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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS

Urban Planning and the Concept of Community

A case study of Los Angeles from 1960 to 2000

by

Louis Jacques Maxime Monteils
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Professor Leobardo F. Estrada, Chair

This thesis examines the concept of community and provides an overview of how it was
interpreted and used by planners in Los Angeles, from the middle of the 20th century to the
present. First, I study how the concept of community emerged in sociology, by setting it in
historical moments during which both social sciences, society and the city changed importantly.
Second, I review the evolution of urban planning practices in Los Angeles from the 1960s to the
1990s. To do so, I provide a critical interpretation of archive (plans, correspondence, and other
documents) and newspaper articles, and I highlight how the practice of planning was related to
political ideas and ideals about “communities”. I conclude by suggesting how social sciences
influenced planners, and how urban planners still envision the city through the prism of

“communities” today.
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Introduction and Justification: Where Sociology and Planning Meet

1. Rarely does a discussion about public affairs in the United States miss the term “community”.
Discourses of elected officials, as well as civil servants’, scholars’, and students’, are sprinkled
with it, as long as what is discussed in these discourses has to do with the public sphere at large
(Brint, 2001). Oftentimes, political parties are a way for Americans to get interested in politics
(Pew Research Center, 2016; Huffpost, 2015"). It is, then, all the more curious that the use of
this word transcends partisanship. The values President Trump embodies are obviously different
than those embodied by the representative of an institution such as UCLA: thus it is reasonable
to assume that the President of the United States and UCLA’s Vice Chancellor are politically
opposed. They endorse different parties and have different opinions. Yet, both Donald Trump
and Jerry Kang mention “communities” in their discourses (President Trump in his first address
to the Congress; Vice Chancellor Kang in a recent email to UCLA students); both rely on a
certain idea they have of “communities”, which they translate into politics.

2. Questions stem from this paradox. Should we consider that the term “communities” is
apolitical? To put it another way: should we consider it is occasionally given a political
interpretation relative to who is using it? My first intuition was that it is at the same time a
medium-message (as in McLuhan’s 1964 famous and controversial assertion) and a relatively
neutral concept. Its use in politics is ambiguous. The message, I thought, is almost systematically
directed to the American society, as it belongs to a certain tradition of national politics (as
demonstrated, for example, by Stein, 1969). At the same time, it is used as a solid, universal,
absolute concept that citizens do not question insofar they enjoy it as a means of socialization.
More precisely, my first assumption, which I was led to by Roy et. al (2014), was that it is used
“at no risk” by different social actors, including urban planners, because it is believed to be
“neutral”. Reasoning from this abstract assumption, then, what would be the relative benefit of
using such term? Does it even provide its user with benefits? This is another set of question I

want to let open for now.

3. In the field of urban planning, the prominence of the term “community” is illustrated by its
use as a basic concept. Other concepts such as “community plans” or “community oriented
development” (Polyzoides, 2011) derive from this mother-concept. One of the points of this
thesis will be to show how the documents planning institutions produce are stamped with a
belief in communities. Archives from the Los Angeles Department of City Planning mention the
existence and life of “communities”, over time, although they gives neither the justification for
using such term nor a strict definition of it. If planners embrace communities and acknowledge
their existence, they either are not necessarily cautious about defining what communities are, or
need to define what exactly they mean by the term, and in which direction—if there is one—they
intend to use it. Besides, as the literature shows, the scope of the term goes beyond the planners’
limited power of action. Nevertheless, concepts as “community planning” or “community
oriented development” are oftentimes claimed to be at the core of the potential solutions to the

! strachan, 2017. From http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2015/04/22/american-politics-
sports_n_7111738.html
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most pressing urban problems. The optimistic belief in community is cultivated at an early stage
of the career of a professional planner. The concept has an educational value for upcoming
planners: remarkably, it is stated as one of the major components of the planning’s ideal (to
“serve communities”) on a plaque in the entrance of the Luskin School of Public Affairs at
UCLA. Thus, Zukin’s intuition (2011) that “communities are the favorite North American urban
trope” is still valid. But in which way? In the literature review, I show that the way the concept is
used varied over time in the United States. I build upon the example of Los Angeles, whose ideal
of communities has been made “famous” notably by Davis (1992), and by various cultural
artifacts. Besides, following Minar and Greer’s advice (1969; ix), I attempt to untangle the
network of interpretations the concept has, and I strive to shed light on what seems to be, today,
theoretical confusion about “communities”.

4. Hillery (1995) notes that there are, indeed, as many definitions of a “community” as there are
opinions, among scholars, in schools of thoughts, in textbooks, in political discourses.
Explaining why the concept and has many definitions is delicate, partly because it has
traditionally been used, and is still used, by individuals and institutions whose professional
categorization is, itself, problematic. In the United States, there is literature about “who planners
are”, or “what planners do” (see for example Hoch, 1994). Nevertheless, these questions are still
open or, at least, their results need to be updated. In the midst of globalization, migrations to
metropolises, as well as other related phenomenon, even professors teaching at the same school
of planning would not necessarily give one single answer to what “urban planning”—the
profession, the practice, the theory—means today. Smith (1991) or Hoch (1994), two
professional planners, and representatives of the classical view of the American urban
organization, would certainly contradict newer theorists such as Cowell and Owen (20006). The
latter simply state that planning “is about governing space”; the former have a narrower, detailed
definition. Here lies, perhaps, another paradox: radical concision in theory is happening at a time
when the world seems to be swarming with details... In the field, outside of schools, the
question of the role of planners is moreover intriguing. Legal documents specifying what
planners must do evolve over time, tending, as it happens, to include an increasing number of
precisions: Los Angeles’ City Charter of 1972 simply states that “[the Director of Planning] shall
be chosen with special reference to his actual expetience in and his knowledge of accepted practice
in the field of city planning” (sec. 95), whereas the updated version of the Charter rather focuses
at length, today, on the Director’s many “responsibilities”.

