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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

November 2013 will mark the fiftieth anniversary of President John F. Kennedy’s
assassination in Dallas, Texas in November 1963. The National Park Serett¢hiest
location of the assassination in the National Register of Historic Places in 1993, onl
thirty years after the event. It was also listed as a Natiomalrhark District in that
same year. Of course, this district is considered nationally signifmait$ association
with the Kennedy’s assassination. Dealey Plaza was created in 193¢ e acte park,
and acquired by the City of Dallas to “create a major gateway to theantytiie west,
and to relieve traffic congestion at the Union terminal railroad trati&is Triple
Underpass was a New Deal construction in the Art Deco style and named for George
Bonnerman Dealey, publisher of tBallas Morning Newsnd promoter of city planning
in Dallas®> The West End Historic District was listed in the National Register a#itis
Places in 1978, only fifteen years after the assassination of PresidentiKediiough
the Plaza had already achieved significance due to its association tegtuieRt’s
assassination, it was originally listed in the National Register abitiPlaces as a

contributing resource in the West End Historic District, a larger wareltbstsiet,

! National Park Service, “National Register Nomioatfor the Dealey Plaza Historic District\ational
Register of Historic Places Databas@/ashington, D.C. : Department of the Interiépiil 1993): 5.
http://pdfhost.focus.nps.gov/docs/NHLS/Text/93004.6df (accessed 15 March 2011).
2 .

Ibid.




probably more significant for its local historical associations than iitsnaeh
associations. When the Plaza was listed in 1993 as a separate district from the West End

Historic District, it indicated a shift and addition of significance.

The Dealey Plaza Historic District provides a great example of the
implementation of Criteria Consideration G of the National Register obitidelaces.
Also known as the “50 year Rule,” Criteria Consideration G has been an intega par
how the National Park Service determines what properties acquire designation in the
National Register of Historic Places. According to National Park SeBittetin 15:

How To Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluatit@rdinarily ... properties
that have achieved significance within the past 50 years shall not be considgbel eli
for the National Register” unless “it is of exceptional importaric@his guideline exists
in order to ensure that the National Register of Historic Places is an invehtory
buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts that illustrate histoends in United
States history. It would seem that the natural progression of the historio/pteser
movement in the United States would accept architectural resources frorst tifeyla
years; however, unless the importance can be proven to be “exceptionalli #sewit

Dealey Plaza Historic District, the preservation of Post-World Wairchitecture

% National Park Service, “National Register Nomioatfor the Dealey Plaza Historic District,” 29;The
original National Register of Historic Places noatiaon paperwork for the West End Historic Disttieis
not yet been digitized by the National Park Servégel is therefore unavailable on the National Regiof
Historic Places Database. Although referencebe¢d/Nest End Historic District are made throughbet t
nomination paperwork for the Dealey Plaza Hist@rstrict, the original level of significance forahWest
End Historic District remains unclear. Howeveg thlistory of Dealey Plaza” section of the web$ide
the Sixth Floor Museum at Dealey Plaza states tipatn the Secretary of the Interior’'s designatibthe
plaza as a National Historic Landmark in 1993, filaza undertook a “new historic status.” We calyo
assume that the West End Historic District wagtlsh the National Register as locally significaBince
this original listing included Dealey Plaza, a domnstion of the 1930s, we can also assume thgpldea
was non-contributing to the West End Historic Dédtdue to the fact that it was less than fifty ngeald.

* National Park ServiceBulletin 15: How to Apply the National Registeiit€ria for Evaluation
(Washington D.C.: Department of the Interior, 1925
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receives constant and consistent criticism from preservation profdssasavell as, the

general public.
Purpose

This thesis explores how Criteria Consideration G of the National Regfister
Historic Places has affected architectural properties of the Modeveriwkent and the
public’s view of such properties. The majority of these properties from the Modern
Movement fall under Criteria Consideration G because they are fiftg p&hor less.
Many members of the public were alive when these properties were built arthride
do not consider them “historic.” To make matters more complicated, many
preservationists “seem conspicuously nervous, sometimes even hostile, regading m
20" —century modern architectur.This thesis takes a comprehensive look at the
national historic preservation movement of th& @@ntury in order to establish the
origins of a national preservation ethic as it relates to the development cittbeall
Register of Historic Places and Criteria Consideration G. Following@isf the three
major architectural styles that influenced Mid-Century Modernism in theetl States,
an analysis of the National Register Bulletins and the Secreténg driterior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating HistoridiBgs follows
to see how official guidelines systematically limit Mid-Century Moagm in the
National Register. In order to illustrate the points made in this researabe atudy of
Tulsa, Oklahoma’s Mid-Century Modern Resources is provided, which includes

residential and commercial examples of properties and an entire disia-&fentury

® Richard Longstreth, “What to Save? Mid-Centuryddmism at Risk, Architectural Record.88, no. 9
(Sept. 2000),: 60.



Modern government buildings. Finally, it examines why architecture of tueM
Movement must be incorporated into preservation plans in order to solidify these

properties as viable resources worth preserving.
Approach and Methodology

The origins of this thesis started in the Fall of 2008 when a group of classmates
and | tried to prepare a nomination to the National Register of Historiedflaca
historic district on the campus of Oklahoma State University. We noticed that the
language used for describing architecture after 1920 seemed extremeitslg
considering the plethora of styles that emerged since ®.92Mhen became even more
interesting that the “50 Year Rule” applied to a majority of the styleilishder the
“Modern Movement” section of the architectural categories providéthtional Register
Bulletin 16a: How To Complete the National Register Nomination FoAs |
continued with my coursework, and started my internship with the Tulsa Preservation
Commission, | realized how much of a role Criteria Consideration G plays in the
designation of historic properties at the local, state, and national levels.egdtathe
approach to this research was as straight-forward and simple as possthhed with
an analysis oNational Register Bulletinand the language they use to describe
properties of the “Modern Movement.” It then explored how those properties were

discussed in thBulletinsin relation to Criteria Consideration‘GMy research then

® National Park Servicé\ational Register Bulletin 16a: How To Complete National Register
Nomination Form (Washington, D.C.: 1997): 26.
7 .

Ibid.
& National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply thetidaal Register Criteria for EvaluatigriWashington,
D.C: Department of the Interior, 1995 ational Register Bulletin 16a: How to CompleteeT¥ational
Register Nomination FornfWashington, D.C: Department of the Interior9Zf National Register

4



progressed into a legislative history of the national historic preservatiarirethie 28

Century. Studying the history of Modern Architecture in the United States then
commenced, and the Prairie Style, Art Deco, Bauhaus, and InternatiorahBtgl

explored? Throughout this research, there emerged two opinions of Modern architecture:
genius or misunderstood. These two schools of thought seem to apply mainly to the pure,
experimental forms of Modernism, such as Philip Johnson’s Glass House in New Canaan,
Connecticut or Mies van der Rohe’s Farnsworth House in Plano, lllinois (Appendix A:
Figures 1 and 2). More vernacular forms, on the other hand, or forms in which only a

few of the experimental tenets were applied, appear more widely atopie

preservation community, especially in terms of residential architeciloeever,

commercial vernacular examples of these forms, such as road-side diaatsitigas,

banks, fast food restaurants, and large wholesale stores associated witbrtfeneenof

the automobile, the Interstate Highway System, and Urban Renewalsoggaerally

have been more disdained by the preservation community as well as the gengral publ

Review of the Literature

Bulletin 22: Guidelines for Evaluating and Nomiimat Properties That Have Achieved Significance
Within the Past Fifty YeargWashington D.C.: Department of the Interior, 829

° Herbert Bayer, Walter Gropius, and Ise Gropius, Bduhaus: 1919-192@oston: Charles T. Branford
Co., 1959); Hin Bredendieck, “The Legacy of thauBaus,” Art Journal22, no. 1 (Autumn, 1962): 15-21.
www.jstor.org/stable/774604. (accessed 15 Mard©p0Nalter GropiusThe New Architecture and the
Bauhaus Translated by P. Morton Shand. (New York: Bws of Modern Art, 1938); Gropius, “The
Bauhaus: Crafts or IndustryJournal of Architectural Education (1947-19748, 2 (Sep., 1963): 31-32.
www.jstor.org/stable/1423824ccessed 15 March 2010); Walter Gropius and Ho\Rearstyne. “The
Bauhaus Contribution.'Journal of Architectural Education (1947-1974)8, 1 (Jun., 1963): 14-16.
www.jstor.org/stable/1423850. (accessed 15 Ma@d0p, Klaus Herdegrhe Decorated Diagram:
Harvard Architecture and the Failure of the Bauhdugacy(Boston: MIT Press, 1985); Henry-Russell
Hitchcock and Philip Johnsomternational Style: Architecture Since 19@®2ew York: Norton and
Company, Inc, 1939); Margaret Kentgens-Craige Bauhaus and America: First Contacts, 1919-1936
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1999); Jill Pearimémyenting American Modernism: Joseph Hudnut,
Walter Gropius, and the Bauhaus Legacy at Harvai@harlottesville, VA: University of Virginia ss,
2007); Tulsa Foundation for Architectuiieylsa Art Deco: An Architectural Era, 1925-19@ilsa, OK:
Tulsa Foundation for Architecture, 2001); FrankyddNright, The Essential Frank Lloyd Wright: Critical
Writings on ArchitectureEdited by Bruce Brooks Pfeifer, Frank Lloyd Wridgtoundation (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2008).




To obtain more insight into the application of Criteria Consideration G to these
property types, | asked several preservation professionals in the government-and non
profit sectors in Oklahoma to complete a questionnaire. | read extendoelythe
preservation and public perception of the recent past, modern architecture, and-the post
World War 1l modern movement in the United States. | also reviewed sekteriaisa
and essays about the public perception of post-World War Il architectural tygedswa
their material and functional obsolescence also has an effect on how the puldic view
such properties. | found that not all preservationists or members of the publicetew s
architecture so derisively. Theodore Prudon and Richard Longstreth aoérvegor
proponents of the preservation of modern architecture. Prudon has written a major work
entitledThe Preservation of Modern Architectupublished in 2008. This publication’s
first section provides an excellent overview of the preservation of modgriteature,
including the beginnings of the movement; philosophical issues; evolving preservati
philosophies and standards; issues with preserving materials and buildingssygstem
guide to determining what, why, where, how to preserve modern architectureyalhyd fi
how to investigate and assess modern buildings and structures. The second part of
Prudon’s book provides case studies of different modern building types from all over the
world. This publication is comprehensive, intelligently written, and has guided me

throughout my research.

Longstreth has written extensively about how individual taste needs to be
removed from the professional evaluation of historic properties, insisting Hessazent
should be based on extensive historic research and not just on personal opinion. His

articles can be found throughddistoric Preservation ForunandForm Journa) as well



asCRM: The Journal of Heritage Stewardshijne Journal of the Society of
Architectural HistoriansandAPT Bulletin'® He has also written and edited several
books concerning the preservation of the recent'pade states that preservationists
have a difficult time coming to terms with the recent past. History has beueme
“theme,” that “overly bureaucratized procedures combined with a tendency for
preservation to be subsumed by fields such as urban revitalization and tourism, which ca
be of great benefit to, but should not drive preservation endeavors, have led to an
increasingly formalistic view of the past’Unfortunately, advocating for a “preservation
for preservation’s sake” type of attitude toward resources of the neasindoes not
resonate with some preservation professionals and members of the*puldingstreth
even acknowledges the public’s reluctance to accept the preservation akthtepisst:
“the products . . . tend to be seen simply as no longer new and are still tainted by
association with a world that people would like to improtfe Preservation, like any

other product, must be marketed, and in this day and age that means selling the product to

0 «Architectural History and the Practice of HismRreservation in the United State3gurnal of the
Society of Architectural Historiars8, no. 3 (Sept., 1999): 326-333. https://wwwijsirg/stable/991525
(accessed 11 Nov 2010); “Critique: What To Save®ckhtury Modernism at RiskArchitectural
Record 188, no. 9 (September 2000): 59-Blumanities International CompletEBSChost (accessed
March 1, 2011); “I Can’t See It; | Don’t Understattdit Doesn’t Look Old To Me, Historic Preservation
Forum 10, no. 1 (Fall 1995): 6-16; “Taste Versus HigtorHistoric Preservation Forum8, no. 3
(May/June 1994): 40-45; “The Significance of thecBnt Past.”APT Bulletin23, no. 2 (1991): 12-24.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/150438@accessed 11 Nov 2010).

M Richard LongstrettCity Center To Regional Mall: Architecture, thetdmobile, and Retailing in Los
Angeles, 1920-195ambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1997); Richard Lsingth, EditorCultural
Landscapes: Balancing Nature and Heritage Pres@waPractice (Minneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota Press, 2008); Longstreth also contribateghapter entitled “When the Present Becomes the
Past,” inPast Meets Future: Saving America’s Historic EnomimentsEdited by Antoinette J. Lee,
National Trust for Historic Preservation (Washingt®.C.: Preservation Press, 1992): 213-226.

12 Richard Longstreth, “I Can't See It; | Don’'t Undeand It; It Doesn’t Look Old To MeHistoric
Preservation Forum0, no. 1 (Fall 1995): 13.

3 Rypkema, Donovan, D. “Saving the Recent Past—i#foBdphical and Practical DissenEbrum
Journal 20, no. 1 (Fall 2005): 14-22

% Richard Longstreth, “When the Present Become®#st,” inPast Meets Future: Saving America’s
Historic EnvironmentsEdited by Antoinette J. Lee, National Trust fastidric Preservation (Washington,
D.C.: Preservation Press, 1992): 215.




the public in order for them to see the economic value as well as the cultural and
environmental benefits. Thus, the federal government’s tax credit prograngibleel
historic properties becomes such an important part tool for preservation advocacy.
Properties of the recent past, however, seem to get neglected. In ordédifydaruax
credits, the property must be listed in the National Register of Histoges?land since
the property and/or its significance must be at least fifty years oldnt@stive is not

available to many owners of “Modern Movement” properties.

The preservation of the recent past is an important and popular topic currently,
because properties of the post-World War 1l era are reachinydiéins old, and,
therefore, eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historiaéds. Because of
this topic’s popularity, a large portion of information is available online. | have
extensively used a number of websites, and several have been extremely helpful,
including websites for the National Park Service, the National Trust fooridis
Preservation, the Oklahoma State Historic Preservation Office, TlenReast
Preservation Network, The Tulsa Foundation for Architecture, and the TulsavBtieser
Commission. More and more publications are focusing on this topic in order to educate
and guide the public and the preservation community about coming to terms with the fact
that the preservation of the recent past is part of the natural progressiemational
historic preservation ethic. The influence of architectural magazines in the 1950s and

1960s cannot be stressed enough. Publications sdatagectural Forum

15 The entire Summer 2010 issueFairum Journalwas dedicated to Modernism and the Recent Past.
Interestingly enough, entire issues of preservatiglications have been dedicated to this topicesthe
early 1990s, starting witBRM: Cultural Resource Managemernts, no. 6 (1993) that features articles
about cultural resources from the Recent Past.ugindongstreth’s article, “The Significance of the
Recent Past” appearedAfT Bulletinin 1991 (23, no. 2), it was included in the 19RM: Cultural
Resource Managemeissue dedicated to the topic.

8



Architectural DigestHouse and Homdetter Homes and Gardersood Housekeeping
Magazine andMcCall's Magazineare just a few of the numerous magazines that
featured and promoted modernism in architecture and in the home. These publications
contain articles featuring state-of the art building designs, miateaiad architects, as

well as, advertisements for the newest convenience that would make life immoder

American society more comfortable than ever before.

| also had the great fortune to attend two National Preservation Conferences, in
Tulsa, Oklahoma (2008) and in Austin, Texas (2010). Both conferences included
sessions and programming focusing explicitly on post-World War 1l thema®perty
types. Considering Route 66 runs through Oklahoma, and right through downtown
Tulsa, there was a week-long program dedicated to Route 66 resources at Tulsa
conference. Also, there were bike and bus tours dedicated to Tulsa’s Art Beuces.
The conference itself was held in the Civic Assembly Center, the EdwarelC8ione
contribution to the Tulsa Civic Center Plaza, completed in 1969. Many of the sessions
dedicated to Mid-Century Modern properties were dedicated to advocacy and education,
and included the speakers for Houston Mod, the Lortondale Neighborhood Association,
and the newest chapter of DOCOMOMO US: Western Washington in Séaftte
conference in Austin had its own Art Deco tour, as well as sessions dedicateidapecif
to the recent past and Criteria Consideration G, mainly because the Summes@810 is

of Forum Journalwas focused on Modernism and the Recent Pa#ttalso featured its

* DOCOMOMO is the shortened title of the Internatibworking Party for th®ocumentation and
Conservation of Buildings, Sites, and Neighborhooid$he M odernM ovement (parts of title bolded by
author).

" Elaine Stiles, session manager of “What Happensi\bates Don’t Matter,”(educational session,
annual meeting of the National Trust for Historiegervation, Austin, Texas, 29 Oct 2010); thisis@ss

9



own mixer for preservationists thirty years-of-age or younger in ordee&b @ach other

and to discuss how to better include and encourage young people to become involved in
the preservation conferences and preservation in general. There was also an
informational meeting with the Recent Past Preservation Network, again, to bring
together preservationists with an interest in post-World War Il proparsheir
preservation. An Edward Durrell Stone building again became one of the stars of the
conference. The Mid-Texas Chapter of DOCOMOMO US, Mid_Tex_Mod, helped the
National Trust for Historic Preservation’s own program dedicated to Moderrrecespu

TrustModern, to organize an exclusive opportunity to tour Stone’s Westgate Tower.

also featured Brian Goeken, Deputy Commissiondy, &iChicago/Department of Zoning and Land Use
Planning, and Amy Guthrie, Historic Preservatiofi€affor the City of Aspen, Colorado.

10



CHAPTER Il

THE HISTORY OF A NATIONAL PRESERVATION ETHIC AND THE ORIGIS OF
CRITERIA CONSIDERATION G OR THE “FIFTY YEAR RULE”

Legislative History of Preservation in the”?(Ientury

“So who builds the material world that surrounds us? We do. And when we
build sublimely we endow that world with meaning. We live within these constructions
and they acculturate us, and following generations acculturated thusly ndy buil
something new that expands the realm of human possibility,” stated Anthony M. Tung
during the Closing Plenary Session of the 2008 National Preservation Conference in
Tulsa, Oklahoma. Tung refers to how the built environment displays history and
provides a means to transmit that history so it can enrich the future geneoétons
culture He also refers to the dilemma that cultures face in protecting and prgservin
their built environments. The citizens of the United States encountered that difemm

the first half of the twentieth century, and lost many historically sicamti resources of

! Architectural historians and historic preservastndefine architectural styles and features when
describing a building’s role in the built environmgethe typically man-made surroundings in whiclmian
activity takes place. A college campus’ built enwiment would include all buildings, structuresesj and
objects that make up the settings in which studadtuniversity employees engage in their educdtiona
activities. Not only would the dormitories and ttlassrooms be considered part of this environnimrtt,
also included would be the memorials, landscapng, statues. In terms of a campus district nonginat
to the National Register of Historic Places, tHesddings, structures, sites, and objects, would be
considered contributing or non-contributing resesradepending on how the nominator defined the
historical significance and integrity and the boandustification of the said district. Howevell, aspects
of the district’s built environment would be inckatiin the nomination.

11



the built environment to urban renewal, especially during the post-World Warddl per
when the country experienced unprecedented economic growth. The historic
preservation movement gained popularity in the 1960s, and the citizens demanded
government involvement as the built environment of their past began to diminish. On 15
October 1966, the 89Congress passed into law tkational Historic Preservation Act
illustrating the federal government’s recognition that the built enviesnrof the United
States maintains historic significance. An analysis of the words used ingmedjor
preservation laws in the twentieth century illustrates the developmemiatibaal
preservation ethic in the United States. The legislation redirectedcire ffom those
buildings, structures, sites, and objects with national historical signifitameelude
those of state and local historical significance, thus illustrating the gogattsngrowing
concern for social justice in the United States.

The language used in preservation legislation between 1900 and 1966 only
pertains to those buildings, structures, objects, and sites on federally-owned lands,
emphasizing national historical significance. Rmiquities Act of 190& the first
preservation law of the twentieth century. Congress wrotArkiquities Aciof 1906to
deter “anyone who shall appropriate, excavate, injure, or destroy any hostoric
prehistoric ruin or monument, or any object of antiquity, situated on lands owned or
controlled by the Government of the United States,” with a fine, imprisonment, or both
“upon conviction.* Section 2 of théntiquities Aciallows the President of the United
States to declare “by public proclamation historic landmarks, historic ahdstaric
structures, and other objects of historic or prehistoric or scientific inteasstational

monuments, but only if located on government-owned or controlled lands. Under Section

Antiquities Act of 190634 Stat. L. 225, Public-No. 209)%&ong., 2° Sess., (8 June 1906): Section 1.
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3 of theAntiquities Actthe public can gain access to these resources, but only through a
museum, college, university, “or other recognized scientific or educationaliiosts,
with a view of increasing the knowledge of such objects,” because Section 3 grants a
permit to these institutions for the examination, excavation, and gathering eftines
sites, and objects under their respective jurisdictions.

