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Abstract

New Urbanism is most often appraised in terms of its physical design, while analysis
of its social goals is limited to unsubstantiated claims about New Urbanists’ desire to
engage in social engineering. This article presents the results of an evaluation of the
explicit, stated link between the physical planning proposals of New Urbanism and
three types of social goals: community, social equity, and the common good. The analy-
sis is based on the Charter of the New Urbanism, which describes each core principle
in detail.

Of the 27 principles, 8 are related to equity, while 19 are connected to promoting the
common good. None of the principles is explicitly related to community, although
notions of community are often invoked for descriptive purposes. It is hoped that these
results will help clarify the discussion of the relationship between physical planning
and social goals in the context of New Urbanism.
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Introduction

The appraisal of New Urbanism is most often focused on its physical
design, while analysis of its social goals is limited. This is not difficult
to explain: Establishing a link between the physical design of cities and
social goals like “sense of community” and “equity” is difficult. On the
one hand, social goals often elude a territorial basis. On the other, city
designers would be remiss if they failed to recognize the ways in which
physical design affects social phenomena. Further, the effects are not
one dimensional. Physical design may affect, for example, social and
political forms of organization through the design of public spaces,
social equity through the spatial arrangement of public facilities, and
social encounters through the design of sidewalks. The uses of design
for social purposes may be explicit, such as the Parisian boulevard sys-
tem, constructed in part for social control, or they may be more dis-
creet, such as Clarence Perry’s implicit attempt to foster social
homogeneity via his neighborhood unit plan (Silver 1985).

Almost every physical design proposal faces the dilemma of having to
find the right balance between what design can and cannot achieve in
social terms. Physical planners can easily fail on either front. If, for
example, New Urbanism—currently one of the most influential physi-
cal planning proposals—becomes too involved with social objectives, it
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will be accused of attempting to engineer and control society. If, how-
ever, it fails to acknowledge its impact on social objectives, it can be
accused of committing the same error that redevelopment schemes of
the 1960s committed—ignorance of their social effects. New Urbanism
may work well as a physical planning model, but any good physical
planning model must also come to terms with its social effects.

This article presents the results of an evaluation of the link between
physical planning and social goals. New Urbanist principles are used
as a basis for this assessment. The main objective is to develop a more
balanced, constructive framework for discussing the interrelationship
between social goals and physical planning proposals like New Urban-
ism. It is hoped that this will help move the discussion of the relation-
ship between physical planning and social goals further ahead. It is also
hoped that a discussion of New Urbanism’s social goals will progress
beyond simple dismissal based on perceived social engineering (a cri-
tique to which it is regularly subjected; see Harvey 1997 and Audirac
1999).

The article begins by delineating three different types of social goals:
community, social equity, and the “common good.” Each of these goals
has played a role in physical urban planning in a general sense, and
thus each is potentially relevant to exploring the link between social
goals and New Urbanism. This is followed by a discussion of the overt
social goals of New Urbanism, analyzed through a careful examination
of the Charter of the New Urbanism (Congress for the New Urbanism
2000), the official treatise of New Urbanism. Using this information,
the remainder of the article focuses on laying out whether and by what
mechanism New Urbanism, as a specific physical design proposal, could
hope to achieve one or more of the social goals of community, social
equity, or common good.

It is important to emphasize that this article is an evaluation of the
stated goals of New Urbanism, not an assessment of whether these goals
have actually been achieved. Many critics of New Urbanist develop-
ments have pointed out that, so far, the self-contained communities con-
structed (for example, Seaside, Celebration, and Kentlands) have failed
to meet their stated social objectives. Certainly, few would disagree that
they tend to be exclusively high income and that they lack racial diver-
sity. This assessment may be true for selected high-income areas, but
what assessment can be made of the movement as a whole? Such an
evaluation begins with an understanding of its stated social goals.

