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WITH HERITAgE So WILD: CULTURAL LANDSCAPE 
INVENToRY IN UNITED STATES NATIoNAL PARkS
 

The national parks of the United States hold a variety 

of cultural landscapes within their folds, representing 

human activities as diverse as mining, ranching, 

recreational, and ethnographic landscapes. After 

decades of neglect for many of these sites, the National 

Park Service (NPS) began to prioritize and systematize 

the inventory and treatment of such properties. One 

major piece of this process is the Cultural Landscape 

Inventory (CLI) program. This paper explores the two 

sets of data generated by CLI in 2003 and 2009 and 

uses a variety of descriptive statistics, supplemented 

by field reconnaissance, to evaluate the inventory of 

cultural landscapes within the fifty-eight national parks. 

Although considerable progress has been made in 

recent years, some shortcomings remain. In particular, 

the CLI methodology in the national parks continues to 

prioritize those sites whose main human component is 

the NPS’s own park-related developments. The program 

has not been as effective in preventing the neglect of 

vernacular landscapes within these properties and 

has disproportionately removed ethnographic cultural 

landscapes from its baseline survey. Ultimately, this 

pattern is likely to skew the record of cultural history 

preserved in the national parks.
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IN MEMoRIAM: EDWARD DURELL SToNE’S CARLSoN 
TERRACE, 1957-2007

With a disproportionate number of his projects 

threatened by demolition or irrevocable alteration, 

Edward Durell Stone’s work has resurfaced as a 

touchstone for assessing American modernism during 

the twentieth century’s middle decades. The University 

of Arkansas’s Carlson Terrace, a housing project 

constructed to accommodate the influx of married 

students who flocked to the campus early in the 

postwar era, figures significantly among these works 

and the challenges they present to those who argue for 

their preservation. 

Built in three phases between 1957 and 1964, the 

complex embodied the aesthetic and economic values 

of the decades when American architects transformed 

modernism to remedy housing shortages and to meet the 

demands of the changing institutions. Designed to provide 

optimal dwelling function in minimal space, the housing 

reflects both Stone’s awareness of European prototypes 

and his own sensibilities, made evident in lesser-known 

affordable housing proposals. Less than fifty years after 

its construction, Carlson Terrace, compromised by 

deteriorating infrastructure and considered obsolete in 

a changing campus housing market, became a target 

for demolition. In 2005, the University of Arkansas Board 

of Trustees sanctioned demolition of the entire complex; 

two year later, Carlson Terrace was razed. Through 

study of the project’s significance within Stone’s oeuvre 

and relative to the larger thrust of the modern movement 

in postwar America, and by examination of the forces 

that led to its destruction, this paper posits why Carlson 

Terrace should have been saved.
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University of Arkansas

Fayetteville, Arkansas 
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In Memoriam: 
Edward Durell Stone’s Carlson Terrace, 1957-2007

ETHEL GOODSTEIN-MURPHREE

In 1938, Life magazine celebrated architect Edward 

Durell Stone (1902-1978) as “the brightest young 

man” in the profession. By that time, Stone, born 

in Fayetteville, Arkansas, had worked his way up the 

ranks of New York’s architectural elite, participating 

through association with Wallace K. Harrison in the 

design of Rockefeller Center (New York, New York, 

1932); attracting the attention of Henry and Clare 

Booth Luce, who commissioned him to design their 

South Carolina retreat, Mempkin Plantation (Monck’s 

Corner, South Carolina, 1937); and in association with 

Phillip Goodwin, designing the Museum of Modern 

Art (New York, New York, 1938-1939). Through these 

projects and a portfolio of houses “guided in one 

way or another by the concepts of the International 

Style” (Ricciotti 1988, 53), Stone filtered the formal 

conventions of modernism that he admired to suit 

the expectations of his clients and the conditions of 

the American suburb during the interwar years. As 

Ricciotti (1988) establishes, Stone’s engagement with 

European modernism was wedded to his appreciation 

of its formal theories of pure architectural volumes 

and liberation from applied ornament.1 Still, never fully 

compelled by modernism’s “machine symbolism” 

(Ricciotti 1988, 55) and indifferent to its utopian 

premises, Stone’s interest in the International Style 

waned. Formality, grandeur, and delicate decorative 

details characterized his buildings of the postwar era, 

setting them apart from the architect’s earlier works. As 

he authored coveted and highly visible projects, like the 

United States Embassy in New Delhi (1954-1958) and 

the United States Pavilion at the Brussels World’s Fair 

(1957), Stone’s practice grew astronomically.2 Although 

influential critics decried his betrayal of modernism, 

Stone remained popular with a mainstream press that 

appreciated his “serene and classic” vocabulary of the 

colonnade, the dome, the screen, and the reflecting 

pool (Architectural Record 1962).3 

Recently, Stone’s work has attracted a very different 

kind of attention. Once topics of critical discourse on the 

progress of the International Style and its subsequent 

demise, all too often now his buildings come to 

light at the center of contentious disputes about the 

preservation of modern architecture. Even in his home 

town, Stone’s work proved vulnerable. In 2005, the 

University of Arkansas Board of Trustees sanctioned 

the demolition of Carlson Terrace (1957-1964), housing 

Stone designed to accommodate the influx of married 

students who flocked to the Fayetteville campus during 

the postwar era (Fig. 1). Stone’s generous arrangement 

of courtyards and low-rise housing units, featuring crisp 

modern lines and showy concrete screens of overlaid 

circles and squares, projected an image that conveyed 

both the postwar university’s progressive aspirations 

and its married students’ desires for up-to-date living 

arrangements (Fig. 2). The appearance of a rendering of 

the project in Architectural Record (1958) underscored 

interest in the new campus housing type; less than 

fifty years later, it was destroyed. Through study of the 

project’s significance within Stone’s oeuvre and the 

larger and diversified thrust of the modern movement 

in postwar America, and by examination of the forces 

that led to its destruction, this paper posits why Carlson 

Terrace should have been saved.

The loss of Carlson Terrace should be viewed in 

the context of other projects by Stone that recently 

have been demolished or barely saved. For example, 

a booming real estate market’s demands for large 

neo-traditional dwellings threatened Stone’s Conger 

Goodyear House (Old Westbury, New York, 1938). This 
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International Style house was saved from destruction in 

2001 (Ivy 2002) by the cooperative efforts of the World 

Monument Fund, the Society for the Preservation 

of Long Island Antiquities, and the Barnett Newman 

Foundation. His Busch Stadium (St. Louis, Missouri, 

1961) was razed to make way for a neo-traditional 

ballpark in 2005; the Christian Science Pavilion 

he produced for the 1964 New York World’s Fair, 

meticulously rebuilt in San Diego, California, in 1966, 

was destroyed forty years later; and the Huntington 

Hartford Museum (popularly known as 2 Columbus 

Circle, New York, New York, 1957), arguably Stone’s 

most controversial building, has been reconceived and 

irrevocably changed by Brad Cloepfil’s 2008 alteration 

to house the Museum of Arts and Design.4 The 

disproportionate number of Stone’s projects that have 

been threatened or destroyed cannot be dismissed 

as a disappointing coincidence. It must be noted, 

moreover, that this trend of demolition involves works 

that date to the era when Stone “gave up a position as 

one of America’s leading advocates of the International 

Style…and he began instead to evolve a personal 

style that was lush and highly decorative” (New York 

GOODSTEIN-MURPHREE E.

Fig. 2. Children playing in walkway between housing units, 
Carlson Terrace, married student housing, University of Arkansas 
at Fayetteville, 1957-1964 (Edward Durell Stone Picture Collection, 
University of Arkansas Campus Scenes, number 1584, Special 
Collections, University of Arkansas Libraries, Fayetteville).