The second piece of federal legislation pertaining to preservationNatiomal
Park Service Organic Aaf 1916. Created by the federal government to maintain and
regulate the vast amounts of land it had acquired\#t®nal Park Service Organic Act
contains language similar to that of thetiquities Actof 1906. Congress intended for
theNational Park Service Organic Atit “promote and regulate the use of the Federal
areas known as national parks, monuments, and reservations hereinafter spesifigd b
means . . . which purpose is to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects
and the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and
by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future genetations
TheNational Park Service Organic Aatso mandates the supervision, management, and
control of cultural and natural resources to include national monuments and landmarks
and national forests. Under Section 3 of\tagional Park Service Organic Adhe
Secretary of the Interior may grant “privileges, leases, and permitsefase of land for
the accommodation of visitors in the various parks, monuments, or other reservations”

and will accommodate these visitors by installing, enlarging, or imprglarg and

2Antiquities Act of 1906Section 3.
3 Antiquities Act of 1906Section 1.
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equipment and extending faciliti@sObviously the federal government became more
interested in its owned and controlled lands enough to want to maintain them as much as
possible; however, to grant the public access to the extent of taking out leasesratsd per
for the regulated use of the land meant that the federal government wanted tbeshare t
land with the nation’s people. Although both thatiquities Act of 190@nd theNational
Park Service Organic Adif 1916 use language suchmaagintain regulate promote
reserve provide conserveand everpreserveit still only pertains to government-owned
or controlled land.

During the 1930s, the United States federal government initiated one program and
passed one piece of legislation related to the twentieth-century histagr\agon
movement, further developing the motion toward a national preservation ethic. As part
of the New Deal Program, the American Institute of Architects, theatylof Congress,
and the National Park Service jointly signed an agreement in 1934 that created the
Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) to employ jobless arckstecan effort to
create an inventory of the buildings in the United States that maintained national
historical significance. By the time the United States declared war on Japan in 1941,

more than 23, 765 sheets of measured drawings, 25, 375 photographic negatives, and

* National Park Service Organic Aof 1916 64" Cong., ' sess., 1916, Section 3; please note that the first
part of this act was originally first passed by th&. Congress in 1916 as a statute (39 Stat.\5.35C. 1),

and then Section 8 added in1976 and passed int(Paklic Law 91-458, 16 U.S.C. 1a-5).

®5 Norman TylerHistoric Preservation: An Introduction to its Hisy, Principles, and PracticgNew

York: W. W. Norton & Company): 40-41; Since threation of the Historic American Buildings Survey,
the Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) dinel Historic American Landscape Survey (HALS)
were added, in 1969 and 2000, respectively. Thenhaof the inventories’ photographs and drawings
have been digitized and are available through theaty of Congress website at
http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/collections/habs_haer/
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6,389 structures were included in the Historic American Buildings Survey Inyehtor
1935, Congress passed thational Historic Sites and Buildings Aend declared it
“national policy to preserve for public use historic sites, buildings, and objects miadati
significance for the inspiration and benefit of the people of the United Sfafes.”
language used in thidational Historic Sites and Buildings Aat 1935 mandated the
federal involvement in the efforts to preserve the built environment of the United.Sta
It uses words such agcure collate, preservevalug commemoratingesearches
restore reconstructrehabilitatg maintain erect manageoperate anddevelop It also
creates the Advisory Board of National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings amdifdients”
to advise on matters related to the national parks, to recommend policies pertaitheng t
restoration, reconstruction, conservation, and general administration of rastdric
archaeological sites, buildings, and propefti€seNational Historic Sites and Buildings
Actof 1935 advanced preservation in that it no longer pertains to those buildings,
structures, sites, and objects on federally owned or controlled property; it places
preservation into the public sector. However, this act only pertained to those buildings
structures, sites, and objects that maintain national historical signifjcamtstill
alienated those of state and local significance.

To further the policy enunciated in thigstoric Sites and Buildings Act of 1935
Congress chartered the National Trust for Historic Preservation in 1948ariable,

educational, and non-profit entity, the National Trust for Historic PreservEtcilitates

® Helen Duprey Bullock. “Death Mask or Living Ima&ethe Role of the Archives of American
Architecture,” inWith Heritage So RighAlbert Rains, chairman of the Special CommittaeHistoric
Preservation (New York: Random House, 1966): 139.

" National Historic Sites and Buildings AcPublic Law 74-292. 74 Cong., I sess., (21 August 1935),
Section 1.

8 National Historic Sites and Buildings AcSection 3.

15



public participation in preservation through the donation of sites, buildings, and objects
“significant in American history and culture” and through the preservation and
administration of them for public benetitThe National Trust for Historic Preservation
also accepted, held, and administered gifts of money, securities, or “othetyodper
whatsoever character for the purpose of carrying out the preservatioamprdgr

According to Walter Muir Whitehill, in his essay “The Right of Cities to lea®iful,”

by 1965, the National Trust’s usefulness lied in its “dissemination and exchange of
information between organizations and individuals engaged in projects of historic
preservation . . . [and] provided accurate and scholarly information, guidance, and
encouragement:* Whitehill also explains that the National Trust only acted as a “link”
between the National Park Service and private groups, because Congress never
appropriated enough money for the National Trust to lend or give in support of individual
projects. It only provided information on techniques and methods to assist local groups
during a preservation crist. Although the National Trust for Historic Preservation
provided another step in the preservation movement and helped to promote the
development of a national preservation ethic, Congress once again ignored those
buildings, structures, sites, and objects of state and local significance aretifoous

those of national significance.

® Charter of the National Trust for Historic Preseticn (49 Stat, 666) (H.R. 5170; Public No. 408)'81
%ong., f'sess., (26 October 1949), Section 1.

Ibid.
™ Walter Muir Whitehill, “The Right of Cities to bBeautiful,” in With Heritage So RighAlbert Rains,
chairman of the Special Committee on Historic Pnemi@on, (New York: Random House, 1966): 49.
12bid, 49; See also th@harter of the National Trust for Historic Preseticm (49 Stat. 666) (H.R. 5170;
Public No. 408); The National Trust's role has enghed somewhat, but it still remains essentially the
same. lItis a non-profit organization that prosideadership, education, advocacy, and resourceffotts
focused on saving the nation’s historic built eamiment and revitalizing communities. www.nthp.org
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In the twenty years following the end of World War Il, America exper@énce
unprecedented economic growth. As the family unit decreased and itaahrated
increased, the family began to move out of the city centers and into the post-war
subdivisions in the suburbs where growing material needs were more easily
accommodated. As a result, Americans traveled more and the need for a more
comprehensive interstate highway system surfaced. The United Statesgavie
catered to this need when it initiated its interstate highway progkamitizens moved
out, the bulldozers moved in, and the effects of urban renewal started to change the
American inner-city landscape in irreversible ways, with contractorsigan heed to
the cultural or historical significance of the buildings and structures #raglshed. In
his essay “Promoted to Glory..."The Origin of Preservation in the Unitate§t Walter
Muir Whitehill describes America in the heyday of urban renewal as “sesdied
wasteful people by comparison to the rest of the world. We make a dirty mess in one
place and move on to despoil another. When there were fewer of us, it was easier to
ignore this national bad habit>” By the time of the advent of the preservation and
conservation movements in the 1960s, almost half of the twelve thousand structures listed
in the Historic American Buildings Survey Inventory had been destroyed. Then in 1963,
New York City demolished White's Penn Station Terminal for the new Madisoné&quar
Garden. The outraged people of the United States demanded action.

The next piece of federal legislation that promoted a national preservation ethi
came in October 1966 when Congress passeldhienal Historic Preservation Act

This was Congress’ first endeavor into historic preservation since the begonrayid

13 Walter Muir Whitehill, “Promoted to Glory...”: Th®rigin of Preservation in the United States,” in
With Heritage So RigWith Heritage So RighAlbert Rains, chairman of the Special Committae o
Historic Preservation, (New York: Random HouseGd)9 36.
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War 1l in 1941. In 1964, the Task Force on the Preservation of Natural Beauty sdbmitt
recommendations to the President of the United States, including a section am “Urba
Design” which presented recommendations on historic preservation. PresiddahL

B. Johnson stated, in a White House conference entitled “America the Beatitdtithe
government must assist in “local efforts which have an important national purpose” a
that he would “propose legislation to authorize supplementary grants to help local
authorities acquire, develop, and manage private propetfiegie National Park

Service began immediately working on drafts for the proposed legislation, mgladi

bill providing for matching grants-in-aid to the National Trust for HistorgsBrvation,

and funding private historic preservation efforts (but assistance was xcegdgwo
million dollars for the first year). The National Park Service also fdrameommittee
chaired by Albert Rains to research historic preservation both in the United &tak
abroad. The Rains Committee, eventually renamed the Special Committe¢ooit His
Preservation, issued the report entitVgdh Heritage So Riglpublished in early 1966.

In addition to Whitehill's two contributiondith Heritage So Ricprovided a full-scale
assessment of historic preservation that included essays on the “varied ndtare of
physical heritage of America, and attractive photographic plates” diuilteenvironment
of the United States and the wotfd The public loved it; government officials heeded it.
After readingWith Heritage So RigHFirst Lady of the United States, Lady Bird Johnson,

believed that “we must preserve and we must preserve wisely . . . it mearnagedtee

14| egislative History of Historic Preservation Act1966 prepared by James M. Lambe (Washington D.
C.: National Park Service, 1967): 2.

15 James A Glas§he Beginnings of a New National Historic PreseinProgram, 1957 to 1969
(Washington D. C.: 1990): 11.
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culturally valuable structures as useful obje¢fsBy the time Lady Bird Johnson read
the report, almost half of the twelve thousand buildings listed on the Historic Aameric
Buildings Survey of the National Park Service had been destroyed. It simultignmaetis
the public’s need for action in the wake of the loss of Penn Station and satisfied the
government’s need for an assessment. Congress incorporated the Rains Canmittee’
recommendations into the final piece of legislation passed into law in late 1966.
TheNational Historic Preservation Act of 19@@ally recognized that buildings,
structures, sites, and objects with historic significance at the state ahtkled warrant
preservation just as much as those with national historic significancesated the
National Register of Historic Places, an official list of the Natiorssanic and
archaeological resources “worthy of preservatidrghd the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, “an independent federal agency that promotes thegtieser
enhancement, and productive use of our nation's historic resources, and advises the
President and Congress on national historic preservation pdlicitieNational Historic
Preservation Act of 196&lso allowed the federal government to grant “funds to States
for the purpose of preparing comprehensive statewide historic surveys and plans,” to
include matching grants-in-aid not to exceed 50% of the overall costs forculaarti
project’ The language reflected this change in recognition of state and local history.
Congress eliminated phrases such as “national historic significanceband “

government-owned or controlled” lands, and included phrasing that recognized that “the

16 Johnson, Lady Bird, Forwardwith Heritage So RighAlbert Rains, chairman of the Special Committee
on Historic Preservation, (New York: Random Hou$66), vii.

7 National Register of Historic Places website, tyww.nps.gov/history/nr/about.htm

Badvisory Council on Historic Preservation webstitip://www.achp.gov/aboutachp.html

®National Historic Preservation Act of 196@ublic Law 89-665. 89Cong., 2d sess., (15 October
1966), Section 101.
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spirit and direction of the Nation are founded upon and reflected in its histori¢past.”
The act contains language that promotes an all-encompassing preservation adlthe bui
environment. For example, “national historic significance” changed to “dteMN’ and
even “buildings, structures, and objects” changed to “historical and cultural faamsdati
The government finally enacted a piece of legislation that encompasselalesof the
built environment of the United States, for it saw it would preserve the “histarndal
cultural foundations of the Nation . . . as a living part of our community life and
development in order to give a sense of orientation to the American people . . . to insure
future generations a genuine opportunity to appreciate and enjoy the richénefitaur
Nation.””* Most importantly théNational Historic Preservation Act of 19&®ntained a
provision known as Section 106, which concerned historic resources on federally-owned
or controlled land, or those projects using federal funding, licenses, or permnts. T
provision mandated that those who wished to use to construct new property must first
survey the historic resources already existing on the site and then detesimeither or
not rehabilitation or renovation of the resources would be more economical than
demolition. The inception of this act also provides for the creation of tax incentives for
preservation over demolition. A national preservation ethic developed among the
American people and Congress mandated the ethic into law.

Historic Preservation advanced significantly in the 1970s when the government
introduced tax incentives for historic preservation projects. This further astl/é#me
preservation ethic that already developed. Téve Reform Act of 197&éncouraged

preservation for future generations through the rehabilitation and reuse athistor

20 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966ublic Law 89-665. 89Cong., 2d sess., (15 October
1966), Introduction.
# bid.
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resources. An economic layer of preservation thus emergedTlakheeform Act of
1976addressed this layer and Congress increased the amount of money allotted to the
National Trust for Historic Preservation for grants-in-aid to privateguuation efforts
that became “certified income-producing propertf€s.The number of private citizens
applying for aid increased astronomically due to the new tax incentives and funds
available to them for their preservation efforts. However, this phenomenon raised some
guestions: what is the best way to preserve a historic resource that is naribabeed
or operating? Most urban centers found the most cost-effective stratagiéisrough
converting old factories and abandoned warehouses into modern public housing. These
tax incentives also encouraged cities to devise design regulations for aeztes of their
cities, prohibiting new construction, which turned architects, designerspatrdctors
into preservationists and created long-lasting partnerships between these. The
partnerships helped to bring the preservation ethic into the 1980s.

Preservationists in the 1980s experienced improvements yet also facedproble
In 1980, Congress amended tational Historic Preservation Adignificantly, first by
decentralizing the National Register eligibility process fromNhgonal Park Service to
the individual States’ State Historic Preservation Offices. Acogrtti theSecretary of
the Interior's Twentieth Anniversary RepatieNational Historic Preservation Act
originally called for a partnership between the federal government anthtks ®
“identify, evaluate, and register historic properties” but the National Pavic8e
retained the authority until “evaluative frameworks had been devised for deteym

state and local significance, and until Sates developed the professionaliyejoatmiake

22 Tax Reform Act of 197604" Cong., £ sess., (4 October 1976); William J. Murtaeeping Time:
The History and Theory of Preservation in Ameri¢aloboken, NJ: John Wiley and Sons, Inc, 2008): 5
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consistently sound decisions on State and locally significant propéettighe
decentralization allowed for more efficient operations between the NaRanalService
and the States, for the States were better able to determine the histgmiiabace of
properties with state or local importance. The National Park Servicerpyitoak a role
of quality control; in the event of a debate or in the process of Section 106 review, it
would act as a consultant for the States. This became beneficial to the Statese loe
made applying for tax incentives easier. Once again, officials gained kigsnddout
the historic properties in their jurisdiction, as the State Historic Ruaggmm Office had a
more professionalized staff. Also, it created the National Registenafmm System,
an automated inventory system that allowed states with listing authoritytadlgignter
nominations. It also allowed federal agencies that plan preservationtpielcstates
more accessibility to the information on historic properties.

With the election of Ronald Reagan as president in 1980, the National Trust for
Historic Preservation faced a steady decrease in funding for présemfbrts as part of
the larger trend of the decentralization of federal authority during thgaRea
administration. The government held the perception that Americans placed no value on
the past. Between 1977 and 1978, the funds appropriated to the National Trust doubled
after the passage of thax Reform Adin 1976 and reached about five million in 1980.
Then the government-supplied funds plateaued at just below five million dollasdnet
1980 and 1985. The revenue gained from other sources increased significantly between
1979 and 1981, from five million dollars to about thirteen million dollars, and then the

National Trust struggled, between 1981 and 1985, to gain about fifteen million dollars

% Secretary of the Interior’s Twentieth Anniversagp@rt Prepared by Dale Lanzone and Stephen M.
Sheffield, (Washington D. C.: U.S. Dept. of théehior, 1986): 6.
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from other sources. Clearly, the government was satisfied with its agtenjfive

million dollars a year, but the fact that the National Trust had to look elsevehere t
accommodate preservation projects throughout the country, proved that the government
concerned itself with other matters. The number of properties listed on tbadati
Register provides illustrates this point. The number of listings rose é&ssithhan one
thousand in 1981 to almost five thousand in 1982, but then steadily declined every year
between 1981 and 1986. By April 1986, the number of listings decreased to 3500,
equaling that of 1983 Considering the above data, one might think that Americans
either no longer cared for the built environment or they experienced trouble witingec
funding for their preservation efforts.

The Regan administration wanted to eliminate government funding to the
National Preservation Fund, which provided appropriations to both the National Trust for
Historic Preservation and the individual states. In the first twenty ydtar Congress
passed thé&lational Historic Preservation Ach 1966, the funding peaked in 1980 with
over fifty million dollars appropriated from the Historic Preservation Fundl98B1, the
appropriations dropped to 30 million dollars, and then began to fluctuate between twenty
eight and thirty million dollars between 1982 and 1985. A national preservation ethic,
however, requires continued support from the government through the appropriation of
sufficient funds. The allotted five million dollars to the National Trust forteallbok
elsewhere for money to accommodate the historic preservation effort incam&his
proves that the preservation ethic was in jeopardy of losing its momentum. The United
States had “fallen back on a simple and desperate denial of memory and hence

responsibility,” for the preservation of the built environment through sufficient

% Secretary of the Interior’'s Twentieth AnniversagpRrt, 44; see also pages 38, 39, 41, and 43.
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government funding preserves not only the property itself, but also the memories
associated with 2 The fact that there were still a steady number of listings on the
National Register throughout the 1980s proves that the public did possess a sense of the
past; the government just chose to ignore it.

In the twenty-first century, the task of preservation has moved to help save the
historically significant resources that do not qualify for listing on theddatiRegister of
Historic Places due to insufficient age. Post-World War Il suburban wastrig that
makes up many American neighborhoods are being demolished for “infill,” a tedn use
by preservation planners to describe newer structures that break up the tistaater
of the original neighborhood. Too often people fail to realize that these post-war
neighborhoods in themselves maintain historic significance. Many of them
neighborhoods cannot be listed on the National Register of Historic Placestasia his
district simply because of their youth. However, many residents of thigg@dagoods
have created binding laws to prevent the destruction of the neighborhood’s historic
milieu.

The federal government became indispensible to developing a preservaton et
in the twentieth century through the passage of five major pieces of legishattomauld
help to perpetuate the existence of the built environment as a socially spefct of
United States history. Historic Preservation though began to lose funding in the 1980s as
certain government officials decided that the average United States gbssessed no
concept of history’s usefulness. The government in the 1980s failed to realize though

that programs that develop a way for citizens to connect their own personal aid famil

% gecretary of the Interior's Twentieth Anniversasp@rt, 39, 41; Michael H. Frisch, “The Memory of
History,” in Presenting the Past: Essays on History and thdiulieds. Susan Porter Benson, Stephen
Brier, and Roy Rosenzweig (Philadelphia: Templéversity Press, 1986): 11.
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history to a larger national context help them to better understand their plaee in t
history of the United States. Historic preservation allows the averagEnanot only

connect with history but actually see how history can be used. Historic preservati
allows interaction, conversation, and communication among a family, a neighborhood, a
city, a state, or a nation as a whole. The members of society sees theegsebiil

history and try to perpetuate it by creating city ordinances thatatastiv construction

in their area until it becomes eligible for listing on the National Regi$tEistoric

Places. Preservation, therefore, will always be an effort by thegmdividual who

cares enough to protect his past for the use of future generations. The future of
maintaining a national preservation ethic lies with the continued efforts ofdndigt

with them, the ethic will continue to develop and thrive, regardless of whether or not the
federal government chooses to pay attention.

The Historic Sites Act, the National Register of Historic Places, and the Origins of
Criteria Consideration G

According to Barry Mackintosh, “The first recorded statement of a thema
approach to historic site selection appears in a 1929 report of the Committee on the Study
of Educational Problems in the National Parks,” and was further advocated i 1932.
The federal government then first initiated an inventory of historic buildmtiee 1930s
with the creation of the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) in 934s a
“tripartite agreement between National Park Service, the Librarpofiess, and the
American Institute of Architects|,] . . . it can be seen as the first and oniyafguiegram

to document historic structures and precursor of an increasing role for the fede

% Barry MackintoshThe Historic Sites Survey and National Historic tararks Program: A History
National Park Service, (Washington, D.C.: Departhtd the Interior, 1985): 7

2" Norman TylerHistoric Preservation: An Introduction to its Hisy, Principles, and PracticgNew
York: W. W. Norton & Company): 40-41.
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government in historic preservatioff."The passage of tiéational Historic Sites and
Buildings Actof 1935made it national policy to “preserve for public use historic sites,
buildings, and objects of national significance for the inspiration and benefit ofdpke pe
of the United States’® It also required the Secretary of the Interior to “make a survey of
historic and archaeological sites, buildings, and objects for the purpose afidetgr
which possesses exceptional value as commemorating or illustrating trg bigshe
United States® This started the use of the wanceptionato demarcate the level of
importance in the historic preservation legislation of the United States. aSkisft
surveying not only laid the groundwork for the Historic Sites Survey and the National
Historic Landmarks Program, but also the National Register of Hist@oe®|and sets
the precedent for properties to be of “exceptional importance” in order to be cedsider

“historic.”

The goal of the Historic Sites Survey was to “identify sties and buildivegs
were nationally significant, that deserved protection, and that might be celsade
additions to the National Park Systefh. The National Park Service structured the
survey thematically, establishing several different periods of Americiomhibat
should be well represented throughout the survey, and that no period should be “slighted

or neglected because of the special field of interest of the surv&y@he creation of

%8 |bid.

®National Historic Sites and Buildings AcPublic Law 74-292. 74 Cong., ' sess., (21 August 1935),
Section 1.

%0 National Historic Sites and Buildings AcSection 2(g).

31 John H. Sprinkle, Jr, “Of Exceptional Importancé’he Origins of the ‘Fifty-Year Rule’ in Historic
Preservation,The Public Historian29, no 2 (Spring 2007): 82; Please also see,|&hBrHosmer Jr.,
Preservation Comes of Age: From Williamsburg & Wational Trust, 1926-1942 vols.
(Charlottesville, VA: Published for the Preservatl®ress, National Trust for Historic Preservatiothie
United States by the University Press of Virgidia81): 589-601.

