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Munkkiniemi-Haaga and Greater Helsinki. Studies and proposals con-
cerning the planning of the area. Under this title Eliel Saarinen issued
a notable book, the first work published in Finland dealing with the
urban planning. [...] Who could have thought that an architect in our
poor country would have found money enough for creating this kind of
a project for realizing the beautiful future visions revealed for the artist,
when he for the first time dreamed about drawing a whole city!!

This is how the Finnish architect Bertel Jung (1872-1946) begins his book re-
view in September’s issue of the trade journal for Finnish architects, called
Arkitekten—Tidskrift for arkitektur och dekorativ konst, in 1915. The book un-
der review, Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan (1915), was published in the same
month together with the grand opening of a related exhibition held in Helsinki.
Both the book and the exhibition, funded by M. G. Stenius Corporation
Ltd, functioned as advertisements for the newly planned neighborhood,
Munkkiniemi and Haaga, located outside the City of Helsinki’s borders.

The 165-page-long publication was, though, more than a book. It not only
contained the guidelines and detailed plans for the future development of a
specific area, Munkkiniemi and Haaga, but also a broader context on the
essence of the planning. The ideas were presented in various forms: texts,
pictures, photographs, charts, and maps. The book was published under
the name of the Finnish architect Eliel Saarinen (1873-1950), who had al-
ready achieved international fame with his plans for capital cities Canberra,
Australia (1912), and Tallinn, Estonia (1913).2 The roots of his reputation
can be traced back to the year 1900, when Eliel Saarinen and his colleagues
were celebrated for designing the Finnish Pavilion for the World Exhibition
in Paris.

Despite their geographical remoteness from the core areas of Europe and
although few in number, the architects in Finland, the autonomous Grand
Duchy of the Russian Empire, were strong participantsin the assembling of the
new concept of urban planning. Even though Helsinki, the capital of Finland,
was still a small city with approximately 100,000 inhabitants in 1910, it was
gladly compared with other capitals. This was partly due to the exponential
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population growth. During the previous 40 years, Helsinki had tripled is
population, and almost in the same period the population of whole Finland
had increased from 2 to 3 million, thus accelerating the recently begun ur-
banization. The problems other growing capitals had faced, especially the
metropolises, were seen as plausible problems for the future Greater Helsinki.?
As Finland was a centrally governed part of the Russian Empire until the
end of 1917, the right to make urban plans was monopolized. However, a
gradual shift transferring the planning from the central power to the local
level occurred at the beginning of the twentieth century, thus allowing the
development of the former bureaucratic planning toward a more modern
European structure.* Internationally, the era before the First World War
was the time when urban planning reasserted itself as a profession, being
characterized by the collaboration of specialized experts who had a mutual
aim: to manage the city as a whole.’ This era also marked the beginning of a
formation phase of a new discipline: Urban planning is an excellent example
demonstrating how a new discipline can start as a multidisciplinary project
of three established disciplines: architecture, engineering, and surveying.’

Premises for the Study

Collaboration as an integral part of planning is especially highlighted by
the researchers concentrating on urban planning and design in present-day
settings.” The older research tradition on planning history concentrated
more on individuals, mostly an architect or an engineer, as the core of the
research.® The newer tradition recognizes the need for diverse expertise in
urban planning, but it is, nevertheless, only rarely included as an explicit
part of the research.

The Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan (1915) has been referred to in several
studies, especially when the research concerned the architect Eliel Saarinen
or the planning history of the City of Helsinki.” Even though the planning
of Munkkiniemi and Haaga was only one project among several contem-
porary planning initiatives in the Greater Helsinki area around the time,
it was even then very special because of its size. It was estimated that the
population of the area would exceed 169,000 inhabitants over the following
30 years, thus multiplying the current population of Helsinki.!’

However, the actors behind this grand plan have not previously been
broadly, or explicitly, researched. Hence, by having The Munkkiniemi and
Haaga plan as its focus, this chapter addresses the need to acknowledge the
diverse expertise behind urban planning during its formative period, before
World War 1. The aim of this chapter is not to neglect the importance of
Eliel Saarinen as a planner, but to discover who the other actors behind the
planning of Munkkiniemi and Haaga were, and an overall understanding of
how each of their work contributions was connected.

