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INTRODUCTION

As one of the last students to have benefitted from the
teaching of Peter Collins and as an editor of THE FIFTH
COLUMN, it seemed to me important for us to present a se-
lection of his finest writings. The legacy that Prof. Collins left
has particular relevance in the architectural debate of the
present day—in his consistent and outstanding manner, he
upheld views that were often unpopular in his time, but
which have, under the current onslaught against the Modern
Movement, become accepted as norms.

We began the project by enlisting the help of Prof. John
Hancock of the University of Cincinnati, a former graduate
student of Prof. Collins’, to be the guest editor for this issue.
Subsequently, a search through Prof. Collins’ files unearthed
a wealth of material. Together with Prof. Hancock, a final se-
lection of articles was made under four main groupings—
Theory, History, Criticism and Classicism. The resulting col-
lection includes many of his best essays, two book chapters,
three lectures and a selection of newspaper articles, book re-
views and building critiques.

This monograph does not attempt to be a rigorous and
scholarly assessment of Peter Collins’ career, but to be, in-
stead, an accurate volume of selected writings—writings
which deal with many of the ideals that he so passionately and
wittily attacked and defended.

—Graham D. Livesey
Graham D. Livesey is a member of the Editorial Board of THE
FIFTH COLUMN.

BIOGRAPHY

Peter Collins, Professor of Architecture, McGill Univer-
sity, died after a brief illness at home in Montreal on June 7th,
1981. His wife, the former Margaret Taylor of Ottawa, had
predeceased him in December the previous year. An ideal
teacher, always well prepared himself, he encouraged a rigor-
ous attention to detail among his students. He will be greatly
missed by his colleagues, friends and many others interested
in architecture. He had a swift and accurate mind and the
ability to write exceptionally well. He is surely to be remem-
bered for his books, Conerete, the Vision of a New Architecture
(translated to Italian as La Visione di una nuova architettura),
Changing Ideals in Modern Architecture (translated to Spanish Los
ideales de la arquitectura moderna; su evolucion) and Architectural
Judgement; and, as Editor of the SAH Jowrnal, 1967-68. In addi-
tion about a hundred essays and reviews have appeared over
his name in most of the architectural periodicals in North
America and England, and for a time he was architectural
correspondent to the Manchester Guardian. He also wrote the
article “*Architectural Theory™ for the Encyclopedia Britannica.
One of his essays was reprinted in Dr. Bissell's Centenary An-
thology: A Centwry of Great Canadian Writing.

Early in his career Peter Collins developed a special love
and knowledge of the architecture of France. This gave him
standards to measure and comment seriously upon all kinds
of architectural events, but in other areas an eve for humbug
always aroused a quick response in him, sometimes leading
to unexpected adventures. His Department of Trivia and
Ephemera once caused great merriment and more than a lit-
tle caution at McGill. His Montreal Philogastric Institute pro-
vided a few suff exercises for local chefs and much pleasure as
well.

Born in Leeds in Yorkshire in 1920, his architectural stu-
dies at the Leeds College of Art, begun in 1936, were inter-

rupted in 1939 by seven years in the British Army. For two
years he was a Trooper in the Yorkshire Hussars; then for
three years, an Intelligence Officer, Middle East and Italy;
and finally, Captain, General Staff, The War Office, London.
Upon discharge he returned to Leeds and obtained a Di-
ploma in Architecture with Distinction in 1948. He went then
to Switzerland and France to work on the design of rein-
forced concrete structures—mostly on Auguste Perret's re-
construction of Le Havre. In 1951 he returned to England to
lecture in Architecture at Manchester and later to begin
graduate work there under Professor Cordingly. His M.A.
thesis, “The Development of Architectural Theory in France
in the Mid-eighteenth Century,” was completed in 1955, The
year before that he received a Silver Medal from the Royal In-
stitute of British Architects for an essay on *Jacques-Frangois
Blondel.” During this time he was frequently in Paris and on
one occasion, in August 1953, he married the charming
Canadian who was later responsible for his coming to
Canada.

The year he completed his work at Manchester he re-
ceived a Fulbright Travelling Scholarship and an appoint-
ment to lecture in Architectural History at Yale University. In
1956 he was appointed an associate professor at McGill,
where he became responsible for reorganizing the under-
graduate courses in the history and theory of architecture. It
was at this time that he completed the book inspired by his
work with Perret, Concrete, The Vision of a New Architecture,
which earned him the Henry Florence Architectural Book
Scholarship in 1960. In 1962 he was appointed a full profes-
sor of Architecture at McGill and made a permanent member
of staff—by coincidence it was the vear he became a Canadian
citizen. In 1964, by foregoing holidays and some telescoping
of his duties at McGill, he was able to accept, with well
remembered pleasure, a visiting professorship at Smith Col-
lege. In 1965, what appears to have been his most successful
book, Changing Ideals in Modern Architecture, first appeared. Of
the:three subsequent editions, one was in Spanish. The fol-
lowing year he was a visiting lecturer at Cambridge Univer-
sity. In 1967-68 he was editor of the SAH Journal and, during
the summer vacation, a visiting professor at the University of
California-Berkley. In 1968 he received the Hitchcock Medal-
lion from SAH-GB.

That same year, a sabbatical leave from McGill permitted
him to surprise his friends by returning to Yale as a Research
Fellow to begin study in the University Law School—one sus-
pects his interest in law had been aroused by a desire to con-
template the history and theory of architecture in conjunc-
tion with the history and theory of another discipline. Begun
at Yale, these law studies were completed in Montreal, at
Queens, when he obtained the Master of Laws degree in
1971 for a thesis on “Amenity, a Study of Junisprudential
Concepts which Affect the Legal Control of Urban Environ-
ments, and Their Relevance to Canadian Constitutional
Law.” In the same vear his last book was published. Architec-
tural Judgement, a comparative study in decision-making in ar-
chitecture and law. In 1972 the award of the AIA's Architec-
ture Critic’s Citation marked his eminent contribution to
architectural thought in America, a fitting final tribute to a
distinguished man.

One must add that Peter Collins was an honorary corre-
sponding member of the Société des architectes diplomés par le gou-
vernement; a membre de U'ordre des architectes du Québec, and a Fel-
low of the Royal Architectural Institute of Canada.

—]John Bland

John Bland is the former divector of the McGill Unwersity School
of Architecture.
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ASPECTS OF THE ‘CLASSICAL’ IN THE WORK

OF
PETER COLLINS

by John E. Hancock

August 23, 1984

The recent return of the term ““classical™ to the forefront
of architectural thought is perhaps nothing so much as a mat-
ter of convenience, as it has a certain comfortable vagueness
about it which, one suspects, many commentators find useful
when faced with the embarrassing diversity of current work.
Its connotations and implications are sufficiently diverse that,
superficially at least, it is capable of making good journalistic
order out of the likes of Graves, Stern, Bofill, Rossi, Isozaki,
etc. (in such efforts as Charles Jencks® Post- Modern Classicism:
The New Synthesis of 1980). It works because although, like
“humanistic” and “organic,” the application of the “classi-
cal” within architectural thought often verges on the mean-
mgless, it does generally call up clear enough images of axial
symmeltry, columns with tops and bottoms of some kind, rela-
tively sedate proportions, an occasional pedimented roof,
and the de ngueur Schinkel Sammlung on the coffee table—
even though all (save perhaps the last) of these could equally
well be present in very non-classical designs. In any event,
“classicism™ and its various forms seem currently 1o make
good titles for conferences under which to mvite promising
voung designers; or good theme issues for major architec-
tural penodicals.

If what we want to say is that the Portland Building, or
the Altes Museum, or the Pantheon, is a “classical” building,
then the loosely arranged collection which we hold in our
minds is probably more or less sufficient. We sense that “ob-
viously” these buildings have something of the “classical”
which is important about them. But upon looking further
nto what really could be meant by aspects of “classicalness,”
we find that the implications diverge considerably. They
seem to form themselves into three interlocking but distin-
guishable clusters of meaning more-or-less related to each of
the forms Classic, Classicism, and Classicist. For example, we
would need o ask whether Schinkel, say, was a “Classicist,”
whether his works therefore conformed 1o “Classicism™ (or
to “Neo-Classicism”), and whether the Altes Museum is
necessarily then a “Classic” work. And do all of these need 1o
be simultancously affirmative? What then do we say of his
“medieval” projects? What of Le Corbusier, and the Villa
Savove? What of Philip Johnson's works of the sixties?
(Though they portray “obvious™ attributes of “Classicism”
surely they're not “classics®”) And even if a building por-
trays “Classicsm™ does that make its designer a *Classicist”?
Another way of clarifying the three groups of meanings is (o
distinguish whether the concept “Classical” is best defined in
contradistinction to “romantic” or “expressionistic’” (other
theories of artistic creation), 10 “medieval,” “mannerist.”
“baroque,” or “vernacular” (other formal styles or object
groups), or to “fashionable,” “populist,” or “cyclical” (other
conceplts of quality and duration),

4 TFC

In order for the terms of the “Classical™ to be useful in
any way beyond their usual imprecise application in architec-
tual journalism, and (more to the pomt here) in order to dis-
cover how a consummate Classicist like Peter Collins could
have such a low opimnion ol such ostensibly “classical” works
as James Stuart’s house in St. James Square, or John Sum-
merson's book The Classical Language of Architecture (and, for
that matter, of most of the so-called “classical” architects so
far mentioned here), we clearly need to explore further the
distinctions among the different senses in which one can a)
be a “*Classicist,” b) conform to *“Classicism,” and/or ¢) create
or appreciate “Classic” works.

For Peter Collins the “Classical” was an intense convic-
tion, and one which therefore required great care with the
terms by which 1t was to be understood. My intention here is
to offer a perspective which I hope will be useful in two ways:
First. in the context of this volume, to clarify in what sense we
may say that Peter Collins was a consummate * Classicist”—in
what light can be appreciated the rigor, consistency, and en-
durance of his beliefs; and second, in the larger setting of ar-
chitectural discourse, to offer ways in which the terminology
of the “Classical”™ might (despite its periodic popularity) be
used with a bit more precision. There is in fact considerable
etymological and literary evidence for the assertion that
there are three general sets of connotations embedded in the
“Classical.” Its roots and forms in the major European lan-
guages provide the means to more clearly discriminate the
several senses alluded o above.

The first of these is closely related o the oldest, Latin,
root classicus, pertaining to “the highest rank or quality,” par-
ticularly as that quality was later identified by its durability as
a useful standard of excellence. By A Classic”” we therefore
mean an exemplar, whose distinction is proven by a long-
standing consensus. Their term is necessarily judgmental
and temporal—having to do with both the assigning of value
and the passage of time, and the endurance of value over
time. The Maison Carée and Chartres Cathedral are
“Classics,” and we speak of *Classical’” music, in that sense. I
15 the body of permanently esteemed work in a ficld—ofien,
but not by any means necessarily, from antiquity or possess-
ing the outward appearance of “Classicism ...

The second of these connotation sets seems most closely
related to an early ninteenth-century neologism (the origins
of which Peter Collins, with characteristic tenacity, traced in
three languages) which is probably most appropriately ren-
dered by the German Klassizismus. Part of the new art-
historical interest in “style,” was an attempt to describe as
such the artistic forms of the ancient Greeks and Romans,
and was of course soon particularly associated with those
who, in a self- and style-conscious sense, and with great ar-




chaeological exactitude, imitated them. *Classicism™ is a cate-
gory of characteristic attributes derived from association with
a particular historical period, and (especially as “*Neo-
Classicism,” to which the German form most closely corre-
sponds) became a doctrine of renewed pursuit of those at-
tributes. The term is essentially formal and stylistic—having
to do with the description of objects, their categorization into
groups, or subsequent efforts to knowingly make new works
to resemble them. Most of our “obvious” image connota-
tions of the “classical” (symmetry, the orders, and archaeo-

logically-verifiable proportions and details) are attributes of

“Classicism™ in this sense. As a design method permeated by
formal and stylistic concerns, it is undertaken often, but not
necessarily always, through the inner motivating spirit of a
“Classicist™...

The third cluster of meanings is the most complicated to
define, partly because its disentanglement from *“Classicism™
has to be made, for the sake of argument here, somewhat ar-
tificial. Yet however artificial it may seem today to separate
the formal attributes of a created object (“Classicism”) from
the attitudes and sensibilities of its creator (a *“Classicist™),
the fact remains that, especially in France, something we
would have to call classical thinking pre-dated even the inven-
tion of the term “classicisme™ by at least two centuries. And
by distinguishing the definition of classical thought from that
of classical objects we can better explain how, strictly speaking,
there can be one without the other. (It should be mentioned
that this is not a distinction which Peter Collins himself em-
phasized, as is clear from his use of the term “Classicism” in

its current English sense to mean also simply “the beliefs of

Classicists.” But he seems to have been inclined to mistrust
the term, at least in its historic context, for its having been
merely one of a whole spate of new “-ism"” words—e. g., na-
tionalism, socialism, rationalism—introduced in the decades
following the French Revolution which may have been moti-
vated as some sort of substitute authority; and certainly for its
having been in its origins dangerously close to the German
art-historical notion of a “style”.)

The classical sensibility which I have identified here
through the term “Classicist™ (the one who holds it) probably
had its most consistent and inspired expression in the archi-
tecture of the great French classicists whom Peter Collins so
admired: the Mansarts, de Brosse, Boffrand, ]J. F. Blondel,
etc. The form which this thinking took prior to the invention
of “le classicisme” in the early nineteenth century is best re-
vealed through contemporary French literary doctrine, be-
tween which and architecture there was in fact important
mutual influence. So in the spirit of the French literary con-
cept of “le classique,” the third cluster of meanings pertains
to a sensibility—cultivated through a seasoned maturity and

confident self-restrainti—inclined towards, in the words of

Henri Peyre (from the chapter entitled ““The Ideal of Art” in
his Qu'est-ce que le Classicisme?): decovum, endurance, ovder, clarity,
seremity, simphcity, and the dissimulation of effort. Nicolas Boileau,
in his Art Poétique of 1674, had formulated a similarly well-
rounded doctrine of attitudinal classicism which included in
addition: verisimihtude—an evident plausibility derived

through reason, common sense, and the social usefulness of

the work of art. The “Classicist” is defined by an attitude
toward the purpose of art in relation to a constituency, to tra-
dition, and to cultural and technical authority; and toward
the role of the artist in relation to the nature of the creative
process.

In the course of his career Peter Collins worked toward
explaining and justufving this kind of classical thought in ar-

chitectural terms. Unpublished notes connected with one of
the last projects of his life, a lecture course entitled “*Classi-
cism” given at McGill University in 1979 and at the Univer-
sity of Cincinnati in 1980, reveal this thinking in its most
developed state. An architectural “Classicist,” in the sense in
which the French architects of the seventeenth and eight-
eenth centuries remain supreme exemplars, would manifest
concern for the following:

1) Theory, meaning the result of a rational study of exam-
ples of contemporary excellence. The Classical can be as-
sessed and justified intellectually and through consensus since
it is not emotionally, whimsically, or idiosyncratically based.

2) Proportion, meaning the clear geometric order of the
natural structure, expressed through standardized elgments.
The Classical can be justified structurally since it reveals, or is
inspired by, a coherent and reasonable structural system.
(This accounts for its frequent affinity with ““Classicism,” the
most complete, expressive, and durable of such systems.)

3) Perfection, meaning an ideal which is approached
through evolutionary rather than revolutionary change. The
Classical can be justified enduringly since it disdains fashion,
seeking instead to place itself in the longest possible tempo-
ral context. (This accounts for its having produced the major
share of *Classic”” works.)

4) Continuity, meaning a respect for the traditional past of
place (contextual), of building-type (typological), and of the
techniques and principles of the discipline as a whole (ar-
chitectural). The Classical can be justified historically since it
eschews mimicry and stylistic conformance, yet adapts prece-
dent creatively in light of situational constraints.

5) Appreciation, meaning the capacity of the work to be en-
joyed on many levels of taste, despite its high and conscious
standards of quality. The Classical can be justified publicly,
since it does not rely for its validation solely on knowledge of
the individual artist’s expressive intentions or of esoteric
speculation within the field for its validation.

Of course it will be realized that to talk intelligently about
this frame of mind in modern English requires using the term
“Classicism.” But 1t is perhaps only safe to do so if in full
recogmuon of the differences between classicism as a way of
thinking and classicism as a category of objects.

In his theoretical, historical, and critical work, Peter Col-
lins sought not only to explain the classicist sensibility but to
live up to it as well. The essays presented in this volume will
make very clear the essential recurring themes of his thought.
but what might be emphasized here is the overall integrity
they reflect in light of the vanious aspects of “classicalness™
so far defined.

In respect for the integrity of the “*Classic,” for example,
were his belief that historical scholarship should distance it-
self from the recent past, his wariness of published criticisms
of new buildings, and the tendency in his own critical writing
to defer to the known consistency of larger standards. All
these reflect the conviction that judgments of merit in archi-
tecture require the perspective of the largest possible time-
scale. Excellence, in classical terms, requires physical and
cultural endurance—the salient feature of “Classic” status.
Hence, for example, the fashionable “Classicisms™ of the
early sixuies and the late seventies were never really even in
contention.

In contempt for the superficiality of stylistic “Classicism”
(indeed for most of the art-inspired techniques of Kunstuwis
senschaft) was his conviction that historical scholar ship should

concern uself with how a building was commissioned. pro-
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grammed and constrained by technical and environmental
conditions, not merely how it looked, or into which arbitrary
and post-rationalized chrono-morphological pigeon -holt_‘ it
could most easily be placed. It was the nature of the creative
act of design, at least as much as the visual attributes of the
language employed, which was to be regarded as classical.
This is why he so disdained the approach exemplified in
Summerson’s The Classical Language of Architecture, and why he
so enjoved both reading and performing situationist “de-
bunkings™ of the stylistic approach (such as Forster and Tut-
de's 1971 SAH Journal essay on the Palazzo del Te, which he

gleefully regarded as having helped drain the concept of

“Mannerism” of most of its meaning).

And prominent in his admiration of the French “Classi-
cists” was his belief that they were, because of a rigorous
theoretical basis and a healthy interactive relationship with
historical precedents, more free as designers than either the
style-ists (who like Le Corbusier, were artificially constrained
by a hyper-consciousness of the Zeitgeist) or the archaeolo-
gists (who, like James Stuart, were excessively constrained by
the technique of mere mimicry). The measure of their talent
was in the use of such freedom to solve difficult problems
well, and to evince in the results decorum, sensible reason-
ing, and the dissimulation of effort.

Finally, from his vantage point as a “Classicist” there
emerged a forceful criique of heroic abstract sculptural
Modernism, as will be apparent in the remainder of this
volume, particularly amidst disparaging references to Le
Corbusier and his influence. This critique is based on the fol-
lowing grounds: a) that #t (what we now call, stylistically,
“Modemnism™) seemed often to be proceeding without co-
herent and historically-rooted theoretical principles; b) that it
fallaciously regarded architecture as more kindred 1o abst-

ract art than to rationally proportioned structure; ) that it over-
emphasized the expressive freedom of the heroic individual-
ist-architect in an atmosphere of revolutionary fashion-
consciousness, rather than a search for durable perfection; d)

that it usually conceived buildings as isolated sculptural ob-

jects, seldom sympathetic to the historic contimuty of the urban

environments in which they were placed; and e) that it was
devoid of the details, visual character, and refined subtleny
which give human scale and interest to the environment, and
help foster the public appreciation of architecture.

When most of these essays were written they were highly
polemical on these issues, and their author virtually alone
among major critics in remaining less than enthusiastic about
so much of modern architecture. Since then, of course, the
critique of “Modernism™ has become widespread. It is now,
one could almost say, virtually complete; and key points of
contention have included most of those just listed. So al-
though the manifestations of “Post-Modernism™ (including
its currently popular wave of so-called **Classicism™) clearly
represent just another ephemeral fashion, there increasingly
appears-to be lying beneath and behind them a return of
genune concern for theory, history, precedent, context, or-
nament, and authenticity. And this fact should at least offer
us the opportunity to consider the persistence of these issues
m the wriungs of Peter Collins (despite the vicissitudes of
fashion throughout his life) not only as a record of his
tenacity, genius, and dedication to principle, but as a promise
of true “Classic”” endurance for the standards of a true “*Classi-
ast” scholar.

John E. Hancock is an architectural historian at the University of
Cincinnati. He studied history and theory with Peter Collins, obtaining
the degree Master of Architecture from McGill University in 1978.

Peter Collins 1920-1981
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ON THEORY



OECODOMICS

Reprinted from the March, 1967 issue of the Architectural Review.

Perhaps it is the almost total irrelevance of architectural theory to
architectural practice that drives historians of the Modern Movement
to desparr, cymicism or—aworst of all—eighteenth-century studies.

With this sentence, Reyner Banham began his review of
Renato de Fusco's L'Tdea di Architettura in the AR, July 1966.
In 1s context, it was simply a witty paradox introducing some
pointed comments about Ruskin, Croce, etc.; but isolated
from i1ts context, it distends to constitute an ominously dis-
quieting apophthegm. For if, in fact, architectural theory is
considered among the intelligentsia to have “almost total ir-
relevance to architectural practice,” either the word “theory™
is being used merely as an existentialist gibe, or else Dr. Ban-
ham’s defimition of “theory of architecture” needs a radical
overhaul.

His own first book, it will be remembered, was entitled
Theory and Design in the First Machine Age; but curiously enough
on the few occasions when the word “theory” occurs in the
text, it occurs in conjunction with such adjectives as Cubist,
Elementarist, Futurist, except of course in the first few pages,
when he discusses Guadet. In other words, though the title
might lead one to think that Dr. Banham is concerned with
theorists of architecture, he is only in fact concerned with what
he calls on page 66: “theorists of Abstract art.”” Now if the
purpose of his book was to demonstrate that the architectural
ideals most vociferously enunciated during the First Machine
Age were in fact architecturally-irrelevant theories of paint-
ing, sculpture, literature and music, his argument is, in my
opinion, brilliantly conclusive. But if this was not his pur-
pose, it would be fallacious to deduce from his evidence that
“architectural theory™ was, is, and always will be, eye-wash.

Before going any further, I suppose I must stick my neck
out and say what I personally think the term “architectural
theory” did, and always should, mean. This is embarassing,
not because I have any doubts on the matter, but because
“Vitruvius go Home" was the most inspired lecture-title Dr.
Banham ever devised. However, since Vitruvius, whether we
like it or not, supplied the most enduring definiton of ar-
chitectural theory so far published, it will not be amiss o be-
gin with his definiton of Ratiscinatio: 2 “Theory is that which is
able 1o explain and analyse material constructions by the ex-
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ercise of skill and reason.” In other words, theory for him, as
for me, means the sum total of academic knowledge required
to design a building, as opposed to the sum total of practical
experience.

To avoid the opprobrium attached by Dr. Banham to
“eighteenth-century studies,” I will gloss over the fact that
the traditional interpretation of “‘architectural theory” was
first undermined in that era by the ruins of Athens (when ].D.
Leroy divided his book into two parts so as to study the build-
ings (a) as related to “history” and (b) as related to “the-
ory”'). and simply assert that the subdivision of architectural
studies into “theory” and “history” ofhcially occurred in
1818. In that year, the French Government, when revising
the Statutes of the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, created a second ar-
chitectural professor; and in order to distinguish between the
two, the first was called “the professor of theory™ and the sec-
ond “the professor of history.”

This official distinction could not have occurred at a
more opportune moment, since Historicism, in the form ol
archaeological Revivalism, had already eroded the wraditional
roots of architectural evolution beyond repair. Unfortu-
nately, however, the schizophrenic system of teaching deve-
loped in Paris in the nineteenth century disregarded the dis-
tinction between history and theory, and as a result made the
confusion worse. Successive professors of history, being
practising architects, understandably tried to relate their
courses to contemporary problems. But the professors of
theory thought only of justifying the tectonic forms they fa-
voured by triumphantly demonstrating their primeval orn-
gins. Indeed, one professor of theory, . B. Lesueur, actually
entitled his book: The History and Theory of Architecture.

Julien Guadet was problably the first professor of theory
to attempt to find a way out of this dilemma. Appomted in
1894, at the age of sixty, his basic solution was certainly not
ideal; but at least it was clear-cut, and developed with ex-
traordinary lucidity. He took “theory” to mean the detailed
study of building-types which the students would one day have
to design for eventual clients; and as far as he was concerned,
history could be taught in any way the archacologists wished.