32 John H. Sprinkle, Jr, 83.

26



these periods of history, or themes, was intended to ensure a comprehensive list of
representative buildings from American History. However, periods highligreicent
history were omitted from the thematic list, because it was consideredrtoowersial,

that the justification of historical significance was undeterminable atithe®* As a

result, the National Park Service set an terminal age criteriastorili significance:

1870%* The National Park Service completely negated Western Expansion, Populism,
and the twentieth century as too recent to determine historic significihtsemarked

the first instance of an official time requirement for determining tehcal

significance of buildings.

This time requirement evolved during World War Il, even though the Historic
Sites Survey ceased during the war years. In a number of meetingsWoridg/Nar 1,
the National Park Service created the “twenty-five-year rule,htagiing that a person’s
contribution to national history could not be determined significant or commemorated
before that person was dead twenty five years or lofig&his standard was adopted to
effectively ensure “that consideration of an individual’'s accomplishments would have a
historical perspective that was at least one generation remdvéal 8ne more attempt
to systematically establish a timeframe for “inherently contrasiensstory,”’ the
National Park Service in 1952 changed the cut-off date of 1870 to a more lenient fifty
years, “employed to the present with minor rewording, that requires 50 gdaree

elapsed since a property achieved historical importance, ‘unless assodthtpersons

33 John H. Sprinkle, Jr, 83-84
34 John H. Sprinkle, Jr, 84.

3 John H. Sprinkle, Jr, 85.
%John H. Sprinkle, Jr, 86.

3 Ibid.
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or events of transcendent significanc®. This time frame carried over to the 1958
Handbook for the National Survey of Historic Sites and Buildinged by MISSION 66,

a ten year program meant to improve and revitalize the National Park Setweere
1956 and 1966. Thdandbookestablished seven criteria for history and one criterion for
integrity® It also continued when MISSION 66 transformed the Historic Sites Survey

into the National Historic Landmarks Program in 14%0.

During the National Park Service’s preoccupation with historic sites iohnat
importance to include in its survey, the public called for the preservation ofriys)di
structures, sites, and objects that were important to them, regardless sithiégance
on a national level. One example is Frank Lloyd Wright’s Robie House in &&k P
lllinois. In the late 1950s, the Robie House was threatened with demolition, so the
community rallied around the historic monuments program and urged the Secretary of the
Interior to designate it historically significant due to the fact that# recognized as a
significant contribution to modern American architecttifedecade earlier, the National
Park Service already established that buildings not associated with Hgtiomeartant
persons or events could be recognized for its architectural merits aloneehgofoe“the
Park Service to support the [Robie House] as a National Historic Site would have been
precedent-setting, given that there was little likelihood that the home warthe

established as a National Pafk Thus, by 1960, the National Park System Advisory

3 Minutes 28" Advisory Board Meetin, Apr. 21-22, 1952, quotedBiarry MackintoshThe Historic Sites
Survey and National Historic Landmarks ProgramHistory, National Park Service, (Washington, D.C.:
Department of the Interior, 1985): 69.

39 John H. Sprinkle, Jr, 86

%9 John H. Sprinkle, Jr, 82; The first National Histd_andmark was designated in 1960 and was the
Sergeant Floyd Grave and Monument in Souix City, 1A

1 John H. Sprinkle, Jr, 88-89.

“2 John H. Sprinkle, Jr, 90.
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Board had applied “twin chronological standards:” a person must have been destl at le
twenty five year$? Also, fifty years must have transpired before any event associated
with a person could be significafft.Since the Robie House achieved National Historic
Landmark status due to its architectural significance in 1963, only four gkars

Wright's death, the National Park Service’s systematic timeframstalbleshing historic
significance seems contradictory. The difference was that the Nat@habErvice

never intended the Robie House to be designated a “national park,” so they could justify

the inclusion of the Robie House on the National Historic Landmarks Inventory.

By passage of thidational Historic Preservation Act of 196the “50 Year
Rule,” and been well established and implemented by the National Park Serabedor
15 years. The passage of tational Historic Preservation Act of 196&8ifted the
emphasis from the preservation of sites and buildings of national significati of
establishing a program that included and incorporated buildings, structuresgreites
objects important to states, local governments, Indian Tribes, and privatezatigsrs
and individual$”It also established the National Register of Historic places, an inventory
of “districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects significant in Anrehistory,
architecture, archaeology, engineering, and cultiffiene National Register of Historic
Places then adopted the National Historic Landmarks Program’s Ciiteria
Classification of Historic Sites, Buildings, and Objects, which was update@b5 and

included the following criteria:

“3 John H. Sprinkle, Jr, 93.

* Ibid.

“5 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966°ublic Law 89-665. 89Cong., 2d sess., (15 October
1966): Section 2.

¢ Section 101 (a)(I)(A) of Title I, Historic Preseion Programs, of thidational Historic Preservation
Act of 1966 Public Law 89-665. &9Cong., 2d sess., (15 October 1966).
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Structures, sites and objects achieving historical
importance within the past 50 years will not as a
general rule be considered unless associated with
persons or events of transcendent significdhce.

John H. Sprinkle, Jr suggests that “establishing criteria like the fiftytwenty-five year
rules was another way that NPS planners and historians could limit the number of
potential sites under consideration and maintain the objectivity of the nationay sxdir
historic sites,” that they acted as buffers for the Park Service so it cdtdd dtficial
recognition of national significance . . . without the implication of impending federal

stewardship*#

The above criterion was then adopted into the guidelines of the National Registe
of Historic Places as Criteria Consideration G. The section for Cr@enaiderations
states that “ordinarily . . . properties that have achieved significance whtéhpast 50
years shall not be considered eligible for the National Registet.&lso lists seven other
exceptions or “considerations,” that will limit listing in the National Rezy. Criteria
Consideration G allows listing of a property achieving significance wittanast 50
years if it is of “exceptional importancé”” The National Register of Historic Places
program carried over the language used thirty years earlier Mati@nal Historic Sites

and Buildings Acbf 1935

As seen with through the history of preservation legislation in tReC2@tury,

the historic preservation moment in the United States has steadily evolved angduilt

“"“Table 1: Criteria for Classification of Histor®ites, Buildings, and Objects” In John H. Sprinkie
98
“8 John H. Sprinkle, Jr, 100.
*9 National Park ServiceBulletin 15: How to Apply the National Registeiit€ria for Evaluation
(Washington D.C.: Department of the Interior, 1925
50 [

Ibid.
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its previous legislative counterparts. The 1930s and the New Deal mark alt&me w
historic inventory programs in the United States reached an ultimate metghts of
development and initiation. The culmination of these conservation and survey efforts
was theNational Historic Preservation Act of 1968&s it established the federal
government as the perpetuator of the preservation ethic in the United StatesctThis A
established the National Register of Historic Places and mandatedl thatdings, sites,
structures, objects, and districts significant the local, state, and nationay bistgive
consideration as objects of culture worth saving for future generations. Thedlati
Register of Historic Places, like the National Landmarks InventagrBm, adopted a
set of criteria used to assess the cultural and historical significarioe loditt
environment. This set of criteria includes its own set of exceptions, or ‘i€riter
Considerations, which are in place to guide the public and historic preservation
professionals in their evaluations of historic properties. However, what wasatlyig
developed as a buffer between the National Park Service and the public to avoid
historical themes that lacked historical distance, Criteria Consioiei@thas been
enacted as a rule in most state and local preservation programs acrosseith&tangs.

As a result, this Criteria Consideration is also known as the “50 Year Rule” dee to it
exclusion of properties less than fifty years old unless they possess “eraépti
importance.” But how has this time limit or prescribed historical distafieeted the
preservation of the Modern Movement? Now that the very programs that the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 was established to prevent or curb, such as Urban

Renewal, are reaching the fifty-year threshold, preservationists fincéheas at a
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crossroads. The next chapter discusses the recent past and its relatotighipational

Register of Historic Places in the*2Century.
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CHAPTER Il

THE RECENT PAST AND ITS RELATIONSHIP TO THE NATIONAL REGTER

OF HISTORIC PLACES

The natural progression for historic preservation in the United States would be to
include and preserve the architecture of the Modern Movement. However, some people
do not agree because: 1) it was built in their lifetime and so the architsiifiure
maintains a quality of “newness;” 2) it replaced, as is the case with Bdraawal
projects, older, better examples of a certain style of architecture;lor 8jdhitecture is
considered ugly or the viewer fails to understand the purpose of its existencalityn re
the construction of a building is the ultimate manifestation of some one’s desagn ide
regardless of whether or not it has a functional purpose. This chapter dishasses
origins of Mid-Century Modern Architecture and its aesthetic base in pineseus
styles: Prairie, Bauhaus, and International. It then examines theaippl of Criteria
Consideration G in efforts to preserve buildings, structures, sites, and objecssstylthi
Finally, it discusses how the preservation of the Modern Movement as a whole is
contradiction and how certain American vernacular forms of Mid-Century Moder

architecture defy this contradiction in terms of availability and use.

Mid-Century Modern: Origins and Characteristics
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The term “Mid-century Modern” was first used in a 1984 book by Cara
Greenberg entitleMid-Century Modern: Furniture of the 1950 this book,
Greenberg discusses the major designers who helped to develop this pattileutdr s
furniture. Like an extension of the buildings it furnished, the furniture of the emtixgy
incorporated “curves that were swoopy, parabolic, amoeboid; lines that wernidng
low; ornament that was absent; materials that, until recently, had been found only i
aircraft factories. These are the general characteristics of the Mid-Century Modern style
of architecture, and they were modified depending on the design aesthetic of the
architect. The Mid-Century Modern style in residential and commerciitecture was
an amalgamation of the Prairie, Bauhaus, and International styles oflthieveatieth
century, and became the quintessential expression of post-World War 1| Ameealth
and prosperity’ It also represented the coming of age of a country where Modernism

became accessible and acceptable to the condumer.

Frank Lloyd Wright and the Chicago School

Wright was born in Wisconsin in 1867 and went to work for the firm, Adler and
Sullivan, in 1888. Wright came from a group of architects known today as the Prairie
School of Architecture. This “school” was a group of young architects wightyr
“began to know . . . and how welcome was Robert Spencer, and then Myron Hunt, and

Dwight Perkins, Arthur Heun, George Dean, and Hugh Garden. Inspiring days they

! Cara Greenberdylid-Century Modern: Furniture of the 1950§ew York: Harmony Books, 1984): 14.
2 Greenberg, 14.
% Greenberg, 14.
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were. | am sure, for us alf."This quotation is from an essay Wright entitled, “In the
Cause of Architecture,” which was first published'ime Architectural Recoroh March
1908, and one of many subsequent articles entitled “In the Cause of Architecture” tha
Wright would write and publish in this publication until his death in the late 1930s.

the original article, Wright defined Nature’s role in architecture: ttikafurnished the
materials for architectural motifs out of which the architectural faswe know them
today have developed.in other words, nature dictates design; thus, “knowledge of the
relations of form and function lies at the root of [the architect’s] practicBhls
fundamental theory, “form follows function,” Wright learned from Louis Sullivan, and it
permeated his work throughout his long, successful career.

Also in the 1908 publication, Wright provides six “propositions™ that became
the driving principles behind the architectural style known as the Prairas $tyich,
executed by Wright and other proponents of this design, came to be known as the Prairie
School® The most important proposition, especially when tracing how Modernism
developed in the Mid-western United States, is proposition IV. In it, Wrightylear
states the characteristics for what is now known as the Prairie Style:

We of the Middle West are living on the prairie. The
prairie has a beauty of its own, and we should
recognize and accentuate this natural beauty, its quiet

level. Hence, gently sloping roofs, low proportions,
quiet skylines, suppressed heavyset chimneys and

* Frank Lloyd Wright, “In the Cause of Architecturérchitectural Record(March 1908), published in
The Essential Frank Lloyd Wright: Critical Essays Architecture edited by Bruce Brooks Pfeiffer,
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2008): 34.
® These essays féwrchitectural Recordiealt with design, style, and other aspects diitcture, seén
The Cause of Architecture: Essays by Frank LloyyWfor Architectural Record1908-1952, with a
Symposium on Architecture With and Without WrighElght Who Knew Him(New York: McGraw-Hill,
1987).
® Frank Lloyd Wright, “In the Cause of Architecturérchitectural Record(March 1908): 34.
7 .

Ibid.
8 Frank Lloyd Wright, “In the Cause of Architecturérchitectural Record(March 1908): 35.
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sheltering overhangs, low terraces and outreaching
walls sequestering private gardéns.

Wright also believed that a building should harmonize with its natural surroundings, and
be as organic as possible. This proposition introduces a concept of “Regionalism.”
According to Wright, residential and commercial architecture will begtidtby the
wants and needs of the person or family who owns the profefitsken into
consideration with Wright's Proposition Ill, a building should “harmonize withdisiral
surroundings,” then the architecture will also vary depending on the natural landscape
upon which the property is bufit. Thus, a house built on the prairie will take a cue from
its flat terrain; a house built on a rock will incorporate the rock as much ablposs
These propositions provide architectural historians, planners, historic pres@ststi
and architects with insight into the mind of Wright and what he strived for in his
architecture. Therefore, it is safe to say that Mid-Century Modsrdeartial architecture
developed not only in the US, but also upon the wide, far-reaching terrain of the Plains
States. One of the best examples of Frank Lloyd Wright’s vision is the Robie iHouse
Oak Park, lllinois, finished 1910 (Appendix A: Figure 3).

Wright's design aesthetic lacked historical reference and markeegimening of
an indigenous American architectural style, especially his concepinbiwydo
incorporate nature as an extension of one’s living space. Because ofgheseon
integrating natural surroundings, buildings associated with Wright and othevere of

the Prairie School were site-specific; thus, the aesthetic is lbledas

° Frank Lloyd Wright, “In the Cause of Architecturérchitectural Record(March 1908): 36.

% proposition 11, presented by Frank Lloyd Wright the Cause of ArchitectureArchitectural Record
(March 1908): 35.

" Frank Lloyd Wright, “In the Cause of Architecturérchitectural Recorgd(March 1908): 35.
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“organic.”?According to Carol Strickland, “Wright sought to discover the landscape’s
underlying geometry, then to enhance it with a building that echoed, shaped, or unified
the setting. The low-slung roofs, deep eaves, and horizontal massing of RvasesH
reflected the endless flow of the prairié3.This particular design also allowed for
Prairie School architects to open-up the interior by eliminating doors or walsffee-
flowing space, the anchor of which was the home’s héarfthis open concept in the
interior space allowed for a sense of liberation as well as a simulimasense of safety,
as the “projecting roofs embrace the whole structure to provide security. . hégidige
chimneys imply rootednes$>

Wright's Robie House in lllinois was actually the result of expentakson,
another tendency of architects in the twentieth cerfugxperimentation was not only
relevant for American architects, but also for European architects, abpaccountries
like Germany that were decimated economically, politically, and culuaala result of
World War I. Once such visionary architect was Walter Gropius of &gynwho
“attacked the problem of reconciling art and industrialized soctégid established a
school in Weimar, Germany in 1919 that united fine and applied arts in order to “improve
the human condition and foster an egalitarian soci&tylhis school was the Bauhaus.
According to Alexander Dorner,

Gropius wanted to combine the [Weimar Art]
Academy with the Weimar Arts and Crafts School to

12 carol Strickland, The Annotated Arch: A Crash Course in the Histmprchitecture(Kansas City,
MO: Andrews McMeel Publishing, 2001): 127.

3 Srickland, 127.

4 Strickland, 126-127

Strickland, 127.

18 Strickland, 126.

7 Alexander Dorner, “Background of the BauhaBgUhaus: 1919-192&dited by Herbert Bayer,
Walter Gropius, and Ise Gropius (Boston: CharleBranford Co., 1959): 11

8stirckland, 132.
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create a ‘consulting art center for industry and
trades.” By achieving this union in 1919 at the
Bauhaus, he took a most important and decisive new
step, for every student at the Bauhaus was trained by
two teachers in each subject—by an artist and a
master craftsman. This division of instruction was
unavoidable at the beginning, for no teachers were to
be found with sufficient mastery of both.

Eventually, artists familiar in science and economics also became indetpovia the
Bauhaus teaching system, and creative imagination united with a “practicdekgevof

craftsmanship, and thus . . . [a] new sense of functional design” devéfoped.

The Bauhaus and the International Style: An Ocean Apart

The bookBauhaus: 1919-192&dited by Herbert Bayer, Walter Gropius, and Ise
Gropius outlines the theory and organization of the Bauhaus School, as translated by
Gropius from the original Germddee und Aufbau des Staadlichen Bauhaus Weimar
According to Gropius, the goal of the Bauhaus curriculum is “a demand for a new and
powerful working correlation of all the processes of creation . . . architectues ima
collective work all creative workers, from the simple artisan to the supaeise™ In

order to achieve this goal, the architecture of the Bauhaus took on a particular look that
incorporated standardized materials. Several of these charactenistickeifree-plan
interiors, a design feature adopted from Wright and the Prairie School frben athe
century. Otherwise, there was no other historical reference on the eafddmuhaus

buildings. The incorporation of concrete, glass, and steel, unadorned surfaces, strip

¥ Dorner, 12.

2 Dorner, 13.

2L Walter Gropius, “The Theory and Organization &f Bauhaus,” translated by Walter Gropius, in
Bauhaus: 1919-192Bdited by Herbert Bayer, Walter Gropius, and Isepus (Boston: Charles T.
Branford Co., 1959): 28.

38



windows flush with the wall pane, and a flat roof characterize a Bauhausistfi€he
Bauhaus School building at Dessau, finished in 1925, was the ultimate representation of
this particular style, which is also referred to as “white architecturédctory/machine
design (Appendix A: Figure 4}. Most importantly, the Bauhaus design was the result

of collaboration and intended for the working class as a means to improve society. This
particular design aesthetic sought order, regularity, and standardizateursbe

“simplicity in multiplicity’ [is] a guiding principle in the shaping of [enitecture’s]

character. Form elements of typical shape should be repeated in series.bAildimg

parts should be functional limbs of the comprehensive orgarffsiAs a result of the
Bauhaus style’s lack of individuality, it was often commissioned by soatalisti

governments for various projects.

The Bauhaus School in Germany was established in response to the destruction of
World War | and set out to recreate the world by “liberating humankind fromsa clas
system through a machine-age environmé&ht.he American version of this style, or the
International Style, first appeared in the United States in 1932 in an exhibition of the
same name at the Museum of Modern Art that showcased new architecture angkdispl
Modernist home$’ The International Style is also called “US Bauhaus,” because the
defining characteristics of its buildings are exactly the same as tiitise Bauhaus.

However, unlike the Bauhaus, the International Style did not propose a new way of

%2 gtrickland, 132.

% |pid.

4 Gropius, “Theory and Organization of the Bauha@s,”

% Tom Wolfe. From Bauhaus To Our Hous@New York: Farrar Straus Giroux, 1981): 16.

% Strickland, 133.

% |bid; the Bauhaus was first introduced in Eurap@aris at th&alon des Artistes Decoratews1930,

and the Germany section was arranged under thetidimeof Gropius. This is somewhat ironic since th
Bauhaus was “anti-bourgeois,” yet they presentaxhatof the most bourgeois of European establistanen
the ParisSalon for more information, see Alfred H. Barr, Jr"Breface” toBauhaus: 1919-191%-6.
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living, and was “quickly co-opted into an aesthetic style stripped of utopian ledfing
A typical International Style building incorporates steel, glass, andetenanto an
independent structural frame that has a flat roof and strip windows that wrap around
corners at right angles, no applied ornamentation, no exterior colors, and fietabler
space”’® The International Style’s eminent practitioner was Philip Johnson, and the
guintessential International Style building is Johnson’s Glass House in NeaaiG;a

Connecticut (Appendix A: Figure 1).

The International Style, however, does try to justify itself. Accortbrigenry
Russell Hitchcock and Philip Johnson, in their badke International Style:
Architecture Since 192architecture should incorporate the following design principles:
1) volume instead of mass; 2) regularity rather than axial symmetryatalisktorder;
and, 3) proscribes arbitrary applied decoratfbihe importance of these principles rests
in that they allowed architects to focus on functionalism: “utility and nothing.hibre
In fact, Alfred H. Barr, Jr states that “post-functionalism” is a moreapate term for
the style than “International” . Barr, thus, reiterates Hitchcock and Johnson’s

sentiment that the idea of “'style”” was destroyed by revival stylelsamineteenth
century®® The goal of the International Style was to establish a dominant style that wa
unified and inclusive, not fragmentary and contradictory, structurally like tHacGweith

design handling reminiscent of the Classical, and that handles function like both the

2 gtrickland, 133.
29 gtrickland, 135.
39 Henry Russell Hitchcock and Philip Johns®he International Style: Architecture Since 19@2ew
York: Norton and Company, Inc, 1939): 20.
3L Alfred J. Barr, Jr., Preface The International Style: Architecture Since 1922; Alfred H. Barr, Jr.
g\z{as the first director of the Museum of Modern Art.
Ibid.
¥ Hitchcock and Johnsomternational Style20.
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Gothic and the Classicil. Regardless of the attempts to differentiate between the theory
of the International Style architects and the Bauhaus architects, it bec@ny difficult
to differentiate between the final products of the two styles, because of déhgaration

of similar, if not identical, materials, scale, and lack of decorative details

America’s first exposure to modern architecture may have been in 193hevith t
Museum of Modern Art’s exhibition; however, the United States became the home of
many of the Bauhaus architects in the early 1930s, as the Nazis continued to oppress the
German people. Massachusetts became the home of Walter Gropius and several other
Bauhaus teachers, including Marcel Breuer, as Harvard accepted thets (dBtaduate
School of Desigri® Ludwig Mies van der Rohe became the president of the Bauhaus
after it moved to Berlin, but not for very long. He immigrated to Chicago as tdeohea
the lllinois Institute of Technology after the Bauhaus was finally forgexioise in
1933%® This immigration of European modernists to the United States started Americ
modernism. It was these people who taught the future American to reducealzejm
and standardize their design aesthetic. This style matured in its Amininaafter
World War Il, when the economy stabilized with increased production. Modernism,
which was available only to an elite class during the Great Depression of the 4830s a
during the war years of the 1940s, was suddenly available and obtainable in the 1950s,

and became the symbol of middle-class American wealth and prosperity.