Setting aside the discussion of why New Urbanist developments have

failed to meet their social objectives (regulatory barriers, opposition by
local residents to higher densities, outdated lending practices), there is
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a subtle distinction that must be made between addressing social goals
and solving social problems. The difference is one of degree. The ability
of physical design to solve social problems outright is a far more ambi-
tious proposal, and the history of planning has shown repeatedly that
this approach has had limited success. A statement made by Cafferty
more than 20 years ago still holds true today: “The bricks and mortar
approach to solving social problems is dangerous because it wastes
scarce resources, raises community expectations, and results in disillu-
sionment and alienation” (Cafferty 1979, 508). What is important is the
need to consider, in a realistic way, the social goals that can be affected
by physical planning.

Three types of social goals

New Urbanist principles are evaluated in terms of three social goals:
community, social equity, and the notion of the common good. Obvi-
ously, there are more than three types of social goals. These particular
goals were selected because they are prevalent in discussions about the
social implications of city design (Talen 2000).

Often the social goals of planning are oversimplified to mean planning
for social services, such as health care delivery or job training. But oth-
ers take a broader view, one defined as planning’s ability to produce
some type of social change (Cafferty 1979). Taking this larger perspec-
tive, the social goals selected here are those that have been seen or
could be seen as desirable components of social change. In addition,
because this article is about the relationship between physical design
and social goals, goals were selected based on whether they would in
fact be relevant to an assessment of physical planning proposals.

Community

The notion of community is usually defined in terms of two aspects, a
social component, consisting of various types of social interaction, and
an affective component, involving a whole range of psychological and
emotional responses. Research on each of these dimensions is volumi-
nous. During the past 30 years, researchers have built on one another’s
conceptions of the varied meanings involved, such that our understand-
ing of the social life of communities and neighborhoods is now fully
multidimensional.

The social interaction component consists of social networks and the
emotional support that can exist among neighbors. Such activity ranges
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from strong social relationships, for example, when there is an
exchange of help or goods, to weak social ties involving casual greet-
ings. The affective component of community considers the psychologi-
cal aspects of community, beyond overt social interaction (although in
many ways tied to it). McMillan and Chavis (1986) identified member-
ship, influence, need fulfillment, and shared emotional connection as
the main determinants of community.

The connection between physical design and community, particularly
its affective component, is complicated. Some even view the linkage as
potentially harmful. For example, a key paradox confronting attempts
to build community through physically oriented policies and planning
proposals is that, at least at the neighborhood level, such community-
building efforts have historically been linked to efforts to promote
social homogeneity and exclusion (Silver 1985). Planners have admon-
ished the neighborhood unit concept and other attempts to socially
engineer particular types of “balanced” communities (Banerjee and
Baer 1984). Similarly, the effect of perceived threats to property values
has been shown to be a strong factor in generating a locality-based
sense of community (Panzetta 1971). Harvey (1997) likened the quest
for community via physical planning to “surveillance bordering on
overt social repression” (69).

It should be emphasized that these criticisms are confined to the notion
of physical determinism. They should not be construed to mean that
community and community-building efforts are not viewed as essen-
tially positive and indeed essential in the planning process. The issue is
whether specific physical design proposals can be linked to fostering
community. And even though empirical evidence linking the physical
and social realms is mixed (this is discussed in more detail later), there
is widespread recognition that attachment to place, locally based resi-
dent interaction, and sense of community are generally positive social
goals, whether or not they can be linked to specific design proposals.

Social equity

Like community, social equity can also have many different meanings.
Robert Putnam (2000), in his Social Capital Community Benchmark
Survey, defines social equity as equality of civic engagement across a
community, or how widespread civic involvement is across class lines.
An alternative meaning, one more applicable to the physical design
aspects of urban planning, defines social equity on the basis of the spa-
tial distribution of people and resources. This can mean, for example,
distributive equality—the issue of balancing who gets what. As it
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relates to principles of city design, social equity can thus be defined as
the equalization of access to resources. One approach to this is to
administer territorial equity, that is, equalizing access to public goods
and services. This view is closely related to the notion of equity
planning—a procedure for rectifying the inequity of class divisions—
which has been extended primarily through the writings of Norman
Krumbholz (1982) and more recently by Krumholz and Forester (1990).

