
THE GARDEN CITY MOVEMENT

UP-TO-DATE

This work was written and compiled by the then Secretary of the Garden Cities and
Town Planning Association in 1913. It shows just how much the conception of the garden
city had been broadened from Howard’s original texts. Indeed the Association’s own name
had been broadened to add the newly emergent practice and theory of town planning
to the original focus.
Alongside the garden city, recognition is now given to the burgeoning numbers of

garden suburbs and garden villages. Many examples of these are identified and briefly
described, including many which are small and now little known, greatly adding to the
interest of the publication. Even the underlying arguments for such developments differ.
Alongside the more altruistic arguments in favour of reform, there are now those which
explicitly emphasise the need to ensure a healthy race to maintain the Empire.
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INTRODUCTION

Stephen V. Ward

The Garden City Movement Up-To-Date is an important text that documents a key transition
in the evolution of the garden city tradition. Published by the Garden Cities and Town
Planning Association (the direct forerunner of the present Town and Country Planning
Association), it shows how, within just a few years, the movement had diversified. Its
original, singular focus had been to realise a ‘pure’ version of Ebenezer Howard’s vision
of the freestanding garden city, independent of other settlements. By early 1914, however,
this work gave rich evidence of the movement’s greater plurality, energy and diversity.
Letchworth, the one ‘pure’ expression of Howard’s dream, had existed for a decade in
lonely and frustratingly slow-growing splendour. Yet around it now were many thriving
garden suburbs and garden villages.
What, effectively, had happened was that Howard’s principles had been deconstructed

and synthetically recombined (or, in the thinking of some critics, diluted) with other
important ideas. The latter were mainly concerned with finding ways of providing good
quality modestly priced housing in garden settings and ordering wider city growth. In
this new guise, the movement had already claimed a central place in the emergent new
practice of ‘town planning’. With this wider goal of planning towns and cities ‘on
garden city lines’ the movement was palpably flourishing, in Britain and increasingly
elsewhere. The author of this book, Ewart G. Culpin, stood at the very centre of this
revisionist turn and here he gives ample evidence of what had been achieved on this
more expansive programme. We begin, however, by examining how and why the
movement had developed and changed over the fifteen years of its existence as a basis
for understanding the work itself.

Forming the garden city movement

The seminal text which gave rise to the garden city movement, Ebenezer Howard’s
To-morrow: A Peaceful Path to Real Reform, had been published in 1898 and reissued with
small changes as Garden Cities of To-morrow in 1902 (Howard, 1898; 1902). Imagining,
as Howard did, a new kind of settlement in which a better life might be lived was not,
of itself, unique in nineteenth-century Britain. Yet, unlike most other attempts to dream
up and realise ideal communities, Howard’s conception did not depend on its inhabitants
adopting beliefs or behaviours that differed from those already prevailing within late
Victorian society (Beevers, 1988). Local choices might collectively be exercised by his
garden citizens, notably about the sale of alcohol, but in general Howard favoured an
essentially inclusive approach. Similarly, though he admired co-operative enterprises, he
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certainly did not exclude ordinary profit-seeking businesses. Like an ordinary town or
city (and unlike a company town) he wanted there to be a choice of employers.
The radicalism of the garden city idea lay rather in how it would be realised, by

means of collective rather than individualistic land ownership. It would be perpetuated by
continuing unified control of the land development process, to secure the uplift in land
values that followed the garden city’s development as community benefit rather than private
profits. Reflecting Howard’s close interest in the Land Nationalisation Society (LNS), his
strongest early support came from this source. When the Garden City Association was
founded in 1899 to advance the principles contained in To-morrow, the LNS provided six of
the thirteen founder members and much of its initial organisational capacity (Hardy, 1991:
16–35). It even housed the new body in a corner of its own premises. Yet this initial
rather narrow focus was soon broadened. Over the next few years the garden city found
an important place in the wider repertoire of reformist thought in the early twentieth
century (Hardy, 1991: 36–113). The Association’s membership steadily grew from 325
members in 1900 to 530 the following year, 1800 in 1902 and 2,500 in 1903. It also
became more diverse, including people from industry and commerce, the press, the pro-
fessions, the church and all sections of politics. The organisation’s status and influence were
further enhanced by electing many notable public figures as Vice-Presidents. By 1902
there were 96 of these, growing to 138 by 1906.
Leading this shift of the garden city movement into the mainstream of Edwardian

reformism was a prominent London barrister (later a judge), Ralph Neville. His personal
qualities, organisational abilities and great interest in housing reform so impressed
Howard that he recruited Neville as Chairman of the Association in 1901. He also
became the chairman of the Garden City Pioneer Company formed in 1902 and the
First Garden City Ltd established in 1903 to develop Letchworth as the realisation of
Howard’s vision (Miller, 2002: 17–75). Other prominent members of the Association,
including Howard himself, occupied important roles leading and serving the Company.
Letchworth played a key part in establishing the garden city as a credible project of

reform. Its beginnings coincided with a great surge in Association membership numbers.
Yet Howard’s central requirement that entirely new, freestanding, garden cities should
be created proved extraordinarily difficult to implement in a long and closely settled
country such as Britain, especially so in England. There were many alternative, already
developed locations where people could live and where those seeking business oppor-
tunities could invest. Despite imaginative marketing, particularly the Cheap Cottages
Exhibitions of 1905 and 1907, Letchworth, the purest expression of Howard’s ideals,
grew only very slowly.

Industrial model villages as precursors of the garden city

But there were other early exemplar schemes to which the movement could refer. In a
few cases, progressively minded industrialists had established attractive settlements close
to their own factories. Even though they relied on just one source of investment capital
and had many of the attributes of company towns, such model factory villages were an
important template for the garden city. One of the most important was Bournville,
associated with the Quaker Cadbury Brothers cocoa and chocolate factory in suburban
Birmingham (though also home to many non-Cadbury employees) (pp. 24–5; Harrison,
1999). Another was Port Sunlight, a company town serving the Lever Brothers soap
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works on the suburban Wirral peninsula close to Birkenhead and Liverpool (p. 41;
Hubbard and Shippobottom, 1988).
Begun in the later nineteenth century, these villages were relatively well-developed by

the time the Garden City Association was founded. A further Bournville-like venture,
New Earswick, on the edge of York, was launched by the Rowntrees, another Quaker
cocoa and chocolate dynasty, in 1902 (p. 39; Waddilove, 1954). All three became
positive physical models for the early garden city movement. (The movement benefited as
well from the experience, status and wealth of the Cadbury and Rowntree families and
W. H. Lever). Bournville and Port Sunlight also hosted important early Garden City
Association conferences in 1901 and 1902 which embedded these two places in particular
into the consciousness of the early garden city movement (Hardy, 1991: 73).
Many of those who were attracted to the garden city idea in the Edwardian era were

