electrolysis.
 Few historians examine the 30-year-long period following the invention of street railways in which high-voltage current strayed far and wide. Only a handful of contemporary engineers speak much about the contemporary urban cohabitation of direct- and alternating-current loops, the direct current powering light-rail vehicles rolling through puddles, and the alternating current powering everything else but cell phones.
 But any historian who examines the period cannot avoid wondering if something more insidious than noise drove elite families away from new trolley-car lines and in time caused certain businesses to relocate too.
 (See Figure 2.2.)
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Electricity strays through the air too, and magazines aimed at the educated general public published eerie stories about the straying, usually lifted directly from professional journals. In 1923 Literary Digest reprinted an article from Western Machinery World detailing events inside a restaurant opened adjacent to a Manhattan electric substation. The stray current swiveled tableware, magnetized pots to stoves, and turned plated tableware black. Grounded steel plating eventually solved the problem, and no one wondered (in print) about short- or long-term health consequences.
 But broadcast radio had already spawned fears of crude electromagnetic fields: Twenty years after wireless telegraphy arrived in the United States, observers of urban landscape had begun to realize the frequency with which radio stations located transmitters adjacent to marshes, especially salt marshes. If the antenna and coil of a radio could receive signals that passed through walls (and through the bodies of children huddled around radios receiving The Lone Ranger) what else was a wired house but a vast concatenation of copper wire that might electromagnetize its occupants? Despite their guffaws, experts realized that not everyone worrying might be dismissed as Luddite.

As early as 1913, a Literary Digest article warned readers of the relative dangers of alternating and direct current, and subsequent articles focused on high-tension-line stray electricity.
 But by the late 1920s most general-audience articles had devolved to warnings about never touching live wires and always hiring electricians. Yet special-interest journals by then had just begun reporting unnerving findings. In 1930 Science reported that years earlier two General Electric Company researchers had discovered the elevation in body temperature of men working around short-wave radio transmitters and had begun a controlled experiment that subjected 25 GE employees to fever-inducing electric fields.
 Nothing of such research seems to have entered the public imagination, let alone altered urban design, say in regulations governing the siting of 50,000-watt commercial radio stations. But just as early nineteenth-century New York dispatched tanneries and gunpowder makers to the New Jersey meadowlands, then dispatched chemical and oil refineries, so somehow the meadowlands sprouted the first of the countless antennae that defy counting by Amtrak passengers today.

Only very recently have architects begun exploring the consequences of stray current, but to their credit their interest quickly followed articles appearing in Nature, The Ecologist, and other journals.
 In a 1991 Architectural Record entitled “What’s Zapping You?” James S. Russell examines the design and public policy issues originating in the reemergence of deep concern about current straying from high-tension electric wires, microwave antennae, and portable devices like cell phones.
 Although a handful of researchers have never stopped inquiring into stray electricity (the United States Bureau of Radiological Health published a most intriguing study on microwave ovens in 1969, for example) any scholar looking backward wonders at the urban design implications of the bifurcated electrical codes and at varying responses across a wide range of groups.
 For example, by the late 1970s, the American automobile industry feared that stray electricity, chiefly in the form of urban electromagnetic fields, might make automobile microprocessors malfunction and cause wrecks.
 Yet no overarching studies guide urban-design-focused researchers, especially those intrigued by the difference between standards and criteria.

The present patchwork of electromagnetic criteria not only mask the simple fact that criteria for alternative technologies were not discussed, let alone evaluated, in the past, but that contemporary criteria often evolve from those accepted by majorities of early-era experts. Trial-and-error techniques, not rigorous testing, produced guidelines that early professional organizations accepted by majority vote and that successor groups continue to fine tune. However hard to believe, neither the National Electrical Code nor the several practices followed by regulated electrical utilities originated in tests. They are not criteria in any way eighteenth-century readers of Johnson’s Dictionary might understand, for they have been tested in no particular ways, and most certainly not against divinity. They improve largely through invention and research and discovery of error, but not through trial. Despite assertions to the contrary, they comprise design standards in ruthless ways architecture-school graduates learn upon entering the real-world studio. Something as simple as the routing of three-phase alternating current governs real estate investment and even zoning, and although electric utilities can route power anywhere, they do so only when assured of near-future profit.
 Yet few analysts of urban design focus on the juicy mix of technical standard and political power that creates the urban fabric, and almost no scholar examines the private response to seemingly ubiquitous electrical standards.

