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Pittsburgh. Fletcher was suspicious of state “pa‐
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ternalism” and believed that private enterprise
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could plan a model community that not only pro‐

minating book recounts what she calls “a housing
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Chatham Village did not spark a nationwide trans‐

(RPAA): Clarence Stein, Henry Wright, and Freder‐

formation in housing policy and neighborhood

ick Bigger. Influenced by European planners and

design as its planners had hoped, Bamberg cele‐

architects, the RPAA advocated for public regional

brates the urban enclave as an important and in‐

planning boards that would integrate housing,

fluential example of effective urban planning. We

green space, recreational features, and trans‐
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harmony. Lewis, on the advice of his consultants,

Bamberg first assesses Chatham Village as
what she calls an “ideal community”: a physical
expression of social ideals (p. 167). The village ex‐
emplified the ideals of Charles Fletcher Lewis, a
journalist, newspaper editor, and the first director

compromised his vision early in the planning
process, as the plan for freestanding, low-cost
dwellings for purchase gave way to row houses
rented by middle-class families. Though his con‐
sultants expressed skepticism about private in‐
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dustry’s ability to address large-scale housing and

Bamberg traces the influence of Chatham Vil‐
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Chatham Village that she points at other housing
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problems. Real-estate firms seeking greater profits

As a consequence of property managers’ desire
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profit from their long-term investment, prospec‐
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tive renters had to go through a rigorous screen‐

itability led him to exclude the working class and
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Chatham Village approach address large-scale so‐

clubs. Though Bamberg emphasizes continuity
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over change, she does well to treat Chatham Vil‐

neighborhood to block them out? How would the
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champions of Chatham Village address the reality

velopment brought an apartment complex to the

that for such a model to work on a broad scale

village. Residents became more racially and cul‐

countless Americans would have to rise into the

turally diverse over time, and more childless cou‐

middle class?

ples have come to inhabit the neighborhood. Fur‐

Nevertheless, Bamberg makes a valuable con‐

ther, what was once a community of renters has

tribution to the history of planned communities

since 1960 been a collective of homeowners. De‐

in the United States. Her book makes a fine com‐

spite these changes, Bamberg writes, “cooperative

plement to such housing studies as David
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ca (1988) and Gwendolyn Wright’s Building the
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Dream: A Social History of Housing in America
(1983). Chatham Village also serves as an opti‐
mistic counterpoint to more skeptical studies of
regional planning, like Robert Caro’s The Power
Broker: Robert Moses and the Fall of New York
(1975). Scholars, students, and laypeople interest‐
ed in urban and regional planning, architecture,
landscape design, outdoor recreation, and the so‐
cial history of housing will find much to learn and
debate.
: Pittsburgh’s Garden City (2011)
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