The need to understand expertise as something more than an individ-
ual property and to bring the actual work practices into the focus of the



166  Emilia Karppinen

research are the main features of the theoretical concept of collective exper-
tise. This concept is used loosely as a tool to explore The Munkkiniemi and
Haaga plan and to reach a deeper understanding of expertise behind it. In
this article, I use management researcher Niina Koivunen’s definition of the
concept. According to her, collective expertise is “an ongoing processual
ability to function together with other experts and create new knowledge.”!!
How then can we recognize these experts and interactions behind a histor-
ical, published plan?

The key is to move the focus from acts to action, in other words, from plans
to planning. The understanding of planning as a social process is highlighted,
in contemporary settings, by urban planning researcher Orly Linovski. She
notes how urban “[d]esign can be understood as a fundamentally social pro-
cess, formed by interactions between actors—not only other designers, but
also planners, politicians, clients, the public, and other participants—that
create, modify, and refine design ideas.”? Hence, this chapter addresses the
need to unravel the published and printed Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan into
planning as a process. By doing so, the many experts and the encounters
between them become visible. Instead of being a product of a planner, the
plan was, in reality, the result of collective action, as the American architect
Frederick Law Olmstedt Jr. had already emphasized in 1911."3

The main source material for the chapter is the published Munkkiniemi
and Haaga plan (1915), as we may call the work. Even though the book was
published with the architect Eliel Saarinen’s name on the cover, it was not
written solely by him. In addition to the chapters concerning the planning of
the area and written by Saarinen, the publication includes writings of three
other individuals, namely judge Johan Rafael Uggla; the director of the
Stenius Corporation, Sigurd Stenius; and the architect Gustaf Strengell.'
Even though The Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan broadly presents the various
aspects of planning, it does not explicate the processes behind it.

Thus, to reveal the social nature of planning, the source material is broad-
ened from the mere published Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan by including
archival material. The archive of the M. G. Stenius Corporation, the com-
pany that financed the planning, contains, for example, correspondence and
the annual reports of the corporation. As these materials are, nevertheless,
fragmented, a complete history of the planning as a process cannot be re-
constructed. The picture is also extended by the use of contemporary jour-
nals, mainly the Finnish trade journal for architects, Arkitekten. The latest
news on international urban planning was very quickly reported in Arkitek-
ten. In addition, the most recent foreign trade journals were available in
Finnish bookstores."

Because of the restrictions caused by the source material and the breadth
of the concept of collective expertise, it is not possible to entirely cover either
the project or the concept. Thus, this article will focus on demonstrating the
existence of specific experts—architects, engineers, and businessmen—and
their participation in the planning process of Munkkiniemi and Haaga.'¢
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The participation in planning may be understood broadly. As researchers
Kai Hakkarainen, Jiri Lallimo, and Seppo Toikka note, the concept of col-
lective expertise allows the recognition of several kinds of connections and
encounters, such as concrete collaborations, as well as participation in a
specific expertise culture, or in networks of knowledge.!” Even though the
experts might not have met each other in person, being part of the same
network of knowledge brought them together. These encounters might also
span time, for example, in the form of literature: A book or an article might
function as a fellow-expert.

Hence, in this article, the diverse sides of collective expertise behind the
planning of Munkkiniemi and Haaga are approached by taking a closer
look at three intertwined moments. The article is divided into three parts
following a specific aspect of the planning process. The first part briefly
presents the premises for the planning, most importantly why the area of
Munkkiniemi and Haaga was acquired by the Stenius Corporation. The
second part highlights the preparation of the acquired land for the next
steps to be taken in the process; the topic being especially approached from
the point of view of technical expertise. The third section attempts a closer
study of the different types of plans and architectural expertise used in mak-
ing the plans. Last, the conclusion provides some comments on the collec-
tive expertise behind urban planning.

Acquiring the Land

The areas under discussion in the publication, Munkkiniemi and Haaga,
were situated next to each other just beyond the limits of the City of Helsinki,
in the future Greater Helsinki area. In the fall of 1910, both of these land
areas were bought by a Helsinki-based company, M. G. Stenius Corporation.
The company, initially established as a gardening business in the 1870s, had
slowly broadened its field and had increasingly become involved in the prop-
erty business. The company had bought numerous areas outside the city to
develop them as new suburbs, following the national and also the European
trend at that time.