How people respond privately to electricity-based issues rewards sustained scrutiny. At one level, the response shapes urban and suburban design. Many educated Americans will not buy houses adjacent to the high-tension electric lines that interfere with car-radio signals, and developers act accordingly.
 The reality or fantasy of health hazards is not important to analysts of urbanization: what matters is the impact. At another level, the sensitivity of some people, perhaps especially children, to stray electricity may surface in an unconscious response like attention deficit; in half-conscious insistence that something is wrong with a particular, usually indoor environment; or, more rarely«md»perhaps because so rarely verbalized«md»in a conscious dislike of electrified structures.
 Why some people like to camp, boat in traditional vessels, hunt, hike, or embark on eco-tourist trips sometimes involves a conscious willingness to escape the sound of alternating electricity; sometimes this is but a half-conscious desire. Some concert musicians loath the hum of alternating current electricity. Hyper-auditory people may be unable to function in urban locales, but many others simply need quiet«md»what sort of quiet remains unstudied. Such people necessarily seek out nonurban locations: as the NEC makes clear, even parking lots and parks are now electrified, and people attempting to escape the 50 to 60 Hz hum of electricity find few places in a city free of it. Now and then they encounter urban buildings severed from electricity, and they notice not only the lack of electricity, but the onset of a feeling of well-being.
 Certainly some adults wake from sleep when electricity service fails, and although the sudden silence of household appliances may account for some waking, others report that the sudden silence of the ubiquitous hum jars them awake. People who explicitly understand that a 4-week vacation on a Maine island reinvigorates and re-creates in part because the island lacks electricity raise extraordinary questions for human ecologists, however, because such people often make clear that the hum of alternating current is only part of a larger concatenation of irritation they escape on vacation.

Designing for people annoyed by electricity can mean simply replacing alternating current with direct current, but it can also mean designing a house minus electrical service.
 The first is manageable under the NEC and companion codes, if expensive; the second is easy under the NEC but practically impossible under most building and zoning codes. If one searches for an electricity-free structure, one must look far into rural or wilderness America, among people who call themselves off-gridders, or else cruise the Maine islands in summer after sundown and note the houses lit by candles, gas, and kerosene and occupied by established wealthy families vacationing from electricity. People opposed to continuous surrounding by electricity prove to be as elusive to scholars as opportunistic nudists or those comfortable in thrions on a hot day. Just as the naked often know much about comfort without air conditioning (including hot-weather eating and sleeping techniques), so the off-gridders raise vexing issues not only about the subconscious appeal of places like Machu Picchu and other nonelectrified urban ruins, but about the ability of scholars to understand forces governing urban design and the rejection of urban design, let alone the creation and adoption (official and otherwise) of urban design standards.
 Most importantly, however, private behavior forces scholars to confront the tortuous difficulties implicit in reconstructing the making of urban design standards.
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Lexicography offers one model of confrontation. Certain unabridged dictionaries, especially The Century Dictionary and The Oxford English Dictionary, provide quotations showing the earliest known written (usually published) use of a word in a particular way. Determined readers can trace usages of words like truth, standard, criterion, and normal. University libraries typically hold many editions of particular dictionaries, and even undergraduates can find guides to lexicographical research. But few libraries hold multiple editions of the National Electrical Code, and electrical-utility practice proves even more elusive, and sometimes almost illusory. How some earlier edition of the NEC informed the design, let alone the construction, of the Empire State Building or how the array of Consolidated Edison lines shaped the building of midtown Manhattan may be properly engineering rather than architectural or urban design history, but surely the overall impact of electricity must inform any history of urban architecture and urban design. Yet design-school students asking about such issues receive mostly shrugs.

Anti-urban ideology snares a handful of such students every year, in large part because of the shrugs. Simple questions originating in careful scrutiny get little attention and skew undergraduates into self-directed research. Period books like Cities Are Abnormal, a 1946 University of Oklahoma Press tour de force edited by Elmer T. Peterson, still speak not only to students curious about the development of postwar megalopolitan regions, but to anyone wondering about air quality, noise pollution, quality of light, even electrical force fields.
 Equip a design-school student with a simple stray-electricity-finding device, and the student is highly likely to seek for stray electricity first within the school structure, then his or her apartment and neighborhood. Once equipped with the device, the design student sees the urban fabric as something dramatically more complex than he or she hitherto realized, and may well begin realizing that the marshy location of broadcast radio transmitters is a requirement of radio technology. The transformation of evaluation occurs when students carry other sorts of metering devices into the field (or scrape dust from their Lower Manhattan windowsills and dispatch it for asbestos-content analysis), but as yet urban designers ignore the transformation although it impacts more and more liberal arts undergraduates by the year. In many instances, a student curious about some component of urban design discovers urban designers know nothing officially about it.

Standard and Nonstandard Urban Form

In an extraordinary way, the lack of knowledge perhaps drives the burgeoning tourist industry focused on urban form built predating modern building codes. Rockport at the end of Cape Ann in Massachusetts exemplifies the curious attraction of nonstandard urban form. Two loci in Rockport demonstrate not only the difficulty of ascertaining the roles of standards in shaping that form, but the power of nonstandardized urban form to attract the general public.