not particularly interested in its collective land ownership aspects. Nor were they especially
drawn to living in what was more or less a company town. But they were certainly
attracted to the residential environments they saw in Letchworth, Bournville, Port Sunlight
and New Earswick. For the first time, such places had demonstrated the realistic possibility
of giving urban working people the kinds of arcadian living environments that hitherto
had been confined to urban elites (Stern, Fishman and Tilove, 2013). The houses in
these innovative model settlements might be inspired more by the country cottage than
the country house of the rural elite which had been the model in the more exclusive
areas. Yet densities were low compared to similar priced housing in nearby suburban
areas, typically twelve or less dwellings per acre (30 per hectare) compared to around 25
per acre (63 per hectare) upwards (Unwin, 1912).
In contrast to the long terraces and narrow-fronted houses built by private speculators

under local authority building bylaws for let at similar rents, these exemplar projects
grouped dwellings in short terraced or even semi-detached formation. House frontages
were broader with more light, air and greenery. There were individual gardens, front
and rear (especially so in Bournville and New Earswick) and ample public open space.
The street layout was freer than the often gridiron layout associated with bylaw housing,
more faithfully reflecting topography, aspect and existing natural features. Significant
public buildings were deliberately placed and grouped to close street vistas, emphasise
centrality and generally use physical design to convey a clear sense of place identity.
Combined with rather cottage-like domestic architecture, the overall effect was rustic
and village-like, albeit more romanticised and carefully manicured than the real thing.
Overall they were places which promised a more attractive and healthy setting for urban
lower middle class and upper working class life than was currently available.
In grasping the social aspirations that were involved here, it is relevant to note that the

newspaper magnate, Alfred Harmsworth (Lord Northcliffe), proprietor of, amongst
others, the Daily Mail, the most innovative and successful newspaper of its time, was an
early supporter of the Association (Hardy, 1991: especially 80). His younger brother,
Cecil, became the Association’s Chairman after Neville in 1911. Northcliffe had a deep
insight into the hopes and fears of the emergent lower middle class and those who
wanted to join it. He well understood the kinds of settings in which this new social class
wanted to live and raise their families. In the Daily Mail, for example, he introduced a
gardening column and in 1908 launched an annual Ideal Home Exhibition, pointing the
way even more to a new mass domestic lifestyle. The garden city seemed to offer just
the kind of residential setting for which he sensed his readers were yearning. But the
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disappointing pace of Letchworth’s development underlined the near-impossibility of
realising the ‘social city’ network of garden cities that Howard had envisioned in
To-morrow. It showed that other ways were needed to deliver the garden city’s residential
environment. These lay principally in the suburbs.

The emergence of the garden suburb

It was, quite simply, easier to provide the most appealing parts of the garden city’s offer
in settings on the edge of existing towns and cities. Here ‘front-end’ development costs
and time could be reduced by using existing drainage, public utilities, services and social
amenities. There was also easier access to existing sources of employment nearer the
centre or in the newer factories then being established by major industries in suburban
areas. The problem was, however, that the unit costs of providing such good quality,
spacious housing would certainly be higher in these more urban locations. The only
way to offset this was to find some way of reducing the price of land and the profits of
developers and landlords, while still ensuring sufficient capital would be available actually
to build housing.
There were several potential options. One was for individual or family philanthropic

industrialists to follow the path of Cadbury, Lever or Rowntree. Other individuals or
families who were not employers might also act as philanthropists by endowing trusts or
creating limited dividend companies. This was similar to the pattern of much Victorian
philanthropy in housing which, particularly in London, had provided for a few of the
deserving poor, mainly in model tenement flats (Tarn, 1973). The same mechanisms
might also be used by larger groups of the ‘great and the good’, raising contributions
through their social networks. Taking the lead there was usually a ‘philanthropic catalyst’,
a persuasive individual of public standing and probity. Although it did not require big
individual investors, this option still depended upon there being enough people with the
means and inclination to forgo normal profits on their investments.
Apart from the three already mentioned, there were other prominent philanthropic

spirits who were willing to engage with the latest thinking about housing and planning
reform. In the classic industrial philanthropist mould was James Reckitt, the Hull manu-
facturer of starch, drugs and household chemicals etc (pp. 34–5; Hull City Council, 1997).
Like the Cadburys and Rowntrees, Reckitt was a Quaker with a similar desire to do
God’s work on earth. Amongst other benevolent acts, Reckitt in 1907 set up a three per
cent dividend company (about two-thirds directly owned by him) to develop and
manage a ‘garden village’ in suburban Hull. Though it was less innovative in design than
Port Sunlight, Bournville and New Earswick, it embodied many of the same features.
Developed close by his factories, roughly half the estate (planned for up to 700 dwellings)
housed Reckitt’s workers.
Much better known, however, was Dame Henrietta Barnett, who was the extraordinary

‘philanthropic catalyst’ responsible for Hampstead Garden Suburb. This scheme was of
seminal importance in shifting prevailing thinking from the freestanding garden city to
the garden suburb (pp. 31–3: Miller and Gray, 1992). Barnett and her husband, Samuel,
were already widely known for their good works with the poor in London. Henrietta
recognised the potential of the garden city as a model to apply to a large unbuilt area
being opened up by the extension of the underground tube railway to Golders Green
(which finally opened in 1907). Instead of this area being developed in familiar fashion
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as a speculative suburb for the relatively affluent, Henrietta campaigned for it to become
a socially mixed area. Here the poor would be exposed to the ‘contagion of refinement’
and the well-to-do would be inspired by ‘knowledge of strenuous lives and patient
endurance’ (cited Miller and Gray, 1992: 20).
The size and metropolitan location of Hampstead Garden Suburb immediately gave it

a high profile in reformist thinking. Yet Henrietta Barnett also did several things which
further embedded the idea that the garden suburb would henceforth be the principal
contemporary expression of the garden city. Not least, her promotional abilities unlocked
philanthropic impulses to attract investment, ensuring that its finance was on a sound
footing. At an early stage, in 1904, she also hired the architect and planner of New
Earswick and Letchworth, Raymond Unwin, for a similar role at Hampstead (Miller,
1992: 78–103). By doing this, she underlined the design credentials of the project as a
genuine and innovative development ‘on garden city lines’. Finally she secured the
passing of a private Act of Parliament, the Hampstead Garden Suburb Act 1906. This
suspended local building bylaws to allow the flexibility of a layout on garden city lines,
with narrower road widths in residential areas that had far lower densities than were
usual for modest housing. As Unwin argued in his famous pamphlet Nothing Gained by
Overcrowding! (Unwin, 1912), with others sharing the same view, the consequent reduc-
tion in road expenses was an important way of cutting development costs.

