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that the urban pattern is as genetic as male pattern baldness and that
urban design is equivalent to intelligent design, revealing only the
inevitable.

In this debate, Mumford retains special importance (although his
reputation is often submerged as the result of his boorish and myopic
treatment of Jacobs). Mumford was an unparalleled reader of the
forms and meanings of the historic city, direct heir of the regionalist
ecology descending from Patrick Geddes, and an unabashed fan of
the Garden City so reviled by Jacobs: the omega point of Mumford’s
urban teleology was the movement for new towns, incarnate in a his-
tory spanning Letchworth, Radburn, and Vallingby. Mumford was
utopian in the received Modernist sense, a believer both in the thera-
peutic value of thoughtful order and in the importance of formal
principles, qualities he actually shared with Jacobs. But Mumford
also understood the depth of his oppositional role and saw with clar-
ity the way that the “pentagon of power” inscribed itself in the tissue
of the city. For Mumford, the city was infused with the political, and
he understood its future as a field of struggle for an equitable and
just society. Alas, this principled insight only seemed to reinforce his
unyielding formal partisanship.

Within the academy, skepticism about urban design’s narrowness
as a discipline paralleled its consolidation and growth. In 1966, Kevin
Lynch published the first of an increasingly critical series of articles in
which he sought to distinguish urban design from a more expansive
idea of “city design.” Lynch’s critique was—and is—fundamental. Ob-
jecting to urban design’s fixation on essentially architectural projects
and its reliance on a limited set of formal typologies, Lynch argued
throughout his work for an urban discipline more attuned to the
city’s complex ecologies, its contending interests and actors, its elu-
sive and layered sites, and for complex readings, unavailable within
the discipline of architecture, that would allow the city to achieve
its primary social objective as the setting for variegated and often
unpredictable human activities, behaviors that had to be understood
from the mingled perspectives of many individuals, not simply from
the enduring Modernist search for a universal subjectivity, however
“egalitarian.”

But Lynch’s was clearly a minority view, and urban design as prac-
tice rapidly developed along the lines he feared. In 1966—the year of
Lynch’s initial sally (and of Robert Venturi’s Complexity and Contra-
diction in Architecture)—John Lindsay set up his Mayor’s Task Force