The conventional prohibition against criticizing (and
hence mentioning) the works of living colleagues naturally
inhibited him when dealing with the more immediate aspects
of contemporary building-types; hence much of the imforma-




tion he imparted was inherently obsolete, and would have re-
mained so even if steel and reinforced-concrete construction
had not just then been invented. But when all his difficulties
are taken into consideration, his attitide must command our
respect, since he was more concerned than any of his prede-
cessors with giving students solid notions on which they
could develop and assess future designs. Perhaps his philoso-
phy of teaching is best summed up by a remark in his lecture
on theatres., Commenting on Charles Garmier's elaborate
analytical monograph, he said: “unfortunately this sort of
book is rare; I regret it all the more because if there existed
one for each type of building, the collection would constitute
a complete course on the theory of architecture”(iii. p. 73).
The task of those who immediately succeeded Gaudet was
unenviable, and the first occupant remained in office until
1933 without giving any lectures at all.® In 1937 Georges
Gromort made a gallant attempt to evolve something differ-
ent; but although in the preface to his own course he dis-
missed Gaudet's course as mere history, the bulk of his book
is little more than a superficial summary of Guadet’s text.
However, he seems to have felt certain in his own mind that
this superhiciality was one of the prime virtues of his ap-
proach. “The theory of architecture,” he asserted in his pref-
ace, “'is that ensemble of uncontested principles which are
equally valid for every type of building.” Thus, following
Auguste Comte’s dictum as quoted by Vaillant? (1o the effect
that “true theory is always general, just as healthy practice re-
mains constantly special™), and pursuing a method already
popularized by Trystan Edwards and others, he elaborated
upon such generalities as “unity,” “duality,” “contrast,” etc.,
thereby boosting an abstract notion of “architectural aesthet-
ics” which had been hotly repudiated by Guadet and his
friends, especially after Viollet-le-Duc (who was responsible
for insututing a Chair of Aesthetics at the Ecole des Beaux-
Arts) had been replaced by Hippolyte Tame.
All-embracing theories of “aesthetics” today reign su-
preme, and since we no longer consider it indelicate for a
professor to discuss the work of his colleagues in front of his
students, it would be flogging a dead horse to show that Gua-
det’s approach is now hopelessly inadequate for present
needs. But the main reason for this is that, whereas eighty
years ago all the “historical, theoretical and practical” knowl-
edge required of an architect could be published in a single
volume, such as Gwilt’s revised Encyclopaedia, the knowledge
required today i1s so complex and subdivided that many ar-
chitectural students spend about three hundred and fifty
hours a year in lecture-rooms during their five-year academic

training. Thus the task of writing a modern synthesis of *“The
Theory of Architecture” would be as formidable as trying to
bring Dr. Robison's Mechanical Philosophy up to date.

Many authoriues argue, very cogently, that since the the-
ory of architecture 1s so complex, and fragmented into so
many disparate parts, a course ol study specifically entitled
“The Theory of Architecture” is no longer valid, and hence
the term itself is meaningless. I have every sympathy with the
main conclusion, but none with its corollary. On the con-
trary, I would contend that it is precisely because the theory
of architecture is so diffuse and subdivided that a synthesis is
absolutely essental. An architect must not only know how to
evolve designs; he must also know how to assess them. The
means of achieving this within a university 1s of course debat-
able. Perhaps the answer is to be found in the arguments for
or against the Intentions of Christian Norberg-Schulz. I myself
believe that it is impossible actually to teach students the crite-
ria of assessment, and that all one can hope to do is provide

the stimulus and techniques which will permit each student
to evolve a true philosophy of design for himself.5

I am convinced that it is wrong, in this age of constant
change, even to attempt to impose a neat philosophy of ar-
chitectural ideas on architectural students. Moreover, gifted
and imaginative students would reject such an attempt with
derision. Hence it would seem to me that the problem con-
fronting our schools of architecture is not how to expound a
viable and coherent theory of architecture (which still means,
for me, those unlimited permutations of Firmitas, Utilitas
and Venustas which can produce the best environment with
respect to each individual programme), but how to expound
the history of theory in such a way that each student can then go
on to create a theory valid for his own generation.

This of course involves an appraisal of the meaning of
Dr. Banham’s term: “historians of the Modern Movement,”
since architectural history is too readily evaluated today in its
threadbare nineteenth-century terms as the science of at-
tributing precise dates to extinct ornament. Anyone who has
attended congresses of architectural historians will be only
too well aware that these meetings are still dominated by art-
historians and archeologists who are concerned with little
more than the classification of forms: chronologically, mor-
phologically, or chrono-morphologically;® that the majority
of participants tend to be indifferent to the synthesis of
forms/programmes/technology/enviroment. I do not de-
spise the work of these scholars; but it is useless to architec-
tural students unless someone has first sifted 1t for such
theoretical implications as it may contain.

To sum up, then: my view 1s (a) that each student must be
given the appropriate means to create his own viable, syn-
thetic theory of architecture, and (b) that the most promising
way to achieve this would seem to be by discussing fully, in
his presence, all the architectural ideals formulated since the
mventon of printing. If philosophers limit themselves to the
architectural implications of symbolism and semiotics (i.e. to
purely abstract “theories of form”), and if historians limit
themselves to digging in Anatolis, no harm will be done; but
each architectural student will then have to fend for himsell.
For it cannot be emphasized too dogmatically, pace Dr. Ban-
ham, that all conscientious architects evolve some theory of ar-
chitecture of their own, whether it be good, bad | or indiffer-
ent; and their teachers’ main concern must be that a viable,
coherent theory should have taken possession of their minds
before thev are legally empowered to modify the environ-
ment in which we live.

NOTES
| Since neologisms hke “Ekistics™ and “"Semiotics™ are fashionable
nowadays, Prolessor Collins has preferred “QOecodomics™ 1o “The

Fheory of Architecture™ as the utle of his essav. But the term is simply a

Greck equuivalent of De Re Aedificatonia, and should therefore be strenu-

ously resisted by all who share his view that “The Theory of Archite-
cure” is sull an appropnate and meanmingful expression

ro

For the beneht of those Latin scholars who at this point are taking owt
their pens to write a leiter to the Editors, 1 should state that every man
uscript vanation and printed Latn version of this text has been submat-
ted 1o the Classics departments of Columbia and McGill, so 1 am well
aware that there are as many translations as there are translators

Accaording to verbal information given me by his son=in-law Paul Géhs
See uitle page of A. Vaillant's Théore de ['Architecture (Panis, 1919)

Cf Guadet, 1. 652: 1 shall be happy and proud if, when vou think over
these lectiures, secking 1o summarize their contents for vourselves, vou

M e

find that the only way to condense ther substance 15 to use the sigle
word: TRUTH.™

6 I'he most advanced stage ol the discase. For example, no one knows
whether Barogue is a morphological or a chronological term. Archites
tural taxonomy has reached such profundiy that we hnd Professor
Maorrison cliimnung that the carhiest " Georgian™ house in North Americ,
was built in 1688, whilst Professor Gowans has named the penod from

1725 10 1750; “Amencan Queen Anne”
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THE ARCHITECTONICS
OF
PURE TASTE

Reprinted from the May, 1961 issue of the Royal Architectural In-
stitute of Canada Journal. This article was subsequently republished
under the title of “The Gastronomic Analogy™ (Chapter 16) in
Changing Ideals in Modern Architecture, 1750-1950, McGill
University Press, Montreal, 1965.

In a lecture on “The Principles of Design in Architec-
ture,” given on 9th December, 1862, to the cadets of the
School of Military Engineening at Chatham, James Fergus-
son, the architectural historian, explained to his astonished
audience that the process by which a hut to shelter an image
is refined into a temple, or 2 meeting house into a cathedral,
1s the same as that which refines a boiled neck of mutton into
citelettes a I'Impénale or a grilled fowl into poulet a la Marengo.
“So essentially is this the case,” he continued, “that if you
wish to acquire a knowledge of the true principles of design
in architecture you will do better to study the works of Soyer
or Mrs. Glass than any or all the writers on architecture from
Vitruvius to Pugin.”

No other architectural theorist, either before or since,
seems to have used this analogy; a very curious fact when one
considers the general cultural significance attached 1o the
word “taste.” “Taste,” as early dictionaries make clear,
meant originally only “the sensation excited in certain or-
gans of the mouth,” and its metaphorical adoption in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries as the standard term
for what we now call “aesthetics™ (a neologism invented in
Germany in 1750) implies a clear recognition of the impor-
tance of this faculty as a key to understanding the nature of
human discernment. As Addison pointed out in The Spectator
of June 19th, 1711, “we may be sure this metaphor would not
have been so general in all tongues, had there not been a very
great conformity between mental taste and that sensitive
taste which gives us a relish of every different flavour that af-
fects the palate.” Yet few of the various treatises on aesthetics
published in the second half of the century even discuss this
parallel, and the most exhaustive of them, namely the
Taste published by Archibald Alison in 1790, does n
tion food and drink at all.

One reason for this curious omission (apart from
another, more important reason, which will be dicussed

Essay on
ot men-
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later) may be that gastronomy was then in its infancy. Until
the end of Louis XIV's reign, eating habits were extremely
coarse, and 1t was not until the middle of the eighteenth cen-
tury that modern refinements in cooking were widely
adopted. The word “gastronomy” itself was not intoduced
into the French language until about 1800, and we are told by
Bnllat-Savarin, the first modern writer on the subject, that
even in 1825 it was sull sufficiently novel to bring ““a smile of
hilarity to all countenances.” The general appreciation of
fine cooking was due mainly to the establishment of restau-
rants, the first of which was founded in Paris in 1770, and it
was not until the Napoleonic era that these had multiplied
sufficiently to give French cooking its universal and popular
prestige. But it is still difficult to explain why the analogy be-
tween architecture and fine cooking should have been so per-
sistently neglected during the last century, considering the
urge experienced by so many architectural theorists to justify
their ideas analogically with reference to other sciences and
creative arts.

There is no doubt that if one wishes to demonstrate the
distinction between architecture and plain, ordinary,
straightforward building (and this is clearly what Fergusson
was trying to do), the distinction between gastronomy and
plain, ordinary, straightforward cooking possesses many
close similarities not displayed by music, literature, biology,
mechanical engineering, or any of the other arts or sciences
with which architecture has so often been compared. Firstly,
it is concerned, as Brillat-Savarin observed, with the conser-
vation of mankind, and is thus, unlike the other arts, a neces-
sity rather than a luxury. Secondly, unlike all those analogies
Jjust listed, it concerns something which is both a science and
an art. Saentifically, gastronomy demands the combination
of a number of prepared materials of known strength, ar-
ranged according to an ideal sequence or plan, the efficacy of
which can be analysed and tested. Artistically, it goes far
beyond the dictates of scientific analysis, for gastronomy, like
architecture, requires intuition, imagination, enthusiasm,
and an immense amount of organizational skill. Gastronomy
is also more expensive than plain, honest, straightforward
cooking, since it usually involves lengthier preparation and
richer ingredients. It seems reasonable to suppose that there



may also be other, more subtle, similarities between gas-
tronomy and architecture, and that these may help us to visu-
alize what the essential virtues of architecture ought to be.

Perhaps the most instructive way to seek out these
similarities is to compare gastronomy and modern architec-
ture in the age in which they both originated, namely the mid-
eighteenth century, and then compare them as they are to-

day. This first era, according to John Steegman, can only be
fittingly described as the era of the Rule of Taste. This title is
most appropriate, he says, because it implies a régime in
which taste—the only word expressing both an immutable
quality of discernment, criticism and perception, and an ac-
tive sensitivity to temporary fashions—is paramount, and a
time when fashions in taste are governed by universally ac-
knowledged rules. These rules were not in fact very easy to
determine, but there is no doubt that the leading architec-
tural theorists of the period were constantly trying to formu-
late them, and that they did this by studying not only the
buildings of antiquity, but the best buildings of their own
day. The first regular meeting of the French Academy of Ar-
chitecture began its discussion in 1672 with the question:
“What 1s good taste?”, and although the problem was never
satisfactorily resolved, it was generally agreed that “'the true
rule for recognizing things which display good taste is to con-
sider what has always been most pleasing to intelligent per-
sons, whose merits are known by their works or their writ-
ings.” In other words, the supreme rule of the classical artist
was that his work should please.

This desire to please was also, and still is, the principle

aim of a good chef, but it is doubtful whether it is the aim of

all the leading painters, sculptors and architects today. For
whereas a good chef is concerned only with the whims of his
clientele and the appreciation which his artistry will receive,
artists like Henry Moore boast their refusal to fulfil commais-

sions requested by connoisseurs they respect. A good chef

does not, after competitions, write abusively of experts who
prefer some other artist’s work. He does not feel that he 1s
prostituting his art by creating something which resembles a
work created two centuries before. If ever he says to a client:
“take it or leave it” (and there are ways of saying this in
French with considerable force), it is because he realizes that
his client has no standards of taste, not simply because the
person’s tastes differ from his own. On the contrary, it 1s in
the vicarious adaptation of his own tastes to each different
customer's appetite that his supreme artistry resides; hence
his art is always essenually human, because it keeps in the
closest contact with the subtly varying moods of mankind.

Today, taste is no longer synonymous with aesthetics,
because the modern theoretical approach to art takes no ac-
count of the public at all. The eighteenth century philoso-
phers, though fully aware of the distinction between what
they called “active taste” and “passive taste,” were essen-

tially concerned with the latter, i.e., with art from the point of

view of an observer's reactions. Today, however, as a result
of the influence of Benedeuto Croce, aesthetic theories are
usually only concerned with the act of artistic creanvity itself.
Artis considered to be essentialy a form of expression, and it
now irrelevant o enquire whether or not it gives pleasure,
since this 1s not its aim. Itis as if an omelette were judged sim-
ply by the genuineness of the chef’s passionate urge to go
around breaking eggs.

The architectural theorists of the mid-eighteenth century
tried 1o establish classical recipes for good architecture in
much the same way as the chels of that period were trying to
establish classical recipes for haute cuisine, and the criterion ol

both was that the results should be widely enjoyed. Not just
enjoyed by other architects and other chefs, or by the editors

of the Almanach des Gourmets and ['Architecture Frangaise, but by
all persons of cultivated taste. Now this very word “cul-
tivated” implies that taste can not only be trained, but should
be trained according to certain universally accepted stan-
dards. If those who teach the arts do not believe in such stan-
dards, or if they claim, like Paul Rudolph, that they are still
searching for such standards, it is clear that whatever the
merits of their instruction, they are concerned essentially
with fashion, not with taste.

The standards of gastronomy have remained unchanged
for two centuries, and are uncontested. The standards of ar-
chitecture would also be uncontested if romantic influences
had not, for two centuries, vitiated its theoretical basis, and
spread the germs of its debilitating criteria like phylloxera
throughout the western world. It is no coincidence that an-
glo-saxon cooking is proverbially bad, for bad food and bad
architecture both derive from the same philosophical dis-
ease.

This disease is, quite simply, romanticism, or the refusal
to accept the fact that, in the highest art, sensation must be
subordinate to reason. For two centuries, western art has
been divisible into two antagonistic categories, which may be
described either as romantic versus classical, or emotional
versus rational. Now the essential nature of the revolution
which took place in French cooking in the mid-eighteenth
century was that the coarse and purely sensual methods of
Roman, Mediaeval and Renaissance eating were rationalized .
“Gastronomy,” explained Brillat-Savarin, the father of the
new art, and whose only defect was an over-fondness for im-
proper jokes about sausages, “is the rationalized knowledge
of everything which relates to man in so far as he nourishes
himself.” “Only intelligent men,” he continued, “honor fine
food, because the others are not capable of an operation
which consists in a sequence of appreciation and judge-
ments.”

In conformity with Brillat-Savarin's philosophy, the lead-
ing French architectural theorist of the nud-eighteenth cen-
tury similarly defined taste as “the fruit of reasoning,” and
added, in words which almost paraphrase Diderot’s defini-
tion of a true philosopher, that “taste founded on reason ac-
cepts neither ready-made systems nor the authority of private
opinions.” But in England at this time, the writers on Taste
were already rejecting classicism in favour of romanucism,
and 1t is doubtless mainly for this reason that Alison, in his
Essay on Taste, did not mention food at all, since gastronomy
clearly did not fit into the romantic aesthetic theory of “the
association of ideas.”

According to this theory, man’s awareness of the beauty
of proportions is due enurely to a mental association of the
relationship between form and function, and the apprecia-
tion of... the beauty 1s due... entirely to the sumulus given
man’s imagination by (in the case of Gothic Revival, Greek
Revival or Classical designs) the evocauon of the lost glories
of the Middle Ages, Greece or Rome. Today, we also seem to
consider that architectural beauty is based on the idea of
funcuonalism and romantic associations, although nowadays
we romanticize the future, rather than the past. In both in-
stances architectural appreciation, being subjecuve, 1s
primarily governed by fashion, which to the classical theonist
was “'the tvrant of taste.” “Taste, once aquired, should ex-
clude every kind of fashion [rom architecture as so many ob-
stacles to its progress,” the professor of architecture at the
French Academy told his students two centunies ago, and
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went on to criticize young architects for neglecting sound
principles in favour of new inventions, which must inevitably
be superseded by other novelties in their rn.

Novel recipes for preparing food are, of course, fre-
quently invented, but the old recipes stll retain the same
authority and prestige which they had before, because they
are, literally, what Frank Lloyd Wright called “in the nature
of materials,” and thus their aesthetic properties never
become stale. The recipes in Viard's Casimer Royal (a book al-
ready printed in ten seperate editions by 1820) are all to be
found in the latest edition of L'Art Culinaire Francais, and the
latter only supersedes the former because in the latter, there
are three thousand recipes more. In gastronomy, there is no
prestige attached to novelty per se, and nobody :
he can be guaranteed always to provide something “contem-
porary.” Nor would any gastronome ever refuse filels de vo-
laille @ la Bellevue simply because they were invented by
Madame de Pompadour, or angrily ask why he was not get-
ting the latest recipe from the Ladues’ Home Jowrnal instead. In
cooking, as in any art which really flourishes, the only values
recognized are those concerned with degrees of excellence,
and the decline in architecture occurred when architects for-
got this, and started worrying about whether they were being
“contemporary” or “reactionary,” instead of whether their
work was good or bad.

There are several factors which encourage this attitude,
but there is one which is particularly obvious, namely the fact
that whereas the eighteenth century recognized the rarity of a
creative artist, the twentieth century, convinced of the opera-
tion of some universal law which equates supply and demand,
and deluded by a combined faith in the yirtues of a college
education, and an equally sohd faith (fostered by exhibitions
of Action Painting and juvenile art) in the virtues of no artis-
tic education at all, is convinced that evervone is potentially
some kind of an artistic genius, and that anvone can become a

ks a chef 1f

creative architect once he can use a set-square and pass the

technical exams. Yet it must be obvious that in architecture,
as also in gastronomy, drama, and music, there are two kinds
of aruist; those rare spirits who can create original composi-
tions, and those, less gifted, whose vocation is 1o adapt, inter-
pret or assist.

Creative genius is in fact extremely rare in all the arts, but
it is demonstrably rare in gastronomy, drama and music be-
cause it is the general public, rather than a few avant-garde
connoisseurs or magazine editors. which decides whether the
artist’s originality is worth anything or not. Any contempo-
rary musician can get his compositions broadcast, but with
rare exceptions, the only public auditorium m which he has a
chance of hearing his work twice is, according to Sir Thomas
Beecham. the Albert Hall in London (the echo of which has
long been notorious). Theatre-goers and music-lovers, as
well as gourmets, know from hard expenence that even the
most favourable conjunction of circumstances rarely pro-
duces more than half-a-dozen original geniuses in each gen-
eration, however generously they may be subsidized by the
Ford Foundation or the Fulbright Fund. Most artists are con-
demned by Fate, whatever their ambitions, to be executants
who adapt and re-interpret (with greater or lesser sensivity
and appropriateness) the basic ideas created by someone
else; yet all young architects regard themselves as creative
artists. because our whole system of architectural education
is specifically organized to give them this idea.

In English, the word “chef’ is synonymous with “cook,”
but this title, like that of “architect,” should belong by right
to those who have not only fully mastered every known as-
pect of their art, but were endowed at birth with the divine
gift of the Muse. “On devienl cusinier, mais on nait réhsseur,”
wrote Brillat-Savarin, in Aphorism No. XV. “On devient -
génieur, mais on nait architec te,” wrote Auguste Perret a century
later, and listed it as Aphorism number one.
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TOWARDS A NEW ORNAMENT

Reprinted from the June, 1961 issue of Architectural Review. This
article oviginally appeaved under the title *Aspects of Ornament.”

All architects agree that architecture is something more
than just plain, honest, straightforward building, but it is be-
coming increasingly doubtful, as the variety in contemporary
monumental buildings increases, whether they agree as to
what that “something™ is. It is clear, for example, that many
buildings serving the same function, such as the latest univer-
sity buildings constructed in England and America, have little
in common with one another (apart from the use of modern
building technology) except “the rejection of the trappings
of the historical styles”; that surring but superannuated war-
cry which was the inspiration of the early pioneers. Bui
whereas the importance of these buildings is widely accepted,
and their architectural qualities frequently discussed, the na-
ture of the factors which differentiate these qualities from
purely technological qualities has yet to be unequivocally de-
fined. It cannot be simply a matter of good proportions, be-
cause proportion has little relevance to Giedion's theory con-
cerning the Interpenetration of Space, whether it be Baroque
space or Cubist space. Moreover, it is clear from at least two
recent competitions (the Sydney Opera House and the
Toronto City Hall, where the proportions of both winning
entries have had subsequently to be considerably modified
because of the structural inadequacies of the original de-
signs) that proportion is not considered an important crite-
rion. The distinction must therefore lie in something else.

In the nineteenth century, the majority of theorists had
no doubts whatsoever about the nature of this distinction,
since they generally agreed with James Fergusson that archi-
tecture was “‘nathing more or less than the art of ornamented
and ornamental construction.”! The problem which ob-
sessed them was to decide what was the correct type of orna-
ment. There were, of course, one or two eccentrics who re-
jected the idea of ornament altogether. |. N. L. Durand had
msisted, at the beginning of the century (when the French
state was in [act téo poverty-stricken to ornament new public
buildings even if it wanted to), that beauty in a building re-
sulted naturally and necessarily from the most economical
structure mmposed on the most economical plan. Horato

Greenough, sull smarting over the rejection of his nude
statue of George Washington, similarly insisted on the total
rejection of ornament, and used arguments which were later
to be employed by Adolf Loos. But the nineteenth century in
general approved unquestioningly the desire for ornament,
which Owen Jones, for example, believed “must necessarily
increase with all peoples in the ratio of the progress of civili-
zation.”? As a result, ornament, far from being rejected by
the leading architects, became more luxuriant and more ex-
travagant as the century proceeded, until it culminated in the
rich overall surface decorations we associate with the nine-
teenth-century buildings of Louis Sullivan and Frank Llovd
Wnight.

Curiously enough, the problem which occupied the most
thoughtful and progressive mid-nineteenth-century theorists
was not so much concerned with the nature of ornament as
with the nature of plain straightforward building. Two an-
swers were put forward; the first, making use of an analogy
with literature, claimed that plain building was comparable to
vernacular speech; the second, making use of no analogy at
all (a singularity at a ume when analogy seemed to most theo-
rists to be the only alternative to archaeology) claimed that
plain building was nothing more nor less than civil engineer-
ing itself.

The belief in the virtues of “vernacular” structures was
the basic tenet of the Queen Anne Revival, first proposed ex-
actlya century ago by the Rev. ]. L. Petit, a well-known belhig-
erent of the Battle ol the Styles, and probably inspired by
Scott’s Remarks on Gothic Archutecture (1858). where the rela-
tionship between “vernacular domesuc architecture™ and the
ecclesiastical architecture of the thirteenth century was fully
discussed. At a lecture given in May 1861, he suggested that
if his audience were to look at the best monumental buildings
of Queen Anne’s reign, they would see that these were simply
vernacular buildings plus ornamentauon of a very appropri-
ate kind. As a result, they harmonized with the character of
the houses men built when they built without reference to
stvle, and were guided solely by the consideration of then
own requirements, the state of society, chmate and
materials.? It was a stvle, moreover, which was perfectly

suited 1o the wants ol their own dayv: ":'\I)H'\\l\('_ O1 (Jl}‘i_!lgt
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of being made expressive of the spirit of the age; and suffi-
ciently comprehensive to embrace both v‘ernacular and
monumental works, and that large class which partakes of
both characters.”™

The significance of this proposal, as far as more recent
developments in architecture were (0 be concerned, was
threefold. Firstly, it deliberately broke through the archaeo-
logical barrier which in England and America had separated
architecture from life for nearly a century, and substituted
the idea of selecting architectural forms on the basis of their
appropriateness, and according to the designer’s unfet_lered
choice. The Queen Anne period was taken as a suitable
precedent because many buildings constructed then were
characteristic of what Sir John Summerson has called “arti-
san mannerism’’; the unsophisticated mixing of various tec-
tonic and decorative elements without that antiquarian pe-
dantry which in the following reign so often typified the
architecture of Palladianism. Moreover the Revival itsell
went even further; it often employed motifs that were not
eighteenth-century at all, but more strictly Jacobean. In other
words, the “Queen Anne” style in England was really the
equivalent of the “Francis I'" style in France, when Renais-
sance decorative motifs were applied undogmatically to
freely-planned compositions (as on the Franas I wing at
Blois) without strict reference to antique precedents or rules.