Fig. 1. Perspective rendering, Carlson Terrace, married student housing, University of Arkansas at Fayetteville, 1957-1964 (Edward Durell 
Stone Papers [MC 346], series 6, subseries 1, box 120, folder 2, Special Collections, University of Arkansas Libraries, Fayetteville).
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Times 1978, C10). With little scholarly investigation to 

establish firmly the stature of Stone’s postwar work, 

critical assessments relegate his contribution to “the 

middle ground of history...[buildings] that aren’t 

otherwise great architecture” (Kennicott 2008, M3).5 

In short, Stone’s oeuvre of the recent past does not 

fit comfortably into the chronicle of twentieth-century 

architectural history.  Like many mid-century resources, 

these works lack the broad popular appeal of traditional 

buildings; constructed of modern materials, they 

present unique conservation challenges, and, often 

associated with very ordinary practices of everyday life, 

they hardly fit conventional ideas of “historic” (Shiffer 

1995). All of these factors contributed to the loss of 

Carlson Terrace.

an	aMEriCan	MaChinE	For	MarriEd	studEnt	

liVinG

Carlson Terrace was born of an era when “American 

higher education underwent transformations that 

drastically affected campus planning,” rendering 

the postwar years “one of the most complex periods 

of American campus design” (Turner 1984, 249).   

Figuring significantly among these changes was a 

“silent revolution” incited by the GI Bill of Rights.6 Its 

impact became palpable quickly. Nationwide, colleges 

and universities witnessed astounding growth in the 

fall semester of 1946; slightly more than one million of 

the new students, 71.5% of all males, were veterans 

(Bennett 1996). Equally dramatic was the demand for 

housing to serve this growing population, many of 

whom arrived on campus with wives and children. 

At the University of Arkansas, army barracks of flimsy 

lumber and sheetrock surrounded the football stadium; 

a village of 150 trailers, Camp Neil Martin, popped up to 

the south. Between them, on the southwestern border 

of the campus, stood Camp Leroy Pond, a relentless 

grid of recycled government buildings (Simpson 1990). 

By 1955, with nearly a decade’s wear, the “temporary” 

housing fell into disrepair, while the married student 

population showed no signs of abating.7 To the surprise of 

University of Arkansas administrators, married students 

had proven to be an asset to the university community, 

offering, as Dean of Students William Halladay noted, “a 

maturing influence on its social culture and faring well 

academically” (Halladay 1955). Deeming the situation 

“urgent,” the university secured approval to erect state-

owned permanent housing for as many as one-half of its 

growing population of married students. Still reveling in 

the international attention his design for the University of 

Arkansas Fine Arts Center (1951) (Fig. 3) had attracted, 

the University Board of Trustees offered the commission 

to Stone late in 1955.8 Nearly a year would pass before 

funding was approved, and, in October 1956, the 

GOODSTEIN-MURPHREE E.

Fig. 3. Sculpture Court, 
University of Arkansas Fine 
Arts Center, 1948-1951 
(Edward Durell Stone Papers 
[MC 346], series 6, subseries 
1, Special Collections, 
University of Arkansas 
Libraries, Fayetteville).
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architect’s newly opened Fayetteville office received 

directions to proceed with plans “as rapidly as possible” 

(Carlson 1956). When the fall semester commenced 

in 1957, the transformation of Camp Leroy Pond into 

Carlson Terrace was well underway. 

Like postwar suburban houses, married student 

apartment projects on campuses were a new and 

untested typology. Accordingly, the university embarked 

on a careful study of program requirements and cost 

analyses, querying the United States Office of Higher 

Education and fifteen peer institutions on matters of unit 

size and furnishings, unit costs and amortization, and, all 

important for the unique clientele, student expectations.  

The fruits of the research were presented to Stone 

in a report, “Information and Recommendations for 

Married Student Houses” (Halladay 1955). According 

to it, Carlson Terrace required five hundred to seven 

hundred one- and two-bedroom apartments, arranged 

in one-story buildings, although “space planning and 

architectural arrangement might dictate otherwise.” 

There would be no “efficiency apartments,” for studies 

showed that young couples desired privacy. Moreover, 

Robert M. Jones, Assistant Dean of Students and 

Supervisor of Housing, concluded that efficiency units 

would prove particularly onerous to students in an 

agricultural state, who, unlike their urban peers, were 

used to more spacious living arrangements (Jones 

1955, 1960). Provision of cook stoves, gas refrigerators, 

central heating, and metal Venetian blinds met minimal 

standards for postwar housing, but recommendations 

for telephone outlets, television antennas, and electrical 

outlets powerful enough to handle air-conditioning 

units were consumer-directed signs of the postwar 

times. Together with the “recommendations,” Stone 

received sketches of married student housing under 

construction at Cornell University and the University of 

Wyoming (see Jones 1955).9 The architect, however, 

may have had other precedents in mind.

In addition to producing the elegant residential 

works that figured in his rise to prominence in the 1930s, 

Stone had been a proponent of modernism’s concern 

for the design of the middle-class dwelling.  So too, his 

expedient site plans for military housing, including his 

Pittsburgh War Housing of 1941 and the 1951 Master 

Plan for McGuire Air Force Base, demonstrated the 

architect’s understanding of economical and efficient 

mass housing. This experience would serve him well in 

the design of Carlson Terrace. Like other dormitories of 

its era, Carlson Terrace would be economical, functional, 

and modern, but GI Bill students and their families were 

hardly susceptible to the romanticized Oxbridge model 

of campus life or to more contemporary notions of living/

learning communities aimed at cultivating in students the 

“whole person ideal.” As Architectural Record (1956a; 

1956b) made clear when it included married student 

housing at the University of Michigan and Purdue 

University in its 1956 “multi-family housing” building 

types study, married student housing was not merely 

another set of dormitories. The models of domesticity that 

influenced Stone’s design may be found in the five “ideal 

houses” that he published in the popular press during 

the interwar period.10 For example, in 1936 Collier’s 

magazine commissioned Stone to design “a good place 

to live” for a “man of modest means “ (Flynn 1936). The 

resulting house was flat-roofed and free of ornament, 

with planar white walls pierced by ribbon windows, a 

garage that met the street, and an “entry court” shielded 

by a protective garden wall. Inside, an open-plan living-

dining space offered flexibility and functionalism in 

approximately 1,800 square feet. In harmony with the 

exterior, interior walls were unornamented and painted 

flat white. In the kitchen, state-of-the-art “machines for 

cooking, washing, ironing, mixing and clearing” were 

as essential to attaining efficiency and economy in the 

American home as was the structural steel frame out of 

which the house was to be constructed. Prescriptions 

for “soft and overhead lighting,” “built-in equipment,” 

and “the fullest use of electricity“ set new standards for 

the affordable American home (Flynn 1936, 54-56) and 

established high expectations for the next generation of 

potential homeowners—the same veterans who would 

dwell in Carlson Terrace.

at	hoME	in	Carlson	tErraCE,	1958

For Carlson Terrace, Stone planned a field of twenty-

eight buildings in groups of seven, organized around 

generously planned open areas (Fig. 4). The university 

scaled the project down to fifteen two-story buildings, 

GOODSTEIN-MURPHREE E.
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long, low, horizontal blocks grouped in sets of three, 

but Stone’s original conceptual framework–small 

courtyards lined with apartment entrances connected 

to a great, common courtyard–remained unchanged.  