5. The controversy can be framed differently than a quarrel of the ancients and the moderns,
though, by asking for instance: where exactly, in the field of public affairs, do urban planners
stand? Besides studies about planners as intermediaries, the literature lacks an explanation of
how the idea of “planning”—which conveys historical a priori—relates to public affairs today
(Gunder, 2010°). By contrast, scholars wrote extensively about what “urban” means and conveys,
and such question was granted in-depth review; it received attention; it was commented and

2| highlight.
3 Gunder writes notably on the “planning ideology”.
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critiqued by scholars starting decades ago, as I shall explain briefly (see for instance Castells®,
1972; 102). Similarly, the word “community” received remarkable attention (Hillery; 1995,
quoted by Brint; 2001), although it tended to avoid the mere field of planning. Its relation with
the American national identity (Minar and Greer, 1969; 85) and its meaning in other international
contexts (see for example Belorgey et al., 2005°) make it patticularly dense conceptually.

7. Through the literature review and the archive research, I intend to show that “community”
covers different meanings that are not absolutely incompatible nor mutually exclusive. Notably,
the review of historical theories will show that what is now called “community” has been given
different names: solidarity (by the “founding fathers” of sociology in the late 19th century),
fraternity, or brotherhood (political discourses and slogans of the radicals, or from revolutionary
movements of the 1960s, for example), consensus (see for example Breslau, 1988, commenting
on the Chicago School). The classic opposition between the individual and “the rest”, or, in
some cases, between the community and the outsider, is not new. Arguably, though, it is not the
favorite approach of today’s social scientists, especially of those interested in the interpretation
of social relationships within space, or within a special kind of space: the city. How such thinking
evolved is revealed through the literature review, and its contemporary stakes are shown through
the research question.

8. Apart from reviewing the sociological interpretations and uses of “community”, I shall expand
on the following ideas about the practice of planning and its relation with the concept of
community: a few practices are characteristic of the activity of planners in Los Angeles; these
practices (the most important one being zoning) rely on concepts such as community,
governance, politics, etc.; finally, it is possible to highlight historical contentions and tensions
between practices and concepts. These ideas will be organized in hypotheses related to the
research question. In the general conclusion, I will provide a synthesis of all the arguments that 1
will have exposed and defended.

9. I shall also suggest in the general conclusion how this thesis can be improved and expanded.
The main method for this thesis is historical investigation, and it thus can help understand the
theoretical framework of a professional practice, located in a certain time and space. It is
essentially a case study reinforced with a literature review. An ethnography of urban planners in 1os
Apngeles, though, would contribute to reinforce the arguments I defend; it would contribute to
bridge the gaps of understanding that exist between the heterogeneous sub notions embraced by
the mother-concept of “community”. In other words, further research on planners themselves
would make it easier to answer the broad question: what is planning in the United States today?

% In the same fashion as Gunder (2010), he deals with ideology, but the “urban” one.

5 There are “communities” outside of the United States: community studies and research are
conducted by Europeans researchers—notably Duffy and Hutchinson (1997) in the United Kingdom;
Belorgey et al. (2005) in France; and others—although to lesser quantity (and to a lesser renown).
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Literature Review

Introduction

1. I describe the evolution of the concept of “community” through to what Breslau (1988) calls
“history of knowledge.”” As a historical item, this concept is subject to a certain “fortune” (Brint,
2011). Supported by newly-born sociology, it travelled from “Germany to the United States”,
(Zukin, 2011). As suggested by Brint (2011), over almost fifty years of development of the
country, and notably critical processes of industtialization/urbanization (Castells, 1972; 39)
which triggered important steps in the evolution of the American social science, the original use
and interpretation of the word “community” transformed; it became a source of confusion
while, paradoxically, not falling in oblivion. From the the 1990s on, several authors contributed
to theorize such idea by following the evolution of the term, taking different standpoints
(Anderson, 1991; Davis, 1992; Brint, 2001; Hobsbawm, 2007; Zukin, 2011; ...)

2. In the form of histories of knowledge, most of their work consisted in questioning the
relevance, the “operationality” of the concept of community over time. Setting themselves either
outside or inside of the fields in which the concept could have a practical application, they
commonly noted how “crises” affected the realm of knowledge, in relation with this concept.
Such acknowledgment led some of them to go as far as assessing the practical implications of
such crises (Castells: “is there an urban sociology?”’; Breslau: “is there a Chicago School?”’; Wirth:
“is there an urban way of life?” etc.) They questioned the relevance of the paradigms they had to
work with in the first place. Other scholars directly questioned the relevance of the topic of
“communities” in specific fields (the question being ultimately: “who is legitimate to reflect on
the question of cities, communities, etc.?”’) Moreover, giving up on philosophical interrogations,
scholars mostly focus on the paradigmatic aspect of the question of communities.

3. Brint (2001; 1) bridges the gap between historiography and theory, as he suggests how “to
make this concept useful again to sociology” (after it has lost its meaning) by using a new
typology of communities. The acknowledgment of a conceptual failure is discussed by other
scholars: Zukin (2011; 7) notes that it remains “the favorite North American urban trope”.
Nevertheless, it is “often a source of confusion for it stands for many things, and when it is used
with interchangeable meanings very elementary errors creep into our discourse” (Minar and
Greer, 1969). These quotes from different times have not been seriously challenged so far.
Zukin, Minar and Greer, although they adopt different points of view, are consensual about the
scholars’ and theorists’ inertia regarding the fact that their fields of knowledge—which must all
investigate the question of the city—suffer from crises of knowledge.

4. A particular element of reflection related to the concept of “community” stimulates the
research in fields as different as sociology and history: the question of identity. Historians have
used it to explain the making of nations, for example Hobsbawm (1975), or Anderson (1991),
who develops the concept of “imagined communities” in the seminal, eponymous book, to relate

® For French “histoire de la connaissance” (my translation).
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the idea of group assimilation to the formation of a state, through the nationalist ideology.
Hobsbawm (2007) suggests that globalization leads people to cherish the idea of community and
to rely on its myths in order to preserve its homogeneity. He also underlines the essential
contradiction political theory faces with the concept of community (Hobsbawm, 1975, cited by
Plant, 1978):

The tradition of middle class liberal political thought has not quite known what to do
with it. The essence of that tradition was individualist, and the shadow of individualism
lies over it still. Fraternity, in this tradition, can only be the by product of individual
impulses, of such qualities as Bentham’s benevolence or of those social sympathies with
which schools like the positivists operated.