The provision of resources on the basis of equity can be variously inter-
preted. Lucy (1981) identified five categories of equity relevant to plan-
ning for local services. Subsequent taxonomies relevant to planning
have been offered by Truelove (1993) and Marsh and Schilling (1994).
The equity categories that have evolved essentially amount to differ-
ences in the methodology that should be used for distribution. Equity
can be defined as equality, in which everyone receives the same public
benefit regardless of socioeconomic status, willingness to pay, or other
criteria. Alternatively, equity in the distribution of public benefit can be
based on need, termed “compensatory” equity by Crompton and Wicks
(1988). Lucy (1981) refers to this as “unequal treatment of unequals”
(450), based on indicators such as poverty, race, and, ideally, the nature
of the service being provided.

The notion of social equity, particularly the goal of equitable resource
distribution, can be directly linked to physical planning (Talen 1996).
For example, an interesting study of the ability of the compact city to
address the goals of social equity was recently undertaken by Elizabeth
Burton (2000). The study compared higher-density and lower-density
cities in terms of their ability to improve public transport and access to
facilities, reduce social segregation, and increase the supply of afford-
able housing. From a sample size of 25, the study concluded that
“higher urban densities may be positive for some aspects of social
equity and negative for others” (Burton 2000, 1969).

Common good

The most familiar usage of this term is one that promotes the view that
actions should benefit all individuals, not just a privileged few. Accord-
ing to proponents of the common good, a focus on protecting individual
rights rather than the common good lessens the accountability of indi-
vidual actions to society. Emphasizing the common good requires that,
at certain times, private rights yield to common concerns. Thus Etzioni
(2000) defines the common good in terms of what it stands against:

the expansive privileging of private rights, and “the right to be let
alone” (25).
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Through the work of such writers as Amitai Etzioni (1993), Robert Bel-
lah (Bellah et al. 1982, 1985), and Mary Ann Glendon (1991), the com-
mon good has come to be associated with social responsibility, civic
engagement, and the protection of public goods like health, safety, and
the environment. This is in fact a long-standing idea that originated
with Plato and Aristotle. It states that individual benefit must be sec-
ondary to common benefit, that it is possible to maintain conditions
that benefit everyone, not just a few. This means that our civic and
social institutions, our political and economic system, our environment,
and our systems of justice must function in a way that benefits all the
people. Certainly, clean air and clean water are prime examples of a
common good from which all benefit (to the extent that all have access
to them).

As is the case with community, there are some problems with the
notion of a common good. Who defines what the common good is? Since
there is no objectively correct definition, it is necessary to confront a
plurality of definitions that may not coincide. This is especially true

of a pluralistic society in which individual freedom is very highly
regarded. There is thus an inherent difficulty in attempting to trans-
late civic commitment into a utopian community structure that can
succeed in contemporary society (Kantor 1972; Mandelbaum 1988).

There are other issues as well. Some people will be forced to give up
more than others in the quest to obtain the common good. A prime
example is the protection of environmental resources. Current owners
of such resources may be forced to limit their ability to sell their prop-
erty for its highest and best use in the interest of protecting the com-
mon good. Related to this is the likely event that many who benefit
from the common good will not have paid their fair share for its attain-
ment but will nevertheless share equally in its benefits. For example,
there may be unequal participation in resource conservation programs,
but all will likely receive the benefit of resource protection.

In planning, the legitimacy of a notion like the common good is likely
to meet with little opposition. Many of the critics come from a libertar-
ian perspective, one not particularly well aligned with urban planning
and design. Planners are in the business of offsetting the burdens
imposed by unchecked free market economies, and although well aware
of the difficulties cited above, planners often use the notion of the com-
mon good as a basis for urban planning objectives, including physical
design proposals.
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The social goals of New Urbanism

This section evaluates New Urbanist principles, as published in the
official Charter, in terms of how they coincide with the three social
goals identified above. There is no presumption of hidden meanings or
agendas: The stated goals are taken at face value.

It was pointed out in the previous section that all three types of social
goals can be viewed in different ways, not all of them positive. However,
in the evaluation of New Urbanist social goals presented in this section,
there is an implicit assumption that the social goals being evaluated—
community, equity, common good—are both valid (i.e., positive) and
capable of being influenced by physical design.