Then, situated in an undeveloped plain on the far 

southwestern edge of the university (Fig, 5), the 

housing formed a discrete spatial and social organism, 

more closely connected in function to the single-family 

houses that were rising on nearby Markham Hill than 

to the rhythms of undergraduate life on the central 

campus. “Service” courts and parking were relegated 

to the periphery of the scheme, leaving the interior 

“social” courts safe, vehicle free, and visually shielded, 

a nod to the primacy of children in the postwar home 

(Fig. 6). Exterior stairs that served only two second-

floor units enhanced the pseudo-suburban scale and 

carefully calculated hierarchy of public and private 

place that marked the scheme.  

If the rhetoric of the courtyard and a privileged 

community set apart from the larger campus recalled 

the Gothic cloisters of traditional campus plans, 

the connection existed in memory alone.11 The site 

plan evidences the open and ambiguous spatial 

disposition of campus planning touchstones of the era, 

exemplified by Mies van der Rohe’s influential scheme 

for the Illinois Institute of Technology (1938-1940), 

widely recognized as “the epitome of modernism” 

GOODSTEIN-MURPHREE E.

Fig. 6. Courtyard, showing original landscaping, Carlson Terrace, 
married student housing, University of Arkansas at Fayetteville 
1957-1964 (Edward Durell Stone Picture Collection, University 
of Arkansas Campus Scenes, number 1578, Special Collections, 
University of Arkansas Libraries, Fayetteville).

Fig. 4. Rendering, birdseed view, Carlson Terrace, married student housing, University 
of Arkansas at Fayetteville, 1957-1964 (Edward Durell Stone Papers [MC 346], series 
6, subseries 1, box 120, folder 2, Special Collections, University of Arkansas Libraries, 
Fayetteville).

Fig. 5. University of Arkansas campus 
map (1959), showing the location of 
Carlson Terrace, married student housing, 
University of Arkansas at Fayetteville, 
1957-1964 (indicated within the dash-
lined circle) relative to the historic campus 
core to the north (above). Phase 1, then 
recently completed appears in figures; 
planned additions to the complex appear 
in dotted lines (Campus Maps Collection, 
Special Collections, University of Arkansas 
Libraries, Fayetteville).
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(Turner 1984, 251). Carlson Terrace also shares the 

sensibilities of William Wurster’s Escondido Village, a 

housing complex for Stanford University completed 

the same year, a community of low-rise buildings 

casually placed in a park-like setting and reminiscent 

of the ideals of Le Corbusier (Joncas, Neuman, and 

Turner 2006, 117). Among the many campus plans that 

appeared in this period of expansion, Eliel and Eero 

Saarinen’s designs for Antioch College (1944-1947), 

Brandeis University (1949-1952; see Pelkonen and 

Albrect 2006, 314-315), and Drake University (1945-

1957, see Architectural Record 1947) offer models 

of planning that may well have influenced Carlson 

Terrace.12 In particular, Eero Saarinen’s master plan 

for Brandeis, published in a promotional brochure, A 

Foundation for Learning (1949, revised 1950), reveals 

picturesque groupings of dormitories around a large 

central open space with no dominant axis. Like the 

courtyards of Stone’s ensemble in Arkansas, they can 

be understood as distinct quadrangles, ordered in a 

self-consciously “American” modern style, responsive 

to both the character of regional landscapes and the 

desires of a growing and competitive market of married 

students. Carlson Terrace’s relationship to this evolution 

of campus planning is intrinsic to the architectural 

historical significance of the project.

Similarly, more than a generation removed from 

formative housing prototypes by Le Corbusier and 

Alvar Aalto that once had influenced him, Stone’s 

plans for the Carlson Terrace apartment units negotiate 

modern demands for optimal dwelling function in 

minimal space, adjusted to suit postwar mores about 

middle-class American dwellings. The 664-square-foot 

two-bedroom apartments (Figs. 7, 8) featured open-

plan living/dining arrangements that echoed the floor 

plans of the era’s Levitt and Lustron houses. Sliding 

GOODSTEIN-MURPHREE E.

Fig. 8. Typical apartment unit, published in “Announcing 
Opening of the New Married Student Apartments,” Carlson 
Terrace, married student housing, University of Arkansas 
at Fayetteville, 1957-1964 (Edward Durell Stone Carlson 
Terrace Vertical File, Special Collections, University of 
Arkansas Libraries, Fayetteville).

Fig. 7. Typical first- and second-floor plans, published in “Announcing 
Opening of the New Married Student Apartments,” Carlson Terrace, married 
student housing, University of Arkansas at Fayetteville, 1957-1964 (Edward 
Durell Stone Carlson Terrace Vertical File, Special Collections, University of 
Arkansas Libraries, Fayetteville).
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glass doors connected them to airy porches that gave 

the illusion of an expansive and elegant living area 

(Fig. 9), and narrow terraces drew the tightly planned 

bedrooms into the modern delight of open space. 

Exposed concrete block walls and polished concrete 

floors brought utilitarian materials into every room of 

this new domestic sphere (Fig. 10). Space-saving 60-

inch-long factory-assembled units tucked behind sliding 

bamboo screens comprised the kitchens. The gracious 

spatial arrangements recalled ideas explored in the 

plans of Stone’s “house for a man of modest means,” 

but the faintly industrial aesthetic of the interiors made 

sense in light of “new” modern trends, made palpable 

in the Case Study House program (1945-1966), as well 

as other celebrated housing competitions, museum 

exhibitions, and shelter magazines that promoted 

cheap and easy, yet high quality, construction as a 

remedy to the postwar housing shortage (see Smith 

1989).13

In elevation, however, Stone produced syntax 

for dwelling that at once celebrated and denied 

the orthodoxy of high modernism. The cadence of 

concrete block bearing walls articulated to denote 

entrance, the repetitive projection of balconies, and the 

geometry of concrete trellises that extend the trajectory 

of flat roofs beyond the building line made apparent 

the structural logic of Carlson Terrace’s concrete 

frame construction (Fig. 11).14 The recurring concrete 

screen that dominated the façade, in contrast, revealed 

the architect’s evolving critique of modernism’s stark 

aesthetic (Fig. 12). Stone had introduced the grille in 

his United States Embassy in India, basing its design 

on the windows of the Alhambra and the Red Fort. 

In that case, respected critics condemned the grilles 

as superficial decoration (Scully 1962, 36; Jacobus 

1966, 152), but, as Carlson Terrace demonstrates, the 

screen didn’t stay in New Delhi. Stone advocated its 

application as an intelligent alternative to the “glassy, 

contemporary style of dormitories,” that, to his mind, 

had no place in the South (Architectural Record 1958, 

186). For the married student housing, in addition to 

shielding the outdoor areas from direct sunlight while 

allowing breezes to circulate, the grilles afforded privacy 

to the terraces they concealed, another compromise 

between the density of mass housing and the desires 

Fig. 10. Typical bedroom, Carlson Terrace, married student 
housing, University of Arkansas at Fayetteville, 1957-1964 (Edward 
Durell Stone Picture Collection, University of Arkansas Campus 
Scenes, number 1568, Special Collections, University of Arkansas 
Libraries, Fayetteville).

Fig. 9. Typical balcony viewed from living room, Carlson Terrace, 
married student housing, University of Arkansas at Fayetteville, 
1957-1964 (Edward Durell Stone Picture Collection, University of 
Arkansas Campus Scenes, number 1569, Special Collections, 
University of Arkansas Libraries, Fayetteville).
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of the suburbs (Stone 1962, 196). Still, the screens 

were self-consciously decorative, assuring that Carlson 

Terrace would have none of the institutional atmosphere 

of public housing, which Architectural Record (1956a, 

190) feared “could easily creep” into such a large 

project. Remarkably, the signature grillework remained 

a source of identity for those who lived in Carlson 

Terrace, including recent residents who praised the 

“cool” screens “because you can appreciate seeing 

out and no one sees in” (Sabin 2005, 6). 