Co-partnership and the garden suburb

The success of Hampstead Garden Suburb in establishing itself relatively quickly in
public consciousness and as an actual suburb meant that it became the new showpiece of the
garden city movement. However, the mode of development in its first phase of building,
namely a trust company which relied on raising private capital with promise of only limited
returns, was soon being superseded. Other more genuinely co-operative forms of
voluntarist activity were evolving during the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
(Skilleter, 1993; Birchall, 1995). Potentially it seemed that these might bridge the funding
gap and overcome the reluctance of many people to appear totally reliant on the
charitable instincts of the ‘great and the good’. Provided they conformed to the terms of
the Industrial and Provident Societies Acts and took profits of five per cent or less, such
‘public utility societies’, as they were termed, were able to borrow from the state in the
form of the Public Works Loan Board (PWLB).
Potentially, the vast co-operative movement, largely focused on retailing, seemed the

most attractive option, because of its ideology, organisational structure and large capital
assets. In practice, most of the movement’s housing interests were largely channelled into
assisting home purchase by its members, through what over time became a conventional
permanent building society approach. Much less important was the actual building of
houses for sale or rent by local co-operative societies. The original co-operative society,
the Rochdale Pioneers, formed in 1844, had from the start intended building houses for
its members (Birchall, 1995: 331–2). But it was not until 1861 that a local Rochdale
co-operative land and building company was formed which then quickly experienced
financial difficulties and, after producing just 36 dwellings, soon disappeared. Some
other local societies made similar efforts but in 1913 Culpin (p. 59) reported that across
the whole of Britain only just over 14,000 houses had been built by co-operative
societies. Compared to the massive scale of the co-operative movement, this figure was
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not impressive. Moreover, practically all the houses which were co-operative built or
for which it provided mortgage finance were identical to dwellings being provided by
conventional speculative means, further disappointing garden city advocates.
In their minds, the emergent co-partnership movement was a far more promising

development. Co-partnership was effectively an offshoot of the main co-operative
movement but it differed on several matters of principle (Birchall, 1995). Although there
were variations between schemes, the essential principle of co-partnership (not always
completely achieved in practice) was that the tenants should be members and share-
holders (LLEC, 1914: 104–8). The rest of the funding not provided by the PWLB
would be provided by public-spirited investors prepared to accept limited dividends. In
other words it was a three-way hybrid of philanthropic and co-operative model of
voluntaristic provision, assisted by the state.
Heightening the distinction from mainstream ‘true’ co-operation, co-partnership also

emerged on the ‘wrong’ side of a historic divide (Birchall, 1995). The co-operative
movement proper soon became exclusively concerned with consumer co-operation,
despite competing pressures to extend this principle to worker co-operation. The latter,
favouring profit-sharing on the production side, was difficult to reconcile with low
prices and profit-sharing by all consumers, most of whom worked for conventional
capitalist employers and had no opportunity to share those profits. Worker co-operation
(and later co-partnership) was largely championed by a more middle class element of the
co-operative movement.
The specific idea of co-partnership in housing was first attempted, not entirely success-

fully, in 1888 when Tenant Co-operators Ltd was formed. In 1890 a co-partnership
building company initiated by Henry Vivian, a carpenter and trade unionist, was formed
to provide houses for its workers. Yet none of the houses built by either venture
showed any noticeable improvement in design quality on what was being produced at
the time in speculative developments around London. The key change came in 1901, when
Ralph Neville, writing in his capacity as Chairman of the Labour Association (a body
promoting co-partnership schemes), suggested that the co-partnership principle should
be combined with the garden city idea. It was this which, in turn, drew Neville to
Howard’s attention and led to Neville also becoming Chairman of the Garden City
Association. Thereafter the evolution of the two movements, which were similar in their
commitment to collective, mutual action to create some real sense of community, became
intimately connected.
The first really successful application of the co-partnership principle in housing came

at Brentham in Ealing (Reid, 2000). In 1901 Vivian and some fellow builders set up
Ealing Tenants Ltd, a housing co-partnership society, to develop houses for themselves.
Initially, as with earlier schemes, the houses they provided were similar to those being
built on better quality contemporary speculative estates around London. This changed
when Raymond Unwin produced a new plan for the Brentham estate in 1906–7. In the
meantime other co-partnership societies were founded at Sevenoaks (1903), Letchworth
(1905), Bournville, Burnage in Manchester, Oldham (all 1906), Fallings Park in
Wolverhampton, Harborne in Birmingham and Anchor Tenants in Leicester (all 1907)
(pp. 51–6).
Thereafter co-partnership garden suburbs proliferated even more rapidly, as can be

seen in the present work (pp. 49–58). Another study made about the same time
estimated that there were over 60 housing public utility companies, around 50 of which
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were co-partnerships (LLEC, 1914: 104). As was first apparent in Letchworth and Bournville,
the model was often adopted for the later sections of garden suburbs which had begun in
other ways. At Hampstead Garden Suburb, for example, large sections were developed
by several co-partnership societies. Further societies were also created at Bournville. In the
years before 1914 the co-partnership garden suburb became one of the great hopes of
urban reformers. It was seen as a way of improving both the quality and quantity of
housing while avoiding or at least reducing the need for direct state intervention.

The garden suburb and town extension planning

The approach also became the central feature of the new strategy for statutory town
planning which was enabled by the 1909 Housing, Town Planning Etc. Act (Aldridge,
1915; Ward, 2004: 29–32). This measure introduced the town planning scheme, a
detailed local plan that could be prepared on land liable to be used for building develop-
ment (essentially the suburban fringes of towns and cities). A planning scheme essentially
specified land use and density zones and reserved major future road lines. This planning
instrument derived largely from the well-established German concept of town extension
(Stadterweiterungen) planning which successive visitors to Germany had been admiring
since the Manchester reformer, Thomas C. Horsfall, drew it to British attention in 1904
(Harrison, 1991).
However, in contrast with the higher density apartment housing and altogether more

‘urban’ nature of most German town extensions, the concept was merged in the British
setting with the home grown notion of the garden suburb. The central figure in achieving
this hybrid (whose important role goes unrecognised in the present work) was a Birmingham
Unionist councillor, John Sutton Nettlefold, a nephew of that city’s great reforming
Mayor, Joseph Chamberlain (Sutcliffe, 1988). (Despite being nationally aligned with the
Conservatives, the Birmingham Unionists were progressive and fairly interventionist in
many of their policies.) Nettlefold, as Chairman of the city’s Housing Committee, visited
Germany in 1905, returning convinced that planning outward growth pointed the way
for British cities, especially Birmingham, to tackle their housing problems (Nettlefold,
1914: 426–35). Suburban railways and, even more in provincial cities, municipal tramway
extensions could be exploited to allow large increases in the living area of the city. Proper
extension planning would avoid repeating past mistakes, gradually allowing over-
crowded areas in inner parts of the city to be decongested and renewed. In the autumn
of 1905, Nettlefold and the Birmingham Medical Officer of Health, John S. Robertson,
coined the neologism ‘town planning’ to describe this new approach (Adams, 1929).
In all this, Nettlefold (who was a member of the GCTPA’s Council) showed