Helsinki had faced a boom in private land corporations in the early
twentieth century; in 1911, eight land companies had housing projects un-
derway in the surrounding areas of Helsinki.'® This expansion of land com-
panies was mainly due to inexpensive land, inadequate legislation, and,
according to contemporaries, the inaction of the city.!” The models for the
land companies were from international examples. For example, in Britain
and Germany, the private corporations had built suburbs and communities
since the 1870s. In Britain, this had caused substantial problems; the great
land owners had speculated by buying the land at a low price and building
expensive apartments, leaving a large number of people homeless. >’

In Britain, the garden city ideology was one of the most famous responses
to the speculative private land corporations.”! The ideology was presented
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in a pamphlet written by an English parliamentary record keeper and later
social reformer Ebenezer Howard (1850-1928) in 1898. As all the problems
faced in cities, he stated, were based on the mass movement from the coun-
tryside to the cities, the solution was to invert the movement: From now on
people should migrate from cities back to the land, to garden cities combin-
ing the best sides of both cities and the countryside.?

Howard’s visions did not materialize in their original form, but as garden
suburbs, which in Europe became a widely used application of Howard’s origi-
nalidea of independent garden cities.?> The difference between these two, as for
example, the architect Gustaf Strengell (1878—1937) noticed, is crucial: While
the garden cities were to be independent entities, garden suburbs were always
related to a larger city.”* As the name of the publication (Munkkiniemi-Haaga
and Greater Helsinki. Studies and proposals concerning the planning of the area
(1915)) already reveals, the areas of Munkkiniemi and Haaga were not planned
as separate entities, but as a part of a future Greater Helsinki area.

The prefix Greater could, according to Eliel Saarinen, be applied, when a
metropolis was developing together with its surrounding areas, as was often
the tendency.? This gradual move from planning smaller areas toward an
understanding of the city and its surroundings as a regional entity was dis-
tinctive for early twentieth-century urban planning. One of the earliest and
most reputed examples is the competition to make a plan for Greater Berlin,
dating back to 1905. The results were presented in the international Berlin
exhibition for urban planning five years later.”® The exhibition was visited
by numerous international guests, including Finnish members, interested in
planning questions.

The idea of planning regional entities was popular at the time with demands
being made for the planning of, for example, Greater Boston and Greater New
York.?” Nevertheless, planning such large entities and defining the relationship
between the parent city and the surrounding residential areas or municipals
was not easy. This can also be seen in The Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan which
includes a chapter written by Sigurd Stenius (1879-1969), the Director of the
Stenius Corporation. His chapter is dealing with various communal questions
and also raising concerns about the relationship of Munkkiniemi and Haaga
to the City of Helsinki. According to Stenius, the aim was that Munkkiniemi
and Haaga would form an independent rural municipality, nevertheless, col-
laborating closely with the City of Helsinki.?8

Asaconsequence of the rapid boom in the development of the surrounding
areas of the cities, the laws did not always resolve the newly arisen problems.
In contrast to Sweden, where the planning activities were guided by new
laws, the laws in Finland were outdated. The only act guiding the building
of towns in Finland dated from 1856 and mainly concerned fire safety and
building inside the towns.?’ The newer, international laws did not only guide
the building practices, but they had also an effect on who could plan and
build. Great Britain passed its first town planning act in 1909; the act shifted
urban planning away from private operators in order to become a local
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governmental function. This was also the case in Sweden, which had already
passed a new law two years ago. However, in Finland and in Germany and
in the United States, the situation remained different: In several cases, it was
the businessmen who had the initiative in the planning processes, with inad-
equate legislation allowing private operators to operate outside cities.>? This
was also the case in the planning project of Munkkiniemi and Haaga, which
was led by the Stenius Corporation, headed by the businessmen Leopold
Lerche (1877-1927), Sigurd Stenius, and Julius Tallberg (1857-1921).

The aim of the company was to make a profit by selling plots from the
areas it owned. Hence, choosing the area to be developed was crucial for
the company’s success and thus preceded the planning and hiring of Eliel
Saarinen in the fall 1910. According to the Stenius Corporation, the opening
of a new railway from Helsinki to Karjaa in 1903 was a crucial moment for
the company’s future. The railway passed by areas already owned by the
corporation, areas which were originally bought for gardening, the main
function of the company before it was turned into corporation in the late
1890s. From then on, the corporation became increasingly involved in the
field of land business, and the areas of Haaga and Munkkiniemi, situated
near the railway, were bought.’!