In preparation for the opening of its married student 

housing in fall 1958, the university marketed Carlson 

Terrace and its architect with pride, extolling Stone’s 

“special talent for combining practical usefulness 

with attractive appearance at the lowest possible 

cost” (University of Arkansas Division of Housing 

1958). Promotional brochures branded the housing 

“comfortable, convenient, and strikingly beautiful” 

(University of Arkansas Division of Housing 1958).15 

The local press concurred, declaring that, in Carlson 

Terrace’s ”functionalism, attractiveness, and low cost” the 

university had taken “a great step forward” by assuring 

that its married students would have an appropriate 

place to live while completing their educations (Patrick 

1959, 3).16 Following the completion of the pilot group 

of houses, Carlson Terrace grew with one hundred 

additional units in 1960. One hundred more apartments 

opened in 1964, bringing the complex to the proportions 

that the architect initially had envisioned, but by that 

time, Stone had very little connection with the project.  

Construction of the third phase of Carlson Terrace again 

was supervised by his trusted colleague Ernest Jacks, 

but with the association of Little Rock architects Ehrhart, 

Eichenbaum, Rauch and Blass. Although residents 

of the original housing voiced complaints about the 

apartments’ tight spaces and the challenges of cleaning 

their compact kitchens (Brittenum 2009), balancing 

the ambitions of Stone’s design with the university’s 

small budget left little room for improvement. University 

officials were aware of residents’ worries about the 

first Carlson Terrace apartments, however, and fifty-

four items of concern, documented in a list complied 

by Supervisor of Housing Robert Jones (1958), were 

addressed in the second phase of construction. None of 

the modifications, however, interfered with the harmony 

and stylistic continuity of Stone’s original conception of 

the housing scheme.17 Even while curtain-walled high 

rise dormitories for traditional students rose closer to 

the central campus (Humphries Hall, 1962; Yokum 

Hall, 1963; and Hotz Hall, 1964, all by the Fort Smith, 

GOODSTEIN-MURPHREE E.

Fig. 11. Typical entry elevation, Carlson Terrace, married student housing, 
University of Arkansas at Fayetteville, 1957-1964 (Edward Durell Stone Picture 
Collection, University of Arkansas Campus Scenes, number 1759, Special 
Collections, University of Arkansas Libraries, Fayetteville).

Fig. 12. Detail, concrete grille, screen wall, Carlson 
Terrace, married student housing, University of 
Arkansas at Fayetteville, 1957-1964, Edward Durell 
Stone (Photograph by author).
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Arkansas, firm Mott, Mobley, and Horstman) and new 

exemplars of married student housing appeared at 

eastern universities, including Paul Rudolph’s Mansfield 

Street Graduate Student Housing at Yale (New Haven, 

1960-1961) and Jose Lluis Sert’s Peabody Terrace for 

Harvard (Cambridge, 1961-1964), no evidence suggests 

that by 1964, the then seven-year-old Carlson Terrace 

scheme was perceived as dated (see Arkansas Alumnus 

1963). For Arkansas GI Bill students and the couples that 

followed them in the 1960s, it would be remembered as 

a fashionable and functional dwelling, where, according 

to the recollections of Fayetteville residents who visited 

the apartments frequently (Jansma 2007) and the 

memories of children of its residents, now grown (Kirby 

2009), a true sense of community blossomed.18

Carlson	tErraCE	rEVisitEd,	2005

As Carlson Terrace neared the fiftieth anniversary of 

its construction, it was rare to hear praise for its time-

tied, mid-century-modern,style.19 To the eyes of some 

twenty-first-century students, Stone’s design, the 

product of a now-distant and different era, simply was 

not very attractive; but for the few married couples, 

graduate students, international students, and non-

traditional students who sought an alternative to chaotic 

undergraduate dormitories, the architecture continued 

to deliver the postwar era’s promises of economy and 

efficiency (see Park 2007b; Johnson 2007; Bednar 

2010). The reflections of a resident who had lived in the 

aging Carlson Terrace with her young children afford an 

intimate glimpse at its lasting success as a community:

As I began to know the grandmother from 

China next door, who cooked wonderful 

meals for her son in graduate school and 

the other international students and young 

families, I began to appreciate the milieu 

afforded by this unique form of housing....

The cool, cement stamped floors were easy 

to clean and a deep pretty red. The cement 

latticework on the outside of the building 

shielded our living quarters from afternoon 

sun, and the sliding glass doors provided a 

wonderful breezeway. The grassy courtyard 

enclosed by the buildings provided a safe 

area for children to play and parents to 

congregate. The Carlson Terrace living 

experience was function in its highest form 

(Barton 2007). 

Newspaper articles describing residents practicing Tai 

Chi (Blanchard 1999) and candid snapshots capturing 

a youngster tossing fallen leaves in the air (Thompson 

1999) spoke to the vitality of its outdoor spaces, but 

closer inspection of the buildings revealed that Carlson 

Terrace was falling into disrepair. 

Aging roofs, rusting curtain walls barely hidden by 

the concrete screens that shaded them, and crumbling 

masonry slabs compromised the integrity of the 

buildings. Spawling blocks indicated how freeze-thaw 

cycles had taken a toll on the concrete masonry units 

that comprised bearing and retaining walls. A patchwork 

of mismatched concrete blocks and an assortment of 

replacement grilles that differed visibly from those of 

Stone’s original design revealed that repairs to Carlson 

Terrace, at best, had been haphazard. Landscape 

features, including large bowl planters and terraced 

community gardens, had been lost. Inside, white paint 

had covered the bamboo screens and earth colors 

Stone specified to warm his concrete-block walls.  

More recently, damage caused by failing sewage 

systems rendered some units uninhabitable. In the 

absence of any significant effort to enforce a program of 

cyclical maintenance for Carlson Terrace, even Stone’s 

signature concrete grilles, stained with grime and rust, 

had been allowed to spoil (Fig. 13).
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Fig. 13. View of typical 
apartment unit in 2006, 
showing deterioration of 
Stone’s signature concrete 
grilles, Carlson Terrace, 
married student housing, 
University of Arkansas at 
Fayetteville, 1957-1964, 
Edward Durell Stone 
(Photograph by author).
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As Susan MacDonald’s study of the challenges 

of conserving modern building materials points out 

(2009), the perception that they were intended to have 

a limited life span “has not been helpful.” Constructed 

quickly and economically in an era when housing was 

not often planned to last, the deterioration of modern 

buildings was not unusual. But Stone had not set out 

to create a throwaway architecture.20 Project architect 

Ernest Jacks, who oversaw the construction of Carlson 

Terrace believed: “We had done them pretty well and 

we did not design them for short-term use” (Jacks 

cited in Sabin 2005, 6).21 Further, Jacks rued that the 

university never adequately maintained the buildings. 

Whether the failure to establish a cyclical maintenance 

plan for Carlson Terrace was simply a scenario of 

demolition by neglect or the result of a naïve belief that 

modern materials would not age is unclear. Either way, 

the University of Arkansas simply let Carlson Terrace 

go. 

By spring 2005, cost estimates for rehabilitating 

the housing ranged from one million to five million 

dollars (Sabin 2005; Branam 2005a). Even at those 

prices, university administrators claimed, Carlson 

Terrace barely would meet contemporary standards 

in a student market that expected far more from 

its housing than minimal, albeit functional, spaces 

contained in four concrete block walls.22 There were, 

however, competing arguments to be made. A study 

of Carlson Terrace by the University of Arkansas 

Community Design Center recommended design 

strategies to “position Carlson Terrace as an option of 

choice in the university’s housing portfolio” (2005, 43). 