important similarities with Howard’s reasoning but, instead of replacing the big con-
centrated city, this reforming councillor would expand it peripherally on planned garden
city lines (Nettlefold, 1910). Just as Howard thought that London in time could be
emptied out and redeveloped as a network of garden cities, Nettlefold’s strategy would
permit Birmingham’s inner areas eventually to be redeveloped at far lower densities than
those then prevailing. But this was an ultimate goal. In the interim he began partial
demolition, rehabilitation and improved sanitary provision in the courts of back-to-back
housing which typified Birmingham’s inner areas. This policy of gradual improvement
to ‘open up’ the courts was cheaper than the more drastic policies of wholesale slum
clearance and redevelopment with municipal flats which were being adopted in London
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and Liverpool (pp. 35–8). His improved ‘Nettlefold courts’ arguably offered smaller but
more immediate real improvements to the living conditions of a larger number of
people than could be touched by a slum clearance policy.
For Nettlefold, however, the long term answer lay in widening social access to the

new garden suburbs. Cost was, of course, the critical consideration and the price of
development land was key element in this. Like Howard, he wanted as much development
land as possible (unless it was owned by public-spirited landowners like the Bournville
Village Trust) to be in public ownership. Unlike Howard, however, he saw the munici-
pality as the appropriate body to do this. The city rehearsed this policy in 1908 on a site in
Bordesley Green in the east of the city (Nettlefold, 1910: 156–7; Cherry, 1994: 100). The
land was leased on generous financial terms to the Ideal Benefit Society (largely concerned
with providing health insurance and pensions for its members but which used surplus
funds in housing). There were important stipulations about the type and quality of
houses to be built, resulting (with some other land) in an estate of 225 houses and local
shops. This was better than the usual standard of speculative housing but, at 22 houses
per acre (55 per hectare), was denser than a true garden suburb. And it remained a rare
instance both in Birmingham and elsewhere. Nettlefold did not manage to embed
municipal ownership of development land within the conception of planning that he
introduced in Birmingham. Even less was it part of the 1909 Act.
Nettlefold, working largely through the Association of Municipal Corporations, was

the principal shaper of the town planning powers that were brought into law in 1909
(Sutcliffe, 1988). Yet he well understood that compromise was necessary to get the
measure enacted. As passed, it rested on the hopeful assumption that density zoning,
aided by rather tentative provisions for compensation and betterment in approved town
planning scheme areas, would be sufficient to moderate the private land market. Denied
the much stronger control that came with public land ownership, Nettlefold now saw
even more the importance of the co-partnership societies. Their mutual structure meant
that they would be likely to resist ‘sweating’ land assets which pushed up housing costs
when there was private speculative development of suburban areas. He was already
actively involved in the co-partnership movement as Chairman of Harborne Tenants
Ltd in the eponymous west Birmingham suburb (Nettlefold, 1910: 153–4; Nettlefold,
1914: 98–102). There the society developed the Moor Pool estate as a garden suburb of
almost 500 dwellings. Moor Pool soon became an important constituent element within
Birmingham’s Quinton, Harborne and Edgbaston town planning scheme (shown in the
sketch-map on p. 82).
This was the very first statutory scheme in the country to be approved, in 1913, and was

intended to ensure the rest of this western sector of Birmingham’s suburban fringe would be
developed along the same broad lines as Moor Pool. Soon similar town planning
schemes were in hand for all parts of the city’s suburban fringe. Combined with the
large and exemplary development on the Bournville Village Trust estate in the south of
the city, Nettlefold’s vision for Birmingham promised the most complete realisation
anywhere in Britain of the planned extension of a great city ‘on garden city lines’.

Ewart Gladstone Culpin

This wider context of shifting reformist priorities and hopes in Britain is, then, key to
understanding the present work. Yet the more specific details of its authorship and
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immediate circumstances of its compilation were also important to its message and sig-
nificance. Its author Ewart Gladstone Culpin in April 1906 became the third full time
Secretary of the Garden City Association (Hardy, 1991: especially 61). He succeeded
Thomas Adams, the first Secretary (Simpson, 1985: 9–14; 35–8), who had temporarily
returned for a further stint when the second Secretary had left Association affairs in some
disarray. This was certainly not the case with Culpin. From the outset this young man
(he was not yet 30 years old) proved an able and energetic organiser.
Like Adams, Howard, Neville, Harmsworth and indeed many within the garden city and

early town planning movements, Culpin came from a Liberal political tradition. His fore-
names conveyed an unmistakable parental admiration for the great nineteenth-century
Liberal Prime Minister. But his own views were shifting and later he joined the emergent
Labour Party, becoming an active local politician in London, first as a member of Ilford
Council in 1917 (McInnes, 2010). As regards his work for the Association, however, he
remained scrupulously apolitical, working as necessary with members of all parties.
Before very long, Culpin had assumed several key roles in the Association. In 1907 he

began to edit its journal, proving an able journalist and editor. He also undertook much
lecturing on the Association’s behalf, in Britain and, as we will see, across the Atlantic.
He was energetic and effective as a campaigner, lobbying Ministers and other influential
figures and writing letters to leading newspapers. In 1909, for example, he met the
Chancellor, David Lloyd-George, as part of an Association deputation during the for-
mulation of the Finance Bill (the famous ‘People’s Budget’), securing some changes to
protect garden city interests (Letters, Times, 29th September 1909).
In doing all this, Culpin was actively taking the Association into the wider field of

campaigning for town planning. As can be seen in the present work (pp. 15–17), the aims
of the Association were gradually being widened from 1903, though he oversaw the
main change in 1906 to embrace explicitly garden suburbs and garden villages. Other of
the 1906 objectives covered what would soon be labelled as town planning (though this
actual term was not used). The name of the Association’s journal was changed to Garden
Cities and Town Planning in February 1908. Mentioning this, Culpin also appears to
make the claim (p. 17) that the GCA Council decided to change the Association’s name
during 1907. Important contemporary records of Association business from this period
have not survived, however, so this cannot be substantiated. But it is important to note
that the Association’s original name was being used publicly by Culpin well after this
claimed decision to change (e.g. Letters, Times, 7 August 1908). It does not actually seem
that the Association formally became the ‘Garden Cities and Town Planning Association’
until the Annual General Meeting of July 1909, fully reflecting the new wider and
explicit emphasis on promoting town planning.
Culpin also began to become practically involved, not entirely successfully, in the