Secondly, the Queen Anne Revival introduced into Eng-
land the philosophical notion of Eclecticism. This word is fre-
quently misused to signify an indiscriminate use of styles,
such as was exemplified by those architects who designed
Palladian buildings one day and Gothic buildings the next
without any apparent misgiving. In this sense, it corresponds
to what theologians more correctly term “Indifferentism.”
The true meaning of Eclecticism is defined in the Encyclopa-
edia Brilannica as “‘a composite system of thought made up of
views selected (exheyw) from various other systems,” and it
was in this sense that it was proposed by César Daly in the Re-
vue Générale de | Architecture in 1858.5 The idea undoubtedly
stemmed from Victor Cousin’s series of lectures entitled The
True, The Beautiful and The Good, published five years earlier, in
which the historical method was applied to philosophy in the
same way that Darwin was then applying it to biology and ar-
chitects were applying it to architectural design. Victor
Cousin claimed that one should not pedantically accept any
one philosophical system to the exclusion of all others, but
decide rationally and independently what philosophical facts
were true, and then recognize and respect them in whatever
historical contexts they appeared. The history of philosophy
thus became, he asserted, “'no longer a mass of senseless sys-
tems, a chaos, without light, and without issue; but in some
sort a living philosophy.” If, in this sentence, we substitute
the word “architecture” for the word “philosophy,” we have
the basis of the theory proposed by César Daly, elaborated by
Guadet, and still taught in most of our schools.

Third]y. it introduced the notion that the basis of a living
architecture was, in J. L. Petit’s words, ““our ordinary or ver-
nacular architecture.” The important effect of this on subse-
quent architectural theories cannot be exaggerated. In the
ﬁrs.t place, it undermined the old idea of relating monumen-
lalf'? to temples and churches by giving minor domestic ar-
chitecture a predominant influence over architectural theory.
Thus the houses designed by the pioneers of modern arch.i-
tecture bef:ame the most influential means by which new
forms and ldea:r. were introduced. In the second place, it chal-
ler.lgcd the Italian l_lenaissance doctrine—introduced into ar-
chitectural education in 1806 with the foundation of the
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Ecole des Beaux-Arts—that architecture was essentially one
of the three Arts of Design; for by insisting upon the analogy
between architecture and literature (in which composition
also makes use of a vocabulary of standardized elements), it
separated the theory of architecture from that of sculpture
and painting; arts in which, as Susanne Langer has observed,
a vocabulary of elements plays no part. Lastly, it established
the doctrine that this vocabulary must consist of tectonic ele-
ments corresponding to what in traditional structural sys-
tems called “vernacular’; a name used because the elements
were established by local craftsmen on purely practical
grounds, and assembled in accordance with the requirements
of functional plans.

The only problem to decide was what, in the 1860's, cor-
responded to “‘vernacular” building, and it is to James Fer-
gusson’s credit that he seems to have been the first to per-
ceive that the supersession of traditional building materials
and techniques by the new materials and techniques of the
Industrial Revolution was precisely the reason why any New
Architecture was really necessary at all. The new vernacular,
he said, was to be found in the works of the engineers, since
these were the people who now followed “the commonsense
principles which guided builders in all previous ages.” If the
architectural profession were to be properly organized, the
engineer would merely be “the architect who occupied him-
self more especially with construction and with the more
utilitarian class of work™ whilst the architect, properly so
called, would be “the artist who attended to the ornamental
distribution of buildings, and their decoration when
erected.”®

The fact that no New Architecture appeared until the
very end of the nineteenth century, despite the hopes placed
in frames of cast and wrought iron, was a result of the fact
that no radical technological innovation was economically
utilizable as a complete structural system until steel frames
and reinforced concrete frames (i.e. frames in which the ver-
tical as well as the horizontal members were resistant to ten-
sile stresses) were introduced after 1880. Even then, the need
to cover steelwork with fire-resistant faience, and the dif-
ficulty of making concrete surfaces homogeneous, en-
couraged an even greater use of ornament, whilst providing
the most convincing justification for separating the concept
of ornament from that of the structure which it concealed.
But between 1900 and 1950 a highly complex and varied
vocabulary of new and elegant structural components was
gradually evolved, until at the present day the nineteenth-
century dream of a new tectonic “vernacular’” has become a
reality. The problem now is: has this vocabulary become s0
rich that architecture can be produced by merely combining
these tectonic elements into the most rational and economi-
cal arrangement required by a particular programme, or does
the essence of architectural composition still consist of hon-
est straightforward building plus something else?

In the 1920's and 1930’s, the pioneers of our own archi-
tecture seem to have had only a vague presentiment of the
difficulties which this problem would eventually produce. In
1935, Walter Gropius accurately recorded that the “hrst or
rationalizing stage” of modern architecture was only “a puri-
fying process,” and that the ultimate goal was the “composite
but inseparable work of art, the great building in which the
old dividing line between monumental and decorative ele-
ments will have disappeared for ever.”7 But being unwilling,
because of his rejection of history, to refer 1o any historical
precedents, his only hint as to the nature of this new monu-
mentality, of the differentia which would distinguish monu-



mental architecture from just good plain building, was
merely that it would be found “in those simple and sharply
modelled designs in which every part merges naturally into
the comprehensive volume of the whole,”8 a definition which
at best only paraphrases the standard classical aphorisms
enunciated from the time of Alberti to that of |. F. Blondel.

Le Corbusier’s early writings appear more helpful, since
he not only distinguished between the “engineer’s aesthetic”
(which produces only harmony) and the “architect’s aes-
thetic™ (which produces both' harmony and beauty), but
made specific recommendations as to how this beauty was (o
be attained. Yet even Le Corbusier’s speculative contribution
has turned out 1o be largely illusory, for he has now aban-
doned his early system of “regulating lines™ (which was in
fact linde different from the standard method of proportion-
ing then use at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts), whilst his latest
buildings clearly owe nothing to the machine-precise profil-
ing, or modénature, which he recommended as exemplified in
the Parthenon. Towards a New Architecture, with its constant ap-
peal to the authority of ancient temples and churches of vari-
ous historical periods, in fact made little methodological ad-
vance on nineteenth-century Eclecticism, whilst his
deliberate omission of Gothic monuments brought the his-
torical basis of his theory completely in line with that of the
devotees of Queen Anne.

Probably the only really frank examination of this prob-
lem within the last century has been that formulated during
the Queen Anne Revival itself by Robert Kerr, professor of
the Arts of Construction at King's College, London, and one
of the most caustic critics of the architecture of his age. In a
lecture given at the RIBA in January 1869, he put forward the
view that since architecture was obviously just a dress by
which the artist’s pencil, like a magician’s wand, transformed
a structure from a dull lifeless piece of building into some-
thing eloquent, it ought more fittingly to be called the Ar-
chitecturesque. This dress was constituted, he said, primarily
by ornament, the desire for which, more than anything else,
separated the intelligence of man from that of the lower ani-
mals, and urged him to strive after perpetual novelty. What
people had been in the habit of calling *“‘the principles of ar-
chitectural design™ were simply the principles of architec-
turesque treatment. Good architecture was true architec-
turesque, bad architecture spurious architecturesque, and
the means of obtaining both were fourfold: structure orna-
mentalized (or rendered in itsell ornamental), ornament
structuralized (or rendered in itself structural), structure or-
namented, and ornament constructed.

Now preposterous as Robert Kerr's argument may seem,
his terminology is not inappropriate to some of the more
publicized monuments of to-day. There can be no disputing
the fact that architecture is becoming increasingly “ornament
structuralized,” if not “'ornament constructed,” for the whole
trend of Le Corbusier’s powerful influence has been moving
in this direction for some time, and is now bearing fruit on
both sides of the Atlantic. Is Chandigarh an example of what
J. M. Richards once called “the sincerity which is at present
architecture’s special virtue, and the imevitability which it gets
from its appearance being so closely related to its
structure?™ If so, we should examine carefully what we now
mean by “structure.” Or must we admit, to continue Rich-
ards’s phraseology, that modern architecture is becoming
“merely decorative, an imitation of itself?"'10

It has long been recognized that the ideal of creaung
monumental architecture solely by the consideration of om
own requirements, the state of society, climate and materials

is quite impractical without some additional quality which, in
fact, is nothing more nor less than the artist’s creative intui-
tion. This must either order, proportion, refine and embel-
lish a basic economic structure and composition, or create
shapes which greatly transcend the mere economical fulfil-
ment of practical needs. But refinement and adornment were
both included in what the eighteenth-and nineteenth-century
classical theorists understood by “ornament,” as when the
Abbé Laugier wrote: “the flutings and other enrichments
with which the sculptor’s chisel charges different elements
are true ornament, because they can be accepted or sup-
pressed without altering the nature of the Order.”!! By re-
Jjecting the idea of “ornamentalized and ornamented struc-
ture,” and disregarding the principle enunciated by Fénélon
when he remarked (concerning the superiority of classical ar-
chitecture over gothic) that “one must never allow into a
building any element destined solely for ornament, but
rather turn to ornament all the parts necessary for its sup-
port,” we seem to have been led to adopt “structuralized and
constructed ornament,” and this charge was levelled against
Le Corbusier and his friends as early as 1925: “Nobody
speaks now of anvthing but straight lines, essentials and con-
struction; but if one looks closely, it 1s obvious that ornament
is still the only thing that matters, so that there are finally
more uscless things than ever before. These useless elements
are so rigid and bare that the uninitiated assume them to be
necessary; thus the error is all the more serious for bemng dis-
simulated.”12

One cause of the present luxuriation in suspended con-
crete awnings and extravagant concrete roofs has lain, ini-
tially, I think, in too hastily rejecting nineteenth-century ra-
tionalist principles when discarding nineteenth-century
imitative practices. As a result, all the leading post-1930
theorists except Mies van der Rohe threw away the baby with
the bathwater. The great mid-nineteenth-century rational-
ists, such as Charles Barry in England, and Henrv Labrouste
m France. had applied the nght principles to the wrong
materials, an error for which they were hardly to blame, be-
cause the proper materials had not vet been perfected. But
the twentieth-century theornists, following the lead given by
Etenne-Louis Boullée a century before, not merely rejected
superfluous ornament and the tyranny of past sivles; they re-
jJected also the classical definition of architecture as “the art
of building.” claiming that Alberti and his successors had
foolishly mistaken the cause for the effect. They did not, like
Boullée, preface their treatises with the words ed 10 anche son
pttore, but they might fittingly have done so. for the princi-
ples they substituted were mainly concerned with light, shade
and space.

Their reason for doing this must, I think, be obvious.
During the nineteenth century, architecture had been
brought mto disrepute by the archacologists and anuquaries,
whose wrangles had culminated in the Battle of the Stvles. To
avoid the same ervor, the theorists who tried to create a New
Architecture sought to avowd all references to the history of
architecture. But il one cannot theonze with relerence to the
architecture of the past, one cannot theorize about architec-
ture at all. The only alternauve is to rely m analogies. The
French and English theorists of the nmineteenth century
sought analogies with biology, machmery, speech and, n at
least one nstance, gastronomy, But the leading German
theorists of the twentieth century, perhaps through a Spen-
glerian fascinanon lor “space.” and a mysucal attachment o
the philosophical noton of “architectonics.” ! preferred an
analogy with pamung, sculpture and industnal design, espe-
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cially when these so conveniently developed into “abstract

e

art.

The theory of those who, pursuing the ideals of nme-
teenth-century rationalism, opposed this attitude, is not casy
to define with certainty, because its exponents were usually
taciturn men, who felt that a few epigrams were quite ade-
quate to explain their work to those who really wanted to un-
derstand. But its general principles can, I think, be summa-
rized under three headings corresponding to the planmng,
construction and appearance of buildings, or, if one prefers,
to the Vitruvian categories of commodity, firmness and de-
light. As regards “‘commodity,” they believed that since the
purpose of architecture is to create useful, interesting, varied
and harmoniously related spaces, urban architecture is su-
perior to rural architecture because it not only defines indoor
spaces, but also combines to create plazas, courtyards and
streets. Thus, even when developing new cities, they were led
to study the appearance of buildings in terms of contiguously
aligned fagades. It may be true that “the basis of the Victonan
view of architecture was as large-scale sculpture,”!* but such
sculpture was not thought of as isolated in a void, or seen
from above, like Malewich’s ““Architectonics,” but as con-
tributing to a perspective seen from the ground. The pio-
neers of contemporary architecture, under the influence of
the “Queen Anne” tradiion (which based its theory of a
“vernacular” architecture on suburban villas), and of Const-
ructivist sculpture, were unable to conceive of architecture
excepl as isolated elements, visible from all round; and it is
typical of the confused reasoning in Towards a New Archilecture
that, although virtually all Le Corbusier’s published domestic
projects were designed in this way, the historical example he
uses to support his views (namely a Pompeiian house) exem-
plifies exactly the opposite principle, in that here the exterior
has no visual significance, and all the open spaces on the site
are obtained by means of courtyards inside.

As regards “firmness,” the nineteenth-century classical
rationalists realized that a minimal structure i1s'not only un-
necessary in small spans, but is probably incalculable, since
the forces are so vaned. Moreover, as Léonce Reynaud had
pointed out, “one must not conclude that all the parts of our
structures must be submitted to the laws of mechanics, for it
is evident that the prescriptions of saence can lead o great
difficulties of execution.”!5 But they considered that there
should be an economical correspondence between the forces
to be resisted and the structure designed to resist them,!6
and believed, like Viollet-le-Duc, that “*Construction, for the
architect, 1s the employment of materials with the precon-
ceived idea of sausfying a need by the simplest and most solid
means.” 17 At the end of the last century, and at the beginning
of this, thev used frames rather than elaborate cantilevers,
because the leading building contractors had shown these 1o
be the most economical way of erecting multi-storey build-
ings when no question of aesthetics was involved. They were
not unmoved by the sight of great halls built for international
exhibitions, but they did not regard their roofs as structural
paradigms for spaces of a fifth the span.!® Similarly, they
would have studied an engineer’s architectural structures,
rather than his bridges, if they had wanted to apply his princi-
ples to the problems they were studying themselves.

As regards “delight,” the nineteenth-century classical ra-
tionalists believed that the only difference between architec-
ture and plain, honest, straightforward building was that ar-
chitecture was both sensitively proportioned and pleasingly
detailed, whereas plain building was not. In this their ideas
seem to have been in harmony with those of every other
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period of European architecture, except the Italian Renais-
sance and the German Baroque. If we compare an early stone
cotton mill (such as the mill at Curbar illustrated in J. M.
Richards’s Functional Tradition in Early Industrial Buildings) with
any of the really important classical rationalist buildings in
England, such as Charles Barry’s Bridgewater House, we can
see that the differences have nothing to do with “'the trap-
pings of the historical styles,” but are simply due (apart from
variations in size and plan, resulting from the difference of
function) to the fact that the apertures and volumes are more
carefully proportioned, and the surfaces more carefully
worked. If we take the worst possible French example,
namely Garnier’s Paris Opera House (which even in its own
day was criticized for its excessively Italianate Renaissance
and Baroque polychrome ornamentation), we see that in the
one part comparable in composition and plan to the mill at
Curbar—namely the six-storey administrative office block
which constitutes the northern end—a similar policy has been
observed. And whatever one may say of the rest of the Paris
Opera House, there is no doubt that unlike Boullée's or Ut-
zon’s designs for opera houses, this building can be clearly
seen, by its compositional elements, to be a theatre, and by its
detailing to be the most important theatre in the state. As J. F.
Blondel once observed, the more accurately we can express
the relative importance and function of buildings by this
means, the closer are we to achieving *“‘that infinite variety be-
tween different buildings of the same type or of different
tvpes” which is the essence of style. “Style, in this sense,” he
explained, “is like that of eloquence: it is the poetry of archi-
tecture.”19

The mid-Victorians, who hated insipidity, were usually
over-fond of ornament (which they regarded as the natural
expresssion of wealth), but even so, the best architects who
pandered to their tastes realized that the essental difference
between architecture and plain building lay not in complexity
and extravagance (whether this be thought of in terms ol
construction or of the interpenetrations of space) but in pro-
portion, refinement, and, if appropnate, adornment. As a re-
sult, their buildings have a scale and tactile richness which
can only be appreciated by walking amongst them, and look-
ing at them close to. The best urban buildings of the nine-
teenth century are seldom very interesting when seen from
the air. They certainly have not the same compositional in-
terest which models of important modern buildings usually
possess. But at ground level they have a warmth and
humanity found in the best architecture of all ages except our
own, and this is becoming more and more obvious as old and
new buildimgs become more frequently juxtaposed.

It is no longer posssible to use the word “ornament’ m
Alberti’s sense of an “auxiliary brightness,” because this
word, thanks to Adolf Loos, is now regarded as obscene. But
there is no virtue in banishing obscenity from our vocabulary
unless we also banish it from our practices, and if we have no
choice, as seems likely now, between ornamenting our struc-
tures or constructing abstract ornament, it is perhaps time we
seriously revaluated nineteenth-century rationalism is terms
of the potenualities of the second Machine Age.

NOTES

James Fergusson: A History of Avchitecture (1865), vol, 1, 1. 9

Owen Jones: Grammar of Ovnament, first sentence of chapter |

It required a theorist who was not a professional architect 1o perceive

the importance of this characteristic of vernacular building. Another
thoughtful Lsvman, Dr. John Robison, had remarked on the same thing
m his lectures on Mechanical Philosophy given at Edinbuy gh University o
the end of the eighteenth cenury: “In the simple unadorned habita-
tions of private persons, every thing comes to be adjusted by an experi-
ence of inconveniences which have resulted from 100 low pitched rools
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and their pitch will always be nearly such as suits the climate and cover-
ing. Our architects, however, go to work on different principles.. We
cannot help thinking that much of their practice results from a pedantic
veneration for the beautiful products of Grecian architecture... Since
stone is the chiel material of our buildings, ought not the members of
ornamental architecture to be refinements on the essential and unaf-
fected parts of a simple stone-building?™ (1822 ed. p. 555).

The Builder, vol. xix, p. 351. The fact that this idea was put forward very
soon after the Battle of the Styles (i.e. The Foreign Office Competition
controversy of 1857-59) is clearly of great importance when assessing
the significance of the Queen Anne Revival. In the sole authoritative
monograph on this subject (AR July 1943, p. 16) Dudley Harbron was
only able to trace the style back to 1874, The first Queen Anne Revival
building, according to Professor Hitchcock, was the lodge at Kew Gar-
dens, dated 1867,

This, as Prolessor Pevsner has kindly pointed out, is contemporary with
Scott’s correct use of this term in his Remarks on Gothic Avchitecture (p.
265), published in the same year. But whereas Scott demanded unity of
style (1.e. based on thirteenth-century Gothic) and believed that *“like all
genuine styles,” the style of the future must have “its roots in the tem-
ple” (p. 273), the essence of Daly and Petit's advocacy was to disregard
archaelogical classifications, and to accept all buildings of the past as a
potential “porfolio of motifs.” It is worth noting that Diderot, in the En-
avclopédie of 1755, defined it rather differently from both and in a way
typical of classical rationalist thought. “An eclectic,” he wrote, “is a
philosopher who treads underfoot prejudice, tradition, seniority, gen-
eral consent, and authority, and...goes back to the clearest general prin-
ciples, examining them, discussing them, and accepting nothing except
it be on the evidence of his own experience and reason.” We may com-
pare this with the remark of ]. F. Blondel (who contibuted the articles
on Architecture to the Encyclapédie): ““The ancients can teach us to think,
but we must not think as they did...”" (Cours, vol. i, p. lv).

James Fergusson: ibad. vol ni, p. 474.

Walter Gropius: The New Architecture and the Bawhaus (1935), p. 44.
Ihid, p. 32.

J.- M. Richards: An Introduction to Modern Avchitecture (1940), p. 13 of re-
vised ed.

16.

19

Ihid.

M. A. Laugier: Essai sur L'Architecture (1755), p. xvi.

Auguste Perret, quoted in L'Amour de UArt (1925), p. 174.

Cf. the quotation from Muthesius' Stilarchilektur und Baukunst (1902)
given by Reyner Banham on pp. 73-76 of Theory and Design in the Furst
Machine Age: ¢.g. “the re-establishment of an architectonic culture is a
basic condition of all the arts & ¢ (p. 76). In this wide sense, the term is
clearly a garbled derivative of the penultimate chapter of Kant's Critique
of Pure Reason (1781).

J. M. Richards: ibd., p. 26.

L. Reynaud: Traité d ' Architecture (1860 ed.), p. 6. It is in the writings of
Reynaud, Choisy, and other mid-nineteenth century professors of ar-
chitecture at the French Engineering schools (Ecole Polytechnique,
Ecole des Ponts et Chaussées, Ecole de Génie Militaire) that the clear-
est exposition of classical rationalist principles 1s to be found,

P. L. Nervi foresaw that the proportions of Utzon's design lor the Syd-
ney Opera House would have to be changed. “The fact is that this
building is an eloquent example of the most open anti-functionalism in
statics and construction, and a consequence of the arbitrary nature of
their forms, which clearly run against the laws of static construction.
One can easily imagine the brilliant feats of caleulus, technique, and the
waste of materials which will be necessary even if they succeed unthout substan-
tial formal and other modifications, in keeping it standing.” Casabella (July
1959).

E. Viollet-le-Duc: Dictionnaive Raisonné de | Architecture Francaise, Xle-X1le
Siecle, vol. iv, p. 1.

It is now almost a tradition for the leading architectural histonans to
speak slightingly of Perret’s use of reinforced concrete frames in muli-
storey buildings, by contrasting them with some other designers’ spiral
stairways, winch towers or 200-ft. span vaults. But it is obvious, from
the evidence of Perret’s own work (e.g. the stairway in his own office,
the reservoir tower at Saclay, and several of his single-storey buildings)
that he himself avoided frame construction where 1t was inappropnate.
I'he continued popularity of frame construction among building con-
tractors for mulu-storey offices and apartment blocks suggests that it 1s
still one of the most efficient systems in its proper place.

J- F. Blondel: Cours d'Architecture (1771), vol. v, p. Iv.

Mémores sur les objets les plus importants de UArchiteciure
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THE LINGUISTIC ANALOGY

Ome of the keynote speeches at the ACSA (Association of Collegiate
Schools of Architecture) Annual Meeting, Santa Fa, 1979. In the
Published Proceedings, John Meunier, editor.

The current, and certainly the most widely popularized
analogy between architecture and language nowadays is that
whereby architecture is interpreted in accordance with the
theory of literary criticism called “structural linguistics.” For
this reason, I begin with an illustration from Charles Jencks’
The Language of Post-Modern Architecture. In the text which ac-
companies this picture, he writes—

When pre-cast concrete gnills were first used on burldings in the late
1950°s, they were seen as “cheesegraters,” “beehives™ or “‘chain-link
fences.” Ten years later, when they became the norm in a certan build-
ing type, they were seen in functional terms: v.e. ““this looks like a park-
ing garage.

The caption to his illustration says:

Whle the “cheesegrater™ s now no longer perceived as a mela-
phor, the precast grill is on rare occasions still used for offices. Whether

it signifies garage or office depends on the frequency of usage within a
society.
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The Language of Post-Modern Avchitecture

It 1s not my present purpose to argue, in the context of
this lecture, the accuracy or otherwise of this general philo-
sophical approach, which in France is called “structuralism.”
But it seems to me essential to begin any discussion on “the
linguistic analogy in the history of architecture” by distin-
guishing between the basic theoretical concepts used today
and those mitiated two centuries ago.