New Urbanism’s charter

The Charter of the New Urbanism (Congress for the New Urbanism
2000) comprises a list of 27 principles, each of which is accompanied
by an essay from a leading architect, planner, or policy maker that
explains it in greater detail. The principles move from general to spe-
cific and are organized into three categories: The Region: Metropolis,
City, and Town; Neighborhood, District, and Corridor; and Block,
Street, and Building.

This succinct compilation of principles provides a convenient means for
evaluation. For the analysis, each principle was evaluated in terms of
the three social goals of community, equity, and common good. The goal
to which the principle seemed most directed was selected. The possibil-
ity that none of the three social goals was relevant was left open. How-
ever, it was found that all 27 principles could be tied in some way to
one of the three social goals.

The results of the analysis are summarized in table 1. Each of the 27
principles is listed in order, and the main social goal to which each prin-
ciple relates is marked in one of three middle columns. Keywords that
summarize the main intent of each principle are listed in the right-
hand column.

Of the 27 principles, 8 were found to be related to equity, and 19 were
connected to promoting the common good. None of the principles were
found to be explicitly related to community, except in terms of the
inclusion of some descriptive statements.
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Discussion

Having established that the physical design proposals of New Urbanism
do have explicit social goals, how feasible is it that applying New
Urbanist principles will be able to address these goals? This section
attempts to sort out this question.

Can New Urbanism create community?

Table 1 shows that there are no principles in the Charter that are
directly based on the social goal of community. Instead, there are
instances in which notions of community are used as descriptive mate-
rial to support a given principle. Some of these phrases are listed under
the community column, where references to some aspect of community
building through design—the promotion of social life, civic bonds, social
identity, and the like—are found. Another example is a reference to
“loss of community” in the context of women and children needing to
spend an inordinate amount of time in their cars. However, it is evi-
dent, and somewhat surprising, that community is not a primary goal
under any of the 27 principles. Its use is limited to short descriptive
phrases that signify, perhaps, an underlying perception among New
Urbanists that aspects of community have somehow been damaged by
sprawl.

As descriptive content, the references to community in the Charter
essentially involve two notions: the idea of promoting a social or com-
munity identity and the notion of promoting civic bonds. The first
instance is applicable to the notion of the common good: that the estab-
lishment of an identity that exists outside the individual is beneficial to
the common good. The promotion of social and civic bonds, the second
notion found in the Charter, is perhaps more in line with the conven-
tional meaning of community. Here New Urbanist principles are mostly
concerned with trying to foster social interaction: the need to “enable
neighbors to know each other” (147) through the design of safe, walka-
ble streets, for example. Again, these statements are descriptive and
were not found to be substantively connected to any particular
principle.

Related to social and civic bonds is the idea that social diversity within
a neighborhood can promote social interconnectedness. When diverse
groups are in proximity to each other, there is no requirement for social
interaction, but the situation allows the possibility of mixing divergent
groups (rich and poor, white and nonwhite). When this diversity hap-
pens in a place such as a neighborhood, it is possible that diverse
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populations can find something they share in common, since they
occupy a shared world.

What evidence is there that social interaction, perhaps leading to social
bonds, can be strengthened or at least affected through physical
design? Empirical research has demonstrated that physical factors can
affect certain aspects of social interaction. For example, it has been doc-
umented that an increase in neighboring results from greater use of
public space (Levine 1986) and greater use of local facilities for shop-
ping (Riger, LeBailly, and Gordon 1981), and a decrease in neighbor-
hood social ties has been correlated with an increase in sprawl,
specifically, level of automobile use (Freeman 2001).

An extensive study of neighborhoods in Pittsburgh (Ahlbrandt 1984)
showed that the use of neighborhood facilities (for shopping, worship,
or recreation) was linked to higher levels of resident interaction.
Empirical research has shown that neighborhood is an important factor
in determining whom residents interact with (Greenbaum 1982, 1985),
and this may be based on the spatial boundaries of neighborhoods
(Ahlbrandt and Cunningham 1979; McMillan and Chavis 1986). Fur-
ther, although the enclosed space within which residents are forced to
interact may create relatively weak social ties, high levels of these ties
have been found to increase the occurrence of strong social affiliation
(Granovetter 1973; Greenbaum 1982). The view that sense of commu-
nity is a function of the quantity of social contacts (the “contact
hypothesis”; see Doolittle and MacDonald 1978) is consistent with an
approach to building community via promotion of neighborhood-level
interaction.