5. This theoretical confusion led policy-makers and even voters, citizen, city-dwellers, to use the
concept of “community” in a flexible way—up to the point its meaning disappeared under layers
of approximation, myths and ideologies. Davis (1992; 153) writes that:

“Community” in Los Angeles means homogeneity of race, class and, especially, home
values. Community designations—i.e. the street signs across the city identifying areas as
“Canoga Park”, “Holmby Hills”, “Silverlake”, and so on—have no legal status. [...] they
are merely favors granted by city councilmembers to well-organized neighborhoods or
businessmen’s groups seeking to have their areas identified.

6. The concept was also integrated in and accepted by the “civil” society through the increasing
popularity of “the city” as an artistic theme, and “communities” as an offshoot of this theme.
From the mid-2010s on, fictions and documentaries have shed a new light on American
communities, through the larger prism of the realistic depiction of the life in American
metropolises. Notably, as described by the New York Times’ (2015), they have in common to
avold over-romanticizing everyday life in communities. Communities in HBO series Treme (2010,
Holland), HBO miniseries Show Me A Hero (2015, Haggis); in documentaries such as Lzving in
Jackson Heights (2015, Wiseman) and My Brooklyn (2012, Anderson) depict, through different
angles, spatial solidarity happening in a certain environment—both with beneficial and harmful
outcomes. Other, related works originally address the issues of shared identities, and generally
acknowledge the existence of complex, sentimental ties between urbanites, that they oftentimes
describe as members of a “community”: see for example Zootopia (Howard & Moore, 2016) or

City of Gold (Gabbert, 2015).

7. In this thesis, finally, the literature review and the confrontation of school of thoughts and
opinions among scholars reveal how deep the crisis, internal to sociology and other social
disciplines, is. It also suggests in which contemporary ways this crisis is affecting politics—the
life of the polis and, thus, the life of the people. The concept of “community” appears as a key to
understand these elements: it polarizes opinions, it stimulates debates between schools to the

»

point it contributes to generating new schools; it reinforces the importance of studying “the city
(Castells, 1968; Breslau, 1988). In time, however, its sociological essence got gradually lost.

7 Hale, 2015. From https://www.nytimes.com/2015/08/14/arts/television/review-show-me-a-hero-
focuses-on-a-mayor-in-the-maelstrom-of-desegregation.html? r=0
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Dilan

When estimating the “fortune” of the concept, I suggest that, roughly, three essential moments
can be distinguished: first, the emergence of the concept in Europe, in the end of the 19th
century; then its move from Europe (most notably Germany and France) to the United States,
leading to the founding of the “Chicago School” (based on the German tradition of sociology);
second, the critique of the concept and its prolongations over three decades, starting in the
1960s; finally, in the trends of what scholars called postmodernity (see notably Harvey, 1989), its
“post-criticism” this is, the questioning of the criticism as such, its radical application to space
notably by the so-called Los Angeles school.

Method

Relying on Foucault’s suggestion (1969), I study these moments within a historical perspective,
and, at the same time, I unfold the “fortune” of the concept of “community” by relating it to the
history of urban planning in the United States. Because the first moment I study regards
essentially sociology, I comment on the development of this science while reflecting on the use
of the concept; the second moment corresponds to an overflowing transfer from theory to
practice, which I describe as part of the 1960s revolutionary movement; finally, the third
moment combines strong theoretical assumptions and radical shifts which I strive to put in
perspective with contemporary stakes in urbanism. The theoretical findings stemming from these
moments do not logically follow each other, nor do they build up on each others, even though
the overall sequence arguably evokes a dialectic plan.

The Emergence of a Concept and the Emergence of a Discipline

1. The concept of “community” emerges as a founding component of classical sociology (Brint,
2001). This first period I identify, is problematic because it coincides with a time of changes in
the field of sciences, which makes it uneasy to grasp what is specific to sociology itself.
Nevertheless, I identify three representatives of this moment whose work contributes to
establish the notion I discuss: Ténnies (1855-1936), Durkheim (1858-1917) and Weber (1864-
1920). These scholars pioneer the field of social science: they are surely not the only ones—
Simmel (1858-1918) arguably deeply influenced Durkheim—but they are sufficiently different
from each other to constitute ideal types themselves. Whether the expression is questionable,
Harris (2001) suggests that they can be regarded as “fathers of sociology” because, relying on
both their personal approaches of science and their conviction in the supremacy of “positive
sciences” (Durkheim, 1893; xxv), they build up systems that are sound enough to enable future
generations to develop theories and critiques from them. In addition to their attempt to decipher
societies of their times, they criticize the realm of scientific approximation and ideology and they
offer to contradict those by applying the methods of positive interpretation to societal facts

(Durkheim, 1893; xxv).
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2. The early stage of development of social science in the late 19th century justifies the need to
refer to a certain philosophy of science (which appears notably in Durkheim’s work). As 1
suggested in the introduction, the concept of “community” itself is intricately related to
philosophical postulates, and refers to an old tradition of philosophical thinking.

3. Durkheim commonly and explicitly refers to “social science” (1893; 1) to describe what he and
other sociologists intend to achieve. The style and contents of The Division of Labor in Society
(1893) reveal the humanistic erudition of Durkheim, who with ease draws in different fields to
construct his theory. Similarly, Ténnies’ interest for classic philosophy (Hobbes) and for
contemporary philosophy (Nietzsche) has been demonstrated by Bond (2013). Remy & Voyé
(1973; 210), quoting Jaspers (1958) praise Weber for the “immense diversification of his culture
and his mastering of economy, philosophy, law and sociology.” 19th century sociology is
included in a larger movement of ideas which scope is arguably wider than that of contemporary
sociology. At it emerges conceptually, notably in the writings of Weber (1921), the idea of
“community” thus belongs to an emerging field that is, at the time, not clearly framed, nor
named, nor theoretically bounded.