The Application of Criteria Consideration G to Mid-Century Modern Resources

34 Hitchcock and Johnsommternational Style20.
% Strickland, 133.
% Ibid.
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When evaluating any property for listing in the National Register obHitst
Places, there are two major National Park Service documents that must bedise
referenced:National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria
for Evaluation National Register Bulletin 16a: How to Complete the National Register
Nomination Form If the property under evaluation is less than fifty years old, then a
third documentNational Register Bulletin 22: Guidelines for Evaluating and
Nominating Properties That Have Achieved Significance Within the Past Fifty, Years
must also be used. EaBhlletin provides instruction and guidance to ensure the
successful listing of a building, site, structure, object, or district in theMNdtRegister
of Historic Places. In this section, each bulletin will be analyzed and destctess
establish how Mid-Century Modern resources fit into the National Registesturidi
Places and whether or not Criteria Consideration G, or the “50 Year Rule,” provides a

fair threshold of time in order for historical perspective to be established.

The first step to listing a property in the National Register of Histlaces is
determining its historic significance. This is important because the Naegsster is
the official list of properties in the United States that “represent tlar ipatterns of our
shared local, State, and national experiefi€eX’ property can be listed in the National
Register of Historic Places under one of four major Criteria for Evalu#ttiat define the
scope of the National Register, and “identify the range of resources and kinds of
significance that will qualify properties for listing®” Buildings, sites, structures, objects,

and districts must also possess “integrity of location, design, settingyjatst

3" National Park Service, PrefaceNational Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply thetidaal Register
Criteria for Evaluation(Washington D.C.: Department of the Interior, 1997

3% National Park Servicéyational Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply thetidaal Register Criteria for
Evaluation(Washington D.C.: Department of the Interior, 1997
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workmanship, feeling, and association,” because the quality of significanceespire

those properties

A. That are associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our
history; or

B. That are associated with the lives of persons
significant in our past; or

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, or method of construction or that represent
the work of a master, or that possess high artistic
values, or that represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack
individual distinction; or

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield,
information important in prehistory or histoty.

These Criteria for Evaluation help the preparer of nominations determiogdegintext,
which provides the “framework within which the National Register Critegaapplied to

specific properties or property type$.”

In addition to the four major Criteria of Evaluation, there are seven Criteria
Considerations. This is a list of properties excluded from listing in the NatiegtBr
unless they are “integral parts of districts that meet the eriberif they fall within the

following categories:

a. A religious property deriving primary significance
from architectural or artistic distinction or historical
importance; or

b. A building or structure removed from its original
location but which is significant primarily for

39 National Park Servicéyational Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply thetidaal Register Criteria for
Evaluation(Washington D.C.: Department of the Interior, 1927

0 National Park Servicéyational Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply thetidaal Register Criteria for
Evaluation: 1
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architectural value, or which is the surviving
structure most importantly associated with a historic
person or event; or

c. A birthplace or grave of a historical figure of
outstanding importance if there is no appropriate site
of building directly associated with his or her
productive life; or

d. A cemetery which derives its primary significance
from graves of persons of transcendent importance,
from age, from distinctive design features, or from
association with historic events; or

e. A reconstructed building when accurately executed in
a suitable environment and presented in a dignified
manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when
no other building or structure with the same
association has survived; or

f. A property primarily commemorative in intent if
design, age, tradition, or symbolic value has invested
it with its own exceptional significance; or

g. A property achieving significance within the past 50
years if it is of exceptional importance.

As stated in the previous chapter, the origins of the Criteria for Evaluatib@réteria
Considerations stem from the Historic Sites Act of 1935. In order to me one of the
Criteria for Evaluation, a property must be “associated with an importantitistor
context” and retain “historic integrity of those features necessary to cdsvey

significance.*?

Once the context has been established, then the property’s historic sigaificanc
can be argued because the property’s importance must fall within thiedeiew frame

of the context. This importance takes into account the seven aspects dfyintegri

1 National Park Servicéyational Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply thetidaal Register Criteria for
Evaluation(Washington D.C.: Department of the Interior, 1927
42 1

Ibid
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location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and assoéfatiorder to
assess the integrity of a property, the researcher must define theiatgersical
features,” determine if the “essential physical features are visitlegh to convey their
significance,” compare the property to other properties if necessanhemdecide if
the “aspects of integrity [that] are particularly vital to the propeatg’preserit! All
buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts under consideration for nomiodtien
National Register of Historic Places undergo this review. However, someédasexist,
as seen in the Criteria Considerations. For those properties that arerdgtytiiaars
old, and requiring the application of Criteria Consideration G, this bias is altpeci

apparent.

According toNational Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register
Criteria for Evaluation “[f]ifty years is a general estimate of the time needed to develop
historical perspective and to evaluate significance. This consideratiois@gainst the
listing of properties of passing contemporary interest and ensures thatitheaNa
Register is a list of truly historic place®.”In fact, Criteria Consideration G not only
requires the building to be at least fifty years old, unless it is of “extgptiimportance,”
but also requires the resource’s significance to be fifty years oltde Huilding is over
fifty years old, and the significance is younger, the building is stillgieé for listing in
the National Registéf The National Park Service does try to justify its bias by

explaining how to apply each Criteria Consideratibiational Register Bulletin 15:

“3 National Park Servicéyational Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply thetidaal Register Criteria for
Evaluation(Washington D.C.: Department of the Interior, 19924
“4 National Park Servicéyational Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply thetidaal Register Criteria for
Evaluation(Washington D.C.: Department of the Interior, 19925.
5 National Park ServicéJational Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply thetidaal Register Criteria for
Evaluation(Washington D.C.: Department of the Interior, 19971

Ibid.
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How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluatstates that “exceptional
importance’ may be applied to the extraordinary importance of an event or to an entir
category of resources so fragile that survivors of any age are unusual,” but that
“properties that by their nature can last more than fifty years canmoinselered

exceptionally important because of the fragility of the class of resatifce

In regards to post-World War Il properties, they must be surveyed, just like any
other property type being considered for nomination. A public housing complex “may be
eligible as an outstanding expression of the nation’s post-war urban policy” oragvost
suburban subdivision “may be the best reflection of contemporary siting and design
tenets in a metropolitan are®."However, earlier on the same page of this section on

Criteria Consideration G, it states:

In many communities, properties such as apartment
buildings built in the 1950s cannot be evaluated
because there is no scholarly research available to
provide an overview of the nature, role, and impact of
that building type within the context of historical and
architectural developments of the 1950s.

The way this passage is worded blatantly contradicts the statement madéne mabest-t
World War 1l properties heading in tiBalletin. Even in 1997, when thBulletin was
written, research existed addressing the “historical and architedauwalopments” of
1950s residential architecture. Also, part of the process of listing in thenbllaRegister
is to conduct scholarly research required to establish the building’s natureneble

impact as part of an historic context. Exceptional importance “is a neeafsar

47 i
Ibid.
8 National Park ServicéJational Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply thetidaal Register Criteria for
Evaluation(Washington D.C.: Department of the Interior, 19972.
49 [
Ibid.
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property’s importance within the appropriate historic context, whether thecfdhbzt
context is local, State, or nationadf.”In other words, if the researcher can prove that the
1950s apartment building is “exceptional” on a local level, because of “historical and
architectural developments” in that community, that apartment buildingyiblelfor

listing. Although listing a property under fifty years old in the National ®egis
achievable, the way tHaulletinis worded makes listing seem impossible because of the
year of construction. The real problem was not the age of the resource, bok thie |la

scholarly research on that community’s post-World War Il development.

Criteria Consideration G has been controversial since at least ti®T&te. In
1979, that the National Park Service published “How To” #2, which eventually morphed
into National Register Bulletin 22: Guidelines for Evaluating and Nominating Properties
that Have Achieved Significance Within the Past Fifty Y&afEhe third and fourth
editions of thiBulletin provide examples cited from the essay that Carol D. Shull,
Keeper of the National Register of Historic Places, and Beth L. Savab#eetural
historian for the National Register of Historic Places, prepared for the P985etving
the Recent Past” conference in Chicago. The essay outlines and sumreagnés r
listings of properties under Criteria Consideratio’f Ghis essay, “Trends in
Recognizing Places for Significance in the Recent Past,” readsdikemary of the

National Register program’s recognition of properties listed in theh&tRegister

50 [

Ibid.
*I National Park Service, Acknowledgement\ttional Register Bulletin 22: Guidelines for Evating
and Nominating Properties that Have Achieved Sicgniice Within the Past Fifty Yeai@Vashington
D.C.: Department of the Interior, 1998): iii.
*2 |bid.
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since 1945 and the overall historical trends that they réflethis essay implicitly sets a
precedent for researchers in that they will only survey propertigshbte overall

trends. As a result, this practice eliminates objectivity from the sureeggs. The
National Park Service states over and over again inkfaional Register Bulletinthat
Criteria Consideration G was “not designed to [be] mechanically applieg&ar &y

year basis> However, when the Keeper of the National Register publishes essays
listing the types of historic contexts that will warrant “exceptiongartance,” it
becomes difficult for preservation professionals to not systematically @ppéyia
Consideration G. It also becomes difficult for preservation professionals @ritesga
Consideration G, as a guideline, wheational Register Bulletin 22: Guidelines for
Evaluating and Nominating Properties that Have Achieved Significance Within the Past
Fifty Years states, “as a general rule, properties that have achieved significémoe w
the past 50 years are not eligible for National Register listing betzaidational
Register is intrinsically a compilation of the Natiohistoric resources that are worthy

of preservation

Another interesting aspect of thational Register Bulletins that they fail to
fully disclose the historical precedent for including certain informatiod faihto
explain the larger historical context for the National Register aidmNé Historic

Landmarks Programs. For example, the criteria for the National Hiseomamarks

%3 Carol D. Shull and Beth L. Savage, “Trends in Rgtining Places for Significance in the Recent Past,
Preserving the Recent Pastited by Deborah Slaton and Rebecca A. Shi¥iaghington, D.C.: Historic
Preservation Education Foundation, 1995): 1l 3-14.

** National Park Servicéyational Register Bulletin 22: Guidelines for Evating and Nominating
Properties that Have Achieved Significance Withim Past Fifty YeargWashington D.C.: Department of
the Interior, 1998): 6.

* National Park Servicéyational Register Bulletin 22: Guidelines for Evating and Nominating
Properties that Have Achieved Significance Withim Past Fifty Years1.
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Program are included iNational Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National
Register Criteria for EvaluationThe bulletin states that those properties designated as
National Historic Landmarks are automatically listed in the Nationaisiegf Historic
places, and even compares the National Landmarks Program to the Nation@rRegis
although the process for the two properties are very different. It dséoféell the
reader that the criteria for listing in the National Register werptaddrom the National
Landmarks Program. Thus, they fail to establish the historical referanite fidational
Register program. Another example is in the Prefaddatibnal Register Bulletin 22:
Guidelines for Evaluating and Nominating Properties that Have Achieved Significance
Within the Past Fifty Yearslt discusses the 1995 “Preserving the Recent Past”
conference in Chicago. It states that this conference is “an importantandicaopular
and professional commitment to preserving significant historic properéied,that it
“served as an important forum for discussing a wide range of issues as$odtht
historic properties of the 80century.®® What theBulletin fails to tell the reader is that
1995 was the fiftieth anniversary of the United States dropping the atomic bomb on
Hiroshima, so post-World War 1l architectural resources, especiallg tietated to the
atomic age, are important historically, that these resources, inclutanglg's nuclear
bomb shelter, are reaching the fifty year threshold. It also failsti® thiat by 2000, an
apartment building built in 1950 will become historic, and that by 2010, properties
associated with Urban Renewal and the Federal Highway Administraticaiseilbe

fifty years old and worthy of consideration. Even thoughBuketin acknowledges that

this particular edition “moves on to the next major period of time: the post-WorldiWar |

*% National Park Service, PrefaceNational Register Bulletin 22: Guidelines for Evating and
Nominating Properties that Have Achieved SignifaakVithin the Past Fifty Year@Vashington D.C.:
Department of the Interior, 1998): ii.
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era” and the end of that era could extend to the late 1980s with the end of the Cdid War,
it fails to foster a continuous preservation ethic by not advising that thesetjg®per
associated with this period will eventually become historic and worthy ofd=yasion

according to its own standards.

This National Register Bulletiand many others are obviously horribly out-of-
date and need revisions. Another example of this obsolescence can be fdatidrial
Register Bulletin 16a: How to Complete the National Register Nomination. Fbhnins
bulletin consists of a step-by-step explanation of how to fill out the Nationasteegi
nomination paperwork, starting with the name of the property and continuing through to
the required maps, photographs, and continuation sheets. It includes all the codes for
context, function, use, materials, architectural style, states and countiédsdaral
agencies. It also discusses multiple property nominations, nationally saghific
properties, and amending National Register forms. Nikional Register Bulletin 15:
How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluati8ulletin 16awas published

in 1997.

The most disconcerting aspectBiilletin 16ais the list of architectural
classifications that the National Register program expects noonnateparers to use
when describing properties from the Modern Movement. Architectural styles/ated
into three data groups: “Category,” Subcatecory,” and “Other Sgylistiminology.®®
For each data category for architectural classification, the guidefigde Sselect one or

more subcategory to describe the property’s architectural styles stistylfluences . . .

57 | i

Ibid.
*® National Park ServicéJational Register Bulletin 22: Guidelines for Evating and Nominating
Properties that Have Achieved Significance Withim Past Fifty YeargWashington D.C.: Department of
the Interior, 1998): 25.
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[and] enter one subcategory in each blank on the form, placing those most important to
the property first.>® The major category for the Modern Movement lists no subcategory
However, New Formalism, Neo-Expressionism, Brutalism, Californiae®tyRanch

Style, Post-Modern, and Wrightian, all of which are recognized as distinctie¢ies of

the Modern Movement, are all listed under “Other Stylistic Terminol8§yrhen under

the subcategory for Moderne are listed Modernistic, Streamlined Moderaé\rt

Moderne as “Other Stylistic Terminolog$™” Under the International Style subcategory,
only Mesian is listed as “Other Stylistic Terminology.” Finally, ArtdDas listed as a
subcategory with no “Other Stylistic Terminology” to accompafi§ ithese categories
need to be updated, as Virginia and Lee McAlesteh, kiteld Guide to American

Houses state:

In most building types, both the horizontal
streamlined Art Moderne and the vertical, zigzagged
Art Deco influences occur in combination. In
houses, however, the streamline influences
predominate. Many examples resemble the
contemporaneous International Style, in which
decorative detailing was reduced to the barest
minimum®?

In fact, theNational Register Bulletimses the nomenclature found in Virginia and Lee
McAlester’s Field Guide, which classifies Art Deco as a type of Mustc style that
occurred between 1920 and 1940william Morgan’sAbrams Guide to American

House Styleslassifies Moderne as a “stripped down and streamlined later version” of

%9 National Park Servicéyational Register Bulletin 16a: How To Complete Mational Register
Registration Form 24.
% National Park Servicé\ational Register Bulletin 16a: How To Complete National Register
Registration Form(Washington, D.C.: Department of the Interidd97T): 26
61 |1h;

Ibid.
®2 bid.
83 Virginia and Lee McAlesterA Field Guide to American House®ew York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1984),
466.
% virginia and Lee McAlester, 465.
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Art Deco®® John C. Poppeliers, S. Allen Chambers, Jr. and Nancy B. Scwalkt¢hain
Style Is It?: A Guide to American Housstate that Art Deco, or “Moderne or
Modernistic . . . was the first widely popular style in the United States to brdak wit
revivalist tradition represented by Beaux-Arts and period hoG8eBerhaps the

categories should look like th{é:

Modern Modernistic Art Deco (Zigzag,
Movement (1920-1945) PWA/WPA, Streamline
Moderne); Art Moderne;
Bauhaus; International Style
(Miesian); Wrightian
Mid-Century Modern California Style;
(1945-1965) Contemporary; Minimal
Traditional; Ranch Style;
Shed; Split-level
Post-Modern New Formalism; Neo-
(1965-Present) Expressionism; Brutalism;

Table 1: Revision of Architectural Stylesfor "Modern Movement” in the National Register Bulletin
16a: How to Complete the National Register Registration Form, pg. 26.

All of the sources used to adapt the list of categories, subcategories, arid stylis
terminology used itNational Register Bulletin 16a: How to Complete the National
Register Nomination Formwere published between 1980 and 189&ranted, all of
these style guides contain very good information and different perspeaivesthe

origins and development of architecture in the United States. However, simce thei

8 william Morgan, The Abrams Guide to American House Stylidsw York: Harry N. Abrams, Inc,
2004), 342.

% John C. Poppeliers, S. Allen Chambers, and Nan&ScBwartz\What Style Is [t?: A Guide to American
Architecture (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc, 1983): 88

" This chart is formatted from National Park SeryNational Register Bulletin 16a: How To Complete
the National Register Registration Forwashington, D.C.: Department of the Interid®@97T): 26, and
using information from Virginia and Lee McAleste465-466, 469-473, and 479-485; William Morgan,
342-375; John C. Poppeliers, S. Allen Chambers Namty B. Schwartz, 88-95.

8See Marcus WhifferAmerican Architecture Since 1790: A Guide to Alettural Styles(Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press, 1992); John J. G. Blumenstentifying American ArchitecturéNew York: W. W.
Norton & Company, 1981); Virginia and Lee McAlestéY Field Guide to American Housekhn C.
Poppeliers, S. Allen Chambers, and Nancy B. Sclawafhat Style Is It?: A Guide to American
Architecture Whiffen’s AmericanArchitecture Since 1790: A Guide to Architectussyless in its fifth
printing, as of 1999, though this was two yearsratfte publishing oNational Register Bulletin 16a: How
To Complete the National Register Registration Form
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publication, new information has become available and updated, electronic versions of
each, in color, would be very useful. Also, perspectives and perceptions have changed on
some of these styles. A good example is the Post-Modern Era since 1970. Virdinia a

Lee McAlester'sield Guide to American Hous@xcludes architecture after 1965, in

their chapters on Neoeclectic and Contemporary Folk architecture; tbiaéshsng that
Popelliers and Blumenson do not do, which is probably why McAlestesld Guideis

still so widely used?

Material and Functional Obsolescence and 8exretary of the Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation

As many of the above mentioned style guides will confirm, the materiedsfas
architecture of the Modern Movement includes concrete, glass, and steedvdipw
some buildings of the Modern Movement may also include more experimental rsaterial
such as structural glass and porcelain enamel, which are not as common dfyfiare
use of these materials provides a good case for proving “exceptional impordrese”
justifying Criteria Consideration G in a National Register nomination. No&mgr
examples of Modern Movement architecture that use the standard mategialssof
steel, and concrete only prove to be functionally obsolete due the use of thesasnateri
a particular design. Material and functional obsolescence are two of theanosbn
problems of Modern Movement architecture. As stated before, materials isthee of
seven components of integrity that a building, site, structure, object, or disgidt m

need in order to prove its historic significance within its historic context. Othe o

% Virginia and Lee McAlester, 487-495, 497-499; thebapters include such house types as Mansard,
Neocolonial, Neo-French, Neo-Tudor, Neo-MeditereaneNeoclassical Revival, Neo-Victorian, mobile
homes, Quonset huts, A-Frames, and geodesic domes.

O Kelly Little, “Main Street Modern: The Presenatiof Recent Past Architecture on Main Street,”
(master’s thesis, School of the Art Institute ofic@lgo, December 2008), 17
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driving forces behind preservation in the United States is its economic insgntive
including tax credits on the state and federal levels for followin&#woeetary of the
Interior’'s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings However, owners of Modern Movement architecture might have a difficult

time obtaining these tax credits due to functional and material obsolescence.

TheSecretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildingsites ten standards, which “pertain to historic buildings
of all materials, construction types, sizes, and occupancy and encompassésrittre ex
and the interior, related landscape features and the building’s site armharesmt as
well as attached, adjacent, or related new constructioiitiese standards are codified in
36 CFR 67 for use in the Federal Historic Preservation Tax Incentives progranieand c
“identifying, retaining, and preserving the form and detailing of those architectural
materials and features that are important to defining the historic dvdrastthe basic
approach to all rehabilitation and maintenance of any historic buifdifigre two most
important of the ten standards are numbers five and six. They pertain to theghi@ser

repair, and replacement of distinctive features, finishes and constructiorgtexdini

5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction
techniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a property shall be preserved.

6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired
rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive
feature, the new feature shall match the old in design,
color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where

" National Park Servic&ecretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehaatlitn and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings(Washington, D.C.: Department of the Interidd9@): 3.

2 National Park Servic&ecretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehahtliin and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings 1, 6.
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possible, materials. Replacement of missing features
shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or
pictorial evidencé?