It is not known whether design’s effect on social interaction extends to
other dimensions of community. Specific site designs, such as better
and more accessible public space, may promote some aspect of social
interaction, and social interaction may eventually lead to some dimen-
sion of community. But along the way, there are likely to be interac-
tions with other variables and indirect effects that are beyond the
designer’s control.

It is important to recognize that most research on the link between
physical design and social goals like community identifies the impor-
tance of indirect effects and interaction variables. For example, in terms
of indirect effects, increased neighboring has been found to result from
feelings of safety (Newman 1972), which in turn are based on environ-
mental design factors. However, in terms of interaction effects, if use of
public space and shopping facilities is promoted via the physical form of
urban areas, this may occur only for certain socioeconomic groups.
Thus, if the effect of environment on behavior varies by age, gender,
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presence of children, or stage in the life cycle, it is likely that there are
interaction effects in the independent variables (Franck 1984).

Because of these factors, it is prudent that the link between physical
design and community in the Charter is limited to descriptive phrases.
Perhaps it is recognized that, in practical terms, the attempt to link
physical design to community introduces problems that are beyond the
control of New Urbanist design. Relatively speaking, social equity and
the common good may be more realistic goals because they do not
depend, as community does, on building social relationships.

Can New Urbanism create social equity?

The goal of social equity is defined here as providing access to public
goods and services on an equitable basis. This definition was used
because it is especially relevant to urban planning policy. The achieve-
ment of this goal through physical planning principles is found
throughout the Charter and is based on the notion of accessibility and
how to increase it. Since distance has a significant effect on the time,
effort, and resources required to obtain a given public good, the ideal of
equal access is roughly synonymous with the notion of spatial equity:
that everyone should have to travel a similar distance to benefit from a
public resource. Another way to conceptualize this is that an equitable
distribution of public services and facilities necessarily implies that the
public is free to use those services. Freedom of use, in turn, requires
accessibility. If certain groups lack access, their freedom of use is obvi-
ously impaired. Note that this same lack of access to privately held
goods and services is also detrimental to the idea of sustaining the
common good.

There is a clear, direct link between New Urbanism and the goal of
accessibility. This link is provided through three interrelated principles:
compactness, mix of housing units, and improvements in transporta-
tion. In terms of the first principle, residential environments organized
around the “5-minute walk” promote accessibility to public goods, serv-
ices, and facilities because such goods are more likely to be within
reach of those who do not have a car. It is understood that the effect of
distance greatly increases for those who do not own a car. Children, the
elderly who can no longer drive, and the poor who cannot afford to own
a car are much more affected by distance than those with ready access
to a car. Greater accessibility for these groups creates greater equity in
resource distribution overall. Compactness also makes public transit
more feasible, and public transit has an effect on accessibility, especially
for those who do not drive.
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Second, accessibility is promoted through the physical design principle
of mixed use. By creating a balanced mix of uses (e.g., housing, shop-
ping, work, recreation) within the same neighborhood, accessibility to
these uses is necessarily improved. Minimizing distances between daily
activities greatly improves the ability of those without cars to partici-
pate in these activities.

A subset of the mixed-use category is the mixing of housing unit types
within the same neighborhood. Specifically, mixing a range of housing
sizes and price levels within the same neighborhood is a basic principle
of the New Urbanist design ideal, promoted through such mechanisms
as backyard cottages and apartments above shops. The Charter recog-
nizes that to foster social equity, it is necessary to promote socioeco-
nomic diversity in the living arrangements of the population. The
equitability of access to resources is therefore directly connected to
social diversity.

In terms of social equity, diversifying the population through a mix of
housing units has two benefits: First, it is one of the only ways that
planners can have an effect on limiting concentrations of poverty. Con-
versely, the idea of segregating the population has resulted in separate
and unequal disparities. Second, it strengthens the ability to distribute
resources in a geographically equitable way. Lack of socioeconomic
diversity—that is, socioeconomic homogeneity—exacerbates the prob-
lem of trying to be fair in providing geographically based services such
as schools, since disadvantaged clientele become concentrated into one
homogeneously disadvantaged area. If diversity in housing type is not
encouraged, the result is certain homogeneity, a situation that runs
counter to the social goal of equity.