4. In spite of the remarkable spiritual unity in which the founders of sociology progressed, they
certainly estimated the scope and impact of their works, in their respective fields, in different
ways. Reflecting on this aspect of the history of sciences, Rey (2016) studies the transition from
“intuitive” social science, based on limited empirical information and data, to the realm of
statistics. He explores how sociology switches from the former to the latter, pushed by a demand
emanating from political powers. He funnily alludes, in passing, to Durkheim’s disdainful
comment about the “science of statistics” he regards as useful only to depict “the egoist-type””.
Grafmeyer ([1978] 2004) describes the transition, in the United States, from the methods that the
Chicago School of sociology made famous—clearly oriented towards research both prudent and
empirically limited—to resolutely quantitative methods developed notably in Columbia and
Harvard from the 1940s. In another direction, Simay (2013)” underlines how the “sensitive”
approach of classical sociologists such as Simmel benefits the contemporary interpretation of
urban phenomenon.

5. Changes in the environment, at the end of the 19" century, arguably stimulated such original
and diverse works. Loomis (1957) suggests that witnessing processes of industrialization has
been an important motivation for scholars to construct theory. The environmental upheaval
Tonnies, Durkheim and others were observing in Western and Northern Europe highlighted the
importance of studying “social facts as things”. Moreover, the way in which industrialization
relates to urbanization has long been analyzed, starting in the first decades of the 20th century
(Wirth, 1938; Castells 1972). Wirth (1938; 7) argues that the two phenomenon should be
distinguished. Castells (1972), on the other hand, asks directly whether the 19th century’s
processes of industrialization are comparable to 20th century’s urbanization, and later on, to

8 https://www.franceculture.fr/emissions/repliques/le-monde-et-le-nombre

9 Simmel, G. (2013). Les grandes villes et la vie de I'esprit. Editions Payot. trad. J.-L. Vieillard-Baron
et F. Joly, préf. P. Simay.
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globalization, finding that “North America has linked industrialization and urbanization from the
start, from the first administrative implantations on the North-East coast” (39). By assimilating
the culture of the “industrial capitalist society” with a certain culture of “the urban” (1972; 21),
and suggesting culture as a vector of economic transition in the city, he also unveils a path for
urban communities studies to explore as they develop.

6. It is certainly redundant to assert that sociology is about society; it is essential, however, to
note that the intellectual intuition that leads to sociological thinking occurs as a reaction to social
changes that are disrupting the traditional order of things (Remy & Voyé, 1974; 157). Besides,
the prodroma of 20th century classical sociology are viewed as a the reaction to alterity: the
sociological “displacement” or revolution follows the tradition of the European Lumiéres. On
Montesquieu’s Lettres Persanes, Roger Caillois (1949; xiii) writes that the sociological revolution
consists in “pretending to be foreign to the society in which one lives, to look at it from outside
and as if it were to be seen for the first time”. Tocqueville ([1865] 1984) writes “a foreigner often
learns important truths at the heart of his host, who might conceal them from his friends.” The
scope of the work of the sociologist, as well as its positionality, are of great influence on the
evolution of theories of the city and theories of urban communities.

7. 1 suggested that social scientists adopted the concept of “community” in Europe as an
essential object to study, when sociology itself emerged as a modern science. The prominent
“founding fathers” (Harris, 2001) who contributed to its development are Tonnies, Durkheim
and Weber. Building on Brint’s arguments (2001), I suggest that Ténnies’ contribution is the
most relevant to this thesis, for two main reasons. The first reason is that, while conceptualizing
social groups through ideal types, one of them being the “Community”, Ténnies suggests ways
in which it is possible to integrate these ideal types to the historical analysis of political regimes,
and he sets the question of the po/is at the core of his general theory. This will prove useful to the
analysis I make of planning documents in Los Angeles. Even though he does not acknowledge
the importance of space insofar as to constitute a legitimate theory of planning, his suggestion of
how to use his findings are relevant to the analysis. The second reason is that Ténnies’ errors, or
what was interpreted as such (notably by his peers) shed light on what is at stake for planners
when they embrace the concept of “community”. In this way, it is relevant to compare Ténnies
and Durkheim’s theories on the question of communities, as suggested by Brint (2001).

8. Tonnies’ model is known as Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft (|[1887] 1957). In his preface to
Tonnies’ work, Loomis (1957) suggest that this model it is an application of Weber’s ideal types,
this is: a guide, a scheme (rather than a snapshot of reality) that helps interpret a social
phenomenon by sketching some of its main characteristics. Indeed, the strength of Ténnies’
model is that it escapes historical contention while specifically describing a social dynamic.
Nevertheless, Tonnies himself suggests that his model might be used in a historical framework,

to describe the evolution from a state “of nature” to another one.

9. Gemeinschaft is a synonym for tradition, as opposed to Gesellschaft, “novelty”. Tradition and
novelty, commonly translated as “community” and “society”, are thought of as two extreme
values on a scale (which also correspond to Durkheim’ (1893) mechanic and organic solidarity).
These poles do not necessarily refer to historical times; rather, they refer to possible degrees in
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the process of individual atomisation operated by the state (those can be characterized and
listed). According to Tonnies, who gives detailed descriptions of cases applying to his ideal types,
the evolution from Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft is a natural one; it corresponds to maturity
(Brint, 2001). In the context of industrialization, Ténnies opposes the ideal of a simple life,
associated with rurality; ruled essentially by traditions; where face-to-face relations are the
essence of social interaction, to the modern, cosmopolitan urban life in which social mechanisms
are comparable to business and industrial mechanisms. Gemeinschaft is a social state to which
individuals naturally aspire. In Gesellschaft, however, the state rules individuals and indirectly
imposes “its” rational will to them, making the self prevail over the collective, as a form of

rational order.

