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slum dwellers, men and women victimized by oppressive economic 
arrangements and by the urban environments that grew out of them, 
the workers’ houses of Manchester, the Mietkasernen of Berlin, and 
the tenements of New York. If the sun, space, and greenery of the 
Radiant City and its identical architectures appear alienating and 
vapid today, it is crucial to think about what they were meant to 
replace: the dark, disease- ridden, dangerous hypercrowding of the 
in dus trial city.

The New Urbanism substitutes sprawl for slum as its polemical 
target, and its ideal subjects are members of the suburban upper-
 middle class whose problem is a mismatch between existing economic 
privilege and inappropriate spatial organization. The diffi culty here 
is of having too much, rather than too little, and if this is a rational 
observation from the perspective of the environment, it is a radically 
different issue from the perspective of what is to be done. What is 
missing is an idea of justice, a theory that addresses not simply the 
reconfi guration of space but also the redistribution of wealth. The 
reduction of urbanism to a battle of styles is a formula for ignor-
ing its most crucial issues. For example, there is no doubt that the 
neotraditionalist row houses that have replaced the penitential public 
housing towers being demolished in so many American cities rep-
resent a far more livable alternative. But it is equally clear that the 
net effect of the Hope VI program behind this transformation is the 
cruel displacement of 90 percent of the former population and that 
arguments about architecture obscure the larger political agendas at 
work. Likewise the continued, virtually unquestioned association of 
Modernist architecture with progressive politics has long since been 
insupportable, given the lie by the real meaning of urban renewal, by 
its expressive congeniality for multinational corporatism, by the ease 
with which it becomes the ready emblem of the Chinese ministry of 
propaganda, by the abandonment of politics by most of the leading 
lights of the architectural avant- garde.

At a conference in New York last year convened by the Cities Pro-
gramme at the London School of Economics, Rem Koolhaas began 
his presentation with a slide of Jane Jacobs, whom he snidely de-
nounced as an anachronism and an ideological drag. As a leading 
advocate of a robust, top- down idea of bigness and as one of global-
ization’s most sophisticated and visible model citizens, Koolhaas was 
surely consistent in recognizing Jacobs’s position as an affront to his 
own ethical ambivalence and corporatist cultural proclivities. And 