Furthermore, revitalization efforts on other campuses 

proved that the demands of renovating, maintaining, 

and updating mid-century modern dormitories without 

compromising the integrity of their historic fabric were 

not insurmountable.

Precedent-setting renovation of Alvar Aalto’s 

Baker House (1946-1949, Perry Dean Rogers, 

renovation architects, 1998-1999) confronted 

strategies for maintaining the authenticity of 

the design while sympathetically integrating 

contemporary technologies into its reinforced 

concrete structure (Fixler 2001). At Drake University, 

Eero Saarinen’s Women’s Dormitory (1953) was 

renewed with meticulous study of how to repair flaws 

in its system of structure and skin without changing 

the aesthetic of the building (Whitehead 2009). 

The renovation of Peabody Terrace, (Bruner Cott 

& Associates, renovation architects, 1993-1996), a 

complex that shared both Carlson’s Terrace’s history 

of deferred maintenance and its stigma of failing 

to age gracefully, also offered pertinent strategies. 

While treating exterior repairs to the concrete 

envelope and replacement of original windows as 

a preservation project, on the interior, apartments 

were redesigned and building systems upgraded 

(Progressive Architecture 1996). Similar to the ethos 

of preservation that governed the program of work 

at Peabody Terrace, the University of Arkansas 

Community Design Center approached Carlson 

Terrace with a liberal philosophy of renovation (2005). 

Seeking solutions that would “enrich and expand” 

Stone’s work, selective removal of sections of the 

concrete grille was proposed together with redesign 

of the housing units into two-story lofts. While the 

strategy of rehabilitation would not have preserved 

every original element of the housing, the scale, 

sense of place, and essential character of Stone’s 

late-modern aesthetic would have endured. No 

action was taken on the recommendations.23 Carlson 

Terrace could have been transformed at considerably 

less cost than was required to replace it. Instead, it 

became a disposable commodity. Cost estimates for 

saving Carlson Terrace ranged from one million to five 

million dollars. The dormitories in which displaced 

students were promised housing were budgeted at 

approximately seventy-four million dollars. Those 

facilities, the Duncan Avenue Apartments, (Little 

Diversified Architectural Consulting with Allison 

Architects, 2008), built in a traditional rowhouse style, 

however, do not accommodate married students.24  

In July 2002, the Chronicle of Higher Education 

cautioned: “Say the word preservation around top 

college administrators and many go rigid with fear” 

(Biemiller 2002, A24). No such fear was in evidence 

when on June 3, 2005, the University of Arkansas 

Board of Trustees responded to a request to remove 

five units of Carlson Terrace with a unanimous vote 

authorizing demolition of the entire complex. With the 
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speedy elimination of one-third of Stone’s design and 

the subsequent bulldozing of its remaining sections 

less than two years later, Fayetteville, Arkansas, and 

its flagship university joined the dialogue of a growing 

debate in American cities: What are we to do with our 

architecture of the mid-century?

This was not the first time that Carlson Terrace had 

been targeted for elimination. In 1991, when the oldest 

of the apartments were a mere thirty-three years old, 

university officials considered demolishing the complex 

to make way for a new basketball arena. As rumors of 

its imminent destruction circulated, Carlson Terrace 

residents, then a community of graduate students, 

teaching assistants, and international students from 

thirty-two countries, rallied in protest (Arkansas 

Democrat Gazette 1991). Faced with a petition signed 

by approximately half of its residents, the university 

spared the housing, but the location of the Bud 

Walton Arena to the immediate north dramatically 

altered its once bucolic setting. Before long, campus 

planners designated the area “Athletic Valley.” The 

matter of Carlson Terrace surfaced again five years 

later when the university initiated a master-planning 

process. Preservation of campus architecture of the 

recent past hardly figured in the deliberations of the 

Heritage Resource Group, one of many focus panels 

created to collect public input.25 The resulting 1998 

Campus Master Plan (Fig. 14) did sanction removal of 

the five units on Carlson’s southwest perimeter, but it 

tacitly endorsed keeping the remainder of the housing 

(Sasaki et al. 1998). Campus planning, however, is 

not always an uncontested product of coherent, long-

term design initiatives. A plethora of influences, from 

budget constraints and changing internal politics and 

priorities to ever-evolving ideals in higher education 

and the caprices of popular taste that define “good 

architecture,” can amend the soundest of campus 

plans. And, for Carlson Terrace, they did.

Environmental concerns hastened the demolition, 

in the summer of 2005, of the first five units of Carlson 

Terrace.26 Urban growth on campus and in the 

surrounding community put untoward stress on the 

watershed system, the College Branch tributary, that 

runs through the Carlson Terrace site. A tradeoff of less 

than one-third of the housing to improve the ecological 

balance was not an unthinkable compromise, but once 

liberated of the housing, the site was not reborn as a 

model of ecological engineering. The laudable goal 
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Fig. 14. Illustrative plan, University of Arkansas Campus Master 
Plan (1998), with inset map of original Carlson Terrace site plan 
(lower right). The master plan shows Carlson Terrace as it would 
have appeared following the then-proposed demolition of five 
housing units in the southwest section of the complex. The tree line 
that extends diagonally across the site follows the College Branch 
Tributary system (Courtesy of Facilities Management Planning 
Group, University Arkansas at Fayetteville).
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of reclaiming green space as part of a comprehensive 

watershed-management plan merely produced a 

nondescript park, a banal landscape conceived in 

large part to accommodate tailgating parties. The 

design failed to address concerns raised by the 

University of Arkansas Community Design Center that 

investigated the watershed system and its ramifications 

in Campus Hydroscapes, a 2005 planning study, and 

the Environmental Protection Agency that funded the 

study with the oversight of Audubon Arkansas. It was 

not long before another project was on the boards 

for construction in Athletic Valley, a woman’s softball 

facility, requiring the destruction of an additional six 

units of Carlson Terrace. Mindful of this development 

and frustrated by a series of sewage-system failures, 

University Housing accelerated its plans to “phase out” 

Carlson Terrace by 2010, a timeframe that would have 

permitted reflection and reassessment.27 Residents 

were ordered to vacate the housing at the end of the 

spring 2007 semester; demolition followed that summer 

(see Birdsell 2007; Park 2007b). 

Carlson	 tErraCE	 lost:	 Mid-CEntury	

ModErnisM	 and	 thE	 twEnty-First-CEntury	

CaMpus

Efforts to save Carlson Terrace had been taking root 

quietly through the leadership of the Washington 

County Preservation Society since the Board of 

Trustees announced its decision in 2005 (see 

Masterson 2005), but with the public statement 

that the last extant units of the housing would be 

destroyed two years later, the plight of Carlson 

Terrace garnered statewide and national attention. 

The Historic Preservation Alliance of Arkansas, the 

state’s non-profit advocacy organization, placed 

Carlson Terrace on its annual list of “Most Endangered 

Properties.” The National Trust Southwest Region 

Office chimed in, offering adaptive use strategies, 

planning grants, and low-interest loans and urged 

the university to explore alternatives to the proposed 

demolition of “these icons of the recent past” 

(Carey 2007). Both the Recent Past Preservation 

Network and the National Trust’s Preservation Nation 

(Foster 2007) followed the situation closely on their 

websites. Despite the attention, there would be no 

determination of eligibility from the Arkansas State 

Historic Preservation Office, which rigidly applied the 

“fifty year“ rule that “ordinarily” excludes properties 

that have achieved significance in the past fifty years 

from inclusion on the National Register (see Sherfy 

and Luce 1979, rev. 1998). Few in the preservation 

community were cheered by the University of Arkansas 

Facility Management Planning Group’s investment 

in a historic “recordation” of Carlson Terrace (SCM 

Architects 2007; Park 2007a; Van Horn 2007), and 

rumors that a single unit of the complex would be 

saved as a didactic example faded quickly.