In the 1750’s, the idea emerged that all buildings can, if
well designed, express their purpose. The idea was not that
this purpose needed to be explained verbally. It was, on the
contrary, that a building’s function was “announced” by the
manner in which it was designed. Similarly, architectural
criticism was concerned primarily with assessing the way each
architect had translated the requirements of his client into a
building, and overcome the constraints imposed by topo-
graphical and financial limitations. The final result was

Judged by reference to the standards of classical composi-

tion, the only standards then recognized as valid.
In the 1750°s architectural criticism, (which concerned
the translation of needs into visual shapes) differed from lit-
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erary criticism, which was then primarily concerned with
translating one language into another (such as Latin into the
vernacular). Today, literary criticism is still a form of transla-
tion; but instead of translating from one language to another,
the critic simply translates from one type of English into
another type of English, or from one type of French into
another type of French. The linguistic analogy used by ar-
chitectural theorists two centuries ago was part of a process
of logical thought. Its purpose was essentially heuristic. It
was concerned, like all philosophical analogies since the time
of Plato, with inductive speculation which might hopefully
lead to the discovery of new useful hypotheses. Though it be-
gan in the mid-eighteenth century, its heyday was in the the
1850’s when the Battle of the Styles was bringing Revivalism
into disrepute, and when no viable new systems of architec-
tural construction—such as steel and reinforced-concrete
frames—had as vet been economically developed within the
building industry. From the late-nineteenth century onward,
the biological and mechanical analogies became more popu-
lar; but since they were also used heuristically, it mattered lit-
tle which analogy was argued providing it produced new and
valid wavs of building.

This is a detail of the main auditorium of the University
of Fribourg, in Switzerland, designed in the late 1930’s. Since
it was always intended to be a university, it was also intended
to look like one. But nothing could have been further from
the architect’s thoughts than that it should be seen in terms
of a “figure of speech.” And I suggest that what was true in
the 1930’s was also true in the 1750's when Jacques-Frangois
Blondel was writing his four great folio volumes of architec-
tural criticism entitled Arehitecture Francoise. There is not a sin-
gle metaphor or simile in the entire work; and he rarely found
it necessary to describe one building by reference to another.

Consider, for example, his criticism of Le Vau's College
des quatres Nations.2 The problem was unique in that the
site was not only irregular, but faced the south facade of the
royal palace of the Louvre. The problem was therefore not
simply one of relating form to function, but of relating it to
the most dominant civic monument in Paris—a monument
which, in fact, was then in the course of completion by the
same architect.

Its chapel is unusual in that although the dome is oval in-
ternally, it is circular externally. The architectural problems
of reconciling these two shapes are obvious, and close anal-
ysis of the program indicates why the problem arose. But
whereas Anthony Blunt had nothing more to say about the
entire building than that “the domed church flanked with
wings curving forward combines motives from Pietro da Cor-
tona and Borromini,”* Blondel discussed its shape, details,
proportions and general visual effects without reference to
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any other building whatsoever, but solely on the basis of gen-
eral principles, or with reference to the character which such
architectural compositions should “announce.”?

It will be obvious that this word “announce™ already im-
plied a linguistic analogy. The idea is of course as old as Vi-
truvius, and derives from Greek sources which Vitruvius him-
self consulted. But it may well be that J. F. Blondel was the
first theorist to go on to assert that good architecture is
analogous to poetry. In his lecture-courses given during the
following two decades, he specifically claimed that the appro-
priate expression of function constituted the “poetry of ar-
chitecture.” He himself naturally illustrated this concept by
referring to buildings by other architects; but it will be per-
missible for us to consider his theory by reference to a build-
ing which he himself designed. This is the corps-de-garde, or
garrison headquarters at the focal point of the main plaza in
Metz. Blondel was responsible for the whole of this urban
renewal project, which included a new city hall on the south
side and incorporated the medieval cathedral on the north.
He was obviously attempting to give this building a military
characier, vet without detracting from the cavic and ecclesias-
tical environment of which it formed a part. No “classical or-
ders.” as we would understand the term nowadays, were ex-
plicitly used. Instead, rehance was placed on the emphatic
rustication of the basement storey, and the austere propor-
tions of the fenestrauon. The only reference to the funcuon
of the building which did not derive from 1ts proportion and
profiling was the sculptural decoration of the pediment,
which specifically proclaimed its military character by means
of the unequivocal iconographic symbolism familiar to every-
one in that age.

In an era which could not conceive of architecture other
than as a continuaton of the arusuc legacy of Greece or
Rome, it was inevitable that Blondel should have eonsidered
“poetry” and “style” to be virtually synonymous. For him,
stvle in architecture was like sivle in eloquence. “In architec-
ture, as in literature,” he wrote, “a simple style is preferable
to an inflated style.”7 This docirine was a commonplace in
the literary theory of the age. But the next generation of ar-
chitectis—men like Euenne-Lows Boullée—were 10 show a
marked predilection for “the inflated style™ in terms of scale,
even though they ostensibly, and indeed ostentatiously,
opted for extreme simplicity in terms of shape.

Boullée's theories have been so well publicized in recent
vears that there is no need to quote any of his numerous ref-
erences Lo “the poetry ol architecture”™ found in his manu-
script treatise.® But the “poetry™ to which he alluded was not
so much an analogy with language as with easel-painting. I
was the ancient doctrine summarized by the latin maxim: ul
pictura poests. He sought an architecture which would have the
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qualities he admired, and envied, in the works of such paint-
ers as Hubert Robert.

His ideals had thus little in common with those of Blon-
del. For whereas Blondel considered that the poetry of archi-
tecture derived from each building’s individual expression of
function, Boullée, being obsessed with the metaphysical vir-
tues of Plato’s five basic geometrical solids, gave primacy to
form; and there is something almost pathetic in his search for
appropriate titles to attach to each of his huge hollow pyra-
mids and unconstructable spheres. His most famous design
is his “cenotaph to Newton.” whose body then lay (as it sull
does) in Westminster Abbey, but was presumably to be trans-
ported to France, solely to give meaning to his graphic abst-
ractions.

Even his designs for more practical public buildings,
such as the parliament for the new French revolutionary
regime, designed in 1792, show little imaginative grasp of
either the real or expressive function of such buildings. The
plan of his parliament building is just a symmetrical assem-
blage of rectangles around a circle: and one only has to com-
pare it with Barry's Palace of Westminster, designed forty
vears later, 1o appreciate Boullée’s poverty of invention. The
immense blank facades—of a type which Blondel considered
appropnate only for prisons—could only be made to express
legislative function by anticipating Venturi's Lesson of Las
Vegas. It was in fact designed as a vast bill-board, with the
complete text of the Declaration of the Rights of Man incised
on its surface like the inscription on a Brobdingnagian tomb-
stone. Far from being analogous to language, the facade lit-
erally was language, and nothing more than language. It was
the neutral support for a written message which Boullée
would have mscribed in neon lighting had he known how.

In more recent years, the same dilemna was dealt with in
an identical manner by Warren Perry when he designed the
Berkeley Law School. The text on the facade consists of two
eloquent passages from the writings of Chief Justice Benja-
min Cardozo; extracts from a lecture which he delivered at
Yale in 1921. The lettering is as elegantly arranged, and as
typographically impeccable, as the prose it transcribes. But it
can only be read by persons standing close. When seen from
a distance it is sufficiently illegible to be classifiable as abst-
ract ornament, and no doubt this is the effect which the ar-
chitect (who was then Dean of Architecture at Berkeley) in-
tended. E

Alter Boullée's death, the third heuristic phase in the de-
velopment of the linguistic analogy was inaugurated by J- N.
L. Durand, whose use of it was influenced by the fact that he
hgd to teach the rudiments of architecture to students of en-
gineering. Durand’s method was diametrically opposed to
that of Boullée, even though superficially the r-(-sulling com-
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positional designs of his students had much in common. For
whereas Boullée was concerned only with the total effect, Du-
rand was primarily concerned with the assembly of compo-
nent parts. To quote his own definition: “The component
elements of architecture (that is to say columns, beams, walls,
windows, and so on) are to architecture what words are 10
discourse, and what notes are to music.”? His fondness for
the word “architectonic™ suggests that he may owe a debt (o
Emmanuel Kant, who gave the penultimate chapter of his Cn-
tigue of Pure Reason the title: “"The Architectonics of Pure Rea-
son.

Forty years later the whole attitude towards the linguistic
analogy had changed. The professional architectural theo-
rists of the classical era were rapidly being swamped by ro-
mantic enthusiasuc amateurs who, though frequently pos-
sessing immense intellectual ability, had little pratical
experience of building, but simply enjoyed talking about it.
Ruskin’s influence was the most insidious. Being deeply sen-
sitive to the poetic qualities of all visual phenomena, he per-
ceived no basic difference between nature and architecture,
In so far as he found similar beauty in both, it was the tran-
sient everchanging beauty of wregular and erratic shapes
which most powerfully excited his oratorical gifts.

His description of the Rhine Falls at Schaffhausen—that
diminutive Swiss equivalent of Niagara Falls—is full of allu-
sions to vaults, arches and domes; and (o precious marbles
with melodious names, such as chrysophrase.!® Moreover,
there are enough metaphors and similes in this text to satisty
even the most garrulous professors of English literature and
literary criticism. But Ruskin’s literary techniques for de-
scribing natural phenomena carried over into his architec-
tural criticisms, whereby St. Mark’s Venice is described less
as a building assembled by the hands of men, than as a mar-
velous manifestation of the work of God. 1!

In fairness to Ruskin, it should be emphasized that this
famous description, comprising a single sentence of over
four hundred words, contains far fewer metaphors and
similes than might be expected. Moreover, there is very little
ambiguity in any of them. Perhaps the magic of his architec-
tural prose resides precisely in the accuracy of his ter-
minology: in his meticulous choice of descriptive words
which are totally convincing because they are never whimsi-
cal or far-fetched.

But whatever the merits of Ruskin’s imagery, the fact re-
mains that for him, the eloquence of a facade derived solely
from its sculptural details and mosaics. James Fergusson ar-
gued in his book The Principles of Beauty in Art (which was pub-
lished in the same year as the Seven Lamps of Avchitecture) that
eloquence, poetry and drama were the highest forms ol art,
and that the only aspect of architecture which could similarily
be classified as “phonetic” (1o use his own ter minology) was
ornamentation.'2 But it was precisely this which, for Ruskin,
distinguished architecture from ordinary building. The
facade of St. Mark’s is indubitably a masterpiece. But what
makes it absolutely unique is that no two pairs of capitals are
alike. It had been assembled gradually, over a period ol five
hundred years, out of miscellancous fragments looted from
the rumns of Byzantuum.

The colonnade of the tempietto at San P

torio was also made of looted fragments: in this instance,
ruins,

ietro in Mon-
re-
cycled corinthian shafts, recuperated from antique T
were cut down to the proportons appropriate for a Donc en-
tablature. But for Ruskin, such buildings posessed no poetic
eloquence whatsoever; and he consistently ridic uled what he
called their “mechanical repetition.”3 Comparing the effect



of omanesque ana- byzantine work with designs such as
these, the former were, he wrote, “like that of poetry well
read and deeply felt to that of the same verses jangled by
rote. There are many to whom the difference is impercepti-
ble.” he said, *‘but to those who love poetry it is everything—
they had rather not hear it at all than hear it ill read.”’!* For
Ruskin, as for Jacques-Frangois Blondel, architecture was not
analogous (o a text which needed to be read: it actually
talked: but whereas Blondel's architecture spoke in accor-
dance with the classical rules of syntax and decorum, Ruskin
considered that the principal defect of the Renaissance theo-
rists was that ““They discovered suddenly that the world, for
ten centuries, had been living in an ungrammatical manner,
and they made it forthwith the end of human existence to be
grammatical.”"1?

Ruskin's early hostility to traditional architectural rules
and to constructional standardization demonstrates most
clearly his incomprehension of how buildings are actually de-
signed and how they achieve their stability. Whether his
prejudices were justified by aesthetic, sociological or reli-
gious rationalizations, picturesque variety was for him the
spice of life. Eccentric arcades such as those adorning San
Michele at Lucca, were for him the quintessence of architec-
tural poetry; and his concept of “The Lamp of Sacrifice” was
not a call for restraint but for profusion. Anticipating current
theories of Structural Linguistics, he demonstrated that lin-
ear ornament can, by careful verbal dissection of its symbol-

ism, be seen as ornament “'in depth”; as an éderiture capable of

rendering the riches of its poetic vitality to anyone with sufhi-
cient patience and education to examine each component
fragment, and uncover the subconscious motives which ac-
tivated the sculptor’s chisel. For Ruskin, the standardized
polychrome columns in the gardens at Versailles, and the
sculptural panels which adorn its remarkable three dimen-
sional arches, were unworthy of serious attention. ““Mechani-
cal” and “Pagan,” they were for him what, in Structuralist
terms, would be called ‘“‘éeriture degré zévo. 16

Nevertheless, whether we like it or not, today’s architec-
ture, like that of the Renaissance, is an architecture of stand-
ardization. But whereas, in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, the distinction between temporary structures and
permanent stuctures was clearly understood, today this dis-
tinction has become so blurred as to be virtually non-
existent. Paint and plywood architecture are no longer im-
ages of future buildings, but the buildings themselves. When
photographed in full colour, they need only be published to
become historical monuments.

There is nothing new in lathe and plaster facades, such as
that erected for the ceremonial inauguration of Soufflot’s
church of Ste. Geneviéve in Paris. But these are regarded by
us as architecture because they were ultimately replaced by a
permanent structure of solid stone, and only the inscription
on the frieze had in fact changed.

The lesson of the Paris Panthéon, unlike the lesson of Las
Vegas, is that real architecture persists, however frequently
we change the writing on the wall.

It seems to me therefore that the linguistic analogy can
only become effective again for architects by reaffirming its
hc?urislic potentiality, and treating its affinity with literature
with great circumspection. The French system of explications
de texte was originally intended to teach people how to wnte
more clearly and effectively. The current emphasis seems to
be concerned mainly with teaching them how to read. The
contribution of Structural Linguistics to a general theory of
Spontaneous generation may well be enormous. But architec-

tural design is not concerned with transforming things into
words or old words into new words; it is concerned with
transforming words into things: with transforming the total
program into graphic images which eventually become the
working drawings of an executed building. This transforma-
tion must always derive essentially from some theory of archi-
tecture. I believe whole-heartedly that there is such a thing as
a theory of architecture, and also that the history and criti-
cism of architecture are closely related. But the three are nev-
ertheless separate disciplines.

In conclusion, I should like to comment on a curious
oversight in Charles Jencks™ analysis of pre-cast concrete
grills. What seems most strange to me is not that he disre-
gards their true origin in Perret’s church at Le Raincy, de-
signed in 1922: it 1s that he seems to have been unaware that
these elements were “analogies™ in the current “structural
linguistic™ sense—that is to say, in the sense defined by the
progenitor of all modern structural linguistic research: Ferdi-
nand de Saussure.

De Saussure devotes two chapters 1o “analogies’™ in his
Cours de Linguistique Générale; and in these chapters, he places
particular emphasis on the creative and generative role which
analogies have played in the history of language. The general
theme of these chapters is that many new words and gram-
matical forms were often created or generated analogically in
mmitation of other word-forms, rather than in accordance
with internally logical linguistic rules.

But it was precisely by this process of analogy that
Auguste Perret's pre-cast concrete elements evolved in the
1920’s. In his search for an appropnate fenestration system
for his new church at Le Raincv, he eventually decided to
constitute a screen of pre-cast components and to design
each element by analogy with the pierced marble panels used
by the ancient Romans within the apertures of thermae halls.
Indeed, he took specific care to denote these novel elements
by the latin name of their prototypes: claustrg, since (unlike Le

Corbuster and Gropius) he experienced no shame in ac-
knowledging his debt to the dead forms of the past.

This kind of analogy is probably mevitable when new
structural or functional systems are being initially developed,”
and need architectural expression. But no analogies or meta-
phors, however scintillating in their wit, will sumulate the
evolution of a genuine contemporary architecture if they de-
rive only superfiaally, and without genuine cause, from theo-
ries of hiterary criticism.

As Fowler points out in his classic reference book on
Modern Enghsh Usage, there is a clear and well-defined distine-
tion between analogies used as a logical resource—that is to
say heurisucally—and analogies used as an influence on
word-creation. It is possible that both types of analogy need
to be studied, but architectural theory will never benefit from
the current tendency to confuse the two.
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PARALLAX

Reprinted from the December, 1962 issue of Architectural Review.

Those architects who base their theory of architecture on
Sigfried Giedion's analysis of its modern developments (and
this, 1 suspect, is tantamount to saying all architects under
forty) will doubtless be so used to the idea that Space-Time is
an essential element of contemporary architecture that they
may consider it an impertinence to enquire whether, outside
the realm of astronomy and nuclear physics, the term means
anvthing at all. Giedion himself is curiously vague about the
precise way this new space concept operates. Part VI of Space,
Time and Architecture is called “Space-Time in Art, Architec-
ture and Construction,” and its first chapter 1s called “The
New Space Conception, Space-Time.” Yet in this first chap-
ter, the hyphenated word does not occur at all, whilst in the
remaining eighty pages of Part VI, it occurs only four times,
namely with reference to the three famous buildings and one
famous project in which its characteristics are apparently to
be discerned.

Paul Rudolph believes that the concept of Space-Time
has been the motivating force behind much of the Interna-
tional Style, and that in the hands of a great man, this concept
can be immensely successsful.! On the other hand, John Bur-
chard and Albert Bush-Brown contend that even the serious
efforts of Giedion have been unable to build believable con-
nections between Gropius's Werkbund building at Cologne
and the recondite Space-Time of Einstein.2 It seems worth
enquiring, therefore, what Space-Time really does signify in
terms of architecture, and whether, if it means anything, the
meaning could be more accurately expressed in simpler
terms. This enquiry aims neither at philological hair-splitting
nor at substituting one catchword for another. Its purpose is
to give a clearer idea of what the fundamental aesthetic na-
ture of contemporary architecture is, whereby it can be more
accurately studied and its future possibilities more effectively
explored,

One difficulty of analysing the implications of Space-
Time in architecture is that it seems to mean different things
to those who use it. In some passages it evidently means “‘re-
lated to Einstein's theory of relativity,” whilst in other it
scems (o mean only “related to avant-garde paintings of the
1910°s and 1920's.” Sometimes it is used as a synonym for
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“four-dimensional,” sometimes as the equivalent of “non-
Euclidian geometry,” and on at least one occasion it i used
to explain the architectural signifiance of Zen Buddhism. I
propose to look briefly into each of these various meanings in
an attempt to isolate those ideas which have some application
to architectural design.

Firstly, we can, as Burchard and Bush-Brown rightly ob-
serve, dismiss as an illusion any idea that using the words
“Space-Time” establishes a firm analogy with Relatuvity. In-
deed, Giedion in one instance seems to dismiss this relation-
ship himself as a “temporal coincidence.”? However inspir-
ing the announcement of Einstein’s initial theory must have
been to painters and writers when it was published in 1905,
and however exhilarating his startling experimental proof of
the final theory (published a decade later) must have been in
1919, the fact is that neither had anything to do with the kind
of space that painters, sculptors and architects are involved
with, but were a development of the algebraic techniques of
analytical geometry, extended to solve problems in dynam-
ics. Moreover, although Einstein's general theory of relativity
(which is concerned with accelerated motion) involves non-
Euclidian geometry, his “'special” theory of relativity (which
1s concerned with uniform velocity) does not.

It is clear therefore that when Giedion talks about non-
Euclidian geometry as if Euclidian geometry were limited to
three dimensions,* and claims that “like the scientist, the art-
ist has come to recognize that classic conceptions of space
and volume are limited and one-sided,” or that “the essence
of space as it is conceived today is its many-sideness,”® he 1s
not talking about anything which would have been intelhgi-
ble to Einstein; for Einstein never claimed that space was
many-sided, or that “in order to grasp the true nature ol
space the observer must project himself through it.” On the
contrary, it was precisely because of the impossibility of mea-
suring our absolute velocity through space that he engaged
upon his famous research. His great feat was to demonstrate
why it was that the true nature of space was not apparent Lo
observers moving through it, and the truths he enunciated
were more (o the effect that problems of measurement -
volving mass and light are not so much a matter of geomelry
as a matter of history. ““The past,” wrote R. G. ( ollingwood




in his Philosophy of History, “‘consisting of particular events in
space and time which are no Inn_ger. happenin g ca.m}:l 0‘1 be gpi
prehended by mathema.tlcal thinking because mathematica
thinking apprehends Objt‘(‘l.s that have no sg:rml llocauon.m
space and time, and it is just that lack of p(-(}n_ihaf spatio-
temporal location that makes lhcm‘ knowable. : P.mst‘(.-ar.l s
theory may, without unduly bmadt':nmg the mc_;mmg.of h:.s:-
tory,” be said to constitute the ulumate extension ol. histori-
cism® to our interpretation of nature by relating it to as-
tronomy and nuclear physics. ‘

In such circumstances one would not expect to find any
detailed explanation of the Space-Time qualities of modern
architecture in Einstein’s own writings, but he makes one re-
mark in his introduction to Max Jammer's Concepts of Space
which provides a useful clue as to his own ideas concerning
the relationship between architecture and space. “Now as to
the concept of space,” he wrote, “it seems that this was
preceded by the psychologically simpler concept rnf placc.
Place is first of all a small portion of the earth’s surface iden-
tifiable by a name...a sort of order of material objects and
nothing else.””¥ Now this is precisely the kind of space in-
volved in architectural design, as one might contend that a
“place” (plaza, piazza) is the largest space that an architect is
able to deal with as a unified work of art.

Closely related to the analogy with Einstein’s theory of
relativity is the notion that modern architecture is character-
ized by its use of a fourth dimension. “The fourth dimen-
sion,” wrote Le Corbusier in New World of Space, “‘is the mo-
ment of limitless escape evoked by an exceptionally just
consonance of the plastic means employed,”” 10 and whatever
this may mean exactly, it is obviously related to Giedion’s no-
tion that the “fourth dimension™ enables us not merely, like
the Cubists, to depict the world in a new way, but to see it in a
new way. The four-century old habit of seeing the outer
world in terms of three dimensions, Giedion tells us. rooted
iself so deeply in the human mind that until quite recently no
other form of perception could be imagined. “No wonder,”
he concludes, “that the modern way of seeing the world in
terms of four dimensions should be so difficult to com-
prehend.” 11

Now “fourth-dimensional” in architecture presumably
means time considered as a measure of displacement, and
since buildings do not move (although Moholy-Nagy defined
Space-Time architecture in terms of automobiles, trains and
trailers),!? the “fourth-dimensional” component must neces-
sarily be contributed by the observer. Yet Giedion states not
only that to appreciate a Space-Time structure in ifs entirety
one must move through.it and around it; he also states that
one can appreciate both the inside and outside simultane-
ously by staying in the same place—a seemingly contradic-
tory distinction which depends in fact on the extent to which
the structure is sheathed in plates of glass.