10. Brint (2001) notes that the emergence of Gesellschaft corresponds to the emergence of
modern cities, even though, again, it is not the emergence of cities itself that determines the
“level” of Gesellschaft in society. In a Hobbesian tradition of political studies, Tonnies describes
the state as the actor directly imposing a certain societal order to people, with more or less
success. The state’s promotion of “society” over “communities” deeply impacts people’s lives in
Tonnies model: to exist, Ténnies argues, the state must seek to destroy Gemeinschaft—it thus
alienates the Gemeinschaft representatives and imposes a certain social order based on
economical rationality. Interestingly enough, though, Ténnies suggest that this deprivation of
free will leads individuals to rebel regularly against top-down order and to strive to recreate
communal conditions of living, in what appears an infinite cycle of crisis and appeasement. At
the core of the theory, the element of oppression inherent to industrialization is proficiently and
profusely used in 20th century theory, making Ténnies’ ideal types the “locus classicus of
sociology” (Brint, 2001). Oppression is a key element in the scholarly analysis of the planner’s

use of “community”.

11. The terms Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft do not exclusively belong to sociology. According to
Berman (1981), they almost systematically have to do with modernity, though. Stepping aside
Tonnies” argument, he offers a literary interpretation of the transition from Gemeinschaft to
Gesellschaft, as he reviews Goethe’s Faust (1808, 1832). He suggests that “Gretchen’s tragedy” is
a “tragedy of development” (51) embodied by the dramatic love story between Gretchen and
Faust, who are almost to be seen as two opposed idea types. Understanding the stakes of
Gretchen’s tragedy, Berman argues, young generations that have grown up in “little words” seek
for liberation from the village-oriented way of life they are accustomed to. They embrace
modernity by “leaving and living” (59) and seize the new opportunities offered in Gesellschaft-
kind environments. Berman does not make the state a prominent actor of change, nor of
influence. Instead, he considers that a certain zeitgeist combined with individual fate are
responsible for the people’s adoption of modernity (through “Society”).

> ¢

12. Although it is now critiqued by scholars, Tonnies’ “attempt to identify the dominant features
and qualities of each way of life” (Brint, 2001; 2) corresponds with the way in which a certain
category of policy-makers think about society and strive to orient it. Even the smallest attempts
to modify the urban form, by switching from a “center-oriented” kind of city plan to a
“community-oriented” other kind of city plan, for example, show that the persons who are

responsible for these attempts set themselves within a project of “civilization”. Durkheim
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reminds us (1889) that the subtitle of Ténnies’ book is A study on Communism and Socialism
considered as empirical forms of civilization. Such remark is important because it shows that sociology
that was produced at the time connected (although, arguably incidentally) with ideas that shaped
the entire 20th century. It is all the more important to note that Durkheim naturally and
immediately relates the words “Community” and “Society” (which he considers, besides,
imperfect translations of Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft) to their “political” meaning and
symbolic content. This seems an erroneous connection since the Gesellschaft-like of social
relationships Tonnies characterizes do not seem to have a lot in common with the ideal socialism
pushed forward in the 20th century. Nevertheless, the rest of the literature review will show that
this apparent paradox is less contradictory than it seems.

13. Durkheim (1889), among others, comments and criticizes Tonnies’s work. He praises it for
its seminal contribution to the development of social science and sees in it a particularly useful
reflection on the “forms of social life” (f15-16). As mentioned before, Brint (2001) compares
Tonnies to Durkheim, and gives credit to the latter for establishing his theory of communities on
more scientifically relevant bases. Brint writes that Tonnies’ ideal type of community “has had
certain negative consequences on sociology” (2001; 2), while Durkheim’s “disaggregates” the
components of a community and takes it as a starting point to a larger reflection about
civilization and society, if need. In Brint’s analysis, Ténnies, on the other hand, pictures the
“community” as an objective to reach and at the same time as an abstract object to define. In the
end, Brint’s analysis seems to suggest that the same movement, aimed at defining a certain kind
of human gathering, conducted two fields toward opposed goals: “communities” in the

b

Tonniesian sense benefited “urban planning” and they disadvantaged “sociology”. By rooting the
interpretation of societal flows and equilibriums into ideal types, Ténnies’ system made room for
politically-oriented definitions of the community; it offered hitches for non-sociologists to hold
on to, and it contributed to facilitate a practice that relies on social-moral assumptions. His
definition of Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft comes with a “package” of a priori conceptual
tools. It is overall easy to use and to apply it to different contexts. Durkheim’s system, on the
other hand, offers a sounder basis that benefits the evolution of sociology: the disaggregation of
variables that make a community be a community can be done rationally and precisely. But
rather than characterizing the features of “a community” (as the tradition of community studies
will do, later on), it suggests the conditions in which community is likely to take place. Hence, it
is a less useful tool to urban planners than Toénnies’”. Granted, Planners in Los Angeles
systematically disaggregate communities’ perceived features; nevertheless, they do not necessarily

reflect on the conditions in which those took place.

14. What Durkheim (1889) saw in Ténnies was essentially a “classifier”’, a hobby Durkheim
would set under the auspices of his rival’s “Germanity” (20), perhaps with a bit of contempt.
Again, Ténnies tends to encourage to list characteristics of social models. Durkheim, on the
other hand, might have embraced a different methodological approach, more ideological stream
of thought inspired in Positivism, as I shall come back to.

15. Young (1990) pursues Tonnies’ interpretation of his own ideal type, in that she does not
question the fact that “bureaucratized capitalist patriarchal society discourages and destroys such
communities of mutual friendship, just as it pressures and fragments families” (223). At the same
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time, she distinguishes from Tonnies by criticizing the community model a inherently “avoiding
politics” while possibly “excluding and avoiding those with whom we do not or cannot identify”
(Young, 1990; 235). Young unfolds a critique of the community model of state action and
governance, from a cultural (or culturalist) perspective. Communities, Young argues might well
be clashing. The cultures they embody are sometimes incompatible with the larger social scope;
they confront each other frontally and damage each other. The cultures that are structurally less

able to resist disappear.