Following the situation in German cities especially, the architect Bertel
Jung noted in 1911, how the fast development of the railways had removed the
limits to the expansion of cities by changing the meaning of distance. A main
factor in organizing the relationship between the parent city and the sur-
rounding areas was formed by the connecting transportation from the new
suburbs to the existing city center.’> The importance of this connection to the
city center of Helsinki was understood by the Stenius Corporation even be-
fore the planning had begun, as the annual reports of the company indicate.
After acquiring the land, the next phase was to map the terrain as quickly as
possible. This was to be done in order to define the most suitable areas for
building the new tram lines from Munkkiniemi and Haaga to Helsinki.>*

Mapping the Terrain

The areas of Munkkiniemi and Haaga, acquired by the Stenius Corpora-
tion, were mainly unbuilt areas, which was, according to Eliel Saarinen, the
optimal situation for planning. The planners did not need to be concerned
about existing structures and their possible demolition, in contrast to the op-
posite situation when planning the existing cities.** The situation was more
reminiscent of the English garden cities, which one of The Munkkiniemi and
Haaga plan writers, the architect Gustaf Strengell, described as “fully new
cities, built according to accurate plans from the very start.”>® Even though
the areas were mostly unbuilt, the planning was not done on a blank canvas.
Preinformation about the area was needed. Hence, this subchapter is con-
cerned with what kind of expertise was needed to gain this information and
by whom it was collected.
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According to several texts of Eliel Saarinen, every city and each suburb
needed to have its own character.’® This character was to be determined
by its function, such as being the capital city, but also by the location and
the local conditions; the latter, according to Bertel Jung, also being high-
lighted in the competition rules for planning Greater Berlin in 1908.%7 In
1911, Saarinen had been invited as a planning expert to give his opinion on
the future development of Budapest. In his statement for the planning of
Budapest (1912), Saarinen described how “the city as a whole must develop
itself according to the preconditions the terrain has set.”3®

The Scottish biologist and sociologist Patrick Geddes (1854—1932) is well
known for his work on understanding the city in the context of its surround-
ing region. Geddes underlined the importance of surveying all the aspects
concerning the past and the present of this regional entity before making
plans for it.* The idea of making surveys before planning was used, for ex-
ample, in the famous project for planning Chicago, as a planning memo by
the head planner, architect Daniel Burnham (1846—1912) reveals. The plans
were completed in 1909 and presented for Finnish readers three years later
in Arkitekten.*® As Saarinen noted in the description on the Greater Tallinn
project, “the absence of precise cartographic and geodesic material” would
forbid detailed planning of certain areas.*!

Severalkinds of surveys focusingon the ground were made in Munkkiniemi
and Haaga areas during the planning project. These included, for example,
surveys for finding groundwater and, more importantly for the planning,
the topographic of the area needed to be mapped.*” In the Greater Helsinki
area, this was particularly important because the height of the ground var-
ied considerably. However, the topographic material concerning Helsinki
and its surroundings was at the time very scattered and heterogeneous.*3

This was partly due to the fact that the measuring of height differences
was still quite new at the turn of the century in Finland and also inter-
nationally, and was previously done mainly for military purposes.44 As
Finland was under the Russian regime, the only maps of the area exten-
sively showing height differences were made for the Ministry of War of
the Russian Empire, around 1870-1907. According to the architect Bertel
Jung, these maps were, however, “in details extremely insufficient.”® It
was also around this time, in 1892—1910, when the first nationwide leveling
of the ground, that is, measuring of height differences, was conducted in
Finland. However, it was too sparse for making maps accurate enough for
practical needs.*® As neither of the aforementioned mappings was detailed
enough for the needs of making plans for the new suburb, new surveys were
needed.

Traditionally, the leveling with relating tasks was done by land survey-
ors, who had for decades been educated in the same Polytechnical Institute
with the architects and engineers in Helsinki. As the land companies began
to buy and develop privately owned areas in the surroundings of Helsinki,
the demand for surveys increased rapidly. In Finland, these jobs were often
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done by the land surveying officials in their spare time; in 1911, there were
only two full-time privately operating land surveyors working as consult-
ants.*’” As the areas of Munkkiniemi and Haaga formed a large entity, in
total 860 hectares, the leveling would take a considerable amount of time. It
is possible that the company was, thus, obligated to hire other technicians
rather than overemployed land surveyors for the job.

As the Haaga area had been bought by the Stenius Corporation before
Munkkiniemi, the surveys and other preliminary works were carried out
there earlier. The leveling of the Haaga area had already been started in
1908 by two master builders, Lindman and Staaff.*® Concerning the leveling
work, the Stenius Corporation also made inquiries of a possible coopera-
tion with the City of Helsinki. According to the Stenius Corporation’s An-
nual Report for 1909, the leveling was, at least, “done after the same method
which the City of Helsinki uses for its areas.”