Passenger trains terminating at Rockport disembark both commuters and weekend visitors in an old rail yard lacking all amenities but a simple passenger shelter. Despite its poor repair and haphazard multiple uses, the rail yard rewards scrutiny as the sort of place most people ignore. The yard is almost entirely a concatenation of space and structure standardized more than a century ago.

Certainly the track is the so-called standard gauge, the rails spaced precisely four feet, eight-and-a-half inches apart, the eight-and-a-half-foot-long wood ties placed nine inches apart. The freight house, used nowadays for hay storage, is not only a standard one (designed in the 1870s by Boston & Maine Railroad draftsmen and still wearing the faded standard paint scheme last modified in the 1950s), but its trackside doors stand precisely four feet above the rail head. Abutting the rail yard are industrial and commercial buildings sited with some regard for the adjacent railroad and often designed according to railroad standards.
 The old lumberyard buildings show abandoned doorways four feet above the long-gone rails, for example, and the massive pillar crane rusts eight feet from the edge of the ties. Somnolent on a weekend afternoon in summer, the yard stores three commuter trains that leave for Boston every Monday morning.
 On the main station track arrive and depart the trains that serve weekend tourists.

A surprising flexibility exists within the terminal trackage. Originally built to serve mid-nineteenth-century freight and passenger trains, and then modified to serve mostly commuter trains, the rail yard subsequently hosted a profitable, Depression-era long-distance passenger service. In June 1930, a through Pullman sleeper arrived in Rockport from New York City via Worcester. The service proved extremely successful: at the end of the July 4 weekend an extra train of five Pullmans and a baggage car left for New York via Worcester. In 1931 Pullmans began leaving Washington, D.C. at 4:10 p.m. and arriving in Rockport at 7:29 the following morning: the cars left Sundays at 8:36 and reached Washington at noon.
 In later decades only commuter and tourist trains served the platform once graced by the massive Pullman cars.

The Rockport rail terminal masks the simple secret implicit in disused and rarely used passenger stations everywhere in the United States. The standardized rail network can support short- and long-distance passenger service anywhere. An airliner may operate between large cities, but it can scarcely land and take off from tiny airstrips. Yet a long-distance passenger train may pause briefly, often during only one season, at any tiny station between great terminals, and special trains may operate by a variety of routings to terminals like Rockport. The simple asphalt platform at Rockport is as capable of receiving Amtrak passenger cars as it is of serving commuter-train cars, for the platform is built at standard height.

More than historicism must shape any sustained scrutiny of stations like Rockport. The whole future of regional design is bound up with rail networks very poorly understood by most designers, but increasingly studied by real estate developers and other business-focused experts. At Bethel in Maine, on the main line of the St. Lawrence & Atlantic Railroad, a prosperous freight line, stands a brand new railroad station with a high-level platform. About 50 miles west of Portland, the new station temporarily houses an economic development agency that scarcely masks its long-term intent. A mile from the entrance to Sunday River, a ski resort, the station is intended to handle Amtrak passenger cars whisked north along the new Boston-to-Portland route. Maine is developing a hub of rail lines radiating from Portland, intent on making both the coastal towns and interior ski resorts accessible by rail, and assuming that tourists from Boston will choose to bypass highway traffic and the entire state of New Hampshire, especially in bad weather and energy crises.
 The entire Maine effort depends on the standardized rail system that originates in a myriad of construction and operating standards.

Anyone analyzing the Rockport or Bethel passenger-train facilities quickly discovers a paucity of guidebooks that explain such loci, but even the adjacent structures defy immediate scrutiny. The tractor-trailer loading dock next to the terminal throat is retrofitted into an existing structure and uses the abutting roadway as part of its turning axis. That a business next to a railroad-yard freight station ships and receives by truck surprises no one remotely familiar with twentieth-century changes in goods transport, but understanding the design of the loading dock as an architectural expression of the power of vehicular design that shapes structures, spaces, and even urban form thrusts the educated observer toward specialist guides like Time-Saver Standards for Landscape Architecture.

Unlike the NEC, Time-Saver Standards is a one-time volume published in 1988. Essentially its standards are minimum ones, and its editors urge designers to expand on the recommendations. But the chapter entitled “Spatial Standards” includes charts explaining tractor-trailer dimensions as well as plans and elevations depicting the docking of such vehicles. The volume is most certainly a design guidebook, albeit one far more suggestive than any electrical code, and it is a generic one, unlike specialized ones such as Mobil Landscape Manual.
 In it the inquiring undergraduate or educated post-graduate inquirer can at least learn that semi-trailers unload at the old four-foot-high standard created by the railroad industry and that almost all such trailers unload from the rear.
 In Rockport a walker quickly discerns the impact of freight vehicles on urban design: railroad cars typically unload from the side; and rear-unloading trucks move at right angles to structures. Not surprisingly, but perhaps importantly in the long run, Time-Saver Standards includes nothing about design for railroad equipment, let alone for passengers at railroad stations.