Inevitably, perhaps, advocates for the preservation 

of the building (Sabin 2005; Carey 2007; Foster 2007) 

cast consideration of Carlson Terrace in the context of 

the 2 Columbus Circle controversy, but, in this case, 

the arguments were embellished with innuendos that 

there was something inherently and unusually wrong 

with Stone’s home town and the university he had 

once attended, deciding to eliminate the housing. 

As Devin Colman, vice president of the Recent Past 

Preservation Network, wrote: “To me, this seems to 

be a sort of ‘academic cannibalism,’ consuming and 

destroying the work…while at the same time lauding 

his great achievements in the field of architecture 

with a plaque and an archive” (cited in Foster 2007).28 

Struggling to make the case for preserving a complex 

of buildings considered too new to be historic by some 

and too obsolete to be rescued by others, supporters 

of the preservation of Carlson Terrace built their case 

on the celebrity of its architect, Edward Durell Stone. 

As the history of Carlson Terrace demonstrates, there 

were more convincing arguments of architectural and 

cultural significance to be made. An innovative hybrid of 

the affordable house and the college dormitory–a new 

building type conceived to meet the changing needs and 

aspirations of the postwar university–Carlson Terrace 

was without peer on the University of Arkansas campus 

at the time of its construction. So, too, in the practical 

program of married student housing, with the concrete 

grilles that he had introduced in the public spectacle 

of the United States Embassy in New Delhi, Stone 

reintroduced ornament, one of modern architecture’s 
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taboos. Carlson Terrace was a worthy representative 

of how the blending of classical traditions with 

contemporary materials and space that had become a 

signature of his monumental late works also influenced 

Stone’s approach to houses and housing.

At the same time that Carlson Terrace’s fate 

was being deliberated in Arkansas, the Chronicle 

for Higher Education explored the dilemma of 

preserving buildings of the recent past, observing 

that “the regard for and treatment of midcentury 

buildings on campuses has been, and continues to 

be, widely divergent” (Bzdak 2007). Both sides of the 

polarizing debate on whether modern architecture 

was to be venerated or held in contempt unfolded 

simultaneously at Princeton University. In 2002, 

Minoru Yamasaki’s Robertson Hall (1966), recognized 

as one of the university’s “most distinctive structures 

of the recent past,” was restored and expanded below 

ground to preserve its stripped classical grandeur 

(Bzdak 2007, B23). In contrast, Butler College’s five 

mid-century dormitories designed by Hugh Stubbins 

in 1964, characterized by their strident brutalist 

geometry and built of dark brick that differed from the 

material palette of Princeton’s traditional dormitories, 

were razed in 2007. According to university architect 

John Hlafter, “historically, [Butler College dormitories] 

have not been as well liked by Princetonians as the 

Collegiate Gothic dormitories constructed early in 

the 20th century…some of the design elements just 

feel wrong in a dormitory setting” (see Stevens 2006). 

Although the university considered renovating the 

structures, doing so would have been as costly as 

replacing them, and the longstanding unpopularity 

of the buildings influenced the decision to tear them 

down (Wasley 2007).29

The power of campus taste was equally 

conspicuous at Arkansas, but the dividing lines of the 

preservation debate were more clearly drawn. Soon 

after the Board of Trustees authorized the demolition 

of Carlson Terrace, the University of Arkansas 

announced the completion of its “Campaign for the 

21st Century,” a fund-raising endeavor that brought 

more than one billion dollars to the school. A flurry 

of new building and a rash of rehabilitation of its 

better loved, traditional built works followed.30 The 

collegiate Gothic Chemistry Building (Wittenberg & 

Delony, 1935) was renovated and restored (Witsell 

Evans Rasco, renovation architects, 2007); the late-

Gothic-inspired loggia of Memorial Hall (Haralson & 

Mott with Mann & Wanger, 1940), a structure of the 

same era that had once been the Student Union, was 

carefully rebuilt (Clements & Associates, renovation 

architects, 2008); and the Second-Empire-style Old 

Main (John Van Osdell, 1875), the oldest building on 

campus and the subject of a full rehabilitation in 1989, 

received necessary repairs to its brick walls, roof, and 

Mansard-capped towers (SCM Architects, renovation 

architects, 2008). While Carlson Terrace suffered 

circumstances that all too often threaten the continued 

existence of buildings of the postwar era–impermanent 

construction and perceived functional obsolescence, 

it was, in the end, a victim of aesthetic prejudices in a 

campus community where the traditional architectural 

styles of the first half of the twentieth century were 

more beloved than mid-century expressions of a more 

recent past. Rather than recognizing the architectural 

and cultural cachet of Carlson Terrace in the context of 

the historic period that produced it, the buildings were 

understood only as part of a current campus culture 

that preferred its housing built of brick and crowned 

with pitched roofs. As the case of Carlson Terrace 

demonstrates, the long-recognized challenges of 

preserving buildings of the recent past (see Longstreth 

1991; Schiffer 1995) resonate on university campuses 

where, perhaps remarkably, modern dormitories fail to 

fit either conventional notions of “historic” or market-

driven ideals of “contemporary,” presenting tangible 

obstacles to their preservation.

Perhaps sobered by the loss of Carlson Terrace, 

the University of Arkansas sought and received a 

Getty Foundation Campus Heritage Grant to support 

the development of a historic preservation master 

plan in the fall of 2007 (Ruby et al. 2009). To date, the 

most visible achievement of the Campus Preservation 

Master Plan has been the National Register listing of 

the “University of Arkansas Campus Historic District” 

in October 2009. Of the fifteen buildings and five 

landscape areas designated in the district, only one 

structure is a mid-century-modern monument, Edward 

Durell Stone’s Fine Arts Center.31
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in	MEMoriaM

Long before campus planners applied the cliché “Bilbao 

effect” to describe what happens when “a client hires a 

megastar architect to do a one-of-a-kind building in the 

belief that the building’s star power itself might change 

its institution for the better” (Samson 2006, B17), the 

University of Arkansas retained Edward Durell Stone 

to design Carlson Terrace. Although a controversial 

figure, Stone was a celebrated and skilled designer, 

and the married student housing he created embodied 

the aspirations of the postwar era, when American 

universities united their educational missions with a 

new social and architectural impetus (see Muthesius 

2000, chapter 1). Carlson Terrace and its late-modern 

style represented an era when insular cloisters and 

nostalgic spires had ceased to be the right language 

for the cultural powerhouses that American universities 

were poised to become. It was meant to change the 

campus.