movement, heading the Town Planning and Garden Cities Company. This was established
as a not-for-profit business by the Association to provide expert guidance to anyone
interested in promoting a garden city-like development (p. 34). The principal contribution
of this body was the Ilford Garden Suburb, begun in 1909 on a small site close to
Valentines Park in this east London suburb (Jackson, 1973: 62–3). He himself lived there
with his young family in one of the earliest houses (which he loyally named ‘Letchworth’).
After the first few houses which had authentic garden city design credentials, however,
the venture apparently ran into difficulties and the remainder of the estate was developed
in the normal speculator’s domestic architecture of the period.
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But Culpin’s major role was a campaigning one. This led him to become increasingly
assertive that the Association should be the premier propagandist body promoting the
wider notion of town planning (Hardy, 1991: 57–8). In late 1909/early 1910 this
produced open rivalry with the other main pressure group in this field, the National
Housing and Town Planning Council (NHTPC) (Sutcliffe, 1990). Although it had been
founded in 1900, shortly after the GCA, what had originally been called the National
Housing Reform Council (NHRC) had soon got into its stride (Aldridge, 1915). Its
Chairman, William Thompson, and Secretary, Henry Aldridge (like Howard from a
Land Nationalisation Society background), soon made the NHRC into a very effective
lobbying organisation, focused on changing political attitudes. Acting with other bodies,
especially the more overtly working class and socialist-oriented Workman’s National
Housing Council, the NHRC had sponsored the first resolution in favour of town planning
(not yet so-labelled) during the 1904 Trade Union Congress in Leeds (Aldridge, 1915:
151). In 1906 it lobbied the new Prime Minister, Henry Campbell-Bannerman, and the
President of the Local Government Board, John Burns, to adopt town planning powers
(Aldridge, 1915: 161–83). And, as the new Act was passed into law, what now became
the NHTPC, with its strong membership base amongst local councillors, was the better
financed of the two bodies.
So Culpin showed considerable chutzpah in challenging what had hitherto been the

stronger body. (His already noted prematurity in claiming that the GCA had explicitly
assumed the mantle of town planning earlier than it actually did is perhaps further evidence
of this.) Yet some of this apparent spat was no more than posturing. Actually there was a
great deal of overlap in the membership of the two bodies, which meant that the rivalry
was not particularly deep-seated. But this overlap itself fuelled Culpin’s irritation since
the NHTPC used prominent Association members to lend respectability to its own
appeals to the public for funds. Moreover, in practice, the two bodies had found slightly
different niches. The garden city movement for which the GCTPA was the main voice
was more conceptually inventive in the emergent planning field and could point to its
real practical achievements in the voluntary philanthropic sector. The Council, by con-
trast, had closer links to local and increasingly central politics and was more effective as a
lobbying body. Its main concern had always been housing. This became more obviously
so as housing became a more distinct policy area with the growth of the council housing
sector, especially after World War I.
At any rate, Aldridge and the NHTPC reacted with equanimity to Culpin’s lengthy

complaint of late 1909 about what he saw as its hegemonic pretensions. Aldridge was
certainly not ready to cede his town planning interests to the GCTPA. In 1915, he
published under NHTPC auspices a massive work called The Case for Town Planning.
Yet he seemed content to humour Culpin and the GCTPA in their particular vanity. The
two propagandist bodies in planning henceforth co-existed and co-operated without
further incident. Aldridge fully acknowledged the work of the garden city movement,
the Association and Culpin himself in his 1915 book. This was despite the fact that
Culpin did not acknowledge even the existence of the NHTPC in the present book.
More importantly, however, the appearance in 1914 of the Town Planning Institute

(now the Royal Town Planning Institute) as an emergent professional body for town
planners brought a new dimension to town planning interest group dynamics (Cherry,
1974: 56–61). As planning became more of a statutory function of government, making
specific demands for expertise, it was noticeable that reformist impulses were increasingly
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pressed into a professional mould. Culpin, in common with Aldridge and other leading
figures in relevant propagandist societies, was soon elected an Associate of the new
Institute (i.e. a non-professional member). In the longer term, however, professionalism
in this field, as well as his own political shift to join the emergent Labour Party, were to
have a more important impact on his own subsequent career.

The making of The Garden City Movement Up-To-Date

These were, of course, changes which occurred after he produced the present work,
which accurately documents an important strand of reformist hopes in the last year of
peace. It was a strand that still managed to combine that part of Liberalism which was
moving towards the ascendant Labour interest and its other, Unionist element, as
represented by Nettlefold (and, more so over the coming years, his cousin, Neville
Chamberlain) which was on the way to becoming virtually indistinguishable from the
Conservative Party.
The origins of the work go back to a short tract produced in 1906, written by George

Montagu-Harris with a preface by Ebenezer Howard, entitled The Garden City Movement
(Harris, 1906). While this acknowledged the movement’s interest in sponsoring other
developments planned on garden city principles, no others were specifically mentioned
and the focus remained overwhelmingly on Letchworth. And the arguments deployed for
garden cities were expressed in general and idealistic terms rather than in a detailed and
practical manner. By 1912–13, it was recognised that this whole narrative of the movement
could be presented in a much stronger way. By then there were many more examples of
garden suburbs and villages to show and the movement could claim its place in the
wider movement for town planning more generally.
Culpin therefore wrote and compiled a first edition of the present work, not the

version reproduced here, published during 1913 (Culpin, 1913). With 64 pages of editorial
content plus 8 pages of advertising, it was shorter than the present work, though with
some common sections. Like the present version, however, it included specific details of
many schemes that followed garden city principles, though some 50 fewer of them than
are reported in this second edition (see p. 9). The first edition also contains the 1912
annual report of the Association’s Council and various other documents, including the
rules and constitution of the GCTPA and the list of its annual subscribers with the
amount of their subscriptions (Culpin, 1913: 47–63). The latter especially provides fas-
cinating information for the historian (not least the great dominance of the Harmsworth
family amongst regular subscribers). But overall, this less common first edition was much
less informative about the activities and actual schemes of the movement at that time.
It can be presumed that the limitations of the first edition, not least the awareness of many

other garden suburb ventures which had not been included, were soon recognised. Nine
months later, a second edition, the version reproduced here, was published, running to
82 pages of editorial content and eleven pages of advertising and front matter (including
covers). A further difference is that this second edition was published by the Association
itself, while the rarer and less full first edition was published by P. S. King Ltd.
Yet although there were very clear differences with the first edition, it is not

uncommon for the two editions to be treated in library catalogues as if they were the
same volume. This is probably because the usual publishing conventions differentiating
and dating different editions were not followed in this case. Thus the present version is
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confused as to its dating. It appeared in early 1914 and bears this year on the front cover
on the banner above the seated female figure at the bottom right. (This figure was the
work of the Socialist artist Walter Crane. It had originally been used on the cover of the
1902 version of Howard’s Garden Cities of Tomorrow to display that book’s title.) Con-
fusingly, however, the inside title page shows the publication year as 1913. It is not until
page 9 that it is made explicitly clear that this is a second edition. It is possible that further
editions were envisaged, so that it might have become a yearbook type of publication. But
this must remain a conjecture and, in the event, larger events ensured that no further
editions of this publication appeared.
Much about the detailed contents of the book has already been said and little else

needs to be added by way of introducing them. However, one important area has not
yet been dealt with, and remains to be considered. This is the international dimension of
the garden city movement’s activities.