The fall of 1910 was in many ways meaningful for the Stenius Corporation
as from then on it concentrated its efforts mainly on the Munkkiniemi and
Haaga project.”” In addition to securing the whole of the Munkkiniemi area
into the company’s hands, the company hired two new experts: the architect
Eliel Saarinen and the engineer Edvin Hedengren (1877-1937), the former
was also the newest shareholder in the corporation. Edvin Hedengren, a
former employee of the City of Helsinki’s construction office, was appointed
to the Stenius Corporation as its head of technical works.>! The first major
work of Hedengren was to make the necessary surveys on the newly acquired
Munkkiniemi area. The work to level Munkkiniemi began in January 1911
and continued for almost the whole year.>>

Making the surveys was not usually only a matter of measuring, but also
converting the numeric knowledge into a more illustrative form. According
to Patrick Geddes, the best way to display a myriad of information was by
converting the knowledge into a map.>® The data gathered in the field, using
chains to measure the lengths and various kinds of precisions instruments
to measure the vertical and horizontal angles, were taken to the drawing
tables in the offices. Here, the surveyor with the possible help of assistants
converted the data into maps and contour lines.>* This was also the case in
Munkkiniemi, which Edvin Hedengren had surveyed in great detail: The
topographic variation of the area is presented in contour lines, each show-
ing a meters elevation.>

Converting the knowledge into a more illustrative form was important
for the planning project as every expert participating in the project was
not familiar with surveying. As architects, however, were educated in the
same Polytechnical Institute with engineers and land surveyors in Finland,
they shared several compulsory courses; thus, sharing the basic knowledge
of each other’s disciplines.”® This was important for understanding their
coworkers’ tasks and efforts in the project: A person did not need to be
an expert in every field but having an understanding of the knowledge and
know-how of other disciplines helped the collaboration.’
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The topographic maps made by Hedengren, Lindman, and Staaff were
used for years by Eliel Saarinen’s architecture bureau.’® They were used
both as the bases for the plans and for creating a huge plastic model of
the whole Munkkiniemi and Haaga area. The need for similar models
was highlighted in several texts by Saarinen, as well as by Bertel Jung.>
While visiting the urban planning exhibition in Berlin in 1910, Jung took
notice on the many plastic models presented there.’® Later Jung noted
the models to be “the sign of the time, a proof that the studies and pre-
liminary works” are done more thoroughly and seriously than before
(Figure 8.1).%!

Figure 8.1 A detail of the Munkkiniemi and Haaga model. The model is a result
of work done by several individuals.The artist Loja Saarinen, Eliel
Saarinen’s wife, made the base of the model according to the engineer
Edvin Hedengren’s surveys. The public buildings were made by Eliel
Saarinen and the dwelling houses by the assisting architects working in
Saarinen’s bureau. The trees and other plantings were made by several
of the aforementioned; the children of Saarinens, Eero and Pipsan, also
helped.®
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According to Kai Hakkarainen and his coauthors, the material dimension
of the collective expertise stands out especially when the social dimension,
for example, concrete encounters with other experts, was not possible. As
they note, even though “the engineers worked and negotiated face-to-face, a
considerable part of their work focused on various knowledge artefacts, as
drawings, plans, and other documents.”® This is true also in the historical
context of Munkkiniemi and Haaga planning project. The experts working
for the project did not meet daily, as the company did not even have its own
office before June 1912. Eliel Saarinen, for example, had his own archi-
tecture bureau in Kirkkonummi, an hour’s train journey from the center of
Helsinki. In addition to the meetings of the Stenius Corporation, the experts
were in contact with each other at least by mail, as the substantial corre-
spondence of Sigurd Stenius indicates.

Even though the importance of the topographic information is not high-
lighted explicitly in The Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan, its significance for
Eliel Saarinen’s work was crucial. The plans were based on these surveys,
and thus the understanding and knowledge of the topographic of the area
could be read from the completed plan maps. The topographic maps and
the model functioned as conveying artifacts, retaining and furthering the
gained knowledge of the topographical variations in the Munkkiniemi and
Haaga area. Even though the actual leveling work was only in a few hands, its
success demanded understanding and support from the company. The work
would not have been done if it had not been understood as crucial for the
following phases of the planning process. As the annual report of the Stenius
Corporation reveals, the company understood very well the importance of
topographic surveys. The next step, the planning of the road network, could
not be taken before the surveys and maps based on them were ready.®

Planning the Area

When the topographic surveys were ready, the baton was passed on more
firmly to Eliel Saarinen and his architecture bureau. An interesting and vi-
sionary plan for developing the area induced people to invest in the land and
move to the area, thus providing proceeds for the land company originally
owning the areas.®® It was not a coincidence that the Stenius Corporation
hired Eliel Saarinen for the job, as the great businessmen Leopold Lerche
and Julius Tallberg were both personally acquainted with Saarinen and his
previous work.®” The aim of this subchapter is to show how the necessary
knowledge for making the plans was gained collectively and how the con-
crete planning was the collective action of various individuals.