16. As she opposes scholars whose “appeals to community are anti urbain” (236), Young tries to
reconcile “urban life” with the preservation of threatened identities. She also provides a fierce
critic of the tradition of zoning in which urban planning in Los Angeles is arguably, still deeply
anchored. Zoning, from the 1970s to the 1990s, was defined in most Community Plans (for
example Boyle Heights Community Plan, 1974), as “the primary legal tool by which the development
of private property can be directed toward the implementation of the Plan.” This is an essential
aspect of planning that stimulates debate and opposition among scholars, and also among
professional and practitioners. This is the tool that connects explicitly politics and social concept,
and receives both support and criticism from different schools of thought: zoning and its
champions on one side as opposed to the “pro-community” champions, Jane Jacobs being one
of their prominent members, for example, and Young and others following her lead. Such
opposition is be illustrated by the archive research I conduct in the following part. Scholars and
practitioners lobbying against top-down zoning are influenced by cultural studies and advocate
for communities on from a perspective that encompasses at the same time different fields:
cultural studies, histories, humanities, and the question of identity.

The Chicago School: Zone, Function and Ecology

1. In spite of the proximity in time, there is a remarkable gap between Jacobs’ (1961) or Young’s
(1990) sense of “urban life”; or “urbanity”, and what Wirth (1938)—one of the later
representants of the Chicago School—calls “urbanism” (Remy and Voy¢, 1974).

2. Zukin (2011; 4) estimates that the studies conducted in the department of sociology of the
University of Chicago was a first attempt to empirically grasp the specificity of the city. Indeed,
sociologists in Europe—excluding, perhaps, Weber" (1921) or Simmel (1921)"—had not
explicitly adopted this object of study as such; if they had, their vision of the industrial city at the
time (the early 20th century) was notably different from that of the later Chicago School’s. To
sum up, Zukin (2011) suggests that “alien to their culture was Walter Benjamin’s sense of tragic
irony” (5), whereas European sociologists had been permeated with such culture. The Chicago
School did not neglect the older, somewhat exotic paradigms, though, as they referred to Weber
or Durkheim (see, for example, Wirth’s Urbanism as a Way of Life, 1938; 8, 13) and to “German

10 Max Weber’s “The City” is a chapter from Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft (posth. 1921)

11 simmel, G. (1921). Sociology of the senses: Visual interaction. Introduction to the Science of
Sociology, 3. and Simmel, G. (2013). Les grandes villes et la vie de I'esprit.
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sociology” at large (Zukin, 2011; Remy and Voy¢, 1974) to suggest where “the closest
approximations to a systematic theory of urbanism” could be found (Wirth, 1938; 8). They
probably had different ambitions for themselves, although those were never clearly formulated
by one in the name of many. Bernard (1973) views the Chicago School as “an offshoot of the
structure-functional or social-systems paradigm as applied to one particular aspect of the
community: its spatial parameters”. It is possible to agree with this assertion to a certain point—
especially when looking at the work Park (1925) or his student, Wirth, accomplished—
nevertheless, whether there is a cohesive body of research focusing uniquely on “city space”, at
the same time and at the same place, is debatable; the implications of such debate affect urban

planning.

3. The work of members of the so-called Chicago School arguably constitutes a first push into a
truly North American social-urban discipline (Breslau, 1988; Remy and Voyé, 1974), based on
the observation of a real city in the 1920s (Remy and Voyé¢, 1974). And, indeed, how could have
it been something different from urban sociology, specifically? Zukin (2011) suggests, as she
recalls the fact that “this country lacked the historic burden of uneven urban-rural development
that so impressed Karl Marx” (Zukin, 2011; 4). The work done by the figures of the Chicago
School have oftentime (and are generally) though as focusing on the prevalent, because dramatic,
characteristics of the North American 1920s™ “sanitary conditions, pauperism, immigrant
groups, housing, and crime and delinquency, to mention only the most salient” (Bernard, 1973).
The populations that are studied are essentially thought to be “the habitués of this world —
immigrants,gentrifiers, hipsters, and artists — are Others, like the hobos, taxi dancers, and
Negroes” (Zukin, 2011). Nevertheless, they acknowledge the existence of community in a

slightly more subtle way.

4. Simmel developed his theories from a model of non-communitarian kind of society (Remy
and Voy¢, 1974; 160), which indeed reminds us of Ténnies. On the contrary, Wirth writes, in
Urbanism as a Way of Life (1938) that: “the individual becomes effective only as he acts through
organized groups” (abstract); or that: “it is largely through the activities of the voluntary groups
(..) that the urbanite expresses and develops his personality, acquires status, and is able to carry
on the round of activities that constitute his life-career” (23). When referring to his objective and
to his methodology (Wirth, 1983; 3), he also suggests that it had an interest in referring to the
notion of community.

5. In the United States, the emergence of “urban studies” almost as a discipline itself happened at
the crossing of “social” Darwinism and classical European sociology in the beginning of the 20th
century. In spite of its antiquity, the first incursion made, in this field, by the Chicago School,
remain a reference for today’s critiques (see for example Roy et al., 2014; 141, or Zukin, 2011,
both on different subjects). Only a few papers concerned with the development of cities, urban
“ways of life” and social groups within cities omit to mention the school. A number of them
actually argue either in favor or against what is commonly perceived of its theoric line.

6. Such exceptional case in the history of knowledge reinforces the argument that one particular
ensemble of theories and systematic thoughts constitutes an important (if not the main, or the
only) body of knowledge about urban sociology, or “urbanism”, in America. This is, however, a
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controversial argument: Breslau (1988) provides the opposite argumentation as he reviews
studies from the prominent members of the so-called “Chicago School”, in an essay entitled: “Is
There a Chicago School”, a reminiscence of Castell’s “Is There an Urban Sociology” (1968).