At Rockport tourists walk immediately from the railroad terminal area toward the harbor, unwittingly abandoning the zone devoted to convenience and hardware stores, fast food, and banking on which residents depend. For almost a century, tourists have walked toward the harbor village a half mile away, and especially onto Bearskin Neck, an eighteenth-century urban jumble of wood-frame structures. Bearskin Neck is crowded, and not only with tourists; it represents a perfect example of mixed-use economy, for the restaurants and shops retailing to tourists stand adjacent to working fish houses. It is picturesque and more importantly, quaint.
 It is so because it is nonstandard, an urban environment highly valued because it is obviously different.

Tourists discovered Rockport Harbor«md»and especially Bearskin Neck«md»almost simultaneously with artists finding not only inexpensive summer lodging, but light, space, and ramshackle structure worth painting. By 1915 the town had its own economic development engine finely tuned, and in the 1920s boasted of “quarries haunted by artists, campers on Bearskin Neck, old mansions built with pirates’ gold,” along with a witch’s house and other attractions.
 But Bearskin Neck focused all tourist-attracting effort.

In 1800 local quarrymen began building the present network of granite docks and piers, and the public works stimulated not only the fishing industry, but the building of shipyards, bait and clam houses, and ship chandleries around the circa-1775 Punch Bowl Tavern. “These buildings were all shapes, sizes, angles and colors, as though some nor’easter had blown them there, and no one had taken the trouble to straighten them out,” enthused one 1924 publicist. Prosperity meant chiefly the abandonment of the Neck by retailers anxious to build on land immediately adjacent. By about 1890 “many of the old buildings were deserted; and the picturesqueness of the place increased with age and decay.” Into the decay came several thoughtful developers, who fixed up the structures into artist camps and studios to rent to painters, magazine illustrators, and others, many from New York who called the spot “the Greenwich Village of Cape Ann.” Juxtaposition of active fishing operations, boat- and ship-building, and working artists brought tourists who thronged the three narrow lanes and competed with motorists pulling up for fresh fish. In time entrepreneurs opened galleries and shops catering to the tourists and people searching for fresh lobster and fish.

Publicists emphasized the physical contiguity of the Rockport experience. Visitors might wander about, making one discovery after another, for Rockport “attractions are not displayed in orderly array, but must be sought.” Certainly they might watch everything from the unloading of fish to the making of paintings. But, too, they could mingle. “You may stand on the very edge of the wharf, touch elbows with the man who hoists the bucket, and climb over the fish if you feel sufficiently sure of your footing,” wrote Arthur P. Morley in his brochure, Rockport: A Town of the Sea, in 1924. “You may watch the building of a boat, not hastily, as one who is conducted through a shipbuilding plant, but rather you may spend all day talking with the shipbuilders, if you wish.”
 The tourist will find old salts, pick out lobsters to be boiled on the spot, and converse with the artists. Everywhere stand perfect places to make photographs and everywhere are photogenic subjects, but the Bearskin Neck experience is more than visual. It is olfactory, tactile, historic, and liberating. It smells of fresh fish. It is not spoiled.
AU: “talking” with the shipbuilders meant?
Throughout the late twentieth century Rockport fine-tuned its tourist-attracting engine, building on one of the most successful adaptive-reuse efforts ever. It rebuilt a fish house destroyed in the blizzard of 1978, ensuring the structure that painters called “Motif Number One” would endure as a simulacrum. It converted a disused school into housing and created a shuttle bus system to relieve automobile congestion. It keeps tourists focused on Bearskin Neck, knowing full well that other towns cannot build such urban fabric, that even Disney cannot duplicate urban space that so violates contemporary zoning, building, and fire codes.

Most tourists find difficulty in expressing their love of Bearskin Neck. Words like cute and quaint clearly do not designate what the tourists think of the urban fabric, and expressions like “everyone is so nice here” make little sense in an era fixated on tolerance but scarred by road rage and other rudeness. The crowding is part of the positive experience, and the mingling of automobiles and delivery trucks somehow a distinct pleasure. Gentle collisions between working fishermen and visitors and between visitors and pleasure boaters sometimes salt restaurant conversation. But few tourists note the absence of working artists (although artwork is for sale everywhere), and only rarely do tourists express any desire to duplicate Bearskin Neck elsewhere.
 Perhaps tourists sense what urban design graduate students recognize.