The planning strategies of Carlson Terrace 

supported a special model of community life, designed 

to serve veterans and their families by providing a 

domestic enclave in the midst of a postwar campus, a 

place increasingly understood as a “military-industrial-

academic complex.” Even as eviction notices were 

posted on their doors, a different and more diverse 

cohort of students voiced their appreciation of Carlson 

Terrace as a desirable and affordable option in an 

increasingly expensive campus housing market. The 

functional features and thoughtful site planning that 

made the housing attractive nearly fifty years before 

had endured in spite of rusting curtain walls and aging 

concrete slabs. By eliminating Carlson Terrace instead 

of preserving it through infrastructural corrections 

and sensitive renovation, the university missed an 

opportunity to extend the discourse on its significance 

across generations.32

When GI Bill students took up residence in Carlson 

Terrace, it was a symbol of progressive architectural 

design on campus and a tangible, physical record of 

the ideologies, values, and educational philosophies 

that controlled the institution’s development.33 Its 

demolition, approximately one-half century later, 

provides an equally potent expression of the value 

systems that influence the struggles of contemporary 

campuses to objectively evaluate and productively 

reuse the resources of the recent past.   
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EndnotEs

Stone gleaned this understanding from his travels abroad 
in the late 1920s and, especially, from the representations 
of International Style buildings in the Museum of Modern 
Art’s “Modern Architecture: International Exhibition” (1932), 
curated by Henry-Russell Hitchcock and Philip Johnson. He 
(1962, 30-31) later wrote of the show, “I know of no single 
event which so profoundly influenced the architecture of the 
twentieth century.” Apparently eager to be associated with the 
new architecture, Stone (1962, 42) asserted that his Mandel 
House (Bedford Hills, New York, 1933-1935) was “the first 
house in the East in the International Style.”    
For the United States Embassy in India, see Loeffler (1998) 
and United States Information Service (1958); for the pavilion 
at Brussels, see Haddow (1994) and Devos and De Kooning 
(2006). In addition, Stone attained popular recognition rarely 
achieved by American architects through his appearance on a 
Time magazine cover (1958) and an interview on the Edward R. 
Murrow television show “Person to Person” (February 7, 1958).
The commentaries of New York Times architecture critic Ada 
Louise Huxtable (1964, 1986, 2008) figure significantly in 
framing the discourse on Stone’s postwar works. Peter Blake 
(1968) took care to distinguish the “pre-1940 Ed Stone …in 
the history books of modern architecture” from Edward Durell 
Stone, as the architect became known in the postwar years, 
and his buildings of the 1950s and 1960s. For a scholarly 
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critique of Stone, see Jacobus (1966, 150-153) and Scully 
(1962, 36). Tom Wolfe (1981, 85-92) also addresses the 
popular perception of Stone’s fall from favor in New York 
architectural circles.  
Other buildings by Stone threatened by destruction or 
alteration include the Stanford University Medical Center, 
begun in 1955 and currently endangered by development, 
and the North Carolina State Legislative Building, completed 
in 1963, where the original concrete screen walls that had 
distinguished the Senate Chamber were replaced by a neo-
traditional wood wainscot. 
Stone’s 1962 autobiography, Evolution of An Architect, and 
his later, arguably self-promotional work Edward Durell Stone: 
Recent and Future Architecture, remain the most comprehensive 
treatments of the architect’s career. Recent dissertations 
by Mary Anne Hunting (2007) and Jeffrey D. Lieber (2008) 
extend the body of literature about the architect by situating 
Stone’s contributions in the larger context of American cultural 
history. A memoir, “The Elegant Bohemian,” written in 2004 by 
Ernest Jacks, a former student of Stone’s who worked in the 
architect’s offices in New York, Palo Alto, and Fayetteville for 
nearly ten years, remains unpublished. Benjamin Hicks Stone, 
the architect’s youngest son, is preparing a monograph on his 
father’s work for Rizzoli. A comprehensive collection of Stone’s 
personal and office papers, as well as project construction 
documents, is archived in the Edward Durell Stone Papers, 
Special Collections, University of Arkansas Libraries.  
Popularly known as the GI Bill, the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944 was seen as “a genuine attempt to 
thwart a looming social and economic crisis” when “millions 
of veterans from World War II” returned home. The first 
provision of the bill addressed education, giving “servicemen 
and women the opportunity of resuming their education or 
technical training after discharge, or of taking a refresher 
or retrainer course, not only without tuition charge up to 
$500 per school year, but with the right to receive a monthly 
living allowance while pursuing their studies” (United States 
Department of Veterans Affairs).
According to University of Arkansas Supervisor of Housing 
Robert M. Jones (1960), in 1955, 775 married students 
attended the University of Arkansas, comprising 17% of its 
population. Of them, 250 lived in university housing; 205 
of whom were veterans. An additional 125 applicants who 
desired university accommodations were on waiting lists. At 
the same time, federal reports predicted that the number of 
married students would double by 1970. 
Stone, a native Arkansan, a lifelong friend of Senator J. William 
Fulbright, and a frequent contributor as guest critic and visiting 
professor to the still new University of Arkansas Division of 
Architecture, was a politically savvy choice to design the 
married student housing. By the time he was retained for 
Carlson Terrace, his University of Arkansas Fine Arts Center 
had been praised widely in the professional and popular press, 
including articles in Domus (December 1952, “Un Academie 
Americana,” 19), L’architecture d’aujourd’hui (November 
1952,“ Faculté des Beaux-Arts, Fayetteville, Arkansas,” 84-
86), Architectural Review (September 1952, “Arts Centre in 
Arkansas,” 158-159), Architectural Record (June 1950, “Art 
Center Emphasizes Teaching,” 130-132), Life (May 18,1953, 