~ According to Giedion, it is impossible to comprehend Le
Corbusier’s Maison Savoye by a view from a single point,
"i'.‘“' “quite literally,” he says, “it is a construction in Space-
'I'.”m“ The body of the house has been hollowed out in every
direction—from above and below, within and without—so
that a cross-section at any point shows inner and outer space
Pﬁ‘ﬂf:'ll"_ﬂling cach other inextricably, in a way which Bor-
romini had been on the verge of achieving in some of his late
Baroque churches.”13 | e Corbusier gives much the same in-
l‘(‘rprcm(‘i(m of it, although he does not use the expression
Space-Time, and considers that his building exemplifies the
exact opposite of Baroque principles (which, according to

him, produced an architecture conceived on paper around a
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fixed theoretical point). Moreover, far from considering his
own principles exclusively modern, he derives them from
Arab architecture. “Arab architecture gives us an invaluable
lesson. It is appreciated whilst walking, and it is only thLus,
while moving around, that the observer sees the architectural
dispositions develop.” !4

Giedion’s other great Space-Time paradigm, the Bau-
haus, is also, according to him, too complex to be summed up
at one view, so that it is necessary here again to go around it
on all sides, to see it from above as well as below. This means,
he says, new dimensions for the artistic imagination; “‘an un-
precedented many-sidedness.” But for him, the specific
Space-Time quality of the building is attributable to the fact
that the extensive transparency permits interior and exterior
to be seen simultaneously en face and en profile “like Picasso’s
L'Arlésienne of 1911-12.715

Perhaps, then, Giedion’s views might be summarized by
saying: modern architecture is characterized by the fact that
the inside of a modern building can often be appreciated
from single external viewpoints, and the external totality of a
modern building can only be appreciated as a sequence of
visual impressions. If this is so, it is the converse of what oc-
curs when one looks at traditional buildings of similar pur-
pose; for in a typical Renaissance villa comparable to the Mai-
son Savoye, the totality of the outside of the building 1is
intelligible from a single viewpoint (because of the axial
symmetry), whereas the interior can only be appreciated as a
sequence of visual impressions obtained by moving from
room to room. But “fourth-dimensional” does not, for Gie-
dion, simply refer to the movement of an observer. In an in-
troductory passage, he makes clear that he regards it as evi-
dence of the evolution of art. The Renaissance manner of
seeing the world three-dimensionally, he tells us, was an im-
portant step forward, because the art of previous centuries
had been two-dimensional. Thus our contemporary four-
dimensional vision is in one sense revolutionary, but in
another sense it is simply an inevitable advance in the evolu-
tionary progress of civilization. 6

Disregarding the question whether all the art of pre-
Renaissance cultures really was in fact two-dimensional,
whether even painting was then two-dimensional, and
whether, for example, a mediaeval Italian pamnting depicting
the same person participating in several sequential events on
the same panel is to be called two dimensional, three dimen-
sional or four-dimensional:!7 disregarding also the logical
extension of Giedion's theory which would seem to impl
that the next development of art is to become five-
dimensional, then six-dimensional (as in the dvnamic theory
of gases) unul eventually 1t becomes n-dimensional: 1t is
surely enough to say that this evolutionary theory i1s only pos-
sible if one considers the areation of space to be indistinguish-
able from the depiction of space. That painters have found new
ways ol “conquering” space, hirst by mastering perspective
and then by discovering techniques for producing the illu-
ston of infinity, 1s a matter of common knowledge. But 1o sug-
gest that architects before 1400 actually created only two-
dimensional architecture, in the wav that between 1500 and
1750 they were creating three-dimensional architecture, and
that the Baroque heralded the creation of four-dimensional
architecture, is to divest the words of any real tectonic mean-
g, and nobody except Moholy-Nagy has ever been rash
enough to try to demonstrate the theory by reference 1o his-
torical examples. He illustrates the theory by asking us to be-
lieve that Egvpuan architecture was “one-dimensional™ be

cause themwr temples could be comprehended by walking
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through the sphinx alley leading towards its facade: that
Greek architecture was “‘two-dimensional” because the ar-
chitects of the Acropolis designed a two-dimensional ap-
proach to “the temple;” and that the spectator nside a
Gothic cathedral became the centre of co-ordinated space
cells of all directions, whilst the Renaissance and the Baroque
brought man into closer contact with the inside and the out-
side of its buildings. “In our age of airplanes.” he concludes,
“architecture is viewed not only frontally and from the sides,
bat also from above—vision in motion;18 i.e. Space-Time.

The interpretation of architecture in terms of space was
initially a contribution of German philosophers, and it goes
back at least to the beginning of the nineteenth century.!?
But the influential disseminators of this idea were the late
ninteenth-century German art-historians, and it is significant
that when Walfilin (from whom Giedion derived his basic
ideas about the primacy of space in art-historical analysis)
discusses architectural space most eloquently, it is with refer-
ence to the painting of an architectural interior, rather than to
an architectural interior itself. Alidorfer’s early sixteenth-
century painting of the birth of the Virgin, he tells us, charac-
terizes well the fundamental difference between the German
and ltalian conceptions of space, since here “'space is unde-
fined and in motion,” whereas with Brunelleschi all forms are
defined and distinct. In Altdorfer’s interior, he continues, the
nave and aisles flow into one another, “and what 1s more, a
rotating, whirling movement throws the entire space nto a
turmoil.” The church’s ground plan remains intentionally
unclear, and the painting, he therefore concludes, compen-
sates for the completeness of the diverse views offered to the
spectator wandering on the spot “*by transforming finite into
infinite form."20

When Wélfflin discusses Baroque interiors, his descrip-
tions are almost indistinguishable from Giedion’s descrip-
tion of the Space-Time experience of the Maison Savove.
“We move round them,” he wrnites, “*because in the intersec-
tions new pictures constantly arise. The goal cannot lie in a fi-
nal revelation of the intersected form—that 1s not even
desired—but in the perception, from as many sides as possi-
ble, of the potenually existing views."2!

Nevertheless, Giedion’s interpretation of Baroque
clearly differs from Wolfflin's in that Giedion sees Baroque
only as the anticipation of Space-Time, and I suspect that the
immediate source of Giedion's theory is to be found not in
Wolfflin's lectures or Einstein's theory, but in an extremely
influential and popular German book which appeared in
1918, when Giedion was a student in Munich, namely Spen-
gler's Decline of the West. 1f specific evidence were required to
demonstrate Spengler’s influence on Giedion, it could be ad-
duced by the term “Faustian,” that most Spenglerian of ex-
pressions, which occurs in Space, Time and Architecture on page
525, with reference 1o the League of Nations competition.
But for readers of Giedion, nothing could be more conclu-
sive than the following quotation from Decline of the West:

The temple of Poseidon at Paestum and the Minster at Ulm. . dif-
fer precisely as the Euclidian geomelry of bodily bounding-surfaces dif-
Jers from the analytical geometry of the position of points in space re-
ferved to spatial axes. All Classical building begins from the outside, all
Western from the inside... There is one and only one soul, the Faustian,
that craves for a style which drives through walls into the limitless uni-
verse of space, and makes both the exterior and the interior of the build-
mg complementary images of one and the same world-feeling... The
Faustan building has a visage, and not merely a facade.22

“Faustian” might be an appropriate substitute for the in-
creasingly unpopular word “International” as a stylistic iden-
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tification of twentieth-century architecture, but regardless of
“style,” I would suggest that in fact the visual effects usually
referred to as Space-Time, Fourth-Dimensional, and so on.
are nothing more or less than modern developments of the
exploitation of effects of parallax. The phenomenon of paral-
lax (whereby an apparent displacement of objects occurs
when the point of observation changes) is also, like Space-
Time, a device for astronomical measurement, but unlike
Space-Time it has always been an important element of ar-
chitectural composition, and has been manifest in architec-
ture ever since the first hypostyle hall was constructed. It oc-
curs in every large space containing rows of free-standing
columns, and must have produced particularly striking ef-
fects in the great mediaeval churches and halls when these
were also subdivided by low screens, or spanned by deep
hammer-beam roofs.

The aesthetic revolution which has occured in architec-
ture within the last century has consisted firstly in the reversal
of the traditional method of exploiting parallax, and secondly
in its extension by means of a greater use of canulevers and
glass. Reversal of the traditional method 1s best exemplified
in Le Corbusier’s work, and it is probably this which relates it
so closely to Cubism; for, as Sir John Summerson has ob-
served, “Just as Picasso’s work is, as he has said, a sum of de-
structions, so, in a sense, is Le Corbusier’s; for to him the ob-
vious solution of a problem cannot possibly be the right
solution.. he sees the reverse logic of every situation.”?3 Ex-
tension of the traditional method is best exemplified in the
works of Gropius, and particularly of Mies van der Rohe, that
greatest of all pioneers of modern parallax, whom Giedion,
with regard to Space-Time, completely neglects. But all the
leading architects of the century have exploited it to some ex-
tent, whether it be Frank Lloyd Wnight's use of large balco-
nies or free-standing mushroom columns, or even Perret’s
emphasis on isolating point supports. Its most striking devel-
opment today is in the use of high towers which change their
apparent relationship as one moves round the building, as in-
troduced by Louis Kahn.

By the reversal of traditional methods of parallax, I mean
the fact that until the present century, parallactic effects were
usually visible in large covered spaces because of the need for
intermediate supports, whereas nowadays technology seems
to have imposed a moral obligation to roof even the largest
areas as uninterrupted volumes. Conversely, whereas for-
merly buildings containing a number of rooms produced no
effects of parallax within their sequence of prismatic enclo-
sures, all subdivided spaces now tend to be treated as if they
were converted hypostyle halls. By the extension of parallax,
I mean that modern structural systems have removed any
compulsion to make structural space-articulators symmetri-
cal, whilst recent developments in glass-making and in heat-
ing and ventilation have allowed the same tectonic elements
to be wvisible in parallax both inside and out.

Giedion is clearly right in distinguishing between these
new parallactic phenomena and the trompe-1'onl spatial eftects
of the Baroque, since it was precisely the lack of parallactic
displacement which hampered the illusion that Baroque pic-
torial effects were real. But he is wrong in implying that
Baroque designers never did exploit parallax in a modern
way, for it occurs in rococo interiors where large mirrors are
placed symmetrically on opposite walls. According to Wall-
flin, the beauty of a Rococo mirror hall differs (rom the
beauty of a Renaissance interior (the ultimate effect of which
lies, he says, in the geometric proportions) because one 15 -
tangible and the other tangible, and because one s Imprecise



and the other clear.?* But the main distinction is surely that
in a rococo mirror hall, the architecture and the occupants
are reflected to infinity by images which always remain in true
pcrspcctive relative to each observer, no mul!er where {hcy
may move. Thus three-dimensional geometric proportions
are extended further into space, whereas the aim of Baroque
interior decorators was to destroy geometric proportions al-
together by disrupting the volumes which unadorned archi-
tecture naturally creates.

It will be seen, then, that there was something very radi-
cal and important in the mid-eighteenth-century fondness
for mirrored interiors, as there was also, by the same token,
in their fondness for ruins (where interiors and exteriors also
appear to be seen simultaneously). Both these features, often
regarded as merely whimsical frivolities, were the aesthetic
roots of modern architecture as it exists today. Indeed, some
writers of the time seem even to have been dimly aware of the
true signifiance of such effects, as when Robert Wood, de-
scribing the ruins of Palmyra in 1753, observed that ““so great
a number of Corinthian columns, mixed with so little wall or
solid building, afforded a most romantic varety of prospect.”
The effect was undoubtedly exploited deliberately by Souf-
flot at Ste. Geneviéve, for as Wolfgang Herrmann remarks,
“While the wvisitor moves forward, the cluster of columns
seems Lo move too, opening up constantly changing views”—
an effect actually described by Soufflot’s successor Brébion in
a letter dated 1780.25

What is most strikingly novel about current attempts to
exploit effects of parallax is that they are so often used with-
out adequate regard for the needs of privacy, and that they
are so often described in unnecessarily pompous terms.
Phrases such as “continuity of space,” “mobility of space,”
“expansion of space” and “over-lapping and tied-together
space-volumes™ are no doubt harmless justifications for an
exceptionally lavish use of glass, yet when one of the great
Rococo exponents described the new idea in 1737, he wrote
simply that “the mirrors make a mutual reflection between
each other, thus prolonging the view and producing a very
pleasant effect.”6 It is difficult to see why anyone need sav
more than that.

Giedion’s terminology will probably persist, whatever in-
terpretation we give it, because of the modern credulous
appetite for pseudo-scientific mumbo-jumbo; and the fact
that it was used recently to explain traditional Japanese archi-

tecture and its relation to Zen Buddhism will occasion no sur-
prise.27 It is even to be found outside architectural writings,
as for example in a recent periodical where, in an article enti-
tled “A Study of Free-Time Activities of 200 Aged Persons,”
their Space-Time activities are carefully described.2® Yet
here, on close examination, it is apparent that “space-time
acuvities” was simply a misprint for “spare-time activities,”
and one may perhaps be excused for wondering whether a
similar typographical transposition has not occurred in one
or two recent books on modern art.
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RETREAT FROM
THE BLEAKNESS WITHIN

Reprinted from the May 26, 1962 issue of the Manchester
Guardian.

Everybody, as Reyner Banham once pointed out, knows
that Modern Architecture is undecorated. This concept is the
layman’s recognition check: flat roof, big windows, no deco-
ration. It originated in 1908 with Adolf Loos’ manifesto de-
claring ornament to be a crime, established itself rapidly as a
matter of faith, and has now been so widely accepted for a
quarter of a century that there seems little point in trying to
repudiate it. Architects stopped designing ornament, crafts-
men stopped making it, to such an extent that few could now
produce it even if they tried.

Two typical recent examples of undecorated non-
domestic interiors by distinguished American architects are
the vestibule of 500 Park Avenue, New York (the new head-
quarters for the Pepsi-Cola Corporation), by Skidmore, Ow-
ings and Merrill, and the vestibule of the Kalita Humphreys
Theatre at Dallas, Texas, by Frank Lloyd Wright. Wright,
from an early age, showed an incomparable genius for creat-
ing dramatically proportioned and subtly related interiors,
but his chief skill always lay in his ability to subdivide and
adorn them with decorative elements of delicately ¢alculated
richness and scale. It was perhaps this skill which he inherited
specifically from the teaching of Louis Sullivan. Unlike Sul-
livan, he never built and decorated a large theatre during his
lifetime (the Dallas Theatre being in fact completed after his
death), but anyone who has studied the interiors of his fa-
mous houses built during the first quarter of the present cen-
tury, or the vesubule of his Tokyo hotel, can well imagine
what such a theatre, built by him at that time, would have
looked like. The walls and ceilings would have been vigor-
ously modelled, and the surfaces, richly textured with abst-
ract geometric patterns, would have combined with the
whole to form an environment of incomparable splendour in
complete harmony with human scale and mood.

There were doubtless many good reasons why his Dallas
theatre was left so plain, but no one will deny that it is com-
pletely barren, and the bunch of flowers on the table only
draws attention to the poverty of the surrounding design._
The director claims that “Frank Lloyd Wright intended here
to excite the viewer with anticipation of the dramatic experi-
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ence inside,” yet whilst it might conceivably do this for some
plays, it is unlikely to excite much anticipation for Oscar
Wilde's Importance of Being Earnest, whrch 1s currently being
performed. Perhaps modern architecture is itself too much
concerned with the importance of being earnest, and in its
puritanical pursuit of a new morality is becoming completely
unsympathetic to any rich visual experience except those
constituted by variations of light and space.

The vestibule of the ten-storey Pepsi-Cola building
might perhaps seem to trivial to instance as an example of
this trend, but its architects have designed some of the finest
office buildings in North America, and its qualities are very
characteristic of what passes for “prestige architecture™ in
North America today. The exclusive use of glass or plain
marble slabs for walling shows a clear influence of Mies van
der Rohe. The determination to leave the street level quite
bare (and thus simulate a building mounted on stilts) shows a
clear influence of Le Corbusier. But despite the many fine
qualities of the rest of the building, the vestibule itself is so
bleak as to be almost a caricature of modern architecture,
reminiscent of the décor of Jacques Tati's film Mon Oncle.
This vestibule has been characterized by one critic as
“chaste,” but a more appropriate word might be “sterile.”
Presumably the ground floor, which may eventually be used
for occasional non-commercial exhibitions, was left empty (o
give the “prestige” by its sheer extravagance. But the own-
ers, whether appalled by the ludicrousness of this vast hall
occupied only by a single uniformed attendant, or awe-struck
by it sepulchral nudity, have subsequently decided to cover
the entire floor with flowers, and thus made the giant adver-
tisement appear to be lying in state.

The lobbies of most office buildings and theatres built at
the beginning of the century undoubtedly were, like the
many domestic interiors of the period, poorly lit and over-
ornate; but they presumably corresponded to some extent to
a natural craving for the visual enjoyment of richness which,
for centuries, has been regarded by most people as one of the
legitimate fruits of wealth. When Owen Jones wrote the first
chapter of his famous Grammar of Ornament in 1856, he
claimed that “the desire for ornament increases with all peo-
ples in the ratio of progress in civilization,” and there was lit-
tle sympathy at that time for Horatio Greenough's view that
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ornament was merely “the istincuve effort of an infant civibi-
zation to disguise its incompetence.” It was natural, in an age
of plenty, when mediaeval and Renaissance culture was so
much admired, that Greenough’s assertion should pass un-
heeded, just as it was natural, sixty-five years later, for a gen-
eration recovering from the catastrophe of the First World
War to accept Le Corbusier's assertion that “decoration is
the essential overplus, the quantum, of the peasant; propor-
tion is the essential overplus, the quantum, of the civilized
man.” But we are living in a new age of plenty, when austerity
no longer has much moral justification, and it may well be
that under such condititons Owen Jones' contention was not
entirely wrong.

I am not suggesting that there would be any justification

for reviving the kind of interior popular in the second half of

the nineteenth century (and which Owen Jones himself was
one of the first to condemn): but I do suggest that architects
here and elsewhere will have to design their structures with
more concern as to their potentiality in terms of interior ele-
gance if they are to retain public respect. At present, the walls
of an entrance vestibule, however important or luxurious,
can be fashionably designed only with plain sheets of glass,
plain sheets of marble, or abstract murals (which in recent
New York examples have ranged from two carefully drawn
lozenges to a series of random holes illuminated by flickering
coloured lights behind). The rhythms, patterns, and com-
partmentation of surfaces, which in earlier centuries gave hu-
man scale 1o interiors, have almost completely vanished, and
the only real contribution made by the present generation Lo
interior design is in the skilful exploitation of the effects of ar-
tficial light.

I believe that public is yearning for an architecture of
humanism; not that pseudo-Renaissance humanism extolled
!)y Geoffrey Scott and Henry Hope Reed (which is only mean-
ngful in an age of masonry construction) but the humanism
which accepts architecture as a composition of standard ele-
ments designed and assembled 1o accord with human scale
Frank Lloyd Wright knew and mastered better than anvone
else of his generation the subtleties and intricacies of scale,
but being at heart a nineteenth-centun romantic, he rejected
the standardization imposed by the industrial machine, Ar-

chitects such as Skidmore, Owings and Mernll have indus-
trial standardisation at their finger-tips, but their interiors
too often reflect more the scale of machinery than of men. It
was undoubtedly a great feat of engineering to include panes
of glass at 500 Park Avenue measuring nine feet by thirteen
feet (“enough glass to make 159,000 12-ounce Pepsi-Cola
bottles™), but the main advantage of plate glass windows at
street level is to allow passers-by to see something interesting
within. With modern lighting, modern matenals, and mod-
ern tools, rich interiors should surely not be impossible 1o
achieve, and it is apparent from the wonderful creations of
shop display designers that the potenualities for this sort of
environment are enormous, once architects abandon their
more austere spatial abstractions and think in terms of space
as actively enjoyed by the common man.

The absence of ornament on the outside of buildings be-
gan as a reaction against its excessive use in the nineteenth
century, but it only became general once architecture came
under the baneful influence of abstract sculpture, tor clearh
nothing could be more alien to sculpture than omament
The lavish ornamentation favoured m the nimeteenth and
carly twentieth centuries was unquestionably symptomatic of
a decline in the standards of taste, for architectural theornists
of all ages have insisted that exterior ornament should be
subordinated to structural elements, and regulated accord-
ing to a building's social importance and use. But the com-
plete absence of ornament inside public buildings seems to
me very abnormal, and quite unjustifiable by ethical, pract-
cal or histonical criteria. There may be evidence that the in-
terior bleakness of most new Amernican buildings corre-
sponds 1o a spontaneous popular demand. but it seems more
reasonable to attnbute 1t o the socological-archiectural
doctrines which have been propagated for the last hall-
century, and have shown, when put into effect, such marked
mdifference to the warmer inchinatons ol the humanity they
claim o serve

I'he proneers of the “contemporan™ mtenors were Mies
van der Rohe and lLe Corbusier, both now famous as ar
chitects, but onginally distinguished as an exhibion de-

signer and a pamnter respectively. The wdeal environment Lo

exhibiing works of art 1s a senes ol simple mterrelates
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spaces; the ideal environment for pamting picture is a tall
bare room with a large window occupying one wall. Both re-
quire plain surfaces to function efficiently; the former to al-
low artefacts of different character to be displayved together,
the latter to allow artefacts to be created without any environ-
mental influence at all. Neither would appear to be ideally
suited to the habitation of human beings, unless of course
one happens to be painter or an exhibition designer by tem-
perament or profession.

The artist’s studio, which became the paradigm for all Le
Corbusier’s interiors, and the exhibition pavilion, which
became the paradigm for those of Mies van der Rohe, were
well suited to the low cost housing developments which were
the main concern of these designers, as architects, immedi-
ately after the First World War, but they proved less capable
of satisfying the needs of an affluent society, such as is repre-
sented by Europe and America today. One only has to glance

Lobbry

through current fashion magazines to see that the rich and
sophisticated do not decorate their houses in the “contempo-
rary” style unless they collect works of art, in which case their
houses become miniature museums. Typical of these is the
architect Eero Saarinen’s residence, in which there is virtually
nothing except pictures, sculpture, and the smooth fibre-
glass chairs (“antiques of modern architecture™) he designed
himself, and sits in with such an acute air of discomfort
(whilst his wife and son sit on the floor). The walls and ceil-
ings are flat white surfaces, and the ornamentation, for such
it is, consists of intricate oriental sculpture mounted on
pedestals, or brightly-patterned abstract paintings hanging
on the walls. Little wonder that so many wealthy Americans
furnish their dwellings with antiques, or that “reproduction
Victonan furniture,” which would have been inconceivable
twenty years ago, is now in popular demand in the less ex-
pensive stores in New York.
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ON HISTORY



PARADIGMATICS

Reprinted from the March, 1968 issue of Architectural Review.

..the revolution that has taken place in the mlervening years in
the relation of the history of architecture to the practice of architecture.
The two have separated: they are different employments—two games

now, nol one.

SIR JOHN SUMMERSON

(speech given at the presentation of the Roval Gold
Medal, 1967)

The differentiation of the species “architectural his-
tortan” from the species “architect” undoubtedly reflects a
vital development in our present concept of architecture’s re-
lationship to its own history. But this development does not
explain why architectural historians have tended more and
more to become fused with the genus “art historian'; a fu-
sion so intense that the American Society of Architectural
Historians, with a membership of 3,500, is virtually obliged
to hold its annual meeting in conjunction with the College
Art Association of America. The fusion seems 1o have liule 1o
do with the nature of architecture, and seems due more to
philosophical developments in nineteenth-century Germany
and 1o artificial pressures exerted by, or congenial to, aca-
demic administrations. That the two disciplines can derive
mutual benefits from a close awareness of their related activi-
ties is incontestable; indeed, the concept of the “unity of the
arts of drawing™ is of such venerable antiquity as to consti-
tute, in some measure, a historical Justification in itself. But
for those architects and architectural historians who are con-
cerned with discovering what, if any, is the practical value of
architectural history, and with the means of conveying such
significance as it may have with unequivocal clarity, there are
dangers in this fusion which are greater than the dangers
which arose from the fusion of architecture and archaeology
a century ago.

Firstly, there is the danger of arbitrarily Imposing a uni-
versal and interc hangeable system of classification. The idea
of an interchangeable terminology has, of course, been for
over a century the harmless affectation of

a small coterie of
cntics of painting and music, whereby,

for example, paint-
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ings are commended for their “tone,” ;md.n‘lusic is praifcd
for its “colour.” But whereas such transpositions were origi-
nally innocuous literary contrivances, the ideal of a universal
taxonomy has now become so solemnly orthodox and rigid
that most of the standard textbooks on the history of music
used in American universities divide the subject into “medie-
val,” “renaissance,” “‘baroque,” “‘rococo,” “classical,” “ro-
mantic,” “post-romantic”’ and “twentieth century,” as if
these classifications were demonstrably fundamental to all
forms of artistic expression. Indeed, Joseph .\Iachliyl's The
Enjoyment of Music even includes numerous illustrations of
pamting, sculpture and architecture, in a transparent en-
deavour to convince juvenile music ologists that this um\l'crﬁét]
classification requires no philosophical proof. In the history
of music, this classification was introduced by Curt Sa(‘hs,
who studied the history of art in Berlin before switching to
the history of music. But the system fits so neatly inm_tlm con-
cept of the “unity of the arts™ that other musicological clas-
sifications (such as the theory that the history of music has
only three main divisions: “candlelight,”” *‘gaslight” 7;md
‘“CEé‘Clric"—zt theory which has obvious important architec-
tural implications) are seldom even considered. 7

The second danger exemplified by this universal art-
historical taxonomy is the confusion between lnul‘ph(.ﬂugl(‘ill
and chronological classifications. In the musicological se-
quence just quoted, “'post-romantic” is obviously a t'}ll'“"“"
logical classification, though “‘romantic”” would \('.('lll-ifl‘[?(.
morphological; and the ambiguity of mixing terms indicative
of formal characteristics with terms indicative of specific eras
would seem to me far more harmful than is usually \“]’l"”"”l
(if one may judge from the architectural histories ;{)ul)lﬁrlu'd
in recent years). Many architectural historians ri(“\"«'h “"l-’i
port this confusion, and would presumably argue I]I.E-I Im'n-m
characteristics are inseparable from the motives "'".'“lh I'TT
duced them, and hence inseparable from the era in which
they were produced. This point of view is well "-"i”"""wd. IA“
Kerry Downes in his rejection of Mannerism as a (le\lh( a-
tion for the work of Hawksmoor, “It is tempting,” he writes
on page 47 of his monograph, “to stretch an overworked hl\"
listic term and call Hawksmoor a Mannerist although nonc
of the classic ('x[Jl;m.ninn\ of sixteenth-century Mannernsm
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would account for Mannerist Style in the England of Queen
Anne. It certainly cannot be explained by reference to social
history, for the 1640’s and 1680’s had passed without it.” Yet
the claim that Hawksmoor was Baroque must surely be open
(o similar objections if we accept Joseph Machlin’s explana-
tion of its causes—the establishment of the “absolute state,”
Cartesian rationalism, bourgeois ambition and the intensifi-
cation of piety (a summary which corresponds fairly closely
with that given by Henry Millon in Barogue and Rococo Architec-
ture). Hence we are left in the uncertainty as to whether the
term “Baroque” signifies the possession, in common, of a
number of morphological characteristics, or whether it is
simply a synonym for “1600 to 1750.”