Urban design standards prohibit the building of fabric like Bearskin Neck. Much of the Neck is not handicapped accessible, and indeed it is difficult to see how it ever might be made so. The dead-end lanes make fire department officers wince, and the closeness of wood-frame buildings make them cringe. Any thoughtful wanderer hopes that electrical services are up to date, and any inquirer finds at least the remains of derelict services long ago condemned in the NEC. EMTs wonder at ambulance maneuvering room, and truck drivers marvel at the skill of UPS drivers negotiating the lanes thronged with visitors walking with no thought of motor vehicles. Bearskin Neck ought to exemplify urban failure long left behind. Instead it exemplifies what thousands of tourists appear to want from urban form.

Interpreting the attitude of the educated general public necessarily proves excruciatingly difficult. The scholar photographing the Rockport rail yard and environs gets curious looks and eventually a long slow stare by a passing police officer.
 On Bearskin Neck the same photographer is only one of hundreds, and apparently unnoticed. The rail yard and modern structures about it must strike the public as visually unattractive, the exact opposite of Bearskin Neck, which is photogenic.

Yet the public, no matter how well educated and no matter how articulate, finds explanation essentially beyond its abilities. Urban design students, even urban designers, most certainly study Bearskin Neck, but they do so in a peculiar state of make-believe. Whatever they learn from looking and sketching and even making measured drawings, a ruthless set of standards forbids them to implement elsewhere. Although an architect«md»even a savvy carpenter«md»may measure a Bearskin Neck fish house with thoughts of duplicating it in some backwoods location beyond the scrutiny of building inspectors, no urban designer seriously considers duplicating Bearskin Neck. To ask an urban designer what regulations would have to expire in order that some component of the Bearskin Neck experience might be managed«md»say the promiscuous commingling of pedestrians and motor vehicles«md»is to release a torrent of opposition to the regulations designers accept but loath and an extraordinary perception that standards differ from criteria. If Bearskin Neck works so well, if it has not burned down, if its visitors are not frequently mangled by motor vehicles, why do design standards prevent its re-creation elsewhere?

Standards often originate in well-meant effort to avoid catastrophe, but the originators themselves get surprisingly little scrutiny. The discovery of Bearskin Neck by artists, then by a handful of avant-garde tourists, then by publicists, then by thousands of tourists coincides almost perfectly with the early twentieth-century wave of standards making that by the 1920s produced a homogenized fabric of newly built form many Americans condemned as spoiling both cities and suburbs. Creating standards as the National Fire Protection Association created Section 70 proceeded essentially by discussion, then by acclamation«md»not by testing against criteria. Standards originated in reform, but about the reformers themselves scholars remain remarkably quiet, perhaps out of fear of diminishing the value of reform itself.

American reform originates at least partly in power grabbing by would-be elites.
 
Abolitionists comprise the chief example. Upper-class, politically powerful northerners accepted or at least tolerated African-American slavery and assumed that economic transformation would gradually end the “peculiar institution” across the south well before 1900. Anti-slavery advocacy began among religious and other groups championing abolition in part to elevate their own social status: by helping an oppressed cohort of Americans, the helpers demonstrated their power to help.
 At first anti-slavery advocates made little gains toward their professed ends, but they most certainly created a network of affiliated anti-slavery organizations. The organizations slowly gathered enough funds to provide leaders with full-time paid positions, and eventually to influence elections throughout the northern states. Only recently have historians said much about the ulterior individual and group motives of abolitionists, and even now few educated Americans know that during the Civil War northern abolitionist groups lobbied to purchase plantations condemned into public property by all-African-American state legislatures in the occupied southern states.
 The mercenary component of abolitionist effort proves so explosive in the twenty-first century that few historians routinely mention it any more than they note the marked racism of so many northern abolitionists. Equating carpetbaggers with abolitionists causes classroom uproar and skews undergraduate perception of the reform enacted by the abolitionists.

In a similar way, temperance reform endures as a shadowy effort in twentieth-century United States social history. Culminating in Prohibition, the effort pioneered by disenfranchised Protestant women in an increasingly multidenominational and secular society only rarely reaches the general public as an anti-immigrant, anti-Catholic effort at ensuring political and social status.
 Women losing social position in economic booms and panics demonstrated their power by helping victims of liquor consumption and eventually orchestrated what most modern Americans recall as a catastrophic miscarriage of political power, one requiring amending the Constitution and still driving the marketing of Coca-Cola and other soft drinks. Few students learn much about the Women’s Christian Temperance Union, and only rare graduate students discover links between prohibition and tax reform. Even fewer ferret out reasons why so few urban designers specify a tavern or two as ways of anchoring neighborhoods in planned urban developments.

Today few Americans acknowledge the simple fact that the Constitution permits federal and state governments to treat some Americans differently from others. But the Sixteenth Amendment permitting government to tax the rich more heavily than the middle class, indeed to tax some citizens and not others, gets stunningly little attention. Only rarely do students learn that some states pointedly failed to ratify the amendment, and almost none learn anything about the social position of the proponents of the reform, let alone their ulterior motives. Almost never do they learn about the income-tax impact on land holding and land development.