In the rehabilitation process, the protection and maintenance of those matetials a
features that define a building’s character are the first priaritiehose materials and
features need further work, then repairing them “using the same kind ofahsteri
always the preferred optioi™” The Standards also state that repairing “includes the
limited replacement in kind—or with compatible substitute material—of extelysi
deteriorated or missing parts of features when there are surviving pestdtgpd that
“substitute material is acceptable if the form and design as well aslsétute material

itself convey the visual appearance of the remaining parts of the featuigaishd’f

With regards to replacing an entire feature deemed character-defimansghould
only be done if “the level of deterioration or damage of materials preclepas.® In
this case, the National Park Service prefers the use of the same matagalould
prove difficult for those owners of properties using experimental maesgbart of the
original design aesthetic. Fortunately, 8tandardsdo provide for the consideration of
compatible substitute materials, but only if the original feature is dantagkteriorated
beyond repair. Although tH&tandardsmake it possible to replace porcelain enamel or
structural glass when appropriate, they do not inform the reader of anadteept
“compatible” material. Th&tandardsalso fail to address glass as a possibility for

building exteriors except as a commercial storefront, and primarily sslglass as part

National Park Servic&ecretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehaatliin and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings 3.
" National Park Servic&ecretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehaatlitn and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings 6.
75 i

Ibid.
"Ibid.
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of the window elemenft’. In either situation, repair or replacement, the original fabric of

the property, revealed by photographs and drawings, should be used. Therefore, in some
cases, the original design intent becomes key. Decisions pertaining itehtee

replacement options, and the best approaches to a particular project from the Modern
Movement, would be made on a case-by-case basis and in conjunction with those

executing the rehabilitation and the State Historic Preservation Office.

But what if an architect chose certain materials because of theitdrgmature
because his design intent was for an experimental, temporal strutiuig® case,
should theSecretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Building®e applied? If they are applied, then the property’s
authenticity comes into question, even if a large portion of the property’s characte
defining features are replaced with an approved compatible material, tAdsfunctional
obsolescence component as an experiment will be lost due to the inherent material
obsolescence. As a result, the preservation of properties from the Modern Movement
becomes inherently difficult, even counterproductive. The architect’'s desigh inte
should be just as much a part of the preservation process as the building, siteestruct

object, or district that reflects the intent.

Theodore H.M. Prudon, in tli&reservation of Modern Architectyrsuggests that

preservation practices in the United States need to change, because

it requires a broader definition of authenticity and a
less literal approach to material preservation.

" National Park Servic&ecretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehaatlitn and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings 33-34; please note that the Standards do advdéaathe use of
compatible substitute materials for a storefroat th beyond repair as long as the physical ecieledf the
original is used as a model.
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Whereas in traditional preservation practice the most
original material and its presence is considered the
most authentic and thus what needs to be preserved,
in the preservation of modern architecture there is
likely to be a combination of both design intent and
material authenticity with, probably, a somewhat
greater priority on the design itsé¥f.

Prudon states that economic viability is relevant to all preservation. Howenerm
buildings represent specific typologies whose adaptive reuse is “not gsreakiled as
those for traditional, less functionally determined building typolodiédr other words,
the more narrowly defined the function of a building, the less adaptable it beaomes t

changing needs without drastically changing the builffing.

According to Prudon, the design intent, functional obsolescence, and material
obsolescence of modern buildings are all intimately intertwined in a wasntiags
applying theSecretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitattbfiicult. As a
result, three changes need to be made in order to shift in an emphasis fromngese
original materials in a building as a testimony to its history and origin, famlto its
authenticity as a cultural and historical artifatt. The first change Prudon cites in the
Preservation of Modern Architectuig the prominence of the role of the designer as the
primary creatof? The second change is the dominance of manufactured, standardized

materials and components over handcrafted Ghésnally, as a result of the first two,

8 Theodore H.M. Prudori;he Preservation of Modern Architectufeloboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons,
Inc., 2008), 35
" Theodore H.M. Prudon, 30.
80 [|;
Ibid.
8 Theodore H.M. Prudon, 35.
* |bid.
* Ibid.
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yhe third change involves ascendency of overall design intent over the work ofiradlivi

artisang*
Criteria Consideration G, Public Perception, and Taste

Prudon goes a step further and claims that the combination of the material and
functional obsolescence of modern buildings helps to sway public opinion. Materials
often become dated with the advent of new technologies, allowing for the production of
more “appropriate, reliable, and better performing alternatfredhis “perceived
temporality or the presumed functional inefficiency” of modern architeche states, “is
too often used to justify its demolitiofi®" It is the use of certain materials that has led to
the public’s perception that “Modernism seems antithetical to the idea of ageyjseeca

these properties fail to acquire a patina during the aging process.

Reiterating Prudon, Richard Longstreth states that the visual eviderge of a
shapes one’s perception of a property, that “the older a remnant of the past, the more
preservationists tend to venerate it . . . The rationale for such an outlook is seldom
articulated, but is rooted in the belief that ‘old’ is inherently better than "i&welly
Little supports this claim. Criteria Consideration G, she claims, ke@pdepieom seeing
properties from the Modern Movement as historically valuable because relagdesdca

mindset “among both the public and the preservation community that it is not old enough

® Ibid.
8 Theodore H.M. Prudon, 34.
86 |Ih;
Ibid.
8 Kelly Little, 18.
8 Richard Longstreth, “Taste Versus Historstoric Preservation Forum8, no. 2 (May/June 1994):
43.
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to be historic.®® Little further states that seeing building materials “grow old anitiset
perception of obsolescence of the buildings. Mid-century buildings are now guaivin

an age where they are in need of maintenance, and little informationlébkevan their
conservation® There is also a stigma among the public with materials used in buildings
from the Modern Movement because some, such as plastics, are considered “cheap
replacements for earlier materiafs."Other materials from this era are composite or
manufactured using large-scale patented or mechanized protessemstreth states it

best: “New’ is simply in bad tasté®

National Register Bulletin 22: Guidelines for Evaluating and Nominating
Properties that Have Achieved Significance Within the Past Fifty $éates that the
fifty year period is an “arbitrary span of time, designed as a filtengare that enough
time has passed to evaluate the property in a historic cotftest6w can one
subjectively apply a guideline to guarantee somethiBgletin 22also states that the
rule was not designed to be “mechanically applfédUnfortunately, this is not the case.
Preservation professionals constantly use Criteria Consideration G asfadate to
systematically limit the types of resources nominated to the Nategibter of Historic
Places® Richard Longstreth, in his essays “Architectural History and thei€anit

Historic Preservation in the United States” and “I Don’t See It; | Ddnderstand It; It

8 Kelly Little, 16-17.

D Kelly Little, 18.

Kelly Little, 17.

92 bid.

% Richard Longstreth, “Taste Versus History,” 43.

% National Park Servicéyational Register Bulletin 22: Guidelines for Evating and Nominating
Properties that Have Achieved Significance Withim Past Fifty YeargWashington D.C.: Department of
the Interior, 1998): 6.

 |pid.

% At the 2011 Missouri Valley History Conferencedmaha, NE, a presenter admitted that one of the
preservation professionals in her office has sttatihe would retire before he nominated a resolass
than fifty years old to the National Register oftdric Places.
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Doesn’t Look Old To Me,” suggests that the preservationists have fosteredea “styl
fetish™®’ because of an “increasingly formulaic view of the past” through that str
adherence to certain descriptive terminology, or “rote categorizaflohdhgstreth also
observes that many preservation professionals treat designation in the N_#égiséér
of Historic Places “as beirtheindicator of historical significance? This is
disconcerting because “no systematic approach exists to determine oyeatips are

nominated for listing,” that nomination is

instigated by individuals, businesses, and public- and
private-sector organizations for many different
reasons. Even in state and local surveys, where a
more comprehensive approach is generally taken, the
boundaries of the area examined and prejudices
against certain periods or types of resources can
create a major gap°

Because preservation professionals have compartmentalized instead atedtetpey
have separated architecture and history as “realms of inddiryThe results of this
practice are public record and affects on how the public has started to pencejudge

architecture from the Modern Movement.

This is where personal taste enters the dynamic. In his essay, VEastes

History,” Longstreth states that surveyors overly rely more on gsgiides, which

" Richard Longstreth, “Architectural History and tReactice of Historic Preservation in the United
States,"Journal of the Society of Architectural Historias®, no. 3 (Sept 1999): 328.
www.jstor.org/sable/99152@\ccessed 1 March 2011).

% Richard Longstreth, “I Can’t See It; | Don’t Undend It; It Doesn’'t Look Old to Me, Historic
Preservation Forum 10, no. 1 (Fall 1995): 13.

% Richard Longstreth, “Architectural History and tReactice of Historic Preservation in the United
States,” 329.

199 bid.

198 |bid.
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reduce architectural interpretation to a formulaic sampling of mdfifsThis causes
problems because it “imitates the existence of ‘pure’ style,” and caudatectural

styles to be classified as natural species would be in Bidf6gyhus, many properties
“can be ignored or their significance degraded because they are not amgles” of a
certain architectural stylé® In “When the Present Becomes the Past,” Longstreth
advocates for “consistent, even-handed, and professionally valid evaluation,” bibtsawuse
is what determines historical significari@.In this essay, Longstreth suggests taking
more inclusive approach, and the quickest step is to eliminate “denoting a period of
significance for protection purposes in historic districts” in order to geze the fact

that significant work seldom ceased altogether in subsequent years. Thus|pnoposa
for modifications taall properties would be evaluated on a consistent basis, irrespective
of date.”®® Longstreth believes that this would be the best way to preserve the overall
character of a historic district because it is less formulaic and dltmse designs that do
diverge from the dominant patters to enhance the'8feBasically, he advocates a more
“integrative, holistic view of the past, one that looks with equal seriousness ai@lispe
phases, episodes, and phenomena that have ceased their cuffefitys’shift in
assessing resources from the Modern Movement becomes the goal ohteosg ¢he

preservation field today.

102

42
1% |hid.
1% |bid.
1% Richard Longstreth, “When the Present Become®#s,"Past Meets Future: Saving America’s
Historic Environmentsed. Antoinette J. Lee, National Trust for HistdAreservation, (Washington D.C.:
Preservation Press, 1992), 215.
igj Richard Longstreth, “When the Present Become®#ss,” 222.
Ibid.
1% Richard Longstreth, “When the Present Becomes #sé'P224.
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CHAPTER IV

CASE STUDY: TULSA, OK AND ITS MID-CENTURY MODERN RESOURCES

Tulsa, Oklahoma provides an excellent case study for why preservationists and
the public should reconsider the built environment of post-World War Il society. This
chapter examines the development of Mid-Century Modern commercial andhtiegide
architecture, starting with Leon B. Senter’s clear transition fronbDA&co to a more
Modern style in his commercial architecture in downtown Tulsa. It then looks at th
post-World War Il suburban tract neighborhood, Lortondale, brainchild of volume home
builder Howard C. Grubb and executed with the help of architect Donald H. Honn.
Finally, the chapter discusses Tulsa’s Civic Center Plaza, a compligx gbeernment
buildings that proved revolutionary for its time due to the collaboration of local estshit
and its use of the Mid-Century Modern style of architecture. A nomination to the
National Register is currently underway for the Plaza and the entiretdmstrst justify
its exceptional importance under Criteria Consideration G because its essate@ll

less than fifty years old.

Tulsa and the Mid-West
By 1890, Tulsa had already established itself as a viable location for tllee cat
industry, with the St. Louis and San Francisco Railroad moving into the city eigit y

earlier. Native Americans and non-tribal citizens, both black and whitd,iliv€ulsa
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area since the end of the Civil Warfter the railroad, “a stock yard, with cattle-loading
pens and chutes, was built near the tracks, and cattle were driven from the @hickasa
Nation and Seminole country to Tulsa for shipméry the time Tulsa incorporated as

a city in 1898, it was a major cow-town on the frontier, in that “Texas cattke also
shipped to the area and later shipped out to Northern and Eastern ntarkhes.”
discovery of oil southwest of Tulsa at Red Fork in 1901 forever changed Tulsa. Investors
flooded the city, and many brought their families with them because Tutsa wa
considered one of the “few ‘safe’ frontier citi€s The establishment of the Glenn Pool

oil field, the city’s second oil discovery, cemented Tulsa as the “physicraaf the
growing petroleum industry’” The strike caused the city to create “storage tanks for the
excess oil and gas, and later, pipe life®Y 1930, a second surge of oil strikes
occurred and many oil companies used Tulsa as their headquarters’ 16catias,

Tulsa gained the title of “Oil Capital of the Natiorf."During these oil-boom days of

the 1910s and 1920s, Tulsa’s built environment also boomed. Oil was a modern
commercial resource, and Tulsa wanted its built environment to reflect thatnsoaer
Therefore, many of its buildings in the downtown commercial district weftiltine

most modern, avant-garde style of the era—Art Deco.

Art Deco

! The 1997 Tulsa Historic Preservation Resource DantnfTulsa, OK: Tulsa Preservation Commission
and the City of Tulsa’s Urban Development Departm&@97), 9

*The 1997 Tulsa Historic Preservation Resource DamninfTulsa, OK: Tulsa Preservation Commission
and the City of Tulsa’s Urban Development Departm&@97), 9.

*The 1997 Tulsa Historic Preservation Resource Danin®.

* The 1997 Tulsa Historic Preservation Resource Damini0.

> Ibid.

® Ibid.

” Ibid.

8 Ibid.
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The term “Art Deco” first appeared in the late 1960s when English historian
Bevis Hillier used it to describe popular commercial architecture of the 18280k980s.
This style first emerged in at the 1925 Paris ExpositidExposition Internationale des
Arts Decoratifs et Industriels Modernemd borrowed from Egyptian, Mexican, and
South and North American Indian &ttTulsa Art Decoa book originally published in
1980 by the Junior League of Tulsa, and updated in 2001 by the Tulsa Foundation for
Architecture, sites three major phases of Art Deco: Zig-Zag, PWA, arehSime!’
The architecture in the Zigzag phase, the earliest phase of the three,dalld the
“Skyscraper Style* It represents the days during the 1920s when Tulsa experienced
extraordinary growth, doubling in populatibh By the end of the decade, “downtown
was enjoying a building boom of $1 million a month, every mofithThe Zigzag used a
geometric motif that emphasized a “soaring vertical line” where onlykthe/as the
limit of the wealth, dreams, and flamboyance of the Roaring Twehtigsfact, Tulsa
had more skyscrapers, “buildings at least ten-stories high,” of any athef its size in
the world!® Excellent representations of the height, color use, and ornamentation of the
Zigzag style in Tulsa include the Boston Avenue Methodist Church, designed by Adah

Robinson and Bruce Goff and completed in 1929, and Westhope, the Richard Lloyd

° David Gebhard, Introduction ffulsa Art Deco (Tulsa, OK: Tulsa Foundation for Architectu?€01),
15.

1 Tulsa Art Deco32.

" Tulsa Art Decp29-183.

2Tylsa Art Deco31.

1 Tulsa Art Decp31-32.

% |bid.

5 Tulsa Art Deco32.

18 1pid.
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Jones residence designed by Frank Lloyd Wright, also completed in 1929 (Appendix A
Figures 5 and 6Y’

The next phase, PWA, was named for the Public Works Administration, the New
Deal program created in 1933 to aid in civic construction projects throughout the country
Due to the labor and material restrictions of building with PWA funding, the megulti
buildings in Tulsa tended to be “massive, bulky, and unadorfietiulsa Art Deccstates
that PWA was a “transitional architecture,” that combined elements &ighag phase
and the next phase, StreamlifilePWA architecture is more horizontal and relied less on
ornamentation and col6f.An excellent example of this style is the Tulsa Fire Alarm
Building, finished in 1931, and designed by Frederick Vance Kerdhiiais building is
based on a Mayan Temple design and is unique for the PWA phase because it uses
terracotta and is very elaborately decorated (Appendix A: Figffre 7)

In the 1930s, the architecture of Tulsa echoed an earlier Mid-western building
trend. The architecture at that time reflected the landscape upon which tva<ityilt,
the Great Plains. The third phase of Art Deco, the Streamline, also incodpbiate
earlier trend as well as another trend, the obsession with speed and the autdnidisle.
Streamline phase is almost the exact opposite of its earlier Zignatecpart of the
previous decade. Inthe same way that the Zigzag represented the wealth of the 1920s
the Streamline represented the Great Depression of the 1930s: “The depressed 1930s

built horizontally and simply. Everything went flat—the economy, the buildings, and

Y Richard Lloyd Jones was the editor of Thésa Tribuneand also Frank Lloyd Wright's first cousin.
8 Tulsa Art Decp101.

¥ Tulsa Art Decp102.

**Tulsa Art Decp111-112

2L |bid; Tulsa Foundation for Architectuneebsite www.tulsaarechiteture.com (accessed 28 2pt0).
#Tulsa Art Decp112.

#Tulsa Art Decp137.
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their surfaces . . . The new packaging form was the teardrop, sleek and unceuahplicat
the look was horizontal; the line was the parabolic curve, the Strearfilindaterials
were chosen because of their ease and adaptability. Thus, stucco, brick, cement,
Vitrolite, Carrara, and porcelain were used due to their efficiency andamititie Other
characteristics of this style include the use of glass block, both inside and ,czusieel
corners, and the creation of the “ribbon window” that wrapped around builéfings.
Because of the obsession with speed and travel, many gas stations and roaféside c
used this style. Excellent commercial and residential examples of daarfitre phase in
Tulsa are the Tulsa Monument Company building at 1735"EStreet and the William
Whenthoff residence at 1142 South College Avenue respectively (Appendix A: Régures
and 9).

A fourth, very transitional phase, of Art Deco is also sometimes citakba Art
Decogives “Deco Moderne” or “Art Moderne” a brief nod in its afterward, and other
sources, such as Virginia and Lee McAlestériSield Guide to American Housea®fer

to it as “Streamline Modernistic®®

This style was prominent between 1945 and 1950,
when Tulsa and the rest of the country were in a time of great transition. “Deco
Moderne” can be considered the ultimate transitional phase between Art Decadand M
century Modern, and Leon B. Senter, employer of Tulsa Union Depot designer, Fkrederic

V. Kershner, became the key architect for Tulsa’s Mid-Century Modenmeucial

** |bid.

% |bid; steel-frame construction made this “ribboimaow” and the curved corners possible. A ribbon
window consists of several panes or glazing inrgtinaous line.

% Tylsa Art Decp 183, described as a “later stage of Deco-infladrarchitecture;” Virginia and Lee
McAlester,A Field Guide to American Houset64-466;
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development, with three buildings in the downtown Inner Dispersal Loop that clearly
illustrate this transitiof’
Leon B. Senter: The Transition from Art Deco to Mid-Century Modern

With the on-set of World War I, the aeronautical industry came to Tulsa.
Douglas Aircraft Company and Spartan Aircraft Company produced bombers aed trai
aircraft?® By 1945, for the first time in the city’s history, “large numbers of workers
were employed in non-oil related manufacturifiTulsa experienced no new
commercial building during the war, but building resumed in downtown Tulsa shortly
after the war’s end. By the end of World War II, Leon B. Senter was a stalished
architect in Tulsa. He came to Tulsa from Kansas City via Scranton, Pennsylvania
where he earned his degree in architectural engineering in 1910. Hedédusilieense
to practice in Oklahoma in 1925 and headed the Okmulgee office of the Kansas City-
based firm, Smith and Sent&r His first commission was the Philcade, an office building
finished in 1931 for oil giant, Waite Phillips, who met Senter in Okmulyekhey were
both beginning their careers in their respective fields and next-door neightmdlips
then specifically asked Senter to design the Philcade, and allowed him to setemoffi
the Philtower Office Building across the street from the constructian Seater
remained in that Tulsa office for forty yedrsBy the end of his long career in 1965,
Senter’s designs represented every phase of Art Deco and helped to usheemm the

Modernism of the 1950s and 1960s.

2" Tulsa Art Decp183
28 Cathy Ambler, “Historic Context,Downtown Tulsa Intensive-Level Historic Resouraev&y, (Tulsa,
OK: City of Tulsa, 2009), 51.
29 cathy Ambler, “Historic Context,” 51.
:‘i Tulsa Foundation for Architectuneebsite www.tulsaarchitecture.cofiylsa Art Decp57.
Ibid
¥ Tulsa Art Decp57.
% |bid.
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One of Senter’'s commissioned buildings after World War 1l was the Service
Pipeline Building, located at 119 Eadt Gtreet, on the corner of Cincinnati. Tulsa at the
time was still building in the Art Deco style, and this is an excellemhplaaof the
Streamline phase. Construction for the Service Pipeline Building began in 1948 and was
designed to house the headquarters for a crude oil pipeline system that employed 2600
people in ten stated. Service Pipeline Company gathered “crude oil in the Midwest,
Southwest, and Rocky Mountain production areas and [pumped] it to refining centers in
metropolitan regions . . . SPL [served] 37 refineries either directly or through tiognec
pipe lines. The largest [were] in Chicago, St. Louis, and Kansas €ifftie land it
stood on was donated by Waite Phillips to the University of Tulsa in 1935and then leased
by the University of Tulsa to the Service Pipeline Company with a twestygptior-°
The Service Pipeline building stands six stories tall and contains multipiéreims®’ It
is rectangular at the base, but the upper stories are u-shaped for maxghtuatidivance
(Appendix A: Figures 10 and 10%).It is clad in green glazed terra cotta, and Art Deco
motifs in wrought iron ornamentation provide a visual focal point for the south facade
and entry way on'6Street. Art Deco motifs in glazed terracotta can also be found inlaid

in the spandrels, while “slightly coursed terra cotta at the roofline,” chewand rosette

banding a top the mezzanine level, “stylized vine metal work at the entryway soutine

34 Tulsa Daily World 22 Oct 1950; the building was delayed becausedhg&actors could not obtain
finishing materials due to postwar material shaggee “Service Pipeline Buildindiistoric
Preservation Identification For(Tulsa, OK: City of Tulsa, 2009).

% Tulsa Daily World 22 Oct 1950.

% plaque located on the shorter addition on thehrgide of the building, facing Cincinnati Ave,
commemorating the land upon which the building tmaitt; Tulsa Daily Worlgd 22 Oct 1950.
*’Service Pipeline Buildng Historic Preservation Resource Identification Forffiulsa, OK: City of
Tulsa, 2009), 2

Fbid.
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elevation,” and a geometric pattern cut from terra cotta surrounds the/antry
(Appendix A: Figures 11, 12, 13, and £2).