An international garden city movement

One of the most striking features of the garden city movement was the extent to which
its ideas and experiences were circulated and variously put into practice in different
countries. On page 10 of the present work, Culpin proudly referred to the wide global
distribution of GCTPA membership and the Association’s magazine. With a few years
of its publication, Howard’s book was being translated into other languages with
German and French versions soon available and versions in Russian and other Slavonic
languages following (Ward, 1992: 8; Hardy, 1992: 195). Not all these were complete or
entirely accurate renditions of the original, however. In some cases, notably Japan,
international enthusiasts did not immediately recognise Howard’s own seminal role
(Watanabe, 1992). What was often the next stage of this growing if uneven awareness
can be seen on pages 61–7 of the present work with garden city associations soon being
founded elsewhere in emulation of the GCTPA (Buder, 1990: 133–42).
Perhaps understandably, Culpin was sometimes unreliable in his reporting of this

international dimension, notably on when it actually occurred. Thus France is stated in
the present account as the first country where a national garden city organisation (the
Association Française des Cités Jardins) was formed, which he reports as being in 1904
(p. 65), though which appears actually to have been the previous year (Sutcliffe, 1981:
144). More significantly, though, he is unaware that the German Garden City Society
(Deutsche Gartenstadtgesellschaft) was established in 1902 before even the actual date of
the French society being formed (Sutcliffe, 1981: 41). This is odd because he fully (and
entirely accurately) recognises the advanced extent of German identification with the
movement and many practical projects that were underway. Elsewhere he presents a
mixed picture of short-lived initiatives that had run into difficulties (such as in Belgium
and the Netherlands) and ventures that had only just begun, as in Poland and Spain.
The nature of what these various societies were promoting or endorsing was, even

more than in Britain, revisionist rather than purist. Garden suburbs or garden villages
were the usual product, sometimes showing features very different from British exemplar
schemes, although some of these had close links with places of employment, usually
because of industrialist involvement in their creation. The role of the Krupp industrial
dynasty in and around Essen in Germany was particularly significant, combining several
worker settlements with the most admired German example, Margaretenhöhe, intended
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for a more mixed population (Stern, Fishman and Tilove, 2013: 749–53). Yet the pure
Howardian notion of a freestanding and self-contained garden city with diverse sources
of local employment existed nowhere else but Letchworth. Hellerau, developed as a
satellite of Dresden, had more of these garden city attributes than anywhere else outside
Britain, with co-operative workshops. But it too remained dependent on the parent city
(Stern, Fishman and Tilove, 2013: 290–3).
Although Culpin had played a central role in diversifying the kind of settlement that

the garden city movement was promoting, he did take pains to draw some boundaries
of acceptability. At various points in the book (notably p. 36) he complains that the label
‘garden city’ or ‘garden suburb’ had been appropriated and applied to schemes which
did not warrant the title. This was certainly happening in Britain but there was greater
international dilution of the notion of what could be seen as acceptably conforming to
garden city principles even on Culpin’s more revisionist programme. He did, in fact,
reserve his most withering criticism for a non-UK scheme, Daceyville, a State Housing
Scheme in suburban Sydney, New South Wales, Australia. A layout plan of the proposed
development is reproduced (p. 64) and Culpin’s caption roundly condemns it. (Oddly,
there is no corresponding section in the main text.) In fact, though, his criticisms may
well have had some impact in this case because the scheme as finally realised followed a
quite different plan that would surely have met Culpin’s standards (Freestone, 1989:
165–8). The scheme remains today as a conserved icon of the Australian garden city
movement.
Culpin also played two other important roles in internationalising the movement,

both referred to in the present work. In January 1913, he undertook a three month
‘missionary’ lecture tour of the United States and Canada (pp. 17–18). In passing, we can
note his choice of this particular word with its explicitly religious overtones as richly
suggestive of the way both he and the GCTPA viewed their work. In a rather matter-
of-fact way, he reports on the success of the tour. The extent to which this was recognised
and appreciated by the GCTPA can be gauged by the fact that it hosted a large public
dinner to congratulate and welcome him back to London (Hardy, 1991: 97–9). He was
also invited to undertake a second North American tour though the outbreak of war in
1914 prevented this ever taking place. Culpin also reports that plans were about to be
implemented for a comparable tour to Australasia and refers to a lecturer having been
appointed. This was, in fact, Charles Reade, who remained for several years in Australia
to play an important role in the evolution of its planning on garden city lines (Freestone,
1989: 66–71).
One of Culpin’s most enduring achievements at this time was his involvement in

establishing the International Garden Cities and Town Planning Association, also in 1913
(Geertse, 2012; Allan, 2013). This is referred to rather briefly in this work (p. 69) but
also deserves more attention. Some commentators see Culpin as the driving force in creating
this body of which he became the first Secretary (Hardy, 1991: 100; Geertse, 2012: 35).
Certainly the initiative was British and the GCTPA provided the London headquarters
and all the officers of the new body. Ebenezer Howard was the first President and George
Montagu-Harris the first Chairman. We may suspect that the latter, with his unusual
linguistic ability (at least for an Englishman), also played more than a background part in
forming the new body. Its English name went through various minor changes from
1922, principally as the International Federation for Housing and Town Planning (from
1926) and finally the International Federation for Housing and Planning (from 1958).
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All historians have recognised how much this international body appeared in its early
years to be little more than a hegemonic instrument of the British garden city move-
ment, with foreign members effectively accepting that these national concerns had some
universal utility. Yet the extent to which these were exclusively garden city concerns
may have been a little overstated. Other British housing and planning interests were
represented in the new Association, in the persons of Thompson and Aldridge of the
NHTPC, both members of the new body’s Council. During the 1920s, after Culpin
ceased to be actively involved, the various name changes signalled a greater openness to
more varied concerns and viewpoints. As with the Town and Country Planning Asso-
ciation within Britain, it remains today a key international agency in the housing and
planning fields.

Betraying garden city ideals?

The dominant narrative of the garden city movement reflects the perspectives of those
of a more ‘purist’ inclination than Culpin, specifically Charles B. Purdom and Frederic
J. Osborn. These two, especially Osborn, were the primary authors of a small book
published in 1918 called New Towns after the War (‘New Townsmen’, 1918). Howard
and W. G. Taylor (a publisher and strong supporter of Letchworth) added their names,
using the collective nom de plume, of ‘The New Townsmen’. A new potential rival
organisation to the GCTPA, the National Garden Cities Committee, even appeared for
a time. What the book and this Committee represented was a reassertion of the
Howardian ideal of the network of freestanding, self-contained new settlements. This
effectively reversed the previous strategy, embodied in The Garden City Movement Up-
To-Date, of favouring garden suburbs and town planning on garden city lines. Yet this
was not quite a full return to basics as it was to be achieved in a very un-Howardian
fashion, using the full power of the state.
Events then took a turn which surprised everyone (Purdom, 1951: 64–8; Osborn,