Almost never do university undergraduates learn anything of the way Catholics organized to censor and then reform what they saw as the Protestant-fueled sexuality of Hollywood cinema in the 1920s. Students no more learn about such material in film-as-art courses than they ponder the so-called community values that still underlie the studio-based film-rating system.
 Whatever Hollywood will and will not show in films now, it still eschews frontal nudity, an eschewing that offers a fitful portal on the cohort of Americans at ease in little or nothing since before the reform movement. Scholars know now that reforming Hollywood cinema was one way Catholic intellectuals flexed newfound political muscle, but almost never do historians of film admit that the reform may have permanently deflected some film goers, produced the contemporary pornography industry, and produced an intellectual community fearful of even photographing nudity.
 Examining the mid-twentieth-century cinema reform movement raises too many issues of religion, class, and feminism for all but the most intrepid film scholars.

Standardization of building and other codes within a framework of city planning reform occurred midway after abolitionism, simultaneously with the temperance and graduated-income-tax movements, and just before the cinema-reform movement, but as of yet scholars wholly ignore the creators and creation of the standards and the urban design/city planning movement that framed both.
 As Arthur Mann pointed out in 1954 in his brilliant Yankee Reformers in the Urban Age: Social Reform in Boston, 1880«nd»1900, late-nineteenth-century reformers came from socially marginalized groups. It is easy to laugh at the 1880 legislation that allowed Bostonians to smoke legally in public, but difficult to smile at the grittiness with which economically struggling Protestants confronted prospering Catholics and Jews and the tenacity with which so many Yankee families held on to the image of the rural New England village as emblem of paradise. Similarly, the Irish-American immigrants were unwilling to revise their views of Catholicism, and the immigrant Jews were equally unwilling to confront radicalism. Over all hung the anxiety with which the lower middle class viewed urbanization and modernization, perhaps especially the rigors of technological change within cities.
 It is equally hard to focus on an elite that rejected urban living because reforms restricted most tightly in cities. Who projected, championed, and promulgated the standards that reshaped urban design after 1890?
 Did the standard bearers rise from the ranks of the threatened and become the vanguard of a still unrecognized group that used the creating of standards as a tool of self-advancement? Who fled from the reformers, and who simply ignored them?

What Mann discussed easily in the middle 1950s nowadays strikes sparks in any milieu. Ask graduate students to profile those people news media call “welfare advocates” and students quickly discern the close connection between advocacy and salary maintenance. Even retrospective profiling proves risky. No one knows much about the 1,200 men who defined Section 70 of the National Fire Prevention Code, and until historians do know a great deal historians can conclude very little.
 But one thing seems certain. All of the turn-of-the-century codes that by 1915 subtly shaped urban design originated as standards, not criteria.

No one appears to have tested concepts, measurements, directives, and guidelines against anything that might have mattered to Webster, or even to Johnson and Worcester, let alone to the editors of the 1997 Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary. Whether or not contemporary urban design standards«md»especially those resulting from standards like the NEC or from Time-Saver Standards for Landscape Architecture«md»are true is a proposition that elicits only smiles, shakes of heads, perhaps quiet expressions of dismissal or pity for the inquirer. But the blatantly obvious example of Bearskin Neck and places like it raise the most profound sorts of dangers for an urban design profession still laboring under the yoke of standards that produced not only the Rockport railroad yard, but a century of the most appalling sorts of shopping malls, public schools, and residential areas imaginable. People visit Bearskin Neck in large part because they live in standardized space and structure.

Russell Sturgis, in his The Dictionary of Architecture and Building (1901), warned correctly against the engineer’s viewpoint and machine-made design.
 But by 1901 architects, urban designers, and other designers had already lost much of their ability to converse not only with the educated general public using standard English, but with the cohort at ease with words missing from unabridged dictionaries. In 1901 chemists and psychologists and psychiatrists had little difficulty in using specialist language as the components of neologisms. But architects had begun ignoring the terms Sturgis defined, while not naming new components of buildings and cities. The enthusiasm for literary theory that swept design schools in the late 1970s perhaps originated in an inchoate need for nonvisual language among designers despairing of clients understanding paper plans, let alone computer-generated ones. Almost certainly it involved a fast-developing awareness among architects that they lacked a vocabulary that designated the components of most structures designed after the middle 1960s.
 Unlike 1960s chemists and psychiatrists, the traditional nomenclature of architecture«md»and urban design«md»proved unable to produce neologisms. As more and more architects experienced the embarrassment of being unable to name the components of engineered, machine-made window frames and other building constituents noticed by curious clients, let alone components of monorails and utility towers, literary theory perhaps seemed a likely solution to a bedeviling problem. But literary theory is just that, not linguistic theory, and it deals with standard language, not necessarily the language of elites.
 Within a decade, designers found themselves trapped, and perhaps urban designers found themselves trapped worst.