Even though the land surveyors and engineers had produced the knowl-
edge about Munkkiniemi and Haaga area in the form of topography maps,
the work to convert this knowledge into a road network was executed by
the architects. Arguing for architectural expertise in urban planning was
strongly intertwined with the prevailing situation in the whole planning
field at the turn of the twentieth century in Europe.®® During the nineteenth
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century, the responsibility for planning had altered from one profession to
another in Finland, and being seen as a job for land surveyors, engineers,
or architects. However, after the 1870s, the planning mostly became the
responsibility of the surveyors and engineers.”” The reason the architects
regained their position in planning in Finland as well as internationally is
often seen to be thanks to the Austrian architect Camillo Sitte (1843-1903)
who criticized, in the late nineteenth century, the current planners for build-
ing cities with only a straight ruler. According to Bertel Jung, it was the task
of architects to bring an understanding of aesthetics into planning.”

From then on, aesthetics was not seen only as a beautification, something
glued onto the city, but it was also an important element in defining the
structure of the city. According to Saarinen, it was the road network which
formed this structure, a sort of a framework, on which the rest of the area’s
plan should be based on.”! Even though the architects had taken their place
in the field of planning by arguing for their expertise in aesthetics, this view
was soon seen as too narrow. It was understood that not only the aesthetics
of the city’s form was important but, above all, the contents and the mean-
ing of that form.”?

The Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan (1915) begins with a long introduction
to the histories of cities and urban planning, thus placing the plan as a part
of a centuries-long history of an international, mainly European, planning
tradition. Making grand overviews for the development of urban planning
was characteristic for the contemporary planning field as the aim was to
show the deep roots of this new profession.”? This introductory part is writ-
ten by a friend of Eliel Saarinen, the architect Gustaf Strengell, a keen fol-
lower of British urban planning. In his introduction to the historical and
contemporary urban planning section, considerable attention is paid to
various kinds of plans, which Strengell divides according to the shape their
road networks form: geometrical or organic.”*

Strengell gives the latest, rivaling examples of both of these: straight
and wide boulevards versus narrow, twisty roads. Even though they had a
centuries-long history, the boulevards are attributed most often to the pre-
fect Georges-Eugéne Haussmann, who was the leader of the Paris renova-
tions in 1853—1870.° This was also the case in The Munkkiniemi and Haaga
plan, in which these Parisian boulevards were pictured as examples of suc-
cessful aesthetics.”® However, opposite opinions also existed. These are most
often accredited to the architect Camillo Sitte, who criticized Paris for the
standardization and regularity it represented, emphasizing the importance
of diversity and irregularity in cityscapes.’’

In The Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan, Gustaf Strengell criticized the plan-
ners, who had followed the ideas of either Haussmann or Sitte without an
understanding of scale. According to him, the character of the planned area
should be noted: Grand boulevards are more suitable for metropolises than
serpentine alleys and picturesque views. According to Strengell, the English
planner Raymond Unwin (1863-1940) had most successfully combined
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these two in his plans.”® Strengell had visited Hampstead Garden Suburb,
planned by Unwin, in 1910; only a year after Unwin had published his fa-
mous book Town Planning in Practice. Several drawings and a map from this
book were also printed in The Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan.