1970). Howard himself, perhaps recalling his own career as a shorthand writer recording
verbatim the often frustratingly unresolved deliberations of parliamentary governance,
could never accept a statist approach. Of his own volition, not telling even his fellow
New Townsmen, he seized the moment in the post-1918 rush to sell off large rural
estates by the landed aristocracy to establish a second garden city in a similar fashion to
Letchworth. Without any certainty about sufficient funds, he bought at auction a large
estate in the Welwyn area of Hertfordshire. When the rest of the movement discovered
this they were horrified. Recognising that the failure of the project and the personal
bankruptcy of Howard would entirely discredit the movement, they quickly rallied
round and Welwyn Garden City was born. However, its development was organised on
far more professional and business-like lines than its predecessor.
Welwyn Garden City in due course became a partial model for the post-World War

II New Towns programme, which for many years was seen as marking the triumph of
the movement. It also stood as proof that the movement, while it might have accepted,
even promoted, the ‘good’ in the form of garden suburbs and planning on garden city
lines, never ceased to strive towards the ‘best’ in the form of real garden cities. In this
interpretation Culpin was the one who came closest to forgetting this, earnest in his pur-
suit of the good but willing to settle for only second-best. It led both Purdom and Osborn
to play down what Culpin actually achieved. When Culpin stepped down as GCTPA
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Secretary in 1918, it was Purdom who succeeded him. In his rather self-regarding
memoirs Purdom portrayed himself as rescuing a moribund GCTPA (Purdom, 1951: 61).
Osborn was certainly capable of making more balanced historical judgements that did
not excessively inflate his own role. Yet he too denied Culpin a place in the pantheon
of garden city heroes (Hardy, 1991: 107).

The impact of the garden suburb model on interwar housing
development

But how fair are these judgements? Certainly the reformist optimism that is on display in
The Garden City Movement Up-To-Date did not turn out to be justified. Co-partnership
garden suburbs and town planning on garden city lines were unequal to the deep pro-
blems faced by British cities. The characteristic garden suburb mixture of public-spirited
capitalism, collective self-help and limited state intervention, though it engendered such
hopes in the Edwardian years, proved too timid. Even as Culpin so enthusiastically
reported the flourishing of this approach, the quantitative scale of the housing shortage
was worsening. Housing construction fell sharply in the last years of peace (Richardson
and Aldcroft, 1968: 25–6). War deepened the problem but it also saw central government
accept the inevitability of more direct intervention, initially to control rents but then to
subsidise housing provision on a large scale (Daunton, 1984).
The housing societies benefited by this approach, easing their inherent funding problems

(Skilleter, 1993; Birchall, 1995). Yet their role in interwar housing supply was to be small
(RCDIP, 1940: 67). Much the biggest provider of subsidised housing was the municipal
sector, which accounted for nearly 1.33 million dwellings (about 31 per cent) of all new
housing built in Britain between the wars. Before 1914, council housing for rent had
grown in importance but remained a very small tenure sector. Local authorities were
reluctant to take on the major capital commitments represented by large scale housing
programmes. They also feared having to support rental incomes from local taxes. Only a
few big city authorities, chiefly in London and Liverpool (which are described on pages
35–8 of the present work), had begun to act on any scale. Moreover, that housing was
mainly built as tenement flats. Although cottage-style housing was beginning to be
created, especially in London, this was not yet of garden city standards.
This changed after 1918 as government also accepted that qualitative standards of

housing had to be raised. Here the pre-war garden suburbs and planning on garden city
lines did become the model for what followed. This was thanks largely to the work of
Raymond Unwin on the official Tudor-Walters Committee, which proposed appropriate
standards for subsidised housing (Miller, 1992: 161–88). In many respects, the often large
council house estates that began to appear around British cities in the 1920s were
municipal garden suburbs. Their sheer size also meant that they were themselves an
important contribution to planning on garden city lines.
Secondly, the unprecedented boom in private suburban house building in the later

1920s and especially during the 1930s adopted some design features of the revisionist
garden city agenda. In total some three million dwellings were built by private
developers in this period (RCDIP, 1940: 67). Initially this building was subsidised
though it soon became largely unsubsidised, mainly built for owner-occupation. As in
the municipal sector, housing densities were much lower than had been common before
1914. The long terraces of narrow-fronted bylaw houses were superseded by more open
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layouts, even for cheaper housing. Instead the new pattern was predominantly of semi-
detached houses, giving residents more light and space and set in substantial private
gardens. Grass verges, sometimes with trees, were provided between road and pavement
on residential streets.
The extent to which this new privately developed suburbia owed allegiance to garden

city ideology can certainly be disputed. The architecture rarely showed the rustic Arts-
and-Crafts simplicity or neo-Georgian good manners that characterised pre-1914 garden
suburbs and the best of the new municipal estates. Similarly, the efforts to create physi-
cally integrated settings for community life were often absent and, even if present, rarely
more than perfunctory. But the essential feature of the garden city residential ‘offer’, the
feature that gave it its appeal before 1914, namely relatively low density houses with
individual gardens, was present.
Overall, looking at the qualitative housing improvements which occurred in both

private and municipal housing between the wars and the huge numbers of people who
benefited, it would be churlish not to give some credit to the arguments that underlay
The Garden City Movement Up-To-Date. Other factors were certainly involved, of course
(Richardson and Aldcroft, 1968: 79–108, 300–1). Improvements in urban public trans-
port as railways were electrified and reliable and regular motor bus services greatly
extended the potentially developable area around cities. The depressed state of agri-
culture encouraged many sales of even good quality farming land on the urban fringe.
This ensured very low land costs per dwelling, particularly since there were no planning
restraints limiting residential development in these areas. Interest rates were also very
low and private housing finance underwent important changes, widening social access to
home ownership. But the pre-1914 protagonists of the garden suburb had essentially
authored the ideal that was now being so extensively realised, albeit by quite different
mechanisms to those Culpin and his fellow revisionists had imagined.

Towards a comprehensive planning strategy

Culpin meanwhile was active in the midst of all this, playing a practical role in the
interwar housing drive. When he left the GCTPA in 1918, it was to work professionally
as an architect and town planner (McInnes, 2010). A partner in the architectural firm of
Culpin & Bowers, he specialised in council and other worker housing projects during
the 1920s and early 1930s. The firm’s first task was for the Baldwin iron and steel
company’s new works in Port Talbot but they undertook much work in London and
the Home Counties, notably for the Metropolitan Borough of Bermondsey. In 1935 the
partnership was dissolved and Culpin worked instead with his architect son Clifford. He
also occupied important professional roles, as President of the Incorporated Association
of Architects and Surveyors (1930) and of the Town Planning Institute (1937) (Manchester
Guardian, 31 March 1930; Cherry, 1974: 260). Alongside his professional work he became
a leading local Labour politician, rising to become Vice-Chairman (1934–7) and then
Chairman (1938–9) of the London County Council (Times, 2 December 1946). These
external roles clearly assisted his professional work. Generally, he seems to have been the
networker and job-getter (rather than the principal designer) in both his partnerships.
By the 1930s, however, the arguments were moving on (e.g. Sharp, 1932). Not for the

last time, one generation’s planning solution was becoming the next generation’s planning
problem. Such was the immense scale of the outward expansion of cities during this
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period, largely on account of housing development, that new concerns appeared. Not
least was the loss of rural land making ‘real’ countryside ever more distant from city
dwellers, destroying natural amenities and threatening home food production at a time
of growing international insecurity. The sheer size of cities also began to be seen as a
problem (RCDIP, 1940). New suburban transport investments came to be seen as a
‘zero-sum game’ where gains in traffic receipts in the outer areas were being offset by
declines in inner areas. The time and cost of long journeys to work for individual
travellers and the inefficiencies of having rolling stock and vehicles that were only fully
used during peak hours were other costs of excessive suburbanisation.
Although the costs to individual families of suburban living had been reduced by the