Finally, equity is linked to physical planning by designing paths of
movement that everyone can use. This is embodied in the New Urban-
ist principle of ensuring that streets are engineered to provide not only
for automobiles, but equally for pedestrians and bicycles. The social
goal embodied by this principle is, again, the need to encourage access
for the entire population, regardless of the ability to drive.

Can New Urbanism promote the common good?

The common good emphasizes the well-being of the collective society. It
downplays personal rights and self-interest and instead promotes com-
munal interests. Most of the principles of New Urbanism have this
focus.
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Two subcategories can be identified: First, many of the common good
principles are related to preserving existing resources. This is pursued
in a number of different ways, but the larger social goal of promoting
collective rather than private interest is common to each principle.
More obvious notions include the protection of the environment, the
preservation of farmland, historic preservation, and the need to provide
public transit while at the same time decreasing automobile use.

The second type of principle related to the common good has to do with
promoting place-based identity. This is the idea that a local place
should be able to sustain some way of defining itself, that it is a valid
social goal (common good) to promote the existence of places that have
identity and therefore meaning for their inhabitants. For example, if a
neighborhood has a definite identity, then the idea of commonality
within that place becomes possible. This place-based commonality is
vital because such an identity promotes a sense of sharing and of
belonging to that place, which in turn reinforces commitment and car-
ing about place. Sharing and belonging, leading to commitment and
caring, are reinforced by creating place or neighborhood identity. This
is part of the common good.

While the first category of the common good—protection of resources—
is made up of principles at the regional scale, the idea of place-based
identity is promoted through principles at the neighborhood and block
scale. For example, the idea that neighborhoods should have a center
and an edge is meant to contribute to their identity by providing a clear
demarcation of boundaries. If there are spatial boundaries, then there
is a better way of defining what a neighborhood is, which contributes to
establishing its identity and meaning. Without spatial boundaries, it is
much more difficult to assign an identity to a given area.

It is interesting that the social goals embedded in the principles in the
third section of the Charter—Block, Street, and Building—are primar-
ily about the common good. This is the most detailed level of the Char-
ter, and there is thus a distinct focus on the more traditional issues of
urban design. For example, there are discussions about how buildings
are meant to form enclosed space, a lesson from Camillo Sitte (1889),
and a discussion about the need to acknowledge established building
traditions instead of focusing on design innovation.

Related to this is the notion that strong emphasis should be placed

on the location and design of public spaces and buildings. (This con-
tributes not only to neighborhood identity but to identity at a larger
scale as well.) Public gathering spaces contribute to place identity in a
very palpable way. Centrally located public spaces that have been con-
sciously designed and placed to benefit local residents contribute to
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establishing place identity; that is, in fact, their main purpose. Ad hoc
focal points and quasi-public spaces do a much less effective job because
they are not designed to establish place identity.

Social goals and the planning process

The evaluation of Charter principles, summarized in table 1, focused
specifically on the link between physical design and social goals. How-
ever, there is an alternative way in which New Urbanism promotes
social goals, and, since this approach is also reflected in the Charter,
acknowledging this dimension is important. This is the idea of the plan-
ning process, that is, the process through which the public formulates,
interprets, and responds to various planning proposals. The difficulty
in terms of attempting to link New Urbanism to social goals via the
planning process is that it can exist independent of specific physical
planning ideals. In this way, it is difficult to claim that New Urbanism
as a specific normative paradigm holds any particular advantage over
other physical planning proposals.

One of the most common ways in which social goals are linked to the
planning process is through participatory design. In particular, public
participation in the design process—through charrettes, for example—
is one way to build community, based on the idea that social interaction
(during the design process) leads to a stronger, affective type of commu-
nity. New Urbanism is committed to making physical improvements a
public matter, emphasizing participatory design and publicly rather
than privately produced plans as an approach that is likely to increase
social interaction and collaboration. New Urbanism’s focus on the pub-
lic realm also means that the whole town planning process is concerned
with public rather than private matters. Participatory design of a pub-
lic space is much more likely to occur than participatory design of a
privately owned space, such as a shopping mall. In short, participatory
processes in New Urbanism, defined in terms of enhancing social
interaction and building consensus, form a significant part of the
community-building efforts of New Urbanism.