Moreover, in the road plan of Munkkiniemi and Haaga, both of these
elements were used: Picturesque narrow alleys were planned between the
dwelling houses and straight boulevards for vehicles. Indeed, according to
Saarinen, sharing an opinion of Unwin’s, the shape of the roads was de-
termined, firstly, by their function: The main roads were to carry the ma-
jority of the traffic, and hence were planned to be wide and straight.”” On
the secondary roads, the traffic would be lower, thus allowing the roads to
be formed in a more variable ways. As German architect Joseph Stiibben
(1845-1936) saw the case, the needs were different; the traffic needed safety
and straight roads while the walkers needed interesting views.%’

Second, the form of a road was dependent on the topography of the area.
Camillo Sitte had criticized the surveyors for making plans that did not take
into account the variation of the terrain.’! As Strengell notes, Sitte’s ideas had
an important practical application especially when planning an area with high
topographical variation: Serpentine alleys fit much better into uneven terrain
than straight roads.3? The importance of topography particularly for the plan-
ning of the road network is illustrated by the fact that the only map explicating
the topography of Munkkiniemi and Haaga also shows the road network. The
aim of the map is to argue that the chosen structure is based on facts gained
from the surveys, as Geddes also underlined (Figure 8.2).83

When the traffic plan prepared by Saarinen’s bureau was completed, and
thus the structure of the area defined, the making of the master plan covering
the whole area could start. The primacy of the traffic plan was also an idea
emphasized, for example, by the German urban planner Theodor Goecke
(1850-1919), who had established the internationally recognized planning
journal Der Stidtebau in 1904.3* As the surveys on the topographic features
functioned as the ground work for the planning of the road network, they
together now formed an important, firm foundation for the master plan.
The master plan for Munkkiniemi and Haaga was prepared by Saarinen’s
architecture bureau. The first proposal was finished in 1912.8% The master
plan filled in the gaps left by the road network. The areas demarcated by
the roads were converted into housing areas, parks, gardens, and areas for
public buildings. The aim of the master plan was similar to Saarinen’s de-
scription of the aim of the whole Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan: The aim was
to present the guidelines for the future development of the area .3

The final version of the master plan was years in the making, as the letters
of Otto-livari Meurman (1890-1994), an assisting architect in Saarinen’s bu-
reau, verify. According to Meurman, the master plan was in constant change,
which caused problems for the assisting architects drawing the bird’s-eye view,
a popular illustration of the contemporary planning projects, and the details
for the publication concerning the area.’” When something was changed in
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Figure 8.2 A detail of one of the many plan maps in The Munkkiniemi and Haaga
plan (1915). The map shows the topographical variation of the area and
the road network based on it. The topography of the area was important
not only for traffic plans but also for building massing. The most impor-
tant official buildings were placed on the highest hills, thus creating a
“crown” for the area.

the plan map, similar changes also needed to be done in the illustrative pic-
tures based on the map.

The changes were made according to comments presented by external ex-
perts, such as the architect Gustaf Strengell, who visited Saarinen’s bureau in
September 1914, in order to obtain background information for writing his
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chapters in The Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan. He did, however, also offer to
contribute amendments concerning the master plan.®® Notions as to which
elements were actually to be drawn on the final plan were given by Sigurd
Stenius.® Thus, the planning did not proceed straightforwardly but required
multiple repetitions. According to Niina Koivunen, acquiring comments on
the work and repeating a part of the process according to those comments is
not only a way to use feedback but also a way to acquire new knowledge.”

Thus, what needs to be remembered is that the plans were made for fu-
ture needs using contemporary knowledge. How could the plan, therefore,
fulfil the needs an area might have 15 years after the plan was made? In The
Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan, this was solved by having different types of
plans in a hierarchical relation to each other, as explained by John Uggla
(1870-1954), a judge hired by the Stenius Corporation.”’ The idea presented
in the publication soon awoke interest also in Sweden, when a local architect
Olof Holmberg described it in a Swedish architecture journal:

Exactly this separation of a master plan, to be ratified by the city of-
ficials, from detailed plans is definitely a good proposal, because this
conduct gives the city plan the possibility to always meet the needs and
desires of the time.”?

Hence, such detailed planning allowed the newest knowledge of the time to
be acquired and acknowledged.

Thus, the planning of the area did not end when the publication was fin-
ished in the fall of 1915. The idea was that the planning would then move on
to a more concrete level, a detailed planning, following the guidelines set in
the master plan. The detailed plans were to be carried out in a dialogue with
both the framework the master plan had set as well as with the current soci-
ety. These detailed plans were not necessary made in Eliel Saarinen’s bureau
or even by an architect. Hence, the master plan functioned as a knowledge
artifact, conveying the information from Eliel Saarinen’s architecture bu-
reau to the other possible planners. The knowledge was no longer confined
to Saarinen’s head, but could be used by other planners to carry on with the
planning of the same area.