1930s, it remained a way of life that lay beyond many who lived in the poorer inner city
areas. This was not just a matter of housing and transport costs. For example, suburban
shops were more expensive than inner city street markets and the persistence of casual
employment allocated several times a day in the biggest, especially the port, cities dis-
couraged living on a distant estate in the suburbs. The 1930s saw a big shift in housing
subsidies towards slum clearance and redevelopment of inner sites with higher density
flatted housing.
The regional unevenness of development was also identified as a major problem

(Ward, 1988: 207–31). The decline of older industries in the coalfield areas stood in
stark contrast to what was increasingly seen as the overgrowth of the big cities, particularly
the biggest ones. The private building boom did not reach the less buoyant regions until
the latter half of the 1930s and left the most depressed towns largely untouched. Sub-
stantial interregional migration was occurring, leaving these unfortunate places increasingly
locked into a vicious circle of decline. The skilled, the ambitious and the able-bodied
were the typical migrants. Behind they left a more dependent population and local
authorities with shrinking local tax bases that were increasingly unable to provide the
welfare services they needed.
Beyond the urban fringe the more remote countryside was also facing economic and

social problems as agriculture and traditional rural craft industries declined (Williams-Ellis,
1937; Sheail, 1981). The significance of the traditional landowning custodians who had
managed the rural landscapes declined with them. Alongside this, the increased leisure
use of motor vehicles, especially buses and cars, began to have a noticeable impact on coastal
areas and others of high scenic value. Touristic pressures grew for development such as
cafes, petrol stations and cheap accommodation, often in beauty spots. Increasingly the
countryside was seen as under threat.
The 1930s saw the planning movement increasingly reconceptualising these distinct

phenomena as part of the same larger problem. The government, by now led by Neville
Chamberlain, acknowledged something of the seriousness of this by setting up a Royal
Commission in 1937 to investigate the distribution of the industrial population (RCDIP,
1940). Submitting evidence to this, the GCTPA in a particularly cogent exposition
written largely by Osborn pressed the case for a comprehensive and national approach to
planning (GCTPA, 1938). On the eve of World War II, its evidence finally closed the
door on the advocacy of ‘town planning on garden city lines’ era that Culpin had
championed on the eve of the First War. Within a few years, decisively reinforced by
the circumstances of war, these arguments had a major impact on the formation of
the new post-war planning system and the major strategic policies which it was used
to implement. Not least amongst these was the 1946 New Towns Act under which
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many of the demands of the 1918 ‘New Townsmen’ were finally met (Cullingworth,
1979: 3–31).

Postscript and conclusion

Culpin died in December 1946 so did not actually see this new orthodoxy of planning
finally created or implemented (Times, 2 December 1946). Yet he did live long enough
to appear as an expert witness at the public inquiry held in October 1946 into the
proposed designation of the first New Town at Stevenage, where he had been born
(Times, 9 October 1946). His view of the area was perhaps similar to that of the writer
E. M. Forster, who had also lived there as a boy and often returned to what he saw as
‘an abiding city’, relatively untouched by metropolitan forces (Forster, 1946: 67–8). The
fear that this place was now likely to be changed out of all recognition led Forster, influ-
entially, to oppose the New Town scheme. Culpin, like Forster, was also an opponent,
appearing in his case as an expert witness for the local urban district council at the public
inquiry into the New Town designation order. His intervention would have been
unwelcome to former Labour colleagues from the London County Council, notably Herbert
Morrison and Lewis Silkin, by then Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Town and
Country Planning respectively.
Nothing is known about the reaction within what was by then called the Town and

Country Planning Association and if it contributed to Purdom and Osborn’s low opinion
of Culpin’s role in the movement. There is little doubt that Culpin had genuine planning
reasons for opposition and he was not opposing New Towns per se. Apart from the
purely personal affection for the district, he thought that building a New Town there
would lead to the excessive urbanisation of Hertfordshire, irrevocably drawing it into
the metropolitan orbit (UK NA HLG 91/74). The inspector presiding over the inquiry
actually shared some of these doubts. Yet Silkin ignored these and pressed ahead despite
them (they were not publicly disclosed at the time). The decision was challenged by
local opponents, leading to a tortuous legal dispute which was only settled in the House
of Lords. If the legality of the designation had not finally been upheld, it seems possible
that the whole New Towns programme could have been put in jeopardy.
Culpin had sufficient political understanding to realise this. Yet he persisted in his

opposition. In that sense his final professional intervention suggests how much he had
parted company from the thrust of GCTPA/TCPA ideology since he had been its chief
executive officer. Thirty three years earlier when he prepared the present work, he was
seeking authoritatively to establish the relevance of the garden city. To do this, he had
articulated a revisionist message that seemed to make sense at the time. In the event,
subsequent political and economic shifts made it only partly relevant to what followed.
World War I radically changed the main assumptions on which the reformers of that
period were basing their thinking. No-one, Culpin, Howard or any of the others,
foresaw these. Yet something of the recipe detailed in The Garden City Up-To-Date
survived to have an impact on the mass suburbanisation of the interwar years. As that
became discredited, the movement’s offer needed further updating. This allowed it to
achieve its biggest impact during the 30 years following 1945.
Yet this approach, in its turn, was also eclipsed as the priorities of planned decen-

tralisation were overlain by those of urban regeneration during the later twentieth century.
At present, however, we may be seeing a resurgence of interest in building new garden
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cities (DCLG, 2014; TCPA, 2014). Intriguingly, this is being articulated in terms that
apparently transcend what once had seemed an absolute divide between the ‘pure’,
freestanding garden city and the compromise solution represented by the garden suburb
(or in today’s terms, the town extension). What will result from these present enthusiasms
remains to be seen. What is more certain is that the present work accurately records that
earlier moment of reformist hope at a time when what was believed to be a winning
formula had found a way of marrying Howardian idealism with practicality. It remains a
key text documenting that moment, a rich source for planning history and still, perhaps,
a resource to inform and inspire present endeavours.
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