The Service Pipeline building changed both ownership and names several times
before the University of Tulsa obtained full control of the building in 1998. According to
theTulsa Daily World the building was leased to ARCO Oil in 1974, after AMCO
acquired and absorbed Service Pipeline Company. It was renamed the “520 Building”
due to its address at 520 Cincinnati Avenue, but has also been known as the “ARCO
Building.”*® In 1980, ARCO Oil and Gas Company purchased fifty percent interest in
the building, and a $2 million renovation allowed for AMCO, ARCO, and the drilling
division of ARCO to occupy the building. In 1996, it was sold, but then reverted back to
the financial backer, United of Omaha. In1998, Texan Andrew Segal of Boxer Fesperti
bought the building from the University of Tulsa, and with this purchase owned four
million square feet of rentable office space in Tulsa, Dallas, Houston, andi&jictor
Texas, 327,000 of which was in TufSaBy this time, the building was known as the
Williams Brothers-Fluor Daniels Building, due to the merger of pipedimgineering
company, Williams Brothers, and chemical engineering firm, Fluor Dam® occupied
the building®® An interesting aspect of this building’s history is that it was almostyalwa
owned almost exclusively by businesses related to the oil industry. Todayrie c
owner, ARCO Building, LLC has followed a current trend with older office buildings
downtown Tulsa. It has turned it intd9 Downtownan apartment building that offers

residents ground and sublevel parking, a common garden/social area on the second floor

39 1hi

Ibid.
“0Tulsa Daily World,1 May 1974; G. Alan Petzet, “$2 million RenovatioiArco Building Set, Tulsa
Daily World, 29 Oct 1980; the smaller addition on the nortle $6 addressed 520 S. Cincinnati Ave.
“I Tulsa Daily World 25 April 1998.
2 |bid.
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modern living residences on floors three through six, and penthouse apartments, workout
facility, and ballroom on floor sevéfi. Plans also include a restaurant and retail spaces
on the ground floor in the building’s secure loBBy.

The second building to bridge the gap between Art Deco and Mid-century
Modern is the Mayo Motor Inn at 412 South Cheyenne Avenue, designed by Senter in
1950 and finished in 1952 (Appendix A: Figure 15). This parking garage is an excellent
example of “Streamline Moderne,” or “Deco Moderne.” The Mayo Familyrsmsioned
Senter to design the building to allow for the “expansion of the Hotel Mayo and [to
address] the demand for off-street parking in downtown Tulsa, a need identifieel by
Chamber of Commerce beginning in the late 1940sThe building consists of poured
concrete, is two-stories high, with a basement, and has a total of four paseisy bne
of which serves as the flat roof of the buildifigin 1952, it could hold an estimated four
hundred cars on its two main floors and r8ofThe entrances are wrought iron and very
decorative, while the “large, fixed, metal windows” decorates of theléagbthe ground
level. The fagade on the second floor uses ribbon windows in sets of five; they are
described as “metal, four-paned, awning above two-pane, fixed, metal winfo@s.”

the back of the building, the windows are symmetrical, four-pane awning “witiad, m

“3 www.119downtown.comiThis trend is reflected in the newly renovatedyblaiotel on &' street, and the
soon-to-be-open Atlas Life Building on Boston Abeth of which have been turned into luxury loft
apartments. The Enterprise Building was also rigc@ought and the owner plans to turn this buiddin
into affordable loft apartments. For more inforibaton the Enterprise Building on Boston Ave, ségi<
Wright's article “New Plans Announced for Downtownlsa’s Enterprise Building,The News On,6
(newson6.com, 2 March 2010.) (accessed 4 April 2010
“4 www.119downtown.com
“5 Cynthia Savage, “Mayo Motor InnNational Register of Historic Places Registratioor,
ssDepartment of the Interior, September 2007), $eacTi, 1.

Ibid.
“" Ibid; Tulsa Tribune8 August 1952.
“8 Cynthia Savage, “Mayo Motor Inn,” Section 7, 1.
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eight-pane, fixed surround® Other decorative features that make this the transitional
“Deco Moderne” include the triple banding on the cornice, the rounded corners on the
projecting parapet at the center, and the “overlapping curved inner wdiks ftdriking
sections” (Appendix A: Figure 189. The sets of ribbon windows on the second floor
are broken into sections, but they appear continuous due the four incised bands that
connect them (Appendix A: Figure 17). The only motor vehicle entrances and exits ar
at the front, with a pedestrian door at the far north corner at the rear of thadlildi

Like the Streamline phase of Art Deco, Deco Moderne was simple, heavy, very
horizontal, and uses curved lines, corners, and ribbon windows. Also like its Streamline
counterpart, it reflected the landscape of the plains and society’s obseghkion wi
transportation. However, this building is associated with postwar urban remdweal
many Art Deco buildings, especially those from the Streamline phase, wege bei
demolished. This postwar era did share the fascination with mobility and tratisporta
because it was new. linstead, it marked the beginning of an era when féouilids
themselves able to afford trips across the country in their new automobilesadinsa
parking lot, the Mayo Family built a parking garage that matched the graoitkyer
hotel associated with it. The Mayo Hotel was listed in the National Regfstistoric
Places in 2007.

Along with affordable cars and the four-person family unit, the people of the
1950s found themselves with more leisure time to do recreational activities, some
decided to take trips in their automobiles or in airplanes. If they stayed homeydipw

they wanted to go to a place where the whole family could participate. Fan$utsthe

4 bid.
%0 |bid..
! Ibid.
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downtown area, that place was the YMCA. Tulsa has maintained a YMCA since 1909,
and a YMCA building has been at the corner®treet and Cincinnati Avenue since
1914 (Appendix A: Figure 18). With an outdated building and a growing membership in
the late 1940s, the organization decided to build a new facility at the corriéBukét
and Denver Avenu# This new building marks the beginning of Senter’s works in the
new, postwar, modern movement, a time when Tulsa experienced a second major period
of growth that continued into the 1960s.

The new YMCA, first proposed in 1949, was to have “plain lines and simple,
practical construction®® Plans called for a centrally located building “containing
complete facilities for physical health and recreational programs inclggimgasium,
swimming pool, exercise and health rooms, courts and game rooms. Club rooms, library,
craft shops, and other space for social and cultural activities [would also] begatdVi
The construction company was headed by L. Francis Rooney, who offered hissservic
for free, as he considered it a “civic duty,” that could be done “with non-critical
materials.®® YMCA leaders broke ground for the building in December of 1951, and by
March 1952 the building was forty percent complete, with concrete foundations
completed and the frames erected for the remaining concrete to be Podrgear later,
in June 1953, th&ulsa Tribunereported that the entire building was to be completed in
September of that year, with the top floors to be finished by July, and an afpeiaing

in October’” The indoor swimming pool was the largest in the city and tiled in pale

2 The membership grew from 500 in 1914 to 6500 i1t $eeTulsa Daily World 4 February 1951.
%3 Tulsa Daily World 4 February 1951.
54 i
Ibid.
> |pid.
% Tylsa Daily World 1 January 1952, 20 March 1952.
" Tulsa Tribune 25 July 1953.
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chartreus&® The gymnasium incorporated maple hard-wood floors, acoustical walls, and
a ceiling with seventy-foot beams incorporating five loads of concreteim da

addition to the pool and the gymnasium, there was a cafeteria, a health departnant, soci
rooms for boys and girls, a sundeck, an all-purpose room, and a gam# r&mmms

were located on floors four through seén.

The new YMCA was dedicated on 4 October 1953. The final product stood seven
stories high, with buff brick, red terra cotta panels at the base, and recotéartaming
around the windows on the west elevation (Appendix A: Figuré'18pcated on
Denver Ave, this served as its entraffcé he windows at the outer corners of the west
elevation are single, while the remaining windows on this elevation are “bands of four
windows” (Appendix A: Figure 2% Also located on the west elevation is a v-shaped,
cantilevered concrete canopy that guides its members though “aectoestal and glass
entrance” (Appendix A: Figure 2%§. The auditorium is located on the south elevation
and incorporates full-height brick louvers with a vertical band of terra cottaspanel
between the louvefS. The building cost $2,418, 570, and was believed to be one of the
“finest [YMCAs] in the country.®® This new, modern building proved to be evidence of
a growing Tulsa, a growing Mid-we%t. Unfortunately, by 1958, the activities of the

downtown YMCA outgrew the location, even though “planners made careful studies to

*® Ibid.

* Ibid

% |bid.

Z;YMCA," Historic Preservation Resource Identification Forffulsa, OK: City of Tulsa, 2009).
Ibid.

%3 |bid

® |bid

® |bid

* Ibid

%7 Joanne Gordon, “YMCA Prepares for Move to Modetraers Today, Tulsa Daily World 18 August

1953.
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insure effective use for the next 20 yedfs This situation resulted from the downtown
building being used too much and the YMCAs in the other parts of Tulsa being
underutilized® In the dedication ceremony, William J. Grede, President of the National
Council of Young Men’s Christian Associations, described the United States as a
“frontier of freedom’™ and stated that the new YMCA should be dedicated “for Tulsa,
for America, for the freedom of people around the world’ and ‘for the service of God, so
that all men may be free™ By this time, the frontier associated with Tulsa was no
longer that of cattle, crude oil, and Art Deco skyscrapers. Rather, itfnagtiar that all
Americans strived to settle—the fight for capitalism over communism. Bhddcy
Modern architecture has come to represent this “modern,” progressive Amehea of
1950s and 1960s, an ideology that culminated in the phenomenon of suburbia.
Howard C. Grubb and Donald H. Honn: Lortondale

Tulsa was on the cutting-edge of architectural design not only with Art Deco
architecture, but also with the development of modernism in residential anetatetn
1954, a little community called Lorntondale developed in Midtown Tulsa. Lortondale
was the brain-child of large-volume home builder Howard C. Grubb, who built homes for
financing under the Veterans’ Association (VA) and Federal Housing Adnaithos
(FHA) loans’* Between 1950 and 1951, a typical Grubb house consisted of two-

bedrooms, one bathroom, and a small attached garage on about 950 sq{/ar@ rigtet.

% Tulsa Tribune25 December 1958.

%9 bid.

O Tulsa Daily Worlg 5 October 1953.

" “Tylsa Takes to Glass Walls, Rear Living Roomsy Galors,”House and Homes, 1 (January 1954):
108.

"2« ortondale: A Vision of the Future,” in “Histotysection of the Lortondale Community Neighborhood
Association Website. www.lortondale.com. (accdssépril 2010).

74



sold about 300 of these a year at $9000 &4¢ks a modern style of architecture became
more popular, Grubb wanted to prove to the VA and the FHA that homes designed in this
style would sell (Appendix A: Figures 22 and 23)So, he hired architect Donald H.
Honn to create a more affordable, modern residential d&sign.do this, they built
about six experimental houses, which received an “enthusiastic public redéti@nibb
and Honn then planned for 540 houses to be “built on four 40-acre tracts between 26th
Street and 31st Street, [and between] Yale and Hudson Avenues in Tdlsa.asking
prices for a Lortondale home ranged between $13,500 and $16,500, depending on the
desired model and options, and Honn'’s plans allowed for great flexibility: “3 bedrooms,
1, 1 %, or 2 full bathrooms, 1 or 2 car attached garages, bonus living areas or 4th
bedrooms.” These houses also reflected the landscape of the Prairie upon which they
were built, exhibiting flat roofs, exposed structural elements, and naturalatsater

For $15,000 a family could buy a three-bedroom, 1 bath house, with living room,
dining room, kitchen, and garage, located on a $2400 lot. This also included a three-ton
air conditioning unit, a dishwasher, disposal, kitchen fan, and a washer in the garage
(Appendix A: Figures 24 and 25). The kitchen and living room were divided by a six-

foot-tall storage wall, and pass-through counter, that was open at boflf ébdsb and

3“Lortondale: A Vision of the Future.”
;‘; Tulsa Takes to Glass Walls, Rear Living Rooms, Galprs,”House and Homel08.
Ibid.
5“Tylsa Takes to Glass Walls, Rear Living Roomsy Galors,”House and Homel08-109.
"« ortondale: A Vision of the Future.”
8« ortondale: A Vision of the Future,” (accessedpgril 2010).
“Tylsa Takes to Glass Walls, Rear Living Roomsy Galors,”House and Homel09-110; “Lortondale:
A Vision of the Future;” Lortondale homes were fiist in the country to offer centralized air cotiolhing
with the Chrysler Airtemp Waterless Air Conditiogiand Furnaces, for more information see Chrysler
advertisements located in the January 1954 idsuse and Homenagazine.
80 «Tulsa Takes to Glass Walls, Rear Living Roomsy Galors,”House and Homel 10.
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Honn offered two basic floor plans that allowed for different facdd8s, although the
people were buying a house with the same essential elements, they could alsodbe dis
from their neighbor? The down-payment was $500, the closing was $300, and then a
monthly payment of $62-$66 could buy a family a new, modern home in an up-and-
coming neighborhootf These homes outsold those in other areas having no down-
payment* Also included was a community swimming pool for each forty-acre tract, and
each Lortondale homeowner owned a share of the pool in hi€akemit P.
Helgerson of Central Savings Bank of New York stated that “Tulsa is progreaste
has a lot of people who represent the new life—who are not afraid of tomorrow.”
(Appendix A: Figures 26 and 26%).Lortondale represents this fearlessness of Tulsans.
According to Edward A Shatrrer, Jr's “Lortondale Neighborhood IntensivelLev
Survey,” Lortondale developed in two phases, the first addition developed in 1954 and
the second in 1958. The first addition was platted along “gently curving streets;”
whereas the second addition was platted in a “grid of right angles, with follelpara
streets running perfectly east and west from Darlington Avenue to Hudson AV&nie
third Lortondale addition was considered, then scrapped due to the crashing f sales.
There is some speculation as to why the demand for homes in the Lortondale area

dwindled:

* Ibid.
8 |bid.
:z “Tulsa Takes to Glass Walls, Rear Living Rooms, Gajors,”House and Homel11.
Ibid.
8 «Tylsa Takes to Glass Walls, Rear Living Roomsy Galors,”House and Homel09; “Lortondale: A
Vision of the Future.”
8 «Tylsa Takes to Glass Walls, Rear Living Roomsy Galors,”House and Homel 11.
8 Edward A Sharrer, Jr. “Lortondale Neighborhootehsive Level Survey,” (master’s thesis, University
of Oklahoma Urban Design Studio, 2007): 17.
% |bid.
% |bid.
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Perhaps Grubb simply overestimated the demand for

homes built in such a contemporary style and the

market for the product in Tulsa reached its saturation

point. It is known that in the early 1950s, the FHA

would not guarantee loans on homes designed in a

contemporary style for fear that ‘faddish’ design

would fall out of favor and become a bad investment.

Eventually, the agency changed this practice, but

perhaps there was a stigma created that modern

homes were risky investmerifs.
When the sales for homes in Lortondale began to drop, vacant lots comprised half of the
Lortondale Second Addition. To rectify the problem, Honn and Grubb finished the
Second Addition with Ranch Style homes because they were “a simple design that
enjoyed great favor with the homebuying pubfit.However, because of the vast
majority of Lortondale homes constructed in the American Internationia, $tg Ranch
Style homes are considered non-contributing to the neighborhood historic district.

The most important aspect of Lortondale’s construction is that it was all

completed within two years. Thus, the whole neighborhood’s historic signifidates
between 1954 and 1956, the year when sales started to %lukli211 homes and both
community pools in the First Addition incorporated the American International styl
Lortondale also had a great impact on community planning in Tulsa. It creaaedsw

called an “inward-focused™ plan instead of a neighborhood focused plan, mehaing t
front door faced away from the street, no sidewalks existed, the large wivalbfaced
the backyard instead of the front yard, and the living spaces were orientedesrtbe

the housé® According to Sharrer, this plan limits the opportunities for “random

% |bid.
% |bid.
% bid.
9 Edward A Sharrer, Jr., 18.
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interaction with neighbors’® Another key aspect of the Lortondale home that affected
the interior layout was the inclusion of centralized air conditioning. Shdsier a
attributes this new, “inward-focused’ lifestyle to the inclusion of anditioning, since
“a climate-controlled interior alleviates the need to seek the releetbaded front porch
on summer days’® The inclusion of a porch on a home, according to Virginia and Lee
McAlester, was a trend that had completely been reversed in America bydthe mi
twentieth century, and the Lortondale home marks the beginning of “the develagment
air-conditioning for summer cooling” on a national scale.

The American International Style characteristics, as displayedLioytondale
home, are a low-pitched roof with decorative exposed rafter tails that, degemdihe
plan and direction of roof pitch, appear at various locations on the facadest
Lortondale homes featured an L-shaped plan with the majority of the livingsspatiee
main wing that projected closest to the stf@ethe secondary spaces, usually the
attached garage and the laundry area, were in a wing that extended off thelevett si
the main wing” All of the homes are one story tall and feature a mixture of exterior wall
materials, including brick or stone masonry and weatherboard siding “idstatlea
vertical orientation.®° Carports were often included in later Lortondale designs. Of the
141 total homes in the Lortondale Addition, 136 were built in the American International
Style and 4 in the Ranch Style. Of the 148 total homes in the Lortondale Second

Addition, 76 were built in the American International Style, with the remaininggeom

% bid.

% |bid.

% Virginia and Lee McAlester Field Guide to American Houses2.
 Edward A Sharrer, Jr., 19, 20.

*® Edward A Sharrer, Jr., 19

* Ibid.

1% |bid.
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illustrating the Ranch Style. Between the two Lortondale Additions, only one home
displays the “Modern Movement: Contemporary,” as described using the nomenclature
from National Register Bulletin 16a: How to Complete the National Register
Nomination Form®* This property was built in 2003 and is non-contributing to the
overall district due to ag&?

Between 1938 and 194BicCall's Magazineconducted a survey of their
customers to determine whether or not they preferred traditional home fursiskigng
sleeker, more modern furnishings. The surveys resulted in the publication of fous report
regarding what women wanted in their living rooms, dining rooms, kitchens, and
bedrooms of tomorrow. The results for all four of these surveys were roughly the sam
with those participants, mostly women, voting for the more modern conveniences over
the traditional one¥’® These results allowedcCall's MagazineGood Housekeeping
Magazine Better Homes and GarderandLadies Home Journdb create future
marketing plans. In the same way, Grubb and Honn used prototype homes for
Lortondale, “constructed at 21st Place and Pittsburgh Avenue in Tulsa . . . to test public
opinion, make design changes as they thought necessary, and gauge sales §émand.”
Families purchased Lortondale homes because they could design a hoing tatbeir
needs. Atthe heart of that family was the wife, so these builders, in a sense wate

her needs. Another reason that these “modern” homes became popular is due to the vast

%t Edward A Sharrer, Jr., 26.

1% Edward A Sharrer, Jr., 25.

193 Mary Davis Gillis, “What Women Want in their Bednms of Tomorrow: One of Four Reports by
McCall's Magazing' McCall's Magazine (1944).

104« ortondale: A Vision of the Future.” (Accessedgril 2010).
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improvement in the income of the average family, which created “a tremendous urge for
a better way of life®° The public was eager and able to buy “quality, novelty:”

The old idea that novelty itself adds to risk has to be

discarded and in its place must be established the

principle that well-considered novelty—novelty that

produces a real advance in comfort, convenience

and eye-appeal—can diminish riSk.
Tulsans were not the only ones to take the risk on a new, modern housing development
such as Lortondale. Housing developers in other places in the Mid- and South-West we
to Grubb and Honn for assistance in designing housing developtieftenn helped
developers Walden and Jennings in Lubbock, Texas, and, by 1958, the Honn-Jennings

team had adapted Honn'’s original design for Lortondale three tffhes.

Architectural League of Tulsa, Inc and Civic Center Plaza: the Realization of a
Community’s Vision

From a preservation standpoint, Civic Center Plaza is a unique aspect o$ Tulsa’
downtown built environment. Seven of the eight buildings that comprise the Plaza have
achieved significance in the last fifty years, and are currently in theggad being
nominated to the National Register as the Tulsa Civic Center HistorracDidegun in
the mid-1920s and postponed until after the Korean Conflict, the completion of the Plaza
in 1969 fulfilled a forty-year-old vision of a centrally located area okegoment
operations and public spat®. It is also interesting from a preservation standpoint

because it represents a paradigm shift in public perception, from monumental gaxdernme

1% «The Big Change In Builders’ Housegouse and Homs, 1 (January 1954): 93.

1% Miles Colean, quoted in “The Big Change In Buiklddouses,'House and Home93.

107«Architect helps small builders grow big with peizvinning designs,House and HoméWarch 1955):

149.

198 «How would you improve this plan for a low-costuse?”House and Hom@April 1958): 126.

199 Frosty Troy, “What Happened To Civic Center Dre3rT2ilsa Tribune12 Dec 1958; Cathy Ambler,
“Tulsa Civic Center Historic District,National Register of Historic Places Registratioorf, (Tulsa, OK:
Cathy Ambler, 2011): 15.
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buildings as a symbol of civic pride to a contemporary perception of out-dated, ugly
buildings'® This more contemporary view was solidified in the public’s mind when city
government vacated the City Hall Tower and Francis Campbell Council Room in
20071

In order to undertake the design of the Civic Center Plaza, a group of Tulsa
Architects “formed a non-profit organization to design a civic center focitpé'*?
This group was the Architectural League of Tulsa, Inc, and it finished a ptbgesign
in 1955, that won national and international acclaim. (Appendix A: Figuré27).
According to Robert Lawton Jones, the League consisted of architectsensgi
landscape designers, and parking and traffic consultants to “develop whateded in
the center and where it should be located . . . What was produced was a forward-looking
concept in community development™ that received international attetfto8iegfried
Giedion, an internationally known architect from Switzerland, noted in his book,
Architektur und Gemeinschaft: Tagebuch einer EntwicklthgLeague’s collaboration
effort as one of the “22 significant examples of architecture in commuaityiplg in the
world in the last century™*®

The design of Civic Center Plaza, with its original proposed location between
Denver and Guthrie Avenues and Fourth and Sixth Streets, was initially pubhisied i

Tulsa Daily Worldand theTulsa Tribuneas early as 1952. The courthouse model went

Y% 1pid.