Moreover (and here we come to the third danger con-
fronting architectural history) there are many scholars who,
whilst accepting these main art-historical categories, in-

troduce sub-categories which are in fact the very negation of
that basic classification. Confronted with the difficulty of

transmuting such an individualistc architect as Hawksmoor
into a general category they would not hesitate to dub his
work “neo-Mannerist” or even “Hawksmoresque.” Indeed,
it can be argued that the promiscuous proliferation of sub-
categories by such suffixes as “-esque,” “-o0id™ and “-istic,”
or of such prefixes as “neo-," “proto-"" and “crypto-,” consti-
tutes the hidden complex mechanism by which the procrus-
tean bed of stylistic unification is made to work.

This mechanism would not be such a danger if architec-
tural historians cold agree on a standard terminology. But
there is not even any consistency among the leading authori-
tics as to what precise distinction is implied by “Early
Gothic,” ““High Gothic” and “Late Gothic,” so there must be
even less unanimity as to the meanings to be attached to
mongrel expressions like “Late Baroque Classicism™ or
“Classicist Rococo.” For some authors, terminological varia-
tions are frankly a device for providing literary piquancy, as
in such adjectives as “Byzantinizing,” “Byzantinoid” and
“Byzantinesque’”: three terms which are all to be found in the
same authoritative book. Nevertheless, the fact that the
author of this book remarks that a certain building “is not
easily pigeon-holed stvlisuically” suggests that stylistic pi-
geon-holing is a taxonomical ambition which stll survives
with unabated force in the most orthodox Rickmanesquoid
tradition.

Defenders of multiplicity in stylistic classification argue
that, whatever its disadvantages may be, these do not out-
weigh its usefulness; and they claim that, provided an author
defines his terms, no confusion need be feared. Thus the
standard textbook on Early American Architecture begins by
stating: Quite arbitrarily, we shall in this book use the term
“Colonial’ to apply to those styles that flourished in the east-
ern colonies in the seventeenth century, and the word **Geor-
gian” for the style that flourished in the eighteenth century in

the English colonies of the Adantic seaboard. The fact that
the eastern provinces remained colonies of England until the
Revolution may make such a distinction seem slightly illogi-
cal—as indeed it 15 from the standpoint of political history.
The three reasons given are: (a) that this terminology is more
forceful than a division mto “Early Colonmial” and “Late
Colomial’”; (b) that it avoids the use of confusing sub-
categories such as “Late Early Colonial”; and (¢) that the
term “Georgian,” as a synonym for “1700 to 1780, 1s now
customary usage in the United States. Yet, whatever the va-
lidity of these motives, it is evident that a student iniually in-
doctrinated into this termmology will be completely con-
fused when he is later told, by other historans, of the
importance of the Queen Anne Revival in nineteenth-century
America—especially now that a later textbook on American
architecture identifies “American Queen Anne’ with the
period 1725 to 1750.

Finally, the greatest danger of all is that of giving undue
emphasis to the identification of prototypes—a danger in-
creased by the popularization of the erudite synonym: “para-
digm.” Few students of nineteenth-century architecture are
now so ignorant that they cannot define a “Ledolcian Para-
digm” or explain immediately why “*Soufflot’s Panthéon pro-
vides no such simple paradigm as Stuart’s temple.” The im-
portance, for architects interested in the history of ideas, of
understanding the influence of Durand’s didacuc technique,
and knowing why the Munich Glyptothek might aptly be de-
scribed as “generically Durandesque™ is, I think, uncontesta-
ble. But in so far as Summerson is jusufied in describing both
architecture and architectural history as “games,”

it 15 be-
cause the latter has become a game of “hunt the precedent.”
whereas the former has become a game of “hunt the un-
precedented.” 1 would claim that this antithesis is not just a
play on words, but is the fundamental reason for the separa-
tion to which Summerson refers; a separation that is largely
the fault of retarded developments in architectural historiog-
raphy. The persistent emphasis on paradigms is obscuring
what was onginal in buildings of earlier ages, and why earlier
architects considered that their work was onginal; for it can-
not be overemphasized that the inner compulsion towards
originality has always been the mainspring of every greal
creative impulse i architecture, and future architects must
surely be more intrigued by the manner in which buildings ol
the past were considered original by those who designed
them, than by any real or conjectural prototypes. The eriteria
of originality have changed from epoch to epoch, and it is
these changes which have most significance in the history of
architectural ideas. If architects today occasionally display an
extravagant concern with novelty for its own sake, 1t may well
be because architectural historians are sull unemancipated
from a methodology devised when the prinaples of Revival-
ism constituted the basic architectural philosophy of the age




HISTORICISM

Reprinted from the August, 1960 issue of Architectural Review.

The historians of modern architecture, by the very na-
ture of their subject, cannot resist the temptation to be up to
date. Henrv-Russell Hitchcock finishes his Architecture Nine-
teenth and Twentieth Centuries (1958) with buildings constructed
in 1956: Jirgen Joedicke's History of Modern Architecture (1959)
includes photographs of models, such as that of Utzon's Sid-
ney Opera House, vet to be built. The result is that architects
are incessantly being reminded that evervthing they create
forms a hnk in the chain of architectural development, and
that their own work must therefore have some classifiable
elements of novelty if the theory of evolution is to have any
validity in the domain of art. The art historians, to use Ger-
hard Kallmann’s phrase, are breathing down the architects’
necks.

Hitchcock faces this problem squarely in the last chapter
of his distinguished book. “The very extent in time of what
should be considered ‘the present’ is a subjective matter,” he
writes. 1 have known American architectural students whose
present was so limited that they had never heard of Perret!
To anyone under thirty the effective present will hardly ex-
tend backward more than five or ten years.” Yet even ten
vears is a precious insulation against Historicism, and one
which is essential if architecture is to develop in an uninhib-
ited way. It represents the distinction between the history
and theory of architecture. Recent developments in architec-
tural historiography seemed at one time to be encouraging
the assertion of this distinction by showing a greater objec-
tivity as compared with the histories of a century ago. Indeed,
so objective have architectural historians now become, that
they rarely permit themselves any qualitative assessment at
all beyond “crisp™ or “jolly.” Yet there are greater dangers
than partiality in historical writing, for partiality can at least
be perceived and refuted, whereas up-to-dateness exerts a
subconscious influence which only advertising agents can
claim to assess. History undoubtedly ends with the present,
but historical studies must end sometime before then if we
are to avoid confusing history with prophecy. One only has to
look at the buildings admired twenty years ago to see how
hazardous it is to anticipate the historical values which should
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be set on what we are now building ourselves.

It is not, 1 suspect, sufficiently realized that the distinctive
character of modern architecture, or in other words the es-
sential difference between architectural ideas before 1750
and architectural ideas since 1750, derives almost entirely
from a new kind of awareness of history. It would be quite
wrong to assume that the study of history is a natural, inher-
ent, inevitable kind of human activity, or that it has been re-
garded in all ages as a distinctive form of thought. The
Greeks were not interested in history because it is concerned
with what is transient and changing, with facts in a space-time
location, whereas the scholars of Antiquity were more con-
cerned with what was permanent and immutable, such as is
expressed by mathematics. The Roman histonians such as
Livy did begin their histories at a more remote period of the
past than the Greeks (whose histories were little more than
contemporary chronicles) but their aim in doing this was (o
show the Eternal City as having existed ready-made from all
time, so that they could hold up the mythical morality of its
first citizens as an example to their contemporaries. Mediae-
val scholars had no more critical awareness of history than
the scholars who preceded them, since they merely syh—
stituted the authority of theology for that of mathemaucs,
and thought it incumbent on them to interpret the past en-
tirely in terms of the Divine Plan.

With the advent of the Renaissance, historical thought
followed Greek and Roman traditions, although 1t was soon
to be modified by the influence of Descartes, whose scientific
method was applied to historical research. It was in this age
that manuscripts were first accurately dated and scientifically
evaluated, and that non-literary documents, such as inst'rip-‘
tions and coins, were first used to check the narratives of
early writers, thus leading the way to the archacological re-
searches of the modern age. But it is a curious fact that al-
though the study of ancient buildings and ancient manu-
scripts had formed an inevitable counterpart to the revival of
Antiquity, history itself had little influence on seventeenth
and early eighteenth century thought, because people then,
like those of Antiquity, were more interested in the present
than in the past. History was rarely taught in schools I)('h.)l't‘
about 1760, when it was introduced into the Dissenting
Academies by such teachers as Joseph Priestley. Chairs ol



modern history had been founded at Oxford and Cambridge
in 1724, but no lectures were delivered at Cambridge until
1773, whilst at Oxford the chair was usually occupied by such

cople as Thomas Gray, the poet. No chair of history was es-
tablished at the Collége de France until 1769.

The first modern history ever to be written, according to
Eduard Fueter, was Voltaire's Siécle de Louis XIV, published in
1751. The first history of architecture was that included as
the first section of |. F. Blondel's Architecture Frangoise of 1752.
Others had written biographies of architects, and numerous
travellers had published descriptions of ancient buildings,
but apart from Fischer von Erlach’s highly fanciful collection
of engravings entitled Historical Architecture, there was no
other book which assembled in chronological sequence a de-
scription of buildings from the time of the Egyptians, nor
were there any lecture courses on the subject before Blondel
opened his school of architecture in the rue de la Harpe.

Blondel had contributed all the articles on architecture in
the Encyclopédie, so that it is not unnatural that he should have
undertaken a task so much in harmony with the theme of that
work.! But being, like the other Encyclopédistes, a rationalist,
he did not think of the past as a collection of disparate styles,
but as a progressive series of improvements, interspersed by
occasional retrogressions, which had culminated in the archi-
tecture of his own day. Graeco-Romano-Renaissance archi-
tecture was for him simply “Architecture™ (“It was in the
reign of Francis 1,”” he wrote, “that architecture began to re-
gain favour in France™), and since architecture thus meant
for him the forms invented by the Greeks, improved by the
Romans, perfected by the French, and used more or less cor-
rectly by every architect in Europe and America, he was inca-
pable of seeing any Roman or Renaissance modifications as
either current or obsolete, but only as either good or bad. He
was in fact not a historian at all but a theorist (which was all he
ever claimed to be), and since there could be no theoretical
value for him in studying primitive or non-classical architec-
ture, he confined himself to recounting the literary descrip-
tions of ancient buildings extracted from the most celebrated
authors of the past.

It was not until about 1820 that any general illustrated
histories of architecture, such as we know them today, were
published, and these were made possible only by the large
number of monographs on Greek, Gothic and Oriental archi-
tecture published during the previous seventy years. Most of
these general histories have the distinctive characteristics of
Voltaire’s historical works; they are critical, scientific, evolu-
tionary, concerned with all eras and countries, and designed
primarily to trace the origins and progress of varying man-
ners or styles. Also, like Voltaire's histories, they aim at radi-
cal reform, and display, for all their occupation with the past,
a dissatisfaction with the present and a great concern for the
future. It is in these historical surveys, published between
1820 and 1850, that the demand for a New Architecture first
appears.

One of the earliest expressions of this demand occurs in
James Elmes’s Lectures on Architecture, comprising the History of
Art from the Earliest Times to the Present Day, first published in
1821. Elmes was a successful practising architect, but though
hf{ sided with what he calls **the Greek faction,” this did not
blind him completely to the dangers and frustrations which
the co-existence of stylistic factions entailed. **An indiscrimi-
nate patronage of ancient or foreign art is not the encourage-
ment now required by the British School,” he proclaimed;
had the Greeks fostered alone Egyptian art, they would cers
tainly never have become the inventors of their own pure
style, The Romans, on the contrary, by their exclusive pa-

tronage of Greek architects, are known only as degenerators,
instead of inventors or restorers.”

Another architectural historian to profess dissatisfaction
with current architecture was Thomas Hope, whose Historical
Essay on Architecture was published in 1835. Being an amateur,
he was under no obligation to demonstrate the practicability
of his speculations, and was therefore free to propose re-
forms without restraint. “No one,” he wrote, “'seems yet (o
have conceived the smallest wish or idea of making the new
discoveries, the new conquests, of natural productions unk-
nown to former ages, the models of new imitations more
beautiful and varied, and thus of composing an architecture
which, born in our country, grown on our soil, and in har-
mony with our climate, institutions, and habits, at once cle-
gant, appropriate and original, should truly deserve the ap-
pellation of ‘our own’.”

The culmination of the first great age of architectural his-

toriography was James Fergusson’s Illustrated Hand-Book of
Architecture, first published unsuccessfully in 1849, revised
and re-issued in its complete form in 1855, and eventually
enlarged and extended in 1865 to form his famous History of
Architecture in all Countries from the Earliest Times to the Present
Day. Fergusson's main purpose in publishing his Handbook
was to effect a return to “the true principles which might
guide us in designing or criticising architectural objects™ by
means of the study of all buildings constructed before 1500.
He had no doubt that a New Style could be created, betause,
as he explained in his introduction, no nation in any age or in
any part of the globe had failed to invent for itself a true and
appropriate style of architecture whenever it chose o set
about it in the right way. “What that process is,” he an-
nounced, “may perhaps be best explained by an example,
and as one of a building character, though totally distinct, let
us take ship-building.” which he did. He confessed that no ar-
chitect had shown any ability to put the philosophy he recom-
mended into effect, but found satisfaction in contemplating
the Crystal Palace which was, he claimed, “at least one great
building carried out wholly in the principles of Gothic or any
true style of art.”?

In the past century, the reforms which Fergusson de-
manded and predicted have come into effect, but Histori-
cism, the curse of the nineteenth century, has not for that rea-
son been exorcised, mainly because architectural historians
are deliberately or unconsciously keeping it in being. Sigfried
Giedion goes so far as to assert that historical self-
consctousness is a good thing, and that the trouble with the
nineteenth century was that “it lost all sense of plaving a part
in history,”" people then being either indifferent 1o the period
in which they lived or hating it. It 15 undoubtedly true that
nineteenth century architectural histonans did not think
many buildings of their own century worth recording. but
then, neither does Giedion. Auguste Choisy, in his History of
Architecture published in 1898, only mentions two buildings
constructed in France since 1780 (namely the Halle au Bleé
and Labrouste’s Bibliothéque Nauonale), but then Giedion
himself does not mention many more. It 1s all verv well to la-
ment the fact that mineteenth-century documents concerning
urban development or new mechanical inventions were not
scrupulously preserved for historical mspecuon, but this
would seem to me a very healthy defect: for as Parkinson’s
Law seems to indicate, as soon as organizations start deliber-
atelv filing their records with a view to future histonical re-
search, there 1s every probability that their organization has
ceased to be of any historical importance whatsoever. If the
architectural innovators of the nineteenth century omitted 1o
preserve their records, it was perhaps because they strove to
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emulate a tradition for which there were virtually no contem-
porary documents left.

The term “contemporary history” was invented by Gie-
dion, and its meaning explained by him in the opening pages
of Space, Time and Archutecture. It does not mean, as it would for
a political historian, the history of his own times, but a selec-
tion of those structural and spatial developments of the past
few centuries which seem to him relevant to the creative
needs of the present age. But this is preasely what the late
nineteenth-century architects understood by “theory.” If we
compare Space, Time and Architecture with Julien Guadet's Ele-
ments and Theory of Architecture, published in 1894, we find that
the former treats the development of forms in much the same
way as the latter. When Guadet discusses the spatial and
structural possibilities of masonry stairways, he does so by
exemplifving all the various masonry stairways constructed
since the Middle Ages, just as Giedion explains the steel
frame aesthetic by tracing its development from the cast-iron
factories of Boulton and Watt.

There are of course major differences between the
philosophies inspiring these two books. One is that whereas
Guadet, lecturing so soon after Viollet-le-Duc’s disastrous
course on aesthetics at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, considered
it wise to be ostentatiously impartial in his selection of his-
torical examples, Giedion’s analysis is frankly tendentious,
even within the limits of the Modern Movement itself. Nei-
ther Mies van der Rohe nor Alvar Aalto were included in the
first edition of Space, Time and Architecture, which was essen-
tially a justification of the doctrines of CIAM, of which he was
secretary. But there is a more important difference than this.
Whereas Giedion very rightly keeps revising his book to
bring it continually up to date, Guadet, from the first, rigor-
ously excluded all mention of the works of living architects
because he thought 1t indecorous for a professor to comment
on his colleagues’ work. “Amongst the works of your mas-
ters,” he announced in his inaugural address,there are
some which, luckily for our epoch, will not only be classics in
the future, but are so today. But you will apprecaate that 1
cannot instruct, indeed must not instruct, by taking examples
from among the works of living architects, because no profes-
sor wants to risk being accused of fattery.” As a result, the
Elements and Theory of Architecture went through five editions in
ten vears with the text unchanged.

We thus find the paradoxical situation that whereas the
twentieth century tries to give its histories of architecture the
up-to-dateness of theory, the nineteenth century tried to give
its theory of architecture the objectivity of history. Both atu-
tudes are wrong, but they represent little more than a demar-
cation dispute, and it is to be hoped that theorists and histoni-
ans will soon be able to settle the matter by direct
negotiation, without subjecting contemporary architecture
to the mconvenience and disruption of a crippling aesthetic
strike. We cannot escape our awareness ol history; of what Le
Corbusier calls ** L homme dans le temps et dans le liew” but we
can mitigate its more harmful effects on architectural
creativity by maintaining a clear disuinction between the his-
tory and theory of art. It is becoming less and less easy to do
this because Historicism, after having imposed itself on bi-
ology a century ago by means of the theory of evolution, has
now begun to control our basic thought-processes as a result
of the importance now attached to psycho-analysis. Psycholo-
gists and sociologists have discouraged the nineteenth-
century emphasis on abstract moral judgements of goodness
and badness, right and wrong, in favour of the accumulation
of case-histories of those who appear to express their emotions
in an unusual way, and so architectural historians may well
feel that they, too, are able to provide a subsutute for tradi-
tional principles, and the value-judgements these require, by
simply analysing, classifying, and tracing the origins of the
newest architectural forms backward into the past. Architects
have certainly many advantages in knowing the precedents
for any forms they use, but none in seeing the forms them-
selves prematurely pigeon-holed; indeed. nothing but frus-
tration can result from labelling nascent developments with
catchwords, and categonizing their first expressions as para-
digms, before the creators themselves are clearly aware of
what thev are aiming at, and before it is certain that the forms
produced are of any historical worth.

NOTES:
1. The article on “History"” had been contributed by Voltaire.
2

2. Inview of the publication in the AR for April 1960 (pp. 280-282) of a
detailed description of Marshall’s Flax-Mill in Leeds. it mav be re-
marked that Fergusson considered that this revolutionary industrial
structure (less the facade) would have been more suitable Tor the Brit-
1sh Muscum than the building constructed by Smirke (see |. Fergusson
Observations on the British Museum, e, (1849), pp.39-48).
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THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY ORIGINS
OF
ARCHITECTURAL SCHOOLING

Reprinted from the November, 1979 issue of the Journal of Architec-
tural Education. This article oniginally appeaved under the title of
“The Eighteenth-Century Origins of Our System of Full-time Arvchitec-
tural Schooling.™

Although the first full-ume school of architecture seems
to have been that established by J. F. Blondel (1705-1774),
our present concept of architectural education unquestiona-
bly had 1ts roots in the system which originated in Paris in
1671 as part of Louis XIV’s establishment of the Académie
Royale d’Architecture. In the present context, there is little
to be gained from studying the first forty vears of the
Academy’s existence. The lecture courses of the first profes-
sors (which exist as books, unpublished manuscripts, or préas

reported in the Academy minutes) are invaluable evidence of

the theoretical instruction imparted. But despite its roval
founder’s mmplied intentions,! the Academy’s educational
facilities initially comprised little beyond these lecture
courses. Hence the system is best studied in the period fol-
lowing the grant of a Charter in 1717, when experience had
taught the academicians how best to proceed, and when the
new Letters Patent stated clearly the Academy’s basic peda-
gogical responsibilities.

The general character of the school had inevitably been
adumbrated well before this date, as a natural consequence
of the characteristics of architectural practice in France in the
late 17th and early 18th centuries. It is important to enumer-
ate and emphasize these characteristics because of radical
changes which were to occur after the French Revolution,
when a very different system—usually called the “Beaux-Arts
system”—was put in its place.

The first characteristic stems from the fact that the
Academy of Architecture was totally independent of the
Academy of Painting and Sculpture founded in 1648 by Car-
dinal Mazarin, an Italian prelate whose views on art were en-
tirely ultramontane. Hence the Academy School was also
completely independent of the school of painting and sculp-
ture,

The second characteristic stems from the fact that the
lecture courses given by the Academy of Architecture were
libres et gratuits, i.e., they could be attended by anyone and at-
tendance was free of charge. It was only gradually that there
emerged a “school” in the current sense of the term: an insti-
tution where young aspirants were registered as “students,”
and where specific qualifications were needed to entitle them
to the special educational privileges provided .?

The third characteristic stems from the fact that this was
an era in which only the most important buildings were de-
signed by persons designated as “architects.” Thus, few ar-
chitects were initially elected to the Academy, and they
tended to regard their title architecte-du-rot as virtually a syno-
nvm for “architect.”3 But one of the conditions of election
was that they must reside in Paris, so as to be able to attend
the weekly meetings. Hence other architects were unrecog-
nized, expecially those who hived in the provinces.

When the Academy was founded, only six architects, plus
a professor and a secretary were appointed. When J. H. Man-
sart became Superintendant of Buildings in 1699, the num-
ber of members was increased to fourteend The 1717
Charter increased this number to twenty. In 1756, member-
ship was finally set at thirty.® This restriction on membership
of the Academy vitally affected the eventual orgamzanon of
the School, since the Charter laid down that the number of
official “'students™ should be proporuonate to the number of
academicians. Thus article 40 stated that every academician
was to nominate one student (clearly envisaged as being one
of his own pupils or assistants), and that the professor could
nominate six students.

The evolution of the Academy School’s curriculum and
policy conveniently divides itself into three phases. The first
lasted from the date of the Charter unul 1762 (the date of
Jacques-Frangois Blondel's appointment as Academy Profes-
sor). The second phase lasted unul J. F. Blondel’s death in
1771. The third phase ended with the dissolution of all the
Academes by the revolutionary government in 1793. Thus h-
nal phase was disuinguished mainly by the influence of E. L
Boullée, and others like him, who were political as well as ar-
chitectural visionanes. It was their grandiose projects. and
the doctrines set forth in Boullée's Architecture, essar sur art,
which formed the bridge between the old academy school
and the 19th-century Ecole des Beaux-Arts: and 1t was theu
political sympathies with the new régime which put the orgam-
zation of the new school in thewr hands

The second phase was undoubtedly the most important,
and its importance was due to the fact that Blondel intro-
duced many of the methods he had perfected in his own pni-
vate school of architecture. I propose. therefore, to describe
the development of this school and 1ts influence on subse-
quent architectural educatnon. But there were thiee Blondels
teaching and pracusing architecture in France between 1671
and 1774, so it will be appropnate 1o begin by explaming

clearly which Blondel is the hero of this essay

Chronologically, the hirst Blondel was Francois Blondel



the Academy of Architecture’s first professor, best known
nowadays as the author of the Cours d ' Architecture published in
1675. He was essentially an expert in structural engineering
and stereotomy, and had been selected by Louis XIV to teach
mathematics to his own son, the Grand Dauphin. The second
Blondel (1683-1756), an architect who was born in Rouen,
moved to Paris, and became a member of the Academy. He
established a creditable reputation as an architect, interior
designer and draughtsman, and taught several young ar-
chitects of the next generation, including Cuvilliés and his
own nephew, Jacques-Frangois. Only Jacques-Frangois Plon-
del concerns us here; so he is the only Blondel who will be re-
ferred to in the rest of this text.