7. Different periods are identified in the story of the Chicago School, starting with the 1915-1935
period (Breslau, 1988). The story of the “original” sociology of Chicago is commonly said to
cover this double decade and the post-WW2 era, during which the original sociological tradition
of the School of Chicago turned progressively into ethnography, notably urban ethnography
(Fine, 1995). The department of sociology still exists in the University of Chicago, today,
although whether it abides by the “tradition” is debatable. In Breslau’s review, scholars adopt
different positions as they wonder if there is a Chicago School, this is, precisely, asking whether a
certain identifiable body of scholar, in one place, at one time of history, conducted research in
social science with certain homogeneity. Bulmer (1984) “rejects the project of finding neither
intellectual homogeneity (nor heterogeneity) in social context” (Breslau, 1988; §3). Smith (1988)
considers, on the other hand, that there is an ideological filiation between different researchers as
Small, Thomas, Park, Wirth or Janowitz (Smith, 1988, quoted by Breslau, 1988). Responding to a
classic argument against the ideological neutrality of the Chicago School’s members, Smith’s
suggests that the Chicago School does not necessarily serve the “dominant capitalism” (Breslau,
1988) but rather tries to address the issues that the liberal society might have generated (Smith,
1988). To this counter-argument, Breslau answers that the Chicago School “reasonably
acknowledged the American society, and rarely took capitalism as such as its object [of analysis]|”
(Breslau, 1988; 5). Finally, it is remarkable that the subjects identified by Smith as the Chicago
School’s favorite, “urbanism, modernism, industrialism” (Breslau, 1988, quoting Smith, 1988),
correspond quite exactly to the features of the “forces” operating in communities according to
Stein (1969): “urbanization, industrialization and bureaucratization” (Stein, 1969; 4-5). The
importance of “bureaucratization” as an aspect of the study of American urban communities is
echoed in Roy’s work (Roy et. al, 2014).

8. Overall, the Chicago School remains famous for its use of the “ecological paradigm”,
constituted of biological metaphors used to describe the city. Wirth, besides, explicitly refers to
Darwin in Urbanism as a Way of Life (154). Remy & Voyé (1974) describe such trends as a way to
see the city as “a mosaic of natural areas, this is, of neighborhoods ordered according to an order
that is not resulting from a project, but from spontaneous tendencies of urban situation” (187).
These areas are characterized by a “dominant type” of population that prefigures

“communities”. Perhaps the depiction of the Chicago School’s vision of the American city as an
ecology commonplace about an important sociological tradition in the United States is to be seen
essentially as an acknowledgment of functionalism, and thus as a first incursion into theories of

zoning.

9. This aspect will be discussed more at length in the next part, as the orientation of plans
(single-use, mixed-use) seems to suggest an essential opposition between “traditional zoning”
and “contemporary planning”. There is a tension between the objective of “preservation of the
character of a neighborhood (or a community)” and Jacobs’ ambition for the great American
city, for example. Wickersham (2001; 547) reviewing Jane Jacobs’ “preconditions for the creation
and preservation of vibrant, diverse cities” thus quotes nothing but elements which, inherently,
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oppose the reasoned, rational grid-like order of a city like Los Angeles that planners strived to

preserve over decades.

The 1960s and the Critique

“Love—medieval Christian charity—had long since proved inadequate for modern communities.” (Bernard,
1973; 139).

1. The second moment I identify intervenes almost half a century after the emergence of classical
sociology. It is firstly characterized by a rupture, which receives so much theoretical attention
and coverage it almost seems a commonplace: Zukin sobetly describes the 1960s as “well known
for anti-establishment uprisings” (1). In the field of urban studies, the advent of Marxism seems
to be a divorce from the both Positivist attitude that animated sociologists from Europe, and the
social Darwinism of the Chicago School. The popular slogan of the Paris uprising in May 1968
resonates in the works of scholars of the time: “run, comrade, the old world is behind”'? In the
history of knowledge, this call for emancipation has also been interpreted as a signal that it was
now possible to sweep away the past and build something genuinely new. As demonstrated by
Bernard (1973) and reflected by the literature of the time, opposed to such ideal that animated
the new generation, the purpose of the scholars of the Chicago School, for instance, had been to
conduct research taking for granted the “existing social relationships” (Breslau, 1988). The
Chicago School’s work took place in an environment that left no space for the development, for
instance, of critical race theory. Du Bois’s work (1935), for example, that could have impacted
how urban theory was produced at the time, was purposely outshined by the influence of
members of the Chicago School, as Mortis (2015) argues in a recent book. In addition to an
attempt to make a clean sweep of the past, the wave of the 1960s provides scholars with tools to
critique, for example, “the paradigms of white scientists” (Bernard, 1973).

2. Indignation was one of the essential ingredients that would renew social science. Reviewing
the writings and works of Castells and notably his 1969 article “Is There an Urban Sociology?”,
Zukin (2011) writes that “urban protests reflected the concentration of underemployed and
underprivileged racial minorities, primarily African Americans and Latinos, in northern cities”
(1). To her, the observation of these events (in a similar way than the sociologists’ witnessing of
industrialization in the eartly 20th century), is to be correlated with the emergence of new, original
perspectives in sociology, in particular in urban sociology. Nevertheless, observation was not
sufficient, according to Zukin. In the midst of the social turmoil in 1960s America and Europe,
Castells and other scholars of the time should have reacted, taking the firm position, committing
and entering the field of politics.