Government and nonprofit organizations like the National Fire Protection Association use words to produce design standards that do not represent a range of choices within agreed-upon criteria. Designers can contest such standards only with words, and only with words can designers offer alternatives. All the visual and spatial and design vocabulary designers use to know and to express intent vanishes before the power of standard written language. 

Experienced designers and their trusted friends know about the sketches and rough designs hidden from clients and even from other designers. The so-called after five drawings once kept inside personal sketchbooks or rolled inside rolls of disused drawings now lurk in corners of computer-screen directories. Such designs are personal and corporate dynamite, the tangible expression of what many educated people see as utter nastiness, almost depravity.

AU: pls indicate specific citation for Fig. 2.3   [2x03 here]
In a way, the designs are the pornography of the design professions. The designs display the degradation of standards many practitioners and academics scorn in secret and bemoan in private but adhere to in public. More significantly, the designs transcend pornography to express ideals beyond the practiced capacity of most people familiar with standardized design.

Such designs include those by landscape architects momentarily ignoring the Americans with Disabilities Act and exploring the use of stairs along steep seacoasts and riverbanks. They include architects’ drawings of public structures tiered without regard for ADA guidelines, elevator regulations, fire-escape routes, and lighting standards, but all assuming occupants agile enough to escape through windows in emergencies. Among them number one school building created out of memories of the deep magic of summer camps and a college dormitory designed around the notion of a structural skeleton students divide and subdivide. And they include sketches for urban revitalization using places like Bearskin Neck as models.

These designs reward scrutiny, but only the trusted friends of the designers earn the privilege of pondering urban visions originating in human-scale, pedestrian-focused concepts utterly free of the standards young design-school graduates encounter the moment they enter practice. Designers fear«md»with reason«md»public knowledge of their efforts. Like the wearers of thrions or less, the designers know the short- and long-term effects of public censure and they know too the envy that accompanies discovery of behavior that empowers beyond the ordinary.

But urban designers now stand on the threshold of extraordinary opportunity. Visual studies theory opens a new prospect beyond the 20-year-long experiment with literary theory. As Donald D. Hoffman demonstrates in Visual Intelligence: How We Create What We See, we see long before we learn to read, and even long before we learn to speak.
 Visual intelligence occupies almost half of the human brain cortex and is welded to both emotional and rational intelligence. Only recently have vision researchers opened the prospects that so excite cognitive scientists, and that should excite urban designers. But while the cognitive scientists and a host of suddenly interested experts, from attorneys to advertisers, probe the emerging findings of vision researchers, urban designers so far remain hesitant. Almost certainly their hesitancy involves not only the excruciating difficulties of their own visual language, and chiefly the difficulty of defining that language for non-design audiences, but their growing awareness that massive components of urban design result from standards imposed by those outside urban design. Any thoughtful undergraduate studying lexicography quickly realizes how old definitions of truth, standard, and criterion impact contemporary physical and social science and how little such discussion means to urban designers snared by standards and guidelines about which they can scarcely speak«md»especially visually«md»to the educated general public.

As that public grows restive about the future of urban design, it must necessarily wonder that vast subjects ranging from electricity to standards pass unnoticed in almost all histories of United States urban design.
 Indeed, as Kenneth Kolson argues in his Big Plans: The Allure and Folly of Urban Design, the early 1960s appear to have been pivotal in urban design thinking. In 1961 appeared both Lewis Mumford’s The City in History and Jane Jacobs’s The Death and Life of Great American Cities, one championing enlightened, responsible city planning, the other extolling the virtues of pre-planning-era form.
 A new cohort of thinkers, Kolson the chief among them and the first into print, suggest that after the early or middle 1960s, something happened. Urban design entered not only a discrete phase, but became a subject about which urban designers, critics, and«md»most of the time«md»the educated general public spoke in standard ways only.
 Kolson emphasizes that his book is “concerned with visual images,” as those images both “give expression to the fantasies of their creators and fire the imaginations of those who receive or ‘consume’ them.” In arguing that such images overemphasize rationality, Kolson makes a point novel in books aimed at the educated general public, one that appears to be catapulting him to fame in circles outside urban design.
 It is a point focusing much non-design thinking about how urban form originates.

What then is the visual truth implicit in urban form and in urban design? The eighteenth-century wry phrase, “Where’s the truth in that?” becomes important the more visual researchers pry into linguistic and literary theory.