Agreeing with Swedish architect Hakon Ahlberg, Bertel Jung noted later
in the 1910s, that the master planning should be a visionary work done by
the planner-architects, then the more practical detailed plans, based on
the guidelines given in the master plan, could be done by the engineers and
surveyors.”?> This was also the case in the detailed planning of the areas of
Munkkiniemi and Haaga during the next decades: The detailed plans were
made by various experts including engineer Edvin Hedengren and the City
of Helsinki’s assisting planner-architect Berndt H. Aminoff (1886-1972), who
had worked in Saarinen’s bureau during the master planning of the area.”*

Nevertheless, at the time the issue was not only about arguing for archi-
tectural expertise in urban planning, but also for a change of view in the
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understanding of the essence of planning. According to Saarinen, the prob-
lem was that the city had not been developed as a whole but rather piece by
piece. These pieces, that is, city blocks or districts, did not necessarily work
together practically or aesthetically.”® The turn of the twentieth century was
a time when the city as a whole came under close scrutiny, and the need to
redefine the meaning of urban planning intensified.”® Architect Otto-livari
Meurman described the multilayered understanding of planning in 1917:

A city plan should not only be a road network for the needs of traffic,
nor should it be a structure chart made according to the principles of
land surveying, neither only an artistic problem; instead, it should be a
sum of this all and even more.”’

Conclusions

The planning of the Munkkiniemi and Haaga areas was, from the very start,
a part of a larger business plan of the Stenius Corporation. As is noted in
the Stenius Corporation’s Annual Report for 1915, the publication was only
the end of the preparatory work. Hence, it should be remembered that the
planning of the area was not the aim of the Stenius Corporation, their aim
was the implementation of these plans, as Eliel Saarinen also noted in the
preface of the published plan.”® The planning of Munkkiniemi and Haaga
was, therefore, something more than solely Eliel Saarinen’s plan. It was first
and foremost a part of a decade-long project of the Stenius Corporation.

Being successful in managing such a huge project needed a sense of pri-
orities, as Niina Koivunen notes and continues, “an understanding of what
needs to be accomplished before something else can be done.”” As planning
projects of this large scale were something very new in Finland, there was no
certainty as regards the process and its progress; therefore, the knowledge
needed was gathered and formed together from pieces to form the whole.
The knowledge was gathered from Finnish and also transnational expert net-
works. Hence, it is not surprising that the planning process is reminiscent,
in outline, of the Chicago planning project, finished six years earlier in 1909.
According to the architect Daniel Burnham, the general studies for the leve-
ling should be done before the master plan. The details would follow in a
later phase, and “finally, the whole thing should be printed with complete
illustrations.”'%" With The Munkkiniemi and Haaga plan, the planning of
Greater Helsinki aroused interest among contemporary European and North
American urban planning and also awakened a broad interest globally.

Art historian Juhana Lahti has studied the professional roles of Post-
World War 11 Finnish architects also including the notion of the profession
as teamwork. According to him, the period is characterized by architects
broadening their aesthetically focused expert roles toward comprehensive
planning conducted in collaboration with various expertise groups.'”! As
this chapter has shown, the roots for this cooperation were deeper at the
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turn of the twentieth century. As the Finnish architect Birger Brunila noted
in 1910, architects had several simultaneous roles such as artists, construc-
tors, thinkers, developer’s technical and juridical assistants, and business-
men.'%? These roles also overlapped as Eliel Saarinen demonstrates, he
participated in the planning project simultaneously as a planner, as an ar-
chitect, and as a shareholder. Each of the individuals participating in the
process had their own strong areas, which were not necessary restricted by
their educational background.'® Sigurd Stenius, for instance, had expertise
in communal questions, groundwater surveys, and running a business. The
understanding of the area and its future was formed layer by layer, as a re-
sult of collective actions.

According to Niina Koivunen’s definition, collective expertise is “an on-
going processual ability to function together with other experts and cre-
ate new knowledge.”!* As urban planning was something new for all the
individuals participating in the planning process, the required knowledge
needed to be both gathered individually and formed together, not forgetting
the transnational expert networks.!’> This need of specific knowledge also
shaped the experts, and gradually, the profession of urban planning dif-
fered from architecture, engineering, and surveying.'% In the first decades
of the twentieth century, the profession of urban planner was formatted in
similar, collective planning projects around the world.'"7 Urban planning
was seen as a universal concern, requiring boundary crossing dialogue and
teamwork.!® As the Finnish architect Sigurd Frosterus noted in 1909, “new
ideas do not arise in a single brain. [...] Accomplishments in various fields
complete each other.”!?”
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