" bid.

2 Tom Birmingham, “After 15 Years, Two Designs, TulséSold on Civic CenterTulsa Tribune27
July 1965

113 bid; Cathy Ambler, “Tulsa Civic Center Historiddirict,” 3.

14 Robert Lawton Jones, quoted in Tom Birmingham t8Afl5 Years, Two Designs, Tulsans Sold on
Civic Center.”

15 Tom Birmingham, “After 15 Years, Two Designs, Taits Sold on Civic CenterJulsa Tribune27
July 1965.
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on display in the lobby of the Mayo Hotel in December of that ¥/&afhe courthouse

was the first of the buildings to be constructed and all subsequent Plaza designs
incorporated it into their models. Anticipating the newly completed courthousinguil
that would be dedicated in March 1955, a sub-committee of the Mayor’s Civic Center
Site Committee sponsored a public hearing on 16 December 1954 for input as to what
buildings and building types should be included in the remaining Civic Center Plaza
(Appendix A: Figure 28§’ After several space studies, the Civic Center Site
Committee concluded that “a good solution would be possible with between six and ten
buildings in the Civic Center**® On 13 January 1955, ten buildings were approved for
inclusion: City Hall, Courts, and Police; an auditorium, exhibition hall, smalirddge

and meeting rooms, theatre, the Gilcrease Museum, art library, national edmmus
federal offices and courts, and state offit@sAlso included were five possible parking
schemes that would “provide for rapid, safe movement,” since it was “neces$anit
walking distances which require the crossing of many streets beforavterdaches his
parked automobile’®® They concluded that the natural topography would allow for the
“elevation of county court house (709 feet above sea level) westward so that the plaza
bridges §' Street,” allowing parking to be available at two levels below the plaza, and
accessible from the four surrounding streéfs. Executing this design would require the

tunneling of &' Street under the Plaza.

18 Tylsa Tribune4 December 1952.

17 Architectural League of Tulsa, In€jvic Center Project Final Report. (Tulsa, OK: City of Tulsa,
1955): 6;Tulsa Tribung“Courthouse Dedication Is a Far Cry from One®i1,” 26 March 1955.

18 Architectural League of Tulsa, In€jvic Center Project Final Report. (Tulsa, OK: City of Tulsa,
1955): 7.

19 1hid.

120 Architectural League of Tulsa, In€jvic Center Project20.

121 Architectural League of Tulsa, In€jvic Center Project53.
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A revision of the Tulsa Civic Center Plan was later issued. In conjunction with
the Architectural League of Tulsa, the firm Murray-Jones-Murrayret@sned by the
Planning Commission to “consult with the staff in preparing a proposed revisibe of
Civic Center Plan. This revised plan outlined three major reasons for a revision. The
first was that the plans for the Inner Dispersal Loop (IDL) surrounding dewwnivould
“radically alter traffic flow in the Central Business Distri¢t* Secondly, the
Metropolitan Library System’s central facility was going to balgghed in the Civic
Center area and replace the proposed State Building and Oil MuSe@mcause the
“site is larger than any of the other alternative sites considered and thudegrmare
design possibilities,” it would be more accessible to the increased padéstifia that
would be created by the Plaza upon complet@dnFinally its location in the Civic
Center Plaza would require less land acquisition by the City of Ttildaastly, the
Gilcrease Museum decided that “it would be the height of impracticality tanysether
location” than its location at Thomas Gilcrease’s home in Osage CBtirthis revision
also included the elimination of the proposed Arts Library as a result of thed3#cr
Museum’s decision to remain in Osage County. The proposed State Building and Oil
Museum sites would be determined after the site of the proposed Assembly Genter w
established?’

As of 1 March 1959, according to thelsa Daily World the Assembly Center

was to cover an additional four city blocks, extending the Plaza’s western boundary t

122 Architectural League of Tulsa, Inc., “Special Regm Revision of the Tulsa Civic Center Plan,”
(Tulsa, OK: City of Tulsa, 1959): 1
2 bid.
124 Architectural League of Tulsa, Inc., “Special Repm Revision of the Tulsa Civic Center Plan,” 4.
125 ||

Ibid.
126 Architectural League of Tulsa, Inc., “Special Repm Revision of the Tulsa Civic Center Plan,” 1.
127 Architectural League of Tulsa, Inc., “Special Repm Revision of the Tulsa Civic Center Plan,” 4
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Houston Avenué?® Described in th&ulsa Tribuneas “Tulsa’s Diadem,” the proposed
Civic Assembly Center was to be a circular arena that would be about 320 feet in
diameter and “more than 100 feet from the floor to the top of the domed céffinty.”
would seat fourteen thousand people, in addition to a large exhibition hall and recital hall
that would seat five hundred peopf€®With all the proposed buildings, the total cost of
the Plaza would be approximately $30 million, house approximately four thousand
workers, and “be equal or better than the civic center in any city of the WW&dless of
size. 3!

By the time Bob Foresman'’s article appeared inflihisa Tribunan November
1959, the architectural firm Murray-Jones-Murray, and already famous New York
architect, Edward Durrell Stone, were “retained to handle the complex. Sibde wali
the design and detailed plans will then be made by the Tulsa'fifnT.he final design of
the arena was contingent upon an agreement approving the designed plan to tunnel 5th
Street, as approved in the 1955 revisivnBut the plans for the Civic Assembly Center
were once again changed by August of 1960. Budget limitations caused the tarchitec
and advisory committee to rethink the design for the Plaza, as “the chances lfor a ful
fledged theatre are negligible . . . because of budget limitattdh&hen the architects

and advisory committee were asked about where the theatrical productions would be

held, Edward Durrell Stone suggested that “a large number of theatrical produciion [s

128 Tylsa Daily World 1 March 1959.

129Bob Foresman, “None Better in Nation: Civic Cer@éty’s Diadem, Tulsa Tribune 25 November
1959.

130 pjg.

3L pid.

132 pjd.

133 |pid.

134 Ken Neal, “Pro-Theatre Group Loses Center TiffidBet Limitations Apparently Doom Cultural
Facility.” Tulsa Daily World 10 Aug 1960.
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would be possible in the assembly hall, including op&EfaProponents of the inclusion

of a theatre, however, replied with the sentiment that “the assembly hallaghester,”
and that the civic assembly center was becoming too expensive. As a result,rtesly wa
the design team to “cut out the frills” on the assembly center and “devote thgssevi

the theater*® Stone then explained that the proposed roof type “(which has not [sic]
exposed steelwork) is as cheap as steel,” because it would be “the only okénafiits

the world . . . self-supporting, composed of numerous triangles cast of cornttete.”

Not only did Stone’s new design called for a rectangular Assembly Center
building instead of the proposed circular structure from the 1955 collaborative plan, but
the proposed new assembly center also included straddliSgr&et “with a two-square-
block” structure’®® According to Ken Neal’s article in the 10 August 1960 issue of the
Tulsa Daily World Russell Hunt, the chairman of the Assembly Center for Tulsa
committee, stated that “he didn’t think the revised location of buildings in the Civic
Center resulting from Stone’s work would have to be reapproved by the planning
commission.**® However, the Architectural League of Tulsa “contended the plan was
being changed and a study should be made to determine the effects of the tHaimge.”
another article in that the same issue offthisa Daily World Donald McCormick,
chairman of the board of design for the Architectural League of Tulsaaed the
World readers that the League “spent a year developing the plan and received

international acclaim for it**! In McCormick’s opinion, Stone’s proposal to move the

%5 |pid.
%8 pid.
37 bid.
38 |pid.
139 pid.
140 pid.
141«Center Changes FlayedTulsa Daily World 10 Aug 1960.
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assembly center and to change its shape “changed the civic center mastanplshat
Stone was hired to design the Assembly Center, not to plan the Civic Eéatenough
Stone did not consult the Architectural League before proposing the changesividC
did not blame Stone for the City of Tulsa’s decision to go ahead with the new changes to
the Civic Center Plaz4® McCormick’s sentiment that “the master plan is being shoved
aside to suit one person,” suggests that the City of Tulsa was more interestéding ful
the vision of a world-renowned architect than taking into consideration whatigemsit
of Tulsa wanted for their Civic Center.

The Architectural League of Tulsa won a victory. According toTthlsa Daily
World, “bond funds voted for the assembly center cannot be expended unless the site plot
is in agreement with the Civic Center master pfdf.As a result, a study “aimed at
revising plans for location of buildings in the Civic Center was authorized byutka T
Metropolitan Planning commission,” and the proposal for the study went to the City
Commission for ratification?> However, on 31 August 1960, the City Commission
approved Stone’s $7 million proposed Civic Center design, and by June of 1961, four
additional blocks were incorporated into the plan, making the final project a “12-block
center of civic and cultural activity, extending froffl® 6" Sts. and from Denver to
Houston Aves.*® The original 1955 master plan was an eight-block center, and the City
of Tulsa added these four extra blocks to include the “new $10.5 million Post Office,

which will take up two blocks . . . and property in the added area would not be purchased

12 pid.
43 |pid.
144«planners Okay New Civic Center Layout Studfiflsa Daily World 18 Aug 1960.
145 i
Ibid.
146 «Civic Center Design Gets OK From CityTulsa Daily World 31 Aug 1960; “4-Block Addition to
Civic Center OK'd,"TulsaDaily World, 6 Jun 1961.
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until the plan is finally adopted®" By 4 November 1961, site preparation for the
Assembly Center was eighty percent complete and it was finishedhatenonth

(Appendix A: Figures 29 and 3% The City Commission voted on and approved the
four-block increase and revised plan in July 1964, with the new Post Office to bel locate
between % and 4" Streets and Denver and Guthrie Avent{és.

By the time the Assembly Center was finished in 1965, it cost $7.5 million, had a
seating capacity of 4300 people, and was “expected to handle the city’s needs for 50 or
more years**° The finished product was a large rectangular building with access to the
plaza level “by a walkway to ten pairs of glazed slab metal-frame dp&pgendix A:

Figure 31)'>! At the roofline are triangulated modules that also look like pyramids cut in
half and then placed side-by-side extend down to divide large windows above the doors
(Appendix A: Figure 32> A large concrete band of these same half-pyramidal shapes
extends around three of the building’s elevations and are supported by “aluminus
piers.™* This band looks like a continuous, three-dimensional zig-zag along the
roofline. (Appendix A: Figure 33). The concrete flat roof with extending eages s

above these concrete half-pyramids. (Appendix A: Figur€34)indows are not

present in three of the four elevations except at the entry doors, and the “caatirete

blocks are textured” (Appendix A: Figure 355. A concrete pad separates the street and

147 Civic Center Design Gets OK From Citytilsa Daily World 31 Aug 1960; “4-Block Addition to Civic
Center OK'd,"TulsaDaily World, 6 Jun 1961.

“8Tylsa Tribune4 Nov 1961.

19Tulsa Daily World 22 July 64.

%0 Tom Wood, “Gleaming New Center to Stir Tulsanstiey’ Tulsa Daily Worlg 8Mar 1964.

151 cathy Ambler, “Tulsa Civic Center Historic Distrfc National Register of Historic Places Registration
Form, (Tulsa, OK: Cathy Ambler, 2011): 7.

%2 |bid.

Ibid.

54 bid.

155 bid.
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plaza levels and allows entrance from the street to the second level on the south side
(Appendix A: Figure 36>° The doors on the plaza and street levels sit directly above
each other on the edsf. The basement level consists of “glazed slab metal doors” that
serve as the public entry; these doors sit directly below those entry doorstat¢he
level. Both the street and basement levels are concrete structures.

The Civic Center was finished in 1969 with the completion of City Hall Tower,
the Francis Campbell Council Room, and the Tulsa Police Courts building (Appendix A:
Figures 37 and 38). The Tulsa City/County Library was finished in 1965, and the Page
Belcher Federal Building and Post Office in 1967 (Appendix A: Figures 39 artd®40).
All of the buildings reflect the Mid-Century Modern style of architectureh wie City
Hall Tower reflecting a distinctively Miesian style and the Fra@aspbell Council
Room representing the New Formalism architecture of the 1960s. ThetBédizia also
known as Oakley Plaza and was completed in several stages between 1965 and 1969,
with alterations in 1974 and 2009. Most of the buildings in the historic district are sited
in this Plaza, though the Plaza itself is a non-contributing resource because
“modifications on the east portion are outside the period of significance” tyzrate
the plaza’s wholeness? This proposed district to the National Register also includes the
concrete West Plaza Fountain (1969), the oval-shaped East Plaza Rgflecti
Pool/Fountain (1965), and the reinforced concrete, two-level parking garag¢éhtibeea

plaza (1969)%°

*° Ibid.

7 Ipid.

138 Cathy Ambler, “Tulsa Civic Center Historic Distrjc3-8.
159 cathy Ambler, “Tulsa Civic Center Historic Distrit8.
180 cathy Ambler, “Tulsa Civic Center Historic Distrjt9

88



According to theNational Register of Historic Places Registration Fdonthe
Tulsa Civic Center Historic District, “there was never a discussion afbeselection of
Modernist architecture in the planning for the Civic Center buildifsThe
architecture represents “the visual essence of ‘government’ in Tulsa\adtll War II.
Tulsa, like many cities after the end of the war wanted to look toward a brigtd,fahd
turned its view toward an architecture that could convey that the city was jsisfewith
a post-World War Il modern world® As is reflected by the newspaper clippings in the
vertical files at the Tulsa City County Public Library, the controverthiat arose during
the fourteen-year construction were always about the layout of the CivierCamd
never its architectural styf&8® Thus, this collection of Mid-Century Modern civic
buildings further illustrates that Tulsans always considered themsellkgesnodern and
they wanted buildings to reflect that progressive spirit. Tulsa had been -@dgegince
the 1920s, with the construction of skyscrapers, the quintessential Mid-wesgierale
architectural type, in the most popular architectural style, AcoD& hen, with the
construction of a great concentration of civic buildings in the most avant-gglelenst
the post-World War |l era, they illustrated that they considered theirmgoeat, their
city, and themselves as modern and progressive. Richard Longstreth stiggesime
have trouble coming to terms with resources from the mid-twentieth centaydsewe
do not “see’ the landmarks . . . they are not sited like their forebears. The laatisen
help form is not centralized . . . Moreover, the cumulative result does not tend to read as a

district. In traditional terms the strip lacks visual coheren® This statement is not

'*t cathy Ambler, “Tulsa Civic Center Historic Distrjc8

162 cathy Ambler, “Tulsa Civic Center Historic Distrfc12.

163 cathy Ambler, “Tulsa Civic Center Historic Distrjt14.

184 Richard Longstreth, “I Can'’t See It; | don’t Undtand It; It Doesn’t Look Old To Me,” 8-9.
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true for the Civic Center Historic District, and therefore lends to itséjgttonal
importance.”

A great dichotomy, therefore, emerges in Tulsa considering the development of
Mid-century Modern architecture: the same place that has such a greattcimreof
Art Deco shunned this style during the boom of Mid-Century Modernism, but yet both
styles came into scholarly review simultaneously in the 1880sinfortunately, many
buildings erected in both the later styles of the Art Deco and in the Mid-Ceviaggrn
have been demolished. This occurred for several different reasons. One ighat ma
modernist buildings were experiments in design and construction material, and
consequently many in the 2Century do not understand it without a historic context.
Another reason is that no one knows exactly how to describe these buildings. The
general description, “One-story, concrete slab with floor-to-ceiling égodohe
fenestration and a flat, concrete roof,” describes a majority fergsal buildings
between 1945 and 1970. This description is vague at best, and if read without a visual to
accompany it, seems boring and uninteresting. This general description provthes,a
more academic way of describing a heavy, ugly mass of concrete anthgtdasks
ornament or detail. Although Art Deco resources are old enough to be eligib&tifay li
in the National Register of Historic Places, Mid-Century Modern resoaregsist
reaching the fifty-year eligibility mark. It does not help that the NatiBag Service
Bulletins 15 and 16d&low to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluatiemd
How to Complete the National Register Fouse “Modern” to categorize all
architecture after 1930. This is a major discrepancy on the part of the N&t#oka

Service and needs to be rectified to consider fully all styles of Moderreatche after

185 Tylsa Art Decp183.
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1930. The latest of these publication is in 1995 and 1997, respectively does a disservice
even to the last phases of the Art Deco Stfle.

Unfortunately for the beautifully decorated skyscrapers and residdrazes
architecture is bad architecture, regardless of the style in which ittis Bhus, to
preserve good examples of a style, especially those of the increasieghgtied Mid-
century Modern style, becomes imperative. This becomes especiallgitiigdga’s
Service Pipeline Building, the empty buildings of Civic Center Plaza, and thatbew
YMCA, which just opened a new location on South Main St. Senter's YMCA now lies
empty and boarded-up, though there are several developers in the Tulsa area who are
interested in its adaptive reuse. Unless the Service Pipeline BuildingeaMCA
receive the National Register recognition they deserve, demolition midgéwdred over
rehabilitation*®” Fortunately, the Lortondale community has also experienced a steady
influx of residents since its creation in the 1950s. A community neighborhood
association was created in 2004, and an intensive-level architectural survey of the
community was completed in 206%. Today, it is one of the most popular residential
sub-divisions in Tulsa. It too is eligible for listing on the National Regdtetistoric
Places. Edward A. Sharrer, Jr. completed the survey of Lortondale in 2007, but no
nomination to the National Register has been initiated. Finally, there iscm&la
Register Nomination for Civic Center Plaza currently under revieheadklahoma State

Historic Preservation Office. The City Hall Tower has been purchasaglyminent

186 National Park Servic&ulletin 15: How to Apply the National Registeiit€ria for Evaluation,14-17;
National Park Servic&ullentinl6a: How to Complete the National Regi®egistration Form24-34;

167 please note that National Register designatios doeprotect a building from demolition; it is an
honorary designation only.

188 Edward A Sharrer, Jr. “Lortondale Neighborhontéhsive Level Survey,” (master’s thesis, Univgrsit
of Oklahoma Urban Design Studio, 2007)
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Tulsa family who plans to convert the tower into a luxury hotel through the Historic
Preservation Tax Credit Program, utilizing ®ecretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation

The ventures of architects and builders in Tulsa provide a fine repertoire that is
representative of the innovations required of those settling and developing the Mid-
western United States from 1890 to 1970. The architects of Tulsa showed the United
States and the world that, not only were they capable of building commercial and
residential buildings in the most avant-garde style, but also capable ofidrangifrom
one style to another in order to satisfy the needs of an ever-developing, modern society
The best examples of this flexibility are Senter’s transitional coiadgaroperties and
the collaborative design effort of those architects involved with the impltnen of
Civic Center Plaza. The ultimate example of popular regional modernism occithred w
the culmination of Lortondale in Midtown Tulsa. In 198®mod Housekeeping
Magazinestated that “The millions of families who have embraced the suburban way of
life have embarked upon a larger adventure than most of them dream of. In our national
experience it can only be compared to that pioneering venture, the frontiertsarhe
Mid-Century Modern suburban neighborhood became a new frontier in a post-World

War Il America.

19 N. A. “What Makes a Good Suburb@bod Housekeeping Magazjr@anuary 1955): 30.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

Every generation struggles with justifying the historical valuésofiaterial
culture. Before architecture of the Modern Movement was under such scrutiny, late
nineteenth century Victorian and the early twentieth century eclectideatural styles
were scrutinized and deemed invaluable. As a result, many of those examplésstver
and replaced by the current examples of the mid-twentieth century. As noteapteC
2, the cut-off date in earlier national preservation programs was 1870. Thatstoo wa
eventually modified to the current “50 Year Rule.” However, if Criteria Coresider G
has helped to foster a skewed view among preservationists and the public, then one
guestion must be asked: should Criteria Consideration G be changed? Preservation
professionals, through advocacy and education, should to include such architeoture f
the Modern Movement as the natural progression of preservation. We must come to
terms with the fact that post-World War I, Mid-Century Modern suburbat lhi@mes
and monumental government complexes deserve consideration just as much as a distri
of well-intact Art Deco commercial storefronts. If citizens continugnoie these types
of properties, then it has been systematically determined that Art Déeodat-off point
for valuable architecture worth preserving. We have defined the built environment of

post-World War Il America will remain a cultural wasteland.
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In order to further avert the exclusion of Mid-Century Modernism from our
appreciation of the built environment, preservation professionals need to go beyond
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places, and incorporate Midi@e
Modern properties into preservation plans. This will help to solidify post-WorldWar
architectural types as viable resources worth preserving, and, astahe&puio change
its public and professional perception. This initiative must begin at the locahihed
partnership between the city, planning department, and the public. Preservatidn is
always has been best done at the local level because it involves the persoosingla
that people have with the buildings, sites, structures, objects, and districts owtheir
lives. Someone in Duluth, Minnesota will connect more to their local library than they

will to Dealey Plaza in Dallas.

Local Protection: Historic Preservation Overlay Zoning

This preservation effort does not necessarily require National Register
designation, considering listing in the National Register of HistdaceR is honorary
only and does not protect a property from demolition. In fact, the most effectiveway f
ensuring the protection of resources from demolition is through local overlay zoning
Many cities, including Tulsa, have a large number of historic districts, athichvare
National Register districts. However, not all of them districts have lugigservation
overlay zoning. In Tulsa, only five have zoning laws, and all of them are residential
neighborhoods. The residential or commercial district does not necessaquilyer
National Register designation or a certain age. There are magyautioss the country,
such as Los Angeles, San Francisco, Aspen, and Raleigh, where prajmerneseed to

be a certain age to receive local landmark status, and, as a result, recesteoprbbm
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demolition! Other cities, such as New York City and Seattle, have age guidelines less
than thirty and twenty five years, respectivelfhese local zoning laws illustrate the
difference between real protection for a property and its honorific désigma a state,
local, or national inventory. Preservation professionals and the public can usedthése |
zoning laws to foster a preservation ethic in their communities, and, as abvesathe

an authority on local protection for historic resources. Zoning laws arederate
adopted by community members for community members and then are reguldied by
city, or in Tulsa’s case, the Tulsa Preservation Commission. Although Tulsa segjuire
residential or commercial district for have National Register statusebitfcan adopt a

preservation zoning ordinance, this is not the case for all cities across the $iaites.