If Bearskin Neck immediately pleases and energizes residents and visitors alike, why is it not one of the standards to which urban designers owe the fidelity Webster, Johnson, and Worcester equally value? It is not wholly laughable to call Bearskin Neck a truth of urban design, at least in lexicographical terms: after all, a great many people seek it out to enjoy it. But to do so is to slide perilously far from non-standard-English toward the speech of cognoscenti who know truth as something other than that upon which most people agree, perhaps especially something they know visually. It is easy to laugh about thrions, but in the 1970s energy crisis behavioral scientists grasped the synergy between architectural form proposed for hot, humid summers and abbreviated attire. In the late 1970s, sophisticated research led scientists to the simple conclusion that people in very little clothing«md»at home, at work, and on urban streets«md»consumed far less air conditioning and other energy, a conclusion the scientists felt had massive implications for the design of the built environment.
 Scientists merely arrived at what a tiny cohort of Americans accepted as nonstandard but effective (if nonurban) behavior, at what so many intellectuals know so little about and thus frequently dismiss, and at what lexicographers once considered a simple truth.

The scientists understood that standards originate in standard English and that standard English frames all urban design standards, but they realized that criteria rule more powerfully. It is past time urban designers and city planners move beyond standards never tested against criteria to what the scientists«md»and the eighteenth- and nineteenth-century lexicographers«md»understood as criteria.
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� British town planners easily accept the role of pubs.  Few American urban designers say much about the unofficial standards that govern numbers of liquor licenses:;  in Massachusetts, for example, the Alcoholic Beverage Control Commission (a relic of temperance reform) assumes one liquor license for every thousand 1,000 people per municipality, something that that makes PUDs planned urban developments difficult to envision and explains the enduring presence of temperance-era convenience stores called “spas.”
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� Photographers know the dangers of depicting nude children, at least in the United States.  . The examples of Sally Mann and Jock Sturges skew all photography nowadays, and produce all sorts of non-public photographic effort.





� One courageous exception is Linda Williams, Hardcore: Power, Pleasure, and the “Frenzy of the Visible” (1989: rev. ed. Berkeley:  : University of California Press, 1989; rev. ed. 1999).





� Even the period of reform remains vaguely known:  : see, for example, John A. Garraty, The New Commonwealth, 1877 to 1890 (New York: Harper, 1968), an enduring study of the urban moment that produced reform, that scarcely mentions architecture or urban design, let alone the reform of building standards.
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� Here, see the 1997 Merriam Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary definition of standard.





� Visual Intelligence: How We Create What We See (New York:  Norton, 1998).





� See, for example, Richard E. Foglesong, Planning the Capitalist City:  The Colonial Era to the 1920s (Princeton:   Princeton University Press, 1986), and Mel Scott, American City Planning Since 1890:  : A History Commemorating the Fiftieth Anniversary of the American Institute of Planners (Berkeley:    University of California Press, 1969):  ). nonNon-design university students probing the vocabularies of urban design eventually realize that these and similar books slight entire vocabularies of urban design, and but none discover the implications of Scott’s book appearing in the midst of books about reformers.  See also Spiro Kostof, The City Assembled:  The Elements of Urban Form Through History (Boston:  Little, Brown, 1992).





� The City in History (New York: Harcourt, 1961); The Death and Life of Great American Cities (New York:   Vintage, 1961).  The extent to which Jacobs understood city planners as another subset of United States reformers within the framework Mann and others established remains unstudied.    





� Kenneth Kolson:   Big Plans:  The Allure and Folly of Urban Design (Baltimore:  Johns Hopkins University Press, 2001): esp. 1-«nd»13.





� Big Plans,p. 12.  More than any book I have encountered in twenty-five25 years of teaching, Big Plans interests non-design academics interested in either contemporary urban form or the role of visual intelligence—«md»or both.   





� Very little of this research moved beyond the circles of those of us intrigued with energy-saving design.    See Georgia Dullea, “Dressing for Life in a Discomfort Zone,” New York Times 128 (June 13, 1979): C4.    At least some scientists argued that people exposing most of their bodies in public would necessarily cause people to take better care of their physicals selves:  ; an energy-saving activity would thus have medical- care ramifications.  In many parts of the Caribbean (and elsewhere beyond the ordinary United States health-board codes that forbid people in swimsuits from eating in restaurants), restaurants catering to people in abbreviated attire set air conditioning thermostats higher than they would otherwise.








[CAPTIONS]  PM: Source line format ok?


Figure 2.12x01: 


A shattered glass negative circa 1915 reveals the mix of advertising and structure that reshaped urban fabric:    Bostonians had more to look at that than the new film Birth of a Nation advertised on posters everywhere. .   


(Source:  John R. Stilgoe.)





Figure 2.22x02: 


Electricity transformed urban streets.  In an age when standards still dictated working shutters, property owners struggled to retrofit buildings for far newer technologies..  (Source:  John R. Stilgoe.)


2x03: Figure 2.3


The spaciousness of streets served by street railways perplexed early twentieth-century urban designers struggling to control advertising and to imagine how parallel-parked automobiles might skew standards of sidewalk width.
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