3. As Castells asks if there is “an urban sociology” and reflects on theory, he neglects certain
issues, notably the question of “the political” (3), Zukin argues; he does not “confront deep
social inequality on the one hand and the problematic legitimacy of the state, the police, and the

12 “Cours, camarade, 'ancien monde est derriére toi !” (my translation).
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military on the other” (3). To this extent, Zukin sides with other Marxist and post-Marxists
scholars such as Young (1990) who attempt to give their work a concrete, actual influence, and a
connection with the social issues of the times. Other scholars, in the vein of Castells (1968), such
as Bernard (1973) or Brint (2001), whose work shows relatively more abstraction and distance,
stand farther from politics than the former. In this way, they abide by the inherent ethic and
rules set forth in the older sociology rationale, and they accept the traditional project of urban
sociology, such as the formulated by Wirth (1938; 9): “to discover the forms of social action and
organization that typically emerge in relatively permanent, compact settlements of large numbers
of heterogeneous individuals”. Taking distance from the ethnographic trends emerging in the
1960s, Castells, for instance, chooses to focus primarily on the analysis of social institutions and
relationships that exist between those. His hypothesis, suggested by the work of Althusser, is
that: “urbanization is function of specific organization of the modes of production which
historically coexist (with the predominance of one of them) in a concrete social formation, as
well as of the internal structure of each of these modes of production” (Castells, 1972; 89).

4. On the other hand, Zukin (2011) appears to have acknowledged the “lessons” of Marxism:
she distinguishes herself from the purely economic, classist version of it, which motivates
Castells, and at the same time she integrates the analytical prism of oppression to her studies.
Identity is the new, key element stemming from this method. Even though one Simmel (1921),
for instance, or one Weber (1921), might have brought some elements to sociology that certainly
overflowed the scope of the rational method once set in reaction to the diktat of morality
(notably by Durkheim, 1893), their studies of social groups did not incorporate, at the time, a
genuinely cultural approach. Zukin’s article (2011) is a manifesto, in that it conveys a radical
statement standing relatively far from the cold, theoretical writings of the original Marxist
urbanists. Thus she writes: “We urbanists as a collective intellectual enterprise have not only lost
our place at the core of sociology but also our vision of what we want to achieve” (4). At the
time she writes the article, she also suggests that the ongoing crisis that touches both sociology
and urbanism remains unsolved, and that it has to do primarily with the social condition of
urbanites, with the cultural depreciation or appreciation of identity; not necessarily with the
economy in the first place. Such assessment should encourage urbanists to “work toward
progressive social change” (9). Ironically enough, Castells wrote, in 1972: “the primacy of the
politics and its independence toward economy characterize the urbanization process in socialist
countries” (71). Perhaps does it also characterize the discourse about the urbanization process in
socialist countries. .. such as the United States.

5. Surely, there is here a case of mutual incomprehension, since Zukin (2011) argues that
sociologists followed the trends imposed by politics, rather than following a genuinely scientific
agenda. Implicitly referring to the Chicago School, she writes “it promised to be a science for
social control” while “U.S. sociologists marginalized” the study of cities that “were always
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[considered] ‘problem areas™ (5). Such diagnostic is justified in the light of the archive review I

shall conduct in the next part.

6. Overall, according to Zukin (2011), the way Castells sees the city is as follows:
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[It is] shaped by larger forces: industrial society, on the one hand and family and
friendship networks, on the other. Geography is not destiny, for all social spaces reflect
practices that are shaped by men and women who try to advance, defend or in any case
express their social status.

7. According to such definition, community cannot be a relevant object to think the “city” itself.
Deciphering Castells’ essay, Zukin notes that he sees the community as “entirely dependent on
forces and events outside its geographical boundaries” (3). Castells is not willing to embrace fully
the purely cultural dimension that founds certain urban social groups: he leaves this to other
scholars. In spite of his ambitious project, which is reflected indeed in the title of his own 1968’s
manifesto, Castells confines within rigorous bounds the discipline he claims to represent: it is not
possible, he seems to argue, to address society from its deep cultural roots, for individuals are to
“individualistic” to be fully understood by a science of globalization. According to Castells, the
way the future of the city is shaped does not primarily have to do with space, rather, it has to do
with new forces he identifies primarily as networks (Zukin, 2011). In fact, the object “the city” is,
in Castells’ reasoning, almost out of place as he suggests to replace it with the notion of “space
of flows” (1989).

8. Castells” work offers the particularity of intervening at a key time in both the history of
occidental human societies and the history of knowledge, and of being commonly viewed as a
seminal contribution to both geography and sociology, even though it is not widely read (Zukin,
2011; 3). Regarding the positions of other theorists, Castells, with his concern about creating a
real science (Zukin, 2001) sounds like Brint (2001) or Bernard (1973). Not being a sociologist
himself, he opposes two perceptions of the community, along with Bernard. The “autonomous”
perception of the community—this is, the community as an object detachable from its context,
an object that, in a way, has a life of its own—is opposed to the global, interconnected
perception of the world. In a way, the perception Castells criticizes is still belonging to, or a
remnant of the first sociological developments of urban sociology as an “ecology”, almost as the
study of a biological milieu.

9. This point is illustrated by Brint’s (2001) article. As he argues that “community studies have
failed” (5), he suggests how Castells opposes one Stein (1969). Stein attempts to build a “theory
of American community life” by estimating the correlations and recurring elements from famous
studies on communities spatially and temporally related to the United States. He asks: ““what do
communities have in common?” (3). Stein, in his time however, has already been criticized by his
peers for putting forward the idea that the certain form of the community that is supposed to
“exist to provide their members with full opportunities for personal development through social
experimentation” is disappearing (Manners, 1962; 335). Indeed, as Manners (1962) notes, it is a
provocative gesture, perhaps, to suggest that “the “genuine” and minimally experimental cultures
of the past provided for fuller personal development than the “spurious” and sometimes
recklessly experimental cultures of today” (1123). Indeed, for the times in which The Eclipse of
Community was published, the conservative coloration of Stein’s work made it difficult to
approach in a distanced way: in the vein of Nisbet (1962), Stein was writing about community as
a remedy to “alienation”, bringing the attention of the public on the new generation’s “lost
interest” in being part of the social order (Nisbet, 1962; viii). As mentioned previously, Stein
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though, provides what resembles, overall, a modern theory of American communities; or at least,
he provides a detailed and efficient presentation of the work that had been done so far. He
suggests that three similar forces are at work in different communities: urbanization,
industrialization and bureaucratization (4 -5). Those intervene frequently in the planning practice
and must be propetly integrated in the study of such practice, as I shall further explain.

10. The intervention o