Blondel's school started officially (i.e. with the
Academy’s permission) in May 1743;5 but the date on which
he actually started giving organized tuition is uncertain. In
his preface to the Architecture Francoise, published in 1752, he
claimed to have been teaching for fifteen years “publicly and
privately.” so that he must at the latest have started teaching
in 1737. He did not however set up his Ecole des Arts in the
rue de la Harpe in Paris untl 1740.

“Before 1740, wrote Pierre Patte, who completed the
last two volumes of ]. F. Blondel's published Cours d 'Architec-
ture, “there was no school in Panis where a young man might
be trained and learn everything he needed, such as architec-
tural and ornamental drawing, perspective, stereotomy,
quantity surveying and all the other numerous details in-
volved in building construction. He had to visit successively
various teachers to learn each of these subjects, which wasted
time, and caused him usually to learn drawing and neglect
the rest. It was for this reason that M. Blondel created an
Ecole des Arts, where several teachers, specializing in these
various subjects taught in one place under his directions.””

Blondel himself explained at length the purpose of his
undertaking in the August 1747 issue of the Mercure de France.
“To train skilled architects,” he wrote, “it is indispensable to
unite the study of all the relevant arts™ (i.e. painting, sculp-
ture, garden design. masonry, joinery, carpentry, locksmith’s
work, etc.); and this, he asserted, had never been done
before. Thus a young man who intended 1o be an architect
was often ignorant of perspective, mathematics, the princ-
ples of design, and the arts of drawing. On the other hand,
those who were trving other professions, such as painting,
neglected to study what they should know about architecture,
geometry, optics, etc. Another equally serious inconveni-
ence, in his view, was that most young men started studying
architecture and its related professions as a result of advice
given them, and rarely from their own inclination. If all the
arts were to be explained 1o them one at a time, they would,
he considered, be in a better position to decide for them-
selves which suited them best.

Another advantage was that they would understand the
relationship linking the art they had chosen with all the rest,
of which they could at least learn the rudiments. By these
means he anticipated that there would be fewer mediocre ar-
chitects, fewer superficial mathematicians, fewer tasteless
decorators and fewer untutored draughtsmen. These reflec-
tions seemed to him so important that he thereupon con-
ceived the idea of forming a school in Paris where all the arts
relating to architecture would be assembled, and where repu-
table teachers of each could impart the subjects in which they
specialized 8

In Blondel's annual inaugural address to the students
given in 1754, he said: “From my experience, | judged it es-
sential that these different branches of knowledge should be
acquired according to common principles, and taught by sev-
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eral professors who, being united in the same spirit, would
teach in a way calculated to bring out the best in each student.
Thus, as a result of careful co-ordination, those entrusted (o
us can progress in regular stages from the knowledge of pre-
cepts to an understanding of taste, from theory to experi-
ence, and from speculation to practice.™

It may thus be fairly claimed for Blondel that he origi-
nated, in the first half of the eighteenth century, a system of
full-uime architectural education which was not introduced
into North America for nearly another hundred and ffiy
vears, but which is now the generally accepted method of ar-
chitectural training both in Europe and America.

As was to be expected, the Academy rather resented the
efforts made by an independent architect to set up a school of
architecture in Panis, especially when that architect was not
even an Academician. After running his school privately for
two vears, Blondel sought to widen the scope of his work, and
to interest the public by putting an advertisement in the
press. First, however, official sanction had to be obtained
from the Lieutenant-General of Police; but the Academy was
opposed to the idea, so permission was refused. Fourteen
months later, however, the Academy reversed its policy and
decided that “Mr. Blondel's school would be useful to the
public and to the progress of young persons who wish to ap-
ply themselves to architecture.”10

The main function of Blondel’s school was to give full-
time training!! (as compared with the Academy School, where
tuition was only given two mornings a week). We do not
know how many attended, either as day students or boarders,
but the school evidently enjoyed a high reputation which ex-
tended bevond the frontiers of France. One of the school
prize-winners of 1755 was Jacques Heumann, a natve of
Hanover. Sir Willhiam Chambers, whose election as first cor-
responding member of the Academy took place in 1762, was
one of Blondel's pupils;!? and such a distinguished and suc-
cessful architect as Servandoni did not hesitate to send his
own son Jean-Raphael to study at Blondel's Ecole des Arts.
The reputation of the school was such that the government
chose it to teach architecture to the students of the Ecole des
Ponts et Chaussées, i.e., the state school of civil engineering,
As a result, Blondel received a grant of Fr2,400 per annum to
provide these six students with books and drawing instru-
ments, and to defray other expenses, in addition to the nor-
mal fees. This stroke of good fortune can be regarded as are-
ward of virtue, because Blondel himself had, from 1749
onward, awarded twelve free places in his school each year to
students who were “more favoured by nature than by for-
tune.”’13

The fears of anxious parents who contemplated sending
their sons as boarders were allayed by the description which
Blondel gave of his establishment, which included a room set
apart for, “fencing, music and dancing; exercises to which
particular attention is paid, since they should form part of the
education of all well-born persons who devote themselves o
architecture, and who are destined o live in the best society...
Moreover, to make this establishment as useful as possible, 1
have selected a person of recognised probity who, at my re-
quest, and under my supervision, has kindly undertaken to
give board and lodging in the same well-aired house situated
in a suitable part of Paris. She will supervise the endeavours
and good manners of those who, sent to Paris without this
help, would often find themselves left 1o their own devices,
and thus lose the fruit of their studies. By these means, they
will find under the same roof, and at a reasonable price, the
necessities of life, and facilities for becoming skilled in the
different branches of the Fine Arts.”"14




The curriculum of the school, as finally evolved, is given
in the introduction to volume three of his Cours d’Architecture,
published in 1717: and although it is difficult to imagine ar-
chitectural students of any period submitting fully to such an
exacting discipline, the picture it gives is probably no less ac-
curate than most documents of its type.

Tuition was given to architectural students from 8 a.m. 1o
9 p.m. every day of the week except Sunday, with an hour off
for lunch from 2 to 3 p.m. The morning period was entirely
devoted to the theory of architecture (later published in book
form), and studio work. The latter might consist of copying
details, preparing improved designs of well-known buildings,
or designing original schemes in accordance with programs
carefully prepared and dictated.

Many of the programs were doubtless for the same rather
luxurious types of building which were the subjects of the an-
nual Academy competition. Blondel not unnaturally trained
his students with an eye to the most influential type of patron;
and although few can have hoped to emulate his most distin-
guished pupil, Richard Mique, who eventually became ar-
chitect of Marie Antoinette, several rose to be Academicians.
Several of the programs were, however, for simple utilitarian
buildings, and Blondel makes it quite clear how important it
was that this type should be included. When speaking of
economy, he asserted that he intended to stop his students
from always occupying themselves with luxurious projects,
and to teach them to adapt buildings to restricted sites.
“Make no mistake,” he warned them, “this type of study is no
less useful than those large compositions which are often
beyond your capabilities, and which you treat superfically,
eventually abandoning them for something new and even
more vague.”

It was his experience that they should first of all try to
make something of a hilly, irregular and restricted site; that
they should keep within the conditions prescribed by the pro-
gram or given by the client; and that they should above all ob-
serve a spirit ol suitability and economy in every type of
building. “Try to reduce the cost of your work to half, then to
a quarter,” he told them; “it is a process one nearly always
has to go through in practice.””1% Already in his first publica-
tion, Blondel had remarked that nothing shows more the
merits of an architect than when, limited by the site and the
money available, he combines good taste and good planning,
and nobly relates all the parts of his building.!®

Blondel's general method of dictating programs was
based on the Academy system, but there can be no doubt that
his were drawn up with much more care and attention to de-
tail:

By program I mean the enunciation of a fawrly detatled project,
which the professor gives his students that they may undevstand his in-
tentions, and the sequence they should follow in composing the es-
quisse under his supervision. The students then do a finished drawing,
without being allowed to depart from thewr first thoughts. It s the
professor’s duty to explam clearly and precisely the conditions of the
program, including the dimension of the site, its various levels, and any
special vestrictions of the type one always finds in butlding. Before dic-
lating the program, he should himself, in the tranquality of hs office,
have made preliminary sketches, as the only means of keeping to essen-
tials thereby i a way preparing the student’s work. After having thus
concetved i, he should, in everybody's presence, analyse, extend, and
dP'(rdap speculatively the type of project concerned, grong refevences to
precedents, and reminding students of similar buildings by great mas-
ters, or those deseribed by the best authors. He should ty to make them
realize the subtle differences which distinguished buildings constructed
Jor the same purpose.... so that those participating can stock their mands
with those things bearing most analogy to the project given, and, before
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beginming, conceive a clear idea which will enable them to make fewer
mistakes concerning the proper arrangements and requirements of each
composition. 17

He always advised his students never to hurry. On esquisse
days, they were given about twelve hours to finish; and he fre-
quently told them to pass a third of the time thinking over the
problem in complete silence, and then to spend the same
length of time trying several ways of fulfilling the conditions
of the program. The remaining four hours was, in his opin-
ion, adequate time to translate their thoughts and make a
precise esquisse to the required scale. “Remember,” he would
say to his students, “that the better you have digested the
program, the easier it will be to produce the finished draw-
ings. You must regard esquisse day as a day of triumph; any
weariness you may feel on that day will ensure for you an easy
time for the rest of the program; and only thus have you the
right to expect the prize awaiting you.” But few students fol-
lowed his advice; and he lamented what a lot there were who,
quickly extracting one sentence from the program, immedi-
ately grabbed a scale and dividers, and started drawing with-
out comprehending that they should have the concept fully in
their heads before putting penal to paper.

Blondel's programs were of several kinds, according to
the purpose of each exercise. The few published in his Cours
d’Architecture are all exercises in elevational treatment: a tn-
umphal arch, a commemorative column, a fountain, the gate-
way to an arsenal, a church porch, the doorway to a stable, a
palace facade, a belvedere, a lighthouse. and so on.'8 But
programs were also set as exercises in planning and interior
design, and a few were devoted to the design of gardens.1?

In each program the scale required for the esquisse and for
the finished drawings was clearly stated. Before the establish-
ment of schools of architecture, there seems every reason to
believe that no architects ever drew to a regular scale. After
ensuring that their drawings would fit onto the piece of paper
selected, they would draw a scale line of convenient but arbi-
trary length, and then divide it into appropriate sub-divisions
by means of dividers. It 1s for this reason that dividers were
always the architect’s badge of office, to be held in a promi-
nent posiuon when having one’s portrait painted.

The need to establish conformiuty of scale first appeared
when student competitions became an annual leature of the
Academy. The first record of a definmite scale being imposed
occurs in the Academy minutes for January 10th, 1701, The
subject proposed for the prize that year was a panish church
porch 120 feet wide, and competitors were told to “reduce
this on the drawing to 1 inch for 6 feet.” From then onward, 1t
became the rule 1o prescnbe a convenient scale, although
sometimes the degree of convenence was a matter of opin-
ion. On one occasion, the Academy students complained that
their loges were 1oo small for them to make the large scale
drawing to the size demanded, and begged 10 be allowed to
plan to a scale of four-twelfths of an inch to six feet instead of
to twice that scale.2? The scheme for this particular vear
(1772) was a roval palace, which was to have an elevanon 660
feet long. To the scale demanded. this would have produced
a drawing 6°-3" wide, and as the students were asked for two
elevations, [ull plans and a section, we can svmpathise with
their predicament.

I'he French units of measurement were: the tose of six
feet, the pied or foot (equivalent o 1066 English feet), the
pouce or twellth ol a foot, and the higne or twelfth of an inch
I'he scales chosen were not based on an mflexible svstem:
and m the specimen programs given by Blondel in his Course,
the scales required for esguisses and hmished drawings van
considerably

I'hey are usnally expressed as so many lignes or
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pouces 1o so many pieds or ftoises; but the fractions are fre-
quently awkward, and drawings must still have been scaled
with dividers from a specially drawn scale-line.

In addition to designing academic projects, much time
was spent examining existing buildings in and around Paris:

11 1s only by an attitude of companson that we can judge the rela-
tionship of the parts of a building to the whole, so as to take what is best
from each, and as it were deduce so many principles capable of leading
us nearer and neaver to perfecting our art. Yel this perfection seems to
draw further away, because young architects neglect to examine care-
fully different buildings and the finer points of edifices not generally ad-
"l”’f‘d 21

Blondel would have heartily endorsed Viollet-le-Duc's
dictum, written a hundred years later, to the effect that an ar-
chitect is not, and never can be, anything but a part of the
whole, beginning what others will finish, and finishing what
others have begun; that he cannot work in isolation, for his
work is not his own personal effort, like the painter’s picture
or the poet's verse. Thus any architect who claimed to im-
pose an art on a whole epoch would, in Viollet-le-Duc’s opin-
1on, be committing an act of pure folly 22

The assessment of the merits of existing buildings was an
intrinsic part of Blondel's system; but it naturally provoked a
certain amount of resentment amongst his fellow architects,
especially when he published his criticisms in book form, and
delivered them in public lectures. The wealth of polite cir-

38 TFC

cumlocution with which he gilds the pill of adverse commen
shows how anxious he was not to offend, but he found i
necessary more than once to delend his motives, and dis-
claim charges of partiality. His only aim, he asserted, was the
perfection of the arts. Beauties universally approved would
be so regarded by him; mediocrity would be censured in his
book with suitable restramt. He knew that his sincerity would
displease some people, but he contented himsell with the
thought that the honesty of his intentions and the esteem of
scholars would sufficiently repay him for the vexations of
those who sought 1o give a discreditable interpretation to his
zeal 23

Twice a week, during April and May, Blondel spent the
afternoons from 3 1o 9 p.m. conducting parties of students
round Paris to examine on the spot either the exteriors or in-
teriors of churches, or the planning, elevations and interior
decoration of domestic buildings.24

We have no record of all the buildings they visited; but
the elaborate guide books of Paris published in many edi-
tions by Brice and Piganiol de la Force make it clear that most
palaces and mansions could be fully inspected, and it seems
not unlikely that Blondel's students were able to take full ad-
vantage of these facilities. In his Architecture Francoise, Blondel
refers to the number of times he has shown visitors round the
palace of Versailles,?> and at the beginning of his Cours d ' Ar-
chitecture he remarks that it is not sufficient just to visit impor-
tant peoples’ dwellings: one must contemplate the facades,
walk through the interior, come outside again, remind one-
self of the reasons for which it was built, and reflect on the
type of edifice, the uses of the rooms, and the people who live
there.26

Nevertheless, he considered that an architect’s first care
should be to make his facades both elegant and well propor-
tioned; always related to the internal planning, but in accor-
dance with the laws of elevational design.2”7 When criticizing
the Collége des Quatres Nations (now the Institut de France)
by Frangois d'Orbay, he brings out this point very strongly.
After criticising some of the windows, he writes:

D:Orba)' s supporters will not fail to reply that criticism ts easy and
practice difficult. Moreover, they will say that the interior required this
particular type of window. But this excuse, if it is one, does not change
the window'’s unsuitability, and all unsuitable architecture is imperfect,
especially when the design of an important monument is involved. For
after all, there are nol only rules in architecture; there is also igenuity.
Wath a little thought it will be apparent that the latter, in the hands of a
greal and skilful architect, provides him with the means of overcoming
the greatest difficulties, and of veconciling in a less trivial way the in-
terior with the exterior of a building.28

Unlike most of those who take upon themselves the du-
ties of art criticism, Blondel was not afraid to offer his own
works for public appraisal, or make positive suggestions for
improving the buildings he criticised. In his first published
work, containing his own designs for country houses, he
states that unlike the majority of authors who, to have their
work admired, show only its most attractive side, he is pre-
pared to criticise the defects he was unable to avoid. “One
can even turn these imperfections to profit, and draw lessons
from them, of which a regular building would give no clue.
When one has already acquired a certain knowledge of archi-
tecture, other people's errors serve as a guide. I shall not,
therefore have so much vanity as (o hide my own from the
reader.”29 ‘

One of his great pleasures was to redesign celebrated
buildings in the light of his own criticism, and his students
were given similar practical exercises in criticism. In the third




volume of the Cours d'Architecture, there are two illustrations of
Perrault’s celebrated Louvre colonnade. Plate VI is a view of
the central portion which Blondel describes and criticizes in
five pages of text. Plates VII and VIII, which are an elevation
and plan respectively, show the same view “with several
changes proposed by the author of these lectures,” and are
accompanied by four pages of explanation. Similar studies
were made for other buildings, and Blondel tells us how,
more than once, he got his students to draw suggested
changes in the elevation of the palais du Luxembourg, the
entrance to the hotel de Soubise, and many of the other
buildings he criticised during his lectures.®0

Formal visits were not only made to completed buildings,
but to workshops and building sites. *"T'o merit the title of ar-
chitect, it 1s not sufficient to have been a draughtsman for sev-
cral years...Before taking the risk of actually constructing,
one should have spent several years visiting workshops and
buildings;"'3! and at a suitable time, when the weather was
fine, we find Blondel taking his students round the various
workshops in Paris, so that they would have practical knowl-
edge of building and of craftsmanship, and could examine
systematically the totality of systems of construction, the way
they fit together, their durability, strength, weight and thrust;
so that they could learn the terminology and local trade prac-
tices, and the method of drawing up specifications, contracts
and site layouts. The examination ol these sites continued
from the ume excavations started untl the ume the building
was completed.3?

Blondel advised his students never to waste their free
time, but to spend it usefully visiting the studios of celebrated
artists and architects, or going to various buildings being
constructed in the city. In some of them they could examine
the foundations, footings and various kinds of vaulting: in
others the roof, roof drainage and carpentry work.33

During summer, the students spent their mornings sur-
veying, levelling and quanuty surveving; and much time was
spent in other forms of scientific study and practical work.
The senior students spent three or four hours every after-
noon studying stereotomy (for which there was a speaal
workshop containing full-size models of masonry), carpentry
and joinery details. The junior students also studied
stereotomy on Mondays, Wednesdays and Fridavs, but took
“history of art’” (i.e. as described in classical literature) and
sketching on Tuesdays, Thursdays and Saturdays. The first
two or three hours of every afternoon were devoted to math-
ematics (for quantity surveying) descriptive geometry and
conic sections (for stereotomy), mechanics (for building ma-
chinery), water supply and drainage. In November and
December, part of each morning was devoted to perspective,
and to experimetal physics relative to the art of building .34

These different lessons were given in several rooms
which looked out onto a large garden. One room was used by
the junior students designing projects; in both of these
rooms, sets of finished drawings to large scale were exhib-
ited. Next to it was a room used to display various techniques
of drawing, including a number of originals, with specimens
of sculpture in the round and low relief. The fourth room was
for lectures in mathematics, perspective, fortifications, quan-
tity surveying and theoretical stereotomy. Finally, there was a
large room which contained books, instruments, all kinds of
models and a fine collection of framed drawings. It was here
that lessons were given in experimental physics.

It will be apparent here that Blondel's pedagogical
method was what would nowadays be praised as wne structur
pluridisciplinaire des programmes détudes, It seems clear to me

Dviane vation u n,;:m&lpnv Qune ﬁr/m-

conventueller des la *+ v.:rry;wdém de LAutowr.

that it still persists in schools (such as my own) which have al-

ways been affiliated with faculues of applied science. At
McGill, as elsewhere, there was radical departures from the
traditional architectural courses when the influence of Le Cor-
busier and the Bauhaus led to the general rejection of tradi-
tonal pedagogical methods: but the basic engineering disci-
pline persisted, and recent disenchantment with Le
Corbusier's urbantsme has caused many features of the 18th
century design curriculum to be reintroduced, albeit under
more rendy names.
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THE SHAPE
OF

ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY

A Review of:
History of Architecture on the Comparative Method
By Sir Bawster Fletcher

Reprinted from the September 7.19611ssue of The Manchester
Guardian.

News of the publication of a completely revised edition
of Banister Fletcher's History of Architecture on the Comparative
Method will have brought a pang of emotion to the heart of ev-
eryone in the English-speaking world who has ever been
called upon to study architecture—especially if it was to pass
an exam. For years it has been the handy reference book of
every serious student and the last refuge of every dullard. Its
authority has been accepted—though with decreasing en-
thusiasm on the part of the more enlightened—for genera-
uons, and indeed it has been in use for so long that its origins
have become in certain respects forgotten or obscured. Who
realizes today. for example that it was not the work of a single
author, but (perhaps like the Ihad) was oniginally written by
two men with the same name? For in fact the principal author
of the first edition was not the future Knight Bachelor, Offi-
cer of the Order of the Legion of Honor, Commander of the
Order of Leopold 11 of Belgium, Commander of the Order of
Ta-Shou Chia-Ho of China,(Sir Banister very properly lim-
ited himself 1o five Orders). but his father, the Professor of
Architecture and Construction at King's College, London.
The latter’s name was unostentatiously dropped as soon as
the former achieved a knighthood (awarded in 1919 in recog-
mition of the fact that he was the senior sherniff of London in
the year the armistice was signed), and doubiless quite
rightly, for many modifications were made by the son after
his father’s death. But the general organization of the text re-
mained unchanged, and there is good reason for believing
that this may have been the older man’s idea.

Before explaining why this assumption can be made, and
before discussing either the important modifications incor-
porated dunng his son’s lifetime, or the results of Professor
R. A. Cordingley’s new and careful revision, it will be appro-
priate to distnguish the three types of general history of ar-
chitecture which seem generally possible. Firstly, there is the
type most common in the nineteenth century, but still occa-
sionally produced today (as for example Sigfried Giedion’s
Space, Time and Architecture), which is inspired by the distinc-
tive theory of architecture its author seeks to propagate, and
which thus constitutes what the French would call an historre a
thése. Secondly, there is the type—best exemplified by Louis
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Hautecoeur’s monumental nine-volume history of French
classical architecture—which might be described as ency-
clopaedic; a book which contains a number of critical obser-
vations and assessments, but aims primarily at collating and
dissecting as many buildings as possible, so as to classify
them, like biological specimens, into various species or
groups. Thirdly, there is the type best exemplified by Niko-
laus Pevsner’s Outline of European Architecture; a book in which
the text is critical without being doctrinaire or opinionated;
discursive, though none the less precise and factual; and
where examples and illustrations are in general restricted to
buildings which illustrate the introduction or development of
specific architectural ideals. This is the most readable kind,
and perhaps the only kind which is widely recommendable as
a means of comprehensively, objectively and thoughtfully
studying the topic; but the other two are both invaluable and
indeed essential in their own way, provided the books are
properly used.

As first produced in 1896, the History of Architecture on the
Comparative Method clearly belonged to the first type. The pat-
tern on which it was based was unquestionably intended to
reinforce the mid-nineteenth century theory known as **Ra-
tionalism,” and thus its form was most likely due to Banister
Fletcher senior (who was very much involved with building
construction and was for many vears a district surveyor),
rather than to his son. This Rationalist character is evident
from the title alone, for the idea of a comparative history of
architecture (analagous to those studies in comparative
anatomy which had been made early in the nineteenth cen-
tury by biologists such as Cuvier) had long been the dream of
those who demanded a new architecture based on logical and
up-to-date construction, and was one of the first manifesta-
tions of the idea of architecture as something “organic.” It
was first formulated in 1849 by James Fergusson, who put it
forward six years before publishing his own great history ol
architecture which Banisier Fleicher's eventually su-
perseded; and it was given its most forcible expression three
years later, in France, by Viollet-le-Duc.

“When,” demanded the latter, in one of his periodic ful-
minations against the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, “will our poor
school see the arising of its Cuvier to teach us the ¢ ompara-
tive anatomy of antique and modern monuments, and to
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teach us not to put rabbit’s feet on a monkey's body, or to
cloth the skeleton of a lizard with fur?” The answer to this
question we now know to be 1896; but in the meantime, Dar-
win had published his famous theory, so Banister Fletcher
not only adopted Fergusson's notion of a comparative his-
tory of architecture, but also tried to demonstrate the evolu-
tion of architecture by showing the direct influence of enviro-
ment (geographical, geological, climatic, religious, social and
political) on changes in architectural form.