In some ways, it may in fact be easier to link New Urbanist processes
to social goals rather than physical design ideals. For example, the
social goal of community has been linked to neighborhood social control
(Chavis and Wandersman 1990) and public ownership of neighborhood
facilities (Atlas and Dreier 1993). It could be argued that the strong
emphasis on design quality, the high importance attached to building
codes, and the emphasis on providing local neighborhood facilities are
ways in which control and sense of ownership are encouraged, thereby
affecting community. A focus on process also means that it might be
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possible to expand the range of applicable social goals, for example,
broadening the goal of social equity to include equality of civic engage-
ment, in addition to equality of access to resources. This could be
accomplished through the participatory process of New Urbanism.

Conclusion

New Urbanists recognize that physical planning ideals have a deeper
meaning and significance than just interesting architecture and good
site design. Because of this, some have observed that what is new about
New Urbanism is the idea that social and environmental problems need
to be resolved in tandem (Barnett 2000). The fact that social goals are
readily linked to principles of the Charter of the New Urbanism speaks
to this observation.

This article discussed the results of an evaluation of the link between
design principles and social goals in the context of New Urbanism. The
method incorporated a broadened definition of the more conventional
meaning of social goals typically used in planning, that is, moving away
from the notion of social services planning. It used instead an expanded
view of social goals in planning, consisting of community, social equity,
and the common good. The number of Charter principles that applied
to each type of social goal indicated that the social goals of New Urban-
ism are most concerned with the common good, followed by social
equity and then community.

New Urbanism, although based on strong historical precedent, has had
a relatively short existence. The type of evaluation used here should be
viewed as a starting point. Focusing on stated objectives constitutes a
basis for a future, more important analytical task: evaluating the
effectuation of social goals. Yet for there to be an effective assessment
of whether New Urbanist developments are meeting their social
objectives, there must be a clear understanding of what those social
objectives are.

Since New Urbanism has established an explicit link between design
and different types of social goals, its ability to achieve these goals
through its designs hinges on the degree to which these three ideals
are subject to change: Are there situations in which community, social
equity, and promotion of the common good are not or should not be
held up as distinct goals? This is an issue that needs to be explored in
the future, but for now, the social goals that form an important part
of New Urbanist doctrine are open to continued evaluation.
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Assuming that the social goals of community, social equity, and the
common good are unwavering, a key question is whether the design
principles of New Urbanism are alone in their ability to engender
them. Could the link between design and the social goals proposed here
hold true for any other type of urban pattern, such as a conventional
suburban development? It has already been acknowledged that the link
between the planning process and a social goal is accomplished within
the context of many different types of physical planning proposals.
However, it is difficult to conceive of how suburban development, which
lacks the necessary design requirements of mixed housing types, mixed
uses, pedestrian access, compactness, and public space, could hope to
accomplish the social goals of equity and the common good discussed
here.

Too often planners have focused on the economic and environmental
consequences of urban form, steering away from social consequences
and goals. (This idea was put forth by Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk 2000.)
Perhaps this is due to the difficulty with which urban form and notions
like the common good can be linked. Yet the link between design and
social goals may not be less straightforward than environmental and
economic considerations. There is widespread debate, for example,
about the economic consequences of sprawl. This merely underscores
the idea that the impact of design on social goals should be an ongoing
investigation. Ultimately, the primary concern should be understanding
how, when, and through what manner of physical planning proposal we
contribute to the effectuation of social goals.

It is possible that the idea of achieving social goals like community,
social equity, and the common good will be rejected as liberal fallacy.
Attempting to attach normative town planning principles to these
social goals will be regarded as doubly problematic. But it should also
be recognized that clear articulation of normative planning ideals in
relation to specific social goals makes it possible to enter into a mean-
ingful debate about the optimal urban form and its role in procuring
these goals. It is hoped that this debate will not stay unprofitably
focused on the legitimacy of linking physical design to social goals, but
rather will progress to a discussion in which the effects of particular
New Urbanist principles are scrutinized in greater, socially relevant
detail.
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