Unfortunately, the stigma towards Mid-Century Modernism and the recent past
exists on the local level as “the number of recent past properties desigraibd.|. . is
not significantly greater than at the national level, remaining between 2 perdent of
total designations:” According to Elaine Styles, in her essay “50 Years Reconsidered,”
the fact that the number of locally designated resources from the Modern Movement
very similar to those recognized at the national level means that the tevhamaage
requirement “does not necessarily lead to a flood of nominations and listingsingsli
of questionable quality’” In this particular instance, Stiles’ essay reiterates Lonb&tret
points in demonstrating that “solid scholarship and evaluation can reliakiseehat
historic designations have lasting valdeFHowever, “the relatively low number, and in

some places the dearth of listings, may again testify to the undue inflofathee50-year

! Elaine Stiles, “50 Years ReconsidereBgrum Journal24, no 4 (Summer 2010): 20.
2 .
Ibid.
3 Ibid.
4 Stiles,21.
® Ibid.
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criterion on the conceptual framework of preservatfori’ other words, a large influx of
designations could equally mean that “survey, scholarship, advocacy, regrgatevy’

is lacking in a certain ar€a.

Should Criteria Consideration G Be Changed: A Survey of Professional Opinion

Considering Stiles’ essay, should the Fifty Year Rule be changed or ¢édf?na
To find answers to this question, several preservation professionals in govelrament
non-profit sectors of preservation in Oklahoma were asked to complete a questionnai
that addressed Criteria Consideration G and other issues related to the poeseiva
architecture from the Modern Movement. The questionnaire was entitled “/AsSimfal
View of Criteria Consideration G of the National Register of Histoac&d, and
General Concerns Regarding the Preservation of Architecture from the Modern
Movement,” and it was sent to the these professionals and returned to the author via
email® All professionals were asked the same set of questions, and all of them had a
different point of view on the subject and used examples accordingly. In resptimse to
guestionnaire, Lynda Schwan, Coordinator of the National Register prograen at t
Oklahoma State Historic Preservation Office, replied: “50 ysasigguidance tool;
anything that has occurred in the past 50 years needs to be of exceptionabsicmific
and be evaluated as such to be considered eligible for the NRBRe’also believes that
Criteria Consideration G should not be modified, because “people have a diifineult t

understanding significance and the National Register with the 50 yeansiaddohce;

® Ibid.

" Ibid.

8 A copy of the recruitment email, the questionnadred the Oklahoma State Internal Review Board
approval will be included after the Appendices.

° Lynda Schwann, answers to questionnaire “A Pridess View of Criteria Consideration G of the
National Register of Historic Places, and Genemid@rns Regarding the Preservation of Architecture
from the Modern Movement,” submitted to author @mail on 8 April 2011.
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making it less than 50 years would confuse the issue of significance fufthathether

50 years or 1 year, a property could still be lost, considering the NationatdRed

Historic Places is an “honorific designatiott."Katie McLaughlin-Friddle, director of
Preservation Oklahoma, Inc and Derek Lee, archivist and historian at the Tulsa
Foundation for Architecture, both believe that Criteria Consideration G should be either
changed or at the very least, allow “for more flexibility because, since 1961 “there has
been some incredible architecture that defines the culture of a generatiaigélytita

seen as disposablé&®”

These professionals were also asked about having different age requirements
depending on the level of significance. Ms. Schwan and Ms. McLaughlin-Friddle both
state that it would cause inconsistencies. However, Ms. McLaughlin-Friddlstates
that listing in the National Register with more lax age restrictions woalde'to be done
cautiously: “A key factor in any regulatory aspect of preservation irm perceived
as arbitrary—there have to be concrete guidelines and precedents for howrtnings a
designated . . . it is a double-edged sword . . . it might make people more open-minded
about what preservation is . . ., but might also be seen by some as expanding its reach too
far and trying to freeze everything in tim&.”"Mr. Lee, however, sees a more lax age
restriction for the local level to be a very feasible possibility. He sthtgathanging the

age limit to thirty years for local significance would help to change thegsibli

19 bid.
" Ibid.
2 Derek Lee, answers to questionnaire, “A Professidiiew of Criteria Consideration G of the National
Register of Historic Places, and General ConceagaRling the Preservation of Architecture from the
Modern Movement,” submitted to author via emailldnApril 2011.
13 Katie McLaughlin-Friddle, answers to questionnaieProfessional View of Criteria Consideration & o
the National Register of Historic Places, and Gan@oncerns Regarding the Preservation of Architect
Eom the Modern Movement,” submitted to author emaail on 7 April 2011.

Ibid.
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perception of what is “historic,” that it would cause them to instantly recegnModern
Movement building’s importance. He uses Tulsa’s City Hall Tower from Cigitt€2
Plaza as an example: “the public does not automatically assume that this budding
historic or worthy of preservation simply because it was constructed in drd pacst
and is not easily identified as ‘traditional’ architecture, or because it glsa,Tart

deco.™®

All three responders agreed that the design intent behind a building from the
modern movement should be integral when nominating it to the National Register of

Historic Places. Ms. Schwan put it very well:

“When approaching any building from any time
period, one must always consider why it was
constructed and the style selected for the building for
a National Register nomination. What were the
influences of the architect? If an nomination does not
address these issues, it should not be nominated for
its architectural significance?®

Ms. McLaughlin-Friddle agrees with Ms. Schwan: “Just as we document tbeylost
particular group or person or culture that gives significance to a not-steatarally-
significant building, we should document the philosophical underpinnings of a modern
building.”’” Once again, this is where personal taste plays an important role. Both Ms.
Schwan and Ms. McLaughlin-Friddle agree that a non-biased scholarly appnoatth s

be used in any National Register nomination. From Mr. Lee’s experience, hefelie
that not only does personal taste “play a much larger role in evaluating modern

architecture than any other architectural style,” but also thisleastkextends more into

15| ee, 15 April 2011.
6 Schwann, 8 April 2011
" McLaughlin-Friddle, 7 April 2011.
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the daily lives of people, and that residential and commercial exampiesdein
architecture are judged differently: “people don’t seem to have a prolekmg in
modern buildings, but when it comes to their homes, people tend to favor the

traditional.”®

One of the more interesting responses was the question about how the National
Register Bulletins categorize the styles from the “Modern Movemens.” Sdhwan, Ms.
McLaughlin-Friddle, and Mr. Lee all agree that “Modern Movement” is “way too
general” and makes for difficulties. Ms. Schwan states that it makésyvr
nominations for properties that post-date 1920 very cumbersSniuit she also
provides clarification as to why they are categorized as such; the N&R&hkabervice
asked the State Historic Preservation Offices to develop terminolodyeforeéspective
states, and then to simply classify it as “Other: Style NarffeThen, once the National
Park Service receives enough nominations that use a certain type of aagsifibat
classification will then be adopted as “acceptable” language for NafRaupster
nominations> Ms. McLaughlin-Friddle sees the subcategories as “keeping with the
broadness of the other categories” used to classify architectural stiylesMr. Lee
feels that the “general classification lessens the importance of eadicsgige.”?* Mr.

Lee gives a very good example of this in Tulsa regarding its two airptdirigs. One
was built in 1931 and is Art Deco, while the other was built in 1962 and is “purposefully

devoid of any ornamentation and contains no decoration inside o’ olih&y are both

18| ee, 15 April 2011.

19 Schwann, 8 April 2011.

2 |bid.

2 |bid.

22 McLaughlin-Friddle, 7 April 2011.
% Lee, 15 April 2011.
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generally categorized as “Modern Movement,” so further classificatieds® be
developed the further and further away from the beginning of the modern movement we

get.

The intent of the questionnaire was to see how different professionals in the
governmental and non-profit fields of preservation feel about Criteria Consite@Gat
and the preservation of Modern architecture. Ms. McLaughlin-Friddle and Mr. Lee
represent the non-profit sector at the state and local level, respectivelyscMvan
represents the state government level. It was surprising to discover hitav gigir
answers were. This perhaps is a good indication of the changing perception of Modern
architecture in preservation. The fact that two of these individuals areytanty old or
younger indicates that preservation is and will continue to progress hataralclude
properties of the post-World War Il era. For these two individuals, this past is
simultaneously “distant, removed in time and often in space,” as well as “buiét—or
least was still new—uwithin living memory, the product of [their] parents’ or
grandparents’ generation&'”For these younger preservation professionals, “intrinsic
worth lies in fostering a sense of continuity, in striking a balance with changaining
perspective on the present, in knowing that some of the things one creates have value

over time.”®

As seen in Chapter 4, Tulsa provides an excellent illustration of what it
takes to foster a sense of continuity between the living memories of the pastsamd, pre
and Civic Center Plaza provides an excellent example of why Criteria Catsides is

“much less crucial to change because newer properties can be nominated when they

possess exceptional significance atldoal leve|” which can be broad and quite

#Richard Longstreth, “Taste Versus Historkiistoric Preservation ForugB, no. 3 (May/June 1994): 45.
25 i
Ibid.
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inclusive?® This point makes local preservation overlay zoning that much more critical
to the preservation of the Modern Movement.

The answers to this questionnaire imply a similar meaning to that of Roy
Rosenzweig’s statements in his essay, “Everyone a Historian.” botlle The Presence
of the Past: Popular Uses of History in American LifRosenzweig and co-author,
David Thelen conducted several surveys of different demographics of Amanaaaer
to gain insight into how they understand the past in the midst of the Culture Wars of the
1990s. What Rosenzweig found was that “the most powerful meanings of the past come
out of the dialogue between the past and the present, out of the ways the past can be used
to answer pressing current —day questions about relationships, identity, inhmarali
agency.?” David Thelen came to the conclusion, in his essay, “A Participatory Hatoric
Culture,” that historians need to “recognize existing foundations for a moreipeatdry
historical culture.?® Rosenzweig and Thelen asked their survey participants why things
should be passed down to future generations. They observed, that “in order to approach
the past on their own terms . . . respondents grounded historical inquiry in present
circumstances, perceptions, and neédsTheir conclusions can be applied to the
preservation of properties from the Modern Movement. Because National Register
nominations can be initiated by any member of the public, the initiator's enpesiand
understanding of the present will determine how they interpret the events that give

property its historical significance.

% Richard Longstreth, “When the Present Become®#ss,” 222.
% Roy Rosenzweig, “Everyone a Historian,” AfterthbtsyinThe Presense of the Past: Popular Uses of
History In American Life(New York: Columbia University Press, 1999), 178
% David Thelen, “A Participatory Historical Cultuteifterthoughts inThe Presense of the Past: Popular
2L\g)ses of History In American LiféNew York: Columbia University Press, 1999), 192

Ibid.
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Anthony M. Tung completed a project feRandom Housthat resulted in a book
published in 2001, entitledreserving the World's Great Cities: The Destruction and
Renewal of the Historic MetropoliRandom House entrusted him to travel to twenty-
two of the world’s greatest cities to study “how architectural praservworked and
failed in some of the most artistically and historically significant @aseund the
globe.” Throughout his journey, he discovered that he needed to study each city
differently and that the economics of each city needed to be studied, for “Economics i
inextricably tied” to matters of preservatioh One of the questions he asked in each city
pertained to the preservation laws and to what extent these cities enact, or not, the
provisions outlined in the laws, as discussed at the 2008 National Preservation
Conference:

“Were binding laws protecting the singular historic

milieu enacted in time to avoid the obliteration of its

character? Stringent, binding laws, without

loopholes where the demolition of protected historic

properties could not be granted by any authority other

than the official preservation body, because it is an

inescapable reality that across the history of the

world, it's only when binding laws are enacted that

the loss of architectural patrimony comes to an

end.”?
New York City provided a prime example of an American city whose binding laws
needed to be reevaluated, especially after the demolition of Penn Station inri963. |

1965, city officials created the New York Landmarks Preservation Comrutfgevent

the unnecessary destruction of the city’s “historic milieu.” It will cmndi to be this sort

30 Anthony M. Tung, introduction to Preservititge Worlds Greatest Cities: The Destruction anddveal
of the Historic Metropolis(New York: Clarkson and Potter Publishers, 20Q1)

3L Anthony M. Tung, introduction , 4.

%2 Tung, Closing Plenary Session, National Presemmafionference, Tulsa, OK National Trust for Histori
Preservation, 25 October 2008. <http:// www.prestonnation.org.>.
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of local overlay zoning law and continued education through workshops, conferences,
and educational opportunities that will help to incorporate properties of the Modern
Movement into the national preservation ethic. Lynda Schwan states, “Adihypaésn is
local,” and it is at this level, where every day people live know the significarece of
building to their town’s legacy, that preservation makes its impact, regaoflage or

architectural style.
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Glass House
Philip Johnson
New Canaan, CT
1949
Photo by Philip Warchol
www.philipjohngonglasshouse.org
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Farnsworth Housze
Ludwig Mies van der Rohe
Plano. IL
1951
Photo by Jon Miller and Hedrich
Blessing
www.tarnsworthhouse.org
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Frederick C. Robie House
Frank Llovd Wright
Oalk Park, IL
1910
Photo from Frank LlovdWright
Preservation Trust
www.gowright org
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Figure 4

Bauhaus Building
Walter Gropius
Dessau, Germany
1925
Photo from
www.wetmar. tacinghistory.org
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Boston Avenue Methodist Church
Bruce Gott and Adah Robinson
Tulza, OK
1929
Photo from Tulsa Preservation
Commisgsion
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Westhope
Frank Llovd Wright
Tulza, OK
1929
Photo from Tulsa
Pregervation Commission
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Figure 7

Fire Alarm Building
Frederick V. Kershner
Tulsa, OK
1931
Photo By David Stapleton
2007
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Tulsa Monument Company
Harrvy H. Mahler
Tulza, OK
1936
Photo from Tulsa
Pregervation Commission
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Jozeph R. Koberling
William Whenthotff Residence
Tulsa, OK
1933
Photo from Tulsa Preservation
Commisgsion
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Figure 10

Service Pipeline Building
Leon B. Senter
Tulza, OK
1949
Photo by Author

125



Figure 10a

Service Pipeline Building
Leon B. Senter
Tulza, OK
1949
Photo by Author
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Figure 11

Entryway Details
Service Pipeline Building
Leon B. Senter
Tulga, OK
1949
Photo by Author
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Figure 12

Entryway Details
Service Pipeline Building
Leon B. Senter
Tulza, OK
1949
Photo by Author
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Figure 13

Entryway Details
Service Pipeline Building
Leon B. Senter
Tulga, OK
1949
Photo by Author

23

129



Figure 14

Entryway Details
Service Pipeline Building
Leon B. Senter
Tulga, OK
1949
Photo by Author
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Figure 15

Mavo Motor Inn
Leon B. Senter
Tulza, OK
1950-1952
Photo by Author
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Figure 16

Entryway Detail
Mavo Motor Inn
Leon B. Senter
Tulga, OK
1950-1952
Photo by Author
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Figure 17

Entryway Windows
Mavo Motor Inn
Leon B. Senter
Tulsa, OK
1950-1952
Photo by Author
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Figure 18

Old YMCA
Tulza, OK
1925
Beryl Ford Collection
#A0124
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Figure 19

Downtown YMCA
Leon B. Senter
Tulsa, OK
1953
Photo by Author
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Figure 20

Window Detail
Downtown YMCA
Leon B. Senter
Tulga, OK
1953
Photo by Author
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Figure 21

Window and Entrance Detail
Downtown YMCA
Leon B. Senter
Tulga, OK
1953
Photo by Author
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Figure 22

Interior lllustration
Lortondale
Howard C. Grubb and Donald H. Honn
Tulga, OK
1954
Photo from Tulga Preservation Commigsion
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Figure 23

Exterior Ilustrations
Lortondale
Howard C. Grubb and Donald H. Honn
Tulga, OK
1954
Photo from Lortondale Neighborhood Aszociation
www lortondale.com
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Figure 24

Lortondale Home
Howard C. Grubb and Donald H. Honn
Tulsa, OK
1954
www lortondale.com
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Figure 25

ULTRA-MODERN LORTONOALE PROJECT

Bideali Uhe “Ey Duege” wih

CHRYSLER AIRTEMP av-casnes it Condifioring

Advertisement tor Chrysler Aurtemp Air-Cooled Air
Conditioning teaturing the Lortondale Home

House and Home
January 1954
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Figure 26

Exterior
Lortondale Home
Howard C. Grubb and Donald H. Honn
Tulga, OK
Photo from Tulsa Preservation Commission
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Figure 26a

Interior
Lortondale Home
Howard C. Grubb and Donald H. Honn
Tulga, OK
Present Day
Photo from Lortondale Neighborhood Aszociation
www lortondale.com
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Figure 27

Crve Center Model
Tulza
17 July 1958
Photo from Bervl Ford Collection
#G0624
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Figure 28

Tulsa County Courthouse
Tulza, OK
1955
Photo from Bervl Ford Collection
#1693
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Figure 29

Aenal View of Civic Center

Tulza, OK
24 August 1962
Photo from Bervl Ford Collection
#1252

—
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Figure 30

Civie Center Construction
Tulza, OK
1960z
Photo form Bervl Ford Collection
#1981
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Figure 31

Metal Doors
Crvic Azsembly Center
C1vic Center Plaza
Tulga, OK
Photo by Author
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Figure 32

Halt-pyramid shapes
Crvic Azssembly Center
Tulza, OK
19608
Photo trom Bervl Ford Collection
#C1537
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Figure 33

“Aluminus Piers”
Crvic Azsembly Center
Tulsa, OK
1960x
Photo trom Bervl Ford Collection
#C1536
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Figure 34

4_; B e

Flat Root
Crvic Azsembly Center
Tulsa, OK
c. 1965
Photo from Benl Ford Collection
#(1989
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Figure 35

Concrete Wall Blocks
Crvic Azsembly Center
Tulsa, OK
Photo by Author
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Figure 36

Concrete Pad Separating Parking Levels
Crvic Center Plaza
Tulza, OK
Photo by Author
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Figure 37

City Hall Tower
Crvie Center Plaza
Tulza, OK
1969
Photo by Author
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Figure 38

Francis F. Campbell Council Chambers
Crvie Center Plaza
Tulsa, OK
1965
Photo by Author
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Figure 39

Central Library
Crvie Center Plaza
Tulsa, OK
1965
Photo by Author
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Figure 40

Page Belcher Federal Building and Post
Office
Civic Center Plaza
Tulga, OK
1967
Photo by Author
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A PROFESSIONAL VIEW OF CRITERIA CONSIDERATION G OF THE NATIONAL REGISTER
OF HISTORIC PLACES, AND GENERAL CONCERNS REGARDING THE PRESERVATION OF
ARCHITECTURE FROM THE MODERN MOVEMENT.

NAME:
TITLE:
PROFESISONAL ORGANIZATION:

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS THOROUGHLY AND TO THE BEST OF
YOUR KNOWLEDGE.

Questions 1-5 pertain to Criteria Consideration G of the National Register of Historic Places:

1. In your professional opinion, do you think Criteria Consideration G of the National Register of
Historic Places, also known as the “50 Year Rule,” should be changed? Why or why not?

2. Inthe National Park Service Bulletins 15 and 16a, “modern movement” is the term used for most
architecture after 1920. Is this too general? Would it be feasible to make the language more
specific? Has the current terminology used to categorize architecture, from Art Deco to the Post-
Modern, made the nominations for these architectural styles more cumbersome?

3. How feasible would it be for National Register designation of significance at the local level to
change to 30 years, and leave the designation for national significance at 50 years?

4. Would relaxed age guidelines be useful in saving or preserving resources from the recent past,
and how would National Register designation of these resources affect public opinions of
preservation?

5. What kinds of obstacles would local historic preservation commissions and staff encounter from
an administrative, historical, and public relations point of view if there is no recommended or
mandatory waiting period for the examination of a resource?

Questions 6-11 pertain to the general methodologies and concerns regarding the preservation of resources
from the Recent Past:

6. Modern buildings can only be described to a certain extent due their use of similar materials,
massing, and design aesthetic. Theodore Prudon suggests that the ideas associated with
modernism will be just as important as the building itself in order to establish the historic context
of a building. When preparing a National Register nomination for a 20™ Century building,
especially from the Post World War II era, how much focus should be put on the ideas associated
with the building as opposed to the actual building itself, such as materials, overall design, and
construction methodology?

7. How important are the materials to the integrity of modern architecture? If the original materials
are no longer available, how would you recommend maintaining the integrity of a modern
property, especially for those using the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation?

8. How should preservation professionals advocate for the preservation of resources from the recent
past?

9. How much of a role does personal taste play in the professional judgment of modern architecture,
and are residential and commercial architecture judged differently?

10. How important is local zoning law to the preservation of modern architecture?

11. Should preservation incorporate pop culture, such as McDonalds or Wal-Mart? If it does not,
then won’t this set a precedent that will maintain the public view of preservation as an “elitist”
movement?

PLEASE RETURN YOUR ANSWERS IN AN EMAIL ATTACHMENT BY 15 APRIL 2011 TO
JENNIFER K. MORRISON: jenniferkbailey@gmail.com PLEASE TYPE “NATIONAL
REGISTER QUESTIONNAIRE” IN THE SUBJECT LINE OF THE EMAIL.
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