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

“New Art Center in Arkansas,” 148), and Mademoiselle (June 
1956, “Arkansas Wears Leotards: Fine Arts Center,” 94-95).
This memorandum reports on a telephone conversation 
between Jones and George C. Decker, Chief, Educational 
Advisory Service, College Housing Loan Program.  The 
conversation suggests that University of Arkansas officials 
were very eager to learn how other campuses were solving the 
married student housing problem. In addition to the references 
to Cornell and Wyoming, Decker pointed out architectural 
precedents at the University of Central Michigan, University 
of Western Michigan, University of Colorado, University of 
Missouri, University of Kentucky, and Kansas State University.
In addition to the 1936 Colliers house for a “man of modest 
means,” Stone designed for the magazine the “Colliers 
Weekend House” in 1938, and, in 1940, the “Colliers House 
of Ideas.” Other single-family house prototypes of the interwar 
period include his 1937 “Ladies Home Journal Magazine 
House” and the “Ramsey House,” a house commissioned by 
Life in 1938 to serve a family with a $2,000-per-year income. 
In the postwar years, Stone continued to publish prototypes in 
the popular press, including, for Good Housekeeping, “House 
for Modern” in 1946, “Big Little House,” in 1949, and “House 
for the Fifties” in 1950. Another Ladies Home Journal “House” 
appeared in 1946, and Life featured his “Row Houses” in 
1958.
During the interwar years, the university had articulated such a 
traditional campus plan. In 1925, St. Louis architects Jamieson 
and Spearl produced for the University of Arkansas a long-
range campus plan, composed of Gothic buildings arranged 
purposefully around academic quadrangles, appearing to be 
part college, part monastery. To the far west of the formally 
arranged campus, a football oval signified the expanding role 
of athletics in American college life. The plan guided building 
through the interwar years.
There is good reason to speculate that Stone would have 
kept abreast of the work of Eero Saarinen. Their friendship 
is established in the Time magazine profile of Stone (1958), 
in Blake (1968), and in correspondence between the two 
architects in Stone’s papers archived in the University of 
Arkansas Library, Special Collections.
Apparently, Stone considered himself a participant in the 
evolving discourse on the postwar house, and it is worth 
considering Carlson Terrace in that context. He handily 
modified its organization in the design of the speculative 
Row Houses project, proposed as an alternative to sprawling 
suburban subdivision houses and published in Life magazine 
(July 1958), the same year that Carlson Terrace opened. Where 
Carlson Terrace engaged bars of housing around a common 
court, the Row Houses present a U-shaped arrangement of 
attached houses around three sides of a courtyard; the fourth 
side creates a formal entry articulated with Stone’s ubiquitous 
screen wall. Necessarily, the Row Houses offered luxuries 
unseen in the married student housing, but they embraced 
the efficient galley kitchen and moveable screens that were 
amenities in Carlson Terrace. As in Carlson Terrace, the 
architect opened living and dining areas to each other and 
to the outside, utilizing sliding glass doors to unite the interior 
with a walled, paved patio–a generous analog to the student 
housing’s terraces.       
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According to project architect Ernest Jacks (quoted in Park 
2007b): “The structural system was sort of the washboard for 
the whole thing.”
The same language reappears in an assessment of Carlson 
Terrace written for College and University Business (Jones 
1960, 29).
As his practice continued to flourish in the early 1960s, Stone 
designed more university housing. His Men’s Dormitories at 
the University of South Carolina (1958-1965, in association 
with G. Thomas Harmon) share Carlson Terrace’s signature 
grille, and, regrettably, its legacy of demolition. Two of 
these buildings were torn down in 1996; the four remaining 
structures were razed in 2007. Housing was included in his 
expansive academic village for the State University of New 
York at Albany (1961-1968). Neither of these projects engaged 
the sensibilities of site and scale that distinguished his married 
student housing for Arkansas.
For detailed documentation of each phase of the construction, 
see the Carlson Terrace recordation report (SCM 2007). 
Neither the recordation nor other archival sources offers a 
timeline that chronicles the deterioration of original building 
fabric or changes to it.
Neither University Housing nor the Arkansas Alumni 
Association could provide the author with a comprehensive 
record of former residents of Carlson Terrace.
According to an internet poll conducted by the University of 
Arkansas student newspaper The Traveler in spring semester 
2007 (http://www.thetraveleronline.com/poll/index.cfm?event 
=displayPollResults&poll_question_id=20943, retrieved October 
9, 2007), 46% of the student body believed that the Carlson 
Terrace apartments were “an eyesore and reflect badly on the 
campus’ condition”; another 26% indicated that the complex 
ought to be demolished in order to “make room for UA progress.” 
Only 24% of the respondents thought that they were “a historical, 
architectural landmark.” The apartments also had been branded 
as “unattractive” in the university Housing Strategic Plan (Hanbury 
Evans Wright Vlattas + Company 2006).
Studies by Thorn (1997, 2000-2001) indicate that: “No matter 
whether intentional or not…modern buildings generally 
require initial (medium level) repair within about half the time 
of more traditionally constructed buildings--usually about 25-
30 years after construction. Major repairs may be necessary 
within 50-60 years rather than the 100-120 years commonly 
documented for the more traditional building stock.”
Construction documents and correspondence that chronicle 
the building of all three phases of Carlson Terrace are 
preserved in the architect’s archive, Edward Durell Stone 
Papers, 1st accession, University of Arkansas Married 
Student Housing—Job Files,” boxes 24, 25, and 26, Special 
Collections, University of Arkansas Libraries, Fayetteville. 
The records, including letters to general contractor B. 
Sweetser concerning reinforcement of concrete slabs (for 
example, see Ernest Jacks to B. Sweetser, letters of August 
19, 1957, September 4, 1957, and September 17, 1957), 
and correspondence to Arkhola Sand and Gravel, a local 
supplier that fabricated Stone’s signature concrete grilles 
for this project (for example, see Edward Durell Stone to 
Arkhola Sand and Gravel, August 6,1957), substantiate 
Jacks’s recollections that Carlson Terrace was well built. 

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Years later, when demolition of Carlson Terrace commenced, 
the buildings resisted the first strike of the bulldozer’s 
claw. The strength of Stone’s structural concrete had been 
underestimated, and heavier equipment was required to take 
down the buildings.
The most vehement condemnation of Carlson Terrace came 
from Randy Alexander, Executive Director of University 
Housing. Alexander’s commentary ranged from quantitative 
assessments of the conditions of Carlson Terrace to qualitative 
remarks about its viability in the university housing market.  A 
February 21, 2007, University of Arkansas press release, for 
example, quotes Alexander: “We have been advised that the 
only way to prevent more plumbing failures is to replace all 
lines…this along with other structural problems at Carlson 
Terrace has led us to conclude it is no longer financially 
feasible for University Housing to provide student housing 
at Carlson Terrace.” In contrast, quoted the next day in the 
Morning News, a local newspaper, Alexander was more 
candid, stating: “Cost-wise, this was a no-brainer. They’re just 
too far gone to sink that much money into…the apartments are 
small, and interest in them has declined” (see Craft 2007).  
University of Arkansas Community Design Center Director 
Stephen Luoni addressed the absence of interest in the 
Center’s Carlson Terrace study in a letter to the author, 
February 22, 2007. 
Since the demolition of Carlson Terrace, the university has 
provided no facilities for housing married students.
The author was a member of this committee from 1996-
1998. Conversations focused on the campus’s traditional 
architecture, particularly its Victorian “Old Main,” carefully 
rehabilitated in 1989, and the sweeping lawn on which it is 
situated.  Architects on the committee speculated indecisively 
about buildings of the recent past.
Also, at the June 3, 2005, meeting, University of Arkansas 
System President Alan Sugg facilitated a change in policy to 
allow the Fayetteville campus to accept gifts for demolition 
and development of property. Thus enabled, board member 
Jim Lindsey, a Fayetteville real estate developer, donated 
one-half million dollars to “expedite” the elimination of the five 
Carlson Terrace buildings (see Branam 2005b).
The plan to “phase out” the housing followed recommendations 
in the university’s Housing Strategic Plan that suggested: 
“demolition may be the best option for the buildings” (Hanbury 
Evans Wright Vlattas + Company 2006, 9, 19).
Stone attended the University of Arkansas from 1920-1923, 
before moving to Boston, where he studied architecture at 
the Boston Architectural Club, Harvard University, and the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology.  In 1951, the University 
of Arkansas awarded Stone an Honorary Doctorate in the 
Fine Arts. The plaque, located adjacent to Stone’s Fine Arts 
Center, to which Colman refers, is one in a set of historical 
markers designed to commemorate significant research 
and intellectual achievements, notable leaders, outstanding 
alumni, historic events, and campus sites.
A complex of neo-traditional dormitories, completed in 2009 
by Pei Cobb Frei and Partners, replaced Stubbins’s mid-
century buildings. Clad in red brick accented in limestone, the 
new dormitories were designed to harmonize with the context 
of Princeton’s collegiate Gothic fabric.
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By this time, the university had completed the adaptive reuse of 
its first dormitory for women, Carnall Hall (Charles L. Thompson, 
1906; James Lambeth, renovation, 2001-2003). The colonial 
revival style building ceased to function as a dormitory in 
1967. After years of service, first, as a fraternity house and, 
later, as a classroom building, Carnall Hall stood derelict for 
a decade–deteriorating and targeted for demolition–until a 
partnership involving the university and private developers 
resulted in its preservation and redevelopment as a hotel.
Other universities have used the Getty Foundation’s Campus 
Heritage Foundation grants program to protect mid-century 
modern resources through documentation and strategic 
planning. In 2002, for example, the University of Chicago 
examined buildings by Eero Saarinen and Mies van der 
Rohe, as well as Stone’s 1963 Graduate Residence Hall. 
More recently, in 2008, a grant to the University of Cincinnati 
funded a proactive assessment, which studied the relationship 
between its traditional architecture and its collection of 
signature buildings constructed since 1995 that includes 
works by Frank Gehry, Peter Eisenman, Machado and Silvetti, 
Bernard Tschumi, and Morphosis.
For a parallel argument, see Nicholas Ouroussoff’s (2009) 
discussion of the plans to demolish London’s brutalist style 
housing complex, Robin Hood Gardens (Alison and Peter 
Smithson, 1966-1972). 
The proposition that a campus is a concrete expression of 
an education worldview reflects the work of David Whisnant 
(1971, 86) on the spatial distinctions of traditional and modern 
campuses.
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