As revised by Sir Banister Fletcher after his father’s death
the History of Architecture on the Comparative Method still main-
tained intact those divisions of the text dealing with environ-
mental influences, though these were considerably tempered
and (not always felicitously) enlarged. But it became evident,
as edition succeeded edition, and as the weight increased to
three and three-quarter pounds, that the author was now
more concerned with the illustration of ancient buildings (of
which over three thousand were eventually depicted and over
a thousand more were either succinctly or superficially de-
scribed) than with discussing ideas. The result was that the
original theme of the book became gradually obscured. This
was not necessarily a misfortune, since the efficacy of the
“*comparative method™ as a means of throwing light on the
evolutionary process of architectural development was al-
ways open o question, and the book, in its later editions, had
seldom in fact done anything beyond provide a facile method
of tabulating the characteristics of the various “styles.” But
the modified character of the book made the need for a radi-
cal revision more and more urgent, and we may all rejoice
that after six years' painstaking work on the part of Professor
Cordingley and his collaborators, this task has now been suc-
cessfully fulfilled.

The principal changes needed, once 1t was accepted that
the book had become irrevocably encyclopaedic in character,
were such as would ensure a better balance between the vari-
ous historical periods. Even within the context of the original
framework, Sir Banister Fletcher's revisions had always been
somewhal erratie, but since the original character of the book
had been that on an histeire a thése, its neglect of certain peri-
ods was at first relatively unimportant. For example, 1t was
not entirely unreasonable that, in the original edition, the
section on English architecture should terminate virtually
with the death of Wren, since the elder Banister Fletcher’s
theories were incompatible with eighteenth-century Palladia-
nism, and he, like Fergusson, considered that true architec-
tural evolution had virtually ceased once the Renaissance had
become an established fact.

He therefore summarily dismissed Lord Burlington’s
villa at Chiswick (which he then attributed to Inigo Jones) be-
cause it had, he said, introduced the “pediment and portico
style” which had lead to “the neglect of the fundamental
principles of architecture, namely suitability of purpose,
utility and appropriateness.” But in its encyclopaedic form,
with all the original moralizings deleted, the book’s con-
tinued neglect of architectural developments after 1700
made the work ludicrously inadequate, and it was this, more
perhaps than anything else, which caused the reputation of
the work to decline.

Professor Cordingley's most urgent task was therefore to
bring the book up to date chronologically, and this he accom-
plished by adding three entirely new chapters, of which two
(entitled respectively “Nineteenth and Twentieth Century
Architecture in Britain” and “Nineteenth and Twentieth
Century Architecture in Continental Europe™) were written
by him and the third (entitled " Architecture of the Amen-
cas”) was written by Frank Jenkins. But no less important task
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was that of bringing the book up to date in the sense of mak-
ing the earlier parts accord with recent scholarship. So well
has Professor Cordingley matched his literary style to that of
the late Sir Banister Fletcher that the full magnitude of these
changes is not immediately apparent, and they can only be
detected by carefully collating with the earlier edition. But
once this is done, it is evident that the revised text is compa-
rable to an elaborately embroidered modern tapestry into
which more ancient fragments have been carefully, piously
and unobtrusively woven. Even sentences which begin as
Banister Fletcher and end as Banister Fletcher usually turn
out to be substantially Cordingley in the middle. It is to be
hoped therefore that future bindings of the book will follow
the policy adopted by the publishers of Simpson s History of Ar-
chitectural Development, and, by titling future copies of this edi-
tion Sir Banister Fletcher's History of Architecture, allow the name
of the new author to be embossed on the spine.

The only reservatons which architectural historians are
likely to have will probably concern the amount of space al-
lotted to the different buildings and periods. No one will
quarrel with the increased allotment of eleven pages to Greek
architecture (which brings the total number of pages to sev-
enty-seven), especially now that Professor Cordingley's new
revision makes it undoubtedly the most thorough, precise
and readable architectural account (as opposed to an archae-
ological account) available. But when one considers the small
number of important Greek buildings, constructed between
650 B.C. and 146 B.C., of which any vestges, however frag-
mentary, remain, and then compares this with the number of
important buildings constructed in Continental Europe from
1830 to the present day, it seems unnatural that only fifty-
eight pages should be accorded to the latter.

Furthermore one may question the wisdom of respecting
Banister Fletcher's classification whereby the Renaissance
ends at 1830 (the end of the **Georgian Period”’) and modern
architecture therefore has to begin at the death of George IV.
Admitedly Sir John Summerson’s Architecture in Britamn
1500-1830 terminates on this date, but here he was making
no pretence of speafically studying the “Renaissance,” and
the fact that Henry-Russell Hitchcock, when writing the com-
panion volume on Architecture, Nineteenth and Twentieth Centu-
ries, felt bound to begin at about 1750 shows clearly where
the most recent authorities on the subject consider the roots
of modern architecture to he.

For example, there is little doubt that the ideals of mod-
ern architecture were very much mfluenced by the buildings
and writings of CN. Ledoux (1736-1806). But the new Hu-
tory of Architecture on the Comparative Method only mentions hun
twice (under the heading “French Renaissance™): once in or-
der to auribute to him (erroneously) the hotel de Salm, and
once to remark that he was “fertile of progressive ideas.” But
clearly, unless a student of modern architecture knows what
those progressive ideas were, his understanding of the sub-

ject will be seriously himited.

Such defects in an otherwise impeccable revison were
presumably dictated by the obligation to keep as near as pos-
sible to the pattern of the original book. But as a result, the
latest edition now starts as an encvclopaedia and hinishes as a
compendium. For the early periods, 1t s unguestionably
more than adequate to fulhl the historical needs ol an ar-
chitectural student. But for the later penods, 1t s likely to be
primarily of value to the lavmen; and indeed, given the
length, these chapters could hardly be improved upon as a
concise and well-balanced account of the mam architectural
developments which have occurred during the last hundred

and thairty vears




A Review of

Vincent Scully’s

EE EARTH, THE TEMPLE

&

THE GODS

Reprinted from the Journal of the Society of Architectural Histori-
ans, Volume XX1I, Number 1, March 1963, Copyright 1963, by the
Society of Architectural Historians.

It is probably fair to say that this is the most distinguished
book of its kind to be published in the English language since
the publication of Ruskin's Stones of Venice. Like Ruskin, Scully
wriles prose which exudes a tense emotional involvement
with his topic; like Ruskin, he has the gift of writing euphoni-
ously as well as persuasively; like Ruskin, he has the power of
transforming factual statements into a speaal poetry of his
own, transmuting archaeological descriptions into passion-
ately articulated assertions of an aesthetic vision. That each
of his perceptions is transfused by a mystical vision of Space,
rather than by Ruskin’s mystical vision of God., is simply an
accidental characteristic of the age. This book is a delight to
read, even for its narrative alone, and it should not be long
before Scully’s description of the Parthenon (which con-
cludes his ninth chapter) rivals Ruskin's description of St.
Mark’s in popular esteem. But more important than this, his
book will also be highly valued as a completely new and re-
freshing interpretation of Greek architectural ideals by every-
one called upon to study the subject.

For if this book were simply a felicitously phrased inter-
pretation of a well-worn theme, like Henry Adams” Mont St.
Michel & Chartres, it would have litde architectural or histori-
cal interest. As it is, its author shows that he has not only liter-
ary talents of exceptional value, but also that he possesses the
rarest of all abilities o be found amongst archaeologists,
namely the gift of historical imagination, Reading this book,
one cannot but marvel that it has taken (wo centuries of star-
ing at ruins and rumaging amongst fallen stones for an ar-
chitectural historian 1o raise his eyes at last to the horizon,
and see the Greek temple inits totality, that is to say, as form-
ing. with its environment, an inseparable whole, whereby
carth, temple and god are but one.

Not that this book is simply a modernized Vayage Pit-
toresque de la Gréce. On the contrary, it was only after careful
study of the various literary sources available (notably the
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vast amount of periodical literature published by the various
archaeological schools) that the author visited each site, and
related all the ascertainable facts to his own observations. He
sensibly divides his book according to the dedication of each
temple (rather than according to chronological or stylistic
criteria) and is thus able to preface the study of each group
with a discussion of the type of site evidently considered ap-
proprniate by the Greeks for each god or goddess. He then
proceeds to analyse each building so dedicated, and 1o ex-
plain not only how its location corresponds to the Greek no-
tion of propriety (which was doubtless what Vitruvius meant
to some extent in the sentence: ' Decor perficitur statione, quod
graece Bepartouce diatur’), but also many other features
which have hitherto been regarded as eccentricities or even
errors in Greek design.

Inevitably there are passages in which the author’s efforts
to substantiate his thesis are not entirely convincing, and
even the thesis itself seems curiously unsupported by Flw
kind of solid literary evidence one might expect. His insist-
ence that everything the Greek architects did was always
motivated by profound aesthetic or religious reasons (as I(.)r
example in his novel justification of the lack of curvature in
the stylobate at Bassae) sometimes taxes the I'L‘il(‘l(‘l"s
credulity. Moreover, one could have hoped for a clearer indi-
cation of the extent to which the Grecks went inside their tem-
ples. But this is a splendid book, magnificently \\'t'illcn."d!ld
its only blemish is to be seen in the photographic illustrations
which, though profuse and more than adequate to illustrate
the text, are of a quality which does less than justice to the
theme.

Scully will readily be forgiven, especially by those who
have visited Greece in the summer, for preferring to !r:n"cl
there in winter; but dull skies and shadowless buildings |.||
convey the impression of the Greek landscape at its best. It 18
to be hoped therefore that the next edition of this book will
be a de luxe edition, with larger and brighter |:Immg:';1p1!$.
and that many of these will be in colour to form a harmonious
accompaniment to the author’s dazzling prose



FRANKLEUDREIT

A Review of:

Frank Lloyd Wright: A Study in Architectural Content

By Norris

Reprinted from the October, 1966 issue of Progressive Architecture.
copyright 1966, Remnhold Publishing

During the last 50 years, there have appeared about a
dozen books on architectural history that can justifiably be
described as masterpieces. This is one of them. It is quite
short, but in it Professor Norris K. Smith expounds with spar-
kling lucidity an interpretation of Wright that not only clari-
fies numerous hitherto apparently mexplicable facets of
Wright's life and work, but defily pulls the rug from under
the whole cumbrous intellectual superstructure pubhshed so
far in honour of the master.

The chapter titles are, respectively: “The Cause Con-
servative,” “The Oak Park
Years,” “Crnisis,” “A New Beginning and Its Destruction,”
“Depression and Resurgence,”

“Wright and Romanticism,”

and, hinally, “Assessment.”
But the book is dominated by two grand themes. The first s
that of the fundamental and dramatic antagonism that rends
assunder the personality of any proselytizing nonconformist
for, obviously, the more he finds that success crowns his
preaching, the less nonconformist he becomes himself. The
second theme is the influence on 20th-Century architecture
ol non-Hellenic modes of thought. I shall not discuss the hrs
theme, since any commentary might diminish the intensity of
the reader’s pleasure when confronted with Professor
Smith's impeccably organized and mspirng prose. However,
the second theme 1s susrvplihlv of constructive comment,
since it is 18 more controversial than the author’s plausible
presentation may lead one to suppose

Basing his deductions on Thorliecl Boman's Hebre

Thought Compared With Greek (a book orviginally written, i
should be noted, in German), Professor Smuth writes: ““What

Kelley Smith

I shall try to demonstrate is that (Romanticasm and Classi-
cism) derive from the two main sources of Western thought,
the Hebrew and Greek respecuvely” (pg. 36). He then con-
vincingly quotes Bowman to show that the Greek concept ol
“being” implied something objective and mert, and the
Greek concept of “form™ mmplied tranquility, moderaton,
and the harmonious expression of the intellect, whereas the
Hebrew concept of “being” implies becoming and “the Isra-
elite finds the beautiful in that which hives and plays in the ex-
citement and rhythm’™ (pg. 40). Professor Smith approvingh
follows Boman in commenting that the beginning of 5t
John's gospel (which, in English, is translated as, “In the be-
ginning was the Word,” and. in German, as “Im Anfang war
das Wort ") is rendered by Goethe (“who goes back to the He-
brew (Aramaic) original,” pg. 56) as, “In the beginning was
the Deed’'—a curious sort of corroboration in that (a) Goe-
the was not exactly an authority on Aramaic, (b) St. John's
gospel was written in colloquial Greek, and (¢) the quotation
is from the Poodle scene in Faust. But from all this, and much
more evidence, Professor Smith concludes that “Wrnght
thought i Hebreuw

Now it is mcontestable that a person’s thoughts are in

T (pe. 39)

trinsically affected by the language in which he thinks them,
and thus one cannot thoroughly understand anv architect’s
thoughts unless one s tamihar with the language in which

they were ['\;HL'\\(“ll But |\ ';:_:“u? .‘,‘".‘;"Lr 31 f.»'-‘: nol onidy shows

] ] Il } il
naevdence of ever havmg thought in Hebrewe; he was if anylhing, an

fisemetic. The phrases with which, in his Autobography. he de
scribes the Jewish drafismen who were working {or Adla
(who was the son ol a rabbi): his olensive descnption of Ot

tenthetmer: even his taut reference to his Undle Jenkin's




friend Rabbi Hirsh, demonstrate this conclusively. How,
then, are we going to reconcile Professor Smith's conclusions
abstracted from Boman with the demonstrable facts concern-
ing Wright's intellectual growth?

The solution of this dilemma is not, I think, hard to find;
and, if correct, must have important implications for the his-
torical interpretation of the whole evolution of contemporary
architecture. My contention is that, whereas 1t is true that
Wright and espeaally Sullivan were primarilv suimulated by
the writings of—or conversations with—Jewish intellectuals,
both these men were essentially stimulated by Germans,
whether of Jewish or Gentile blood; and though there may
well be a large element of Jewish influence in 19th-Century
German aesthetic philosophy (stemming, for example, from
Maoses Mendelssohn), it is not hard to prove that the more
obviously non-Classical aspects of Wright's philosophy, of
the Bauhaus philosophy, and indeed of Le Corbusier’s
philosophy, stemmed essentially from a century-old synthe-
sis of German mystical and philosophical beliefs.

As regards Wright, he himself states in the Autobiography
that he was mainly influenced by Carlyle, Coleridge, and
Emerson; in other words, by the three 19th-Century writers
most keenly engaged in promoting translations of German
thought into English. As a young architect, he came under
the influence of a superman who, from the beginning, he sig-
nificantly refers to as Lieber Meister—a term of respect easy to
understand when we realize how much Sullivan owed to his
German-Jewish friends Edelmann and Adler. It was Edel-
mann who taught Sullivan “the highest transcendentalisms
of German metaphysics” (i.e., Kant's doctrine that the Cri-
tique of Pure Reason was an architectonic plan for a new
science) and introduced him to Wagnerian opera, just as it
was Edelmann who “led Louis to Adler” (Autobiography of an
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Idea). Sullivan certainly did not have much re
racial origins, since he referred to him as a “short-npsed
Jew”; but Adler obviously had a great influence on Slllli\';l.n'q
mind by introducing him to the works of Gottfried Scmpp]:
And Goethe, Wagner, Semper, Adler, and the Bauhaus ;ili
have this and only this in common—they were associated
with Weimar.
In Professor Smith's final chapter, ““Assessment,” quof-
ing Karl Lowith, he calls the Communist creed “a pseudo-
morphosis of Jewish-Christian messianism.” But it seems
more important to emphasize that, although Karl Mary’s fa-
ther became a Christian and cut himself off from the Jewish
community, Karl Marx thought and wrote in German. And iy
was the affinity of Marx’s abstract politico-historical theories
with the Teutonic philosophy of his age that made Wagner
the leading exponent of the artistic implications of The Com-
munist Manifesto and caused Gottfried Semper to flee from
Saxony after the revolution for which the “Manifesto” was
written and seek protection through the British P
Consort, Albert of Saxe-Coburg-Gotha. Indeed, when
Semper published his first book (based on his experience in
organizing the 1851 London Exhibition), this book. which
was the ultimate source of Arts-and-Crafis philosophy, was
written not in English but in German, and printed in Bruns-
wick.

Professor Smith is absolutely convincing in his assess-
ment of the reasons that prompted Frank Lloyd Wright, in
1909, to desert his family and architectural practice and go
into voluntary exile in Europe. But I am less surprised than
he that Wright handed over his practice to “a German-born
architect who had no particular knowledge or sympathy for
Wright's work.” Nor am I surprised that when Wright left the
shores of America, he went straight to...Berlin.

spect r()l' 4'\(-'](.""5
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URBAN RETROSPECTION

A Review of:
The Historian and The City

Edited by O. Handlin and J. Burchard

Reprinted from the July, 1967 issue of Progressive Architecture,
copyright 1967, Remnhold Publishing.

Symposia are ideal media for the exchange of scholarly
opinions because the governing bodies of universities and
foundations have not yet realized that “symposium™ is simply
the Greek word for “‘a drinking party.” Admittedly, this sym-
posium shows only slight evidence of the sumulating influ-
ence of alcohol, though the affluence of printer’s inkohol is
evident in M.LT.’s well-produced paperback text. The edit-
ing is a bit fuddled, for the origins of Philadelphia are de-
scribed 120 pages after the description of the city’s develop-
ment in the 19th century, whilst on page 71, the assertion
“Professor Brogan has cited...” seems clearly nonsensical,
since Professor Brogan's paper does not appear untl page
146. However, these lapses are evidently due to a rearrange-
ment of the original sequence, and it must be admitted that
the published sequence is ideal, provided it 15 read m reverse.

Literary “stylists” doubtless favor an arrangement
whereby a book becomes more and more absorbing as it
reaches its end. But there must be many who, like Soames
Forsyte's great-uncle James and myself, happily display their
senility by gobbling the most succulent morsels first, so that
satiety results only when the most unappetizing parts remain.
Anyway, I strongly recommend readers of The Historian and
the City to start with the final chapter; and the fact that the edi-
tor himself has contributed this chapter, rather than a pref-
ace, suggests that he himsell would secretly approve such ad-
vice.

Let us begin, then, by considering “Part VII: Conclu-
sion,” written by John Burchard in his most brillant mood.
The aim of the symposium was, he states, to confront those
who teach city planning, or the history of city planning. with
other kinds of historians—economists, political scientists,
and philosophers—in the hope of determining how the his-
tory of cities can most profitably be studied m relaton to the
actual problems ol urban design. The result, as he [rankly ob-
serves, was futile; only the most callous and credulous reader
will find logic in his prophecy that the next symposium on the
subject will prove more helpful. This conclusion is almost an
insult to the eminent and distinguished contributors 1o the
volume under review

The fuulity resulted mainly from the fact that “there was
no real effort to define what we were talking about, either his-
tory or the city. The definition of the latter was of course the
more slippery.” However, there is no reason to assume that
the failure 1o produce viable definitions was due either to the
oversight or the incompetence of the participants. Dean Bur-
chard might usefullv have added that the main danger n
studving cities historically 1s preasely that the scholar is irre-
sistibly led to escape from considering what a city s by elabo-
rating on what it was in the past. His own favorite definition
of a city as “‘the congeries which muluply the opportumty to
exercise choice’ seems excellent; but. as he himself points
out, the most important discrepancy between the attitudes of
the various speakers revolved around the problem as (o
whether every city is unique, or whether, on the contrary. all
cities have enough commeon characteristics to permit the no-
ton of “the atv” 1o be studied in abstract concepts.

This discrepancy was never resolved. Indeed, none of the
speakers whose ideas are published seems to have even grap-
pled with the dilemma during the symposium. Those who
discussed cities abstractly talked a good deal about “parame-
terization,” but were singularly reticient about the precise
character ol the parameters they envisaged. Those who con-
centrated on individual cities only became eloquent when de-
scribing economic developments during the Middle Ages o
the Renaissance, whilst the occasional desperate endeavors
of economists and social histonans to introduce architecture
mto the argument often lacked convicuion

“Another quesuon that went largely unasked.” writes
Dean Burchard, “was whether the study of urban history had
any utihity.” He noted that Henry Millon had asserted that the
historian was under no obligaton o hnd a utihitanan value
for history, and admitted himsell that he saw “"no reason why
the hite of a city may not be as good a thing to start from as
anvthing else in the examination even ol voung ladies.”” This
latter argument s extremely cogent, as I can venilv after con-
ducting a summer course on the History ol Pans for Smith
College. But, clearly, the purpose of the symposium at M1
was not to discover what teachers ol urban history can learn
about their female students, but what the students then

) ;
selves can learn about the present and future states ol a oy




by studying its history; for there seems little point in having
the symposium at all if it is already taken for granted that all
knowledge is useful.

However, the participants in the symposium had the
right to assume, for the sake of argument, that if the history
of cities 15 of practical use, there must be some ways of study-
ing it that are superior to others; and, in this respect, the best
part of The Histonan and the Gity is the penultimate section in
which Sir John Summerson, in a characteristically explicit
and lucid paper, demonstrates that Mumford’s superficial ap-
proach does more harm than good, for, as he emphasizes, it
15 essential to study the history of cities in minute detail after
having obtained all the available evidence relating to the so-
cial, psvchological, economic, and technological forces by
which they were formed. Nevertheless, Sir John Summerson
would probably be the first to admit the validity of Mr.
Warner's complaint regarding the inaccessibility of so many
of the documents necessary for a complete assessment of
even the smallest urban units, and the unmanagability of the

mass of documents that are accessible for the larger unis,

Perhaps the clue to the whole problem is to be found in
Christopher Tunnard’s paper, where he makes a firm distine-
tion between “city planning™ and “urban design.” He seems
to suggest that histonical studies are only really relevant 1o
the small groups of buildings that form the nuclei of larger
urban agglomerations. Here, as he points out, qualitative

measurements of the constituents of environmental appro-
priateness can be studied accurately and comparatively, I
thus seems likely that the professional planning consultant,
faced with the problem of advising administrators and finan-
ciers on future expansion, must rely more on studies of cur-
rent economic, sociological, and psychological forces, rather
than on the history of such forces; and that the history of cit-
ies is only useful to future planners in so far as it deals with
the evolution of architectural forms, and the formulation of

architectural ideals, made manifest when groups of buildings
were designed by a single architect, or organized by a con-
certed team.
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ON CRITICISM




THE PHILOSOPHY
OF
ARCHITECTURAL CRITICISM

Reprinted from the January, 1968 issur of The American Institute of
Architects Journal.

Any evaluation of architectural criticism, and any discus-
sion as to its purpose and techniques, must presuppose one
of two alternatives. Either it is simply a species or aspect of a
general activity called “criticism™ or an activity which must be
considered sui generis. Historically, both concepts seem to
have emerged in a literary form! at about the same time (i.e.,
m the middle of the 18th century) when Jacques-Francois
Blondel introduced criticisms of Parisian buildings into his
published lecture course and when Denis Diderot included
criticisms of architectural drawings exhibited at the biennial
Sﬂ[ﬂ"j.

At first sight, the notion that architectural criticism is es-
sentially a species of a general activity called “criticism”
seems extremely attractive because we have been led by
Renaissance humanists into paving unquestioned homage to
the ideal of Uosmo universale and have been conditioned by two
centuries of transcendentalism into accepting the paradoxi-
cal idea that generalization is so superior to specialization
that all forms, ideas and activities can be subsumed within
some kind of conceptual unity. Hence the popular architec-
tural notion of Gestaltung, whereby “the approach toward any
kind of design—of a chair, a building, a whole town or a re-
gional plan—should be essentially identical.”

This philosophical concept of organic unity is not pecul-
1ar to our own profession, any more than the concept of the
“unity of the arts™ is peculiar to art historians. It is a general
philosophical attitude shared by the Western world for many
decades, whereby pedagogy is now conceived as something
independent of, and superior to, what is taught; and sales-
manship is now conceived as something independent of, and
superior to, what is sold. It is thus only natural that we should
mitially regard criticism as something independent of, and
superior to, what is criticized.

It may, however, be more fruitful, in the present context,
to take the alternative point of view and consider architec-
tural criticism as a very special activity related only to archi-
tecture. In so doing, we may also profitably subdivide this ac-
tvity into four categories: popular criticism, lay criticism,
professional criticism and self-criticism, considering each in
turn.
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Popular criticism

By popular criticism I mean architectural criticism in-
tended for the general public, and it will at once be apparent
that the purpose of this type of criticism is radically different
from that which we associate with journalistic criticisms ol
music, drama and the graphic arts. In general. the public
reads criicisms of concerts, plays and exhibitions to find out
whether to take the trouble of visiung them. But it bodes 1ll
for the future of architecture if the popular critic of buildings
1s concerned simply with evaluating their scenic attraction.

There is, of course, nothing wrong with regarding archi-
tecture as a form of entertainment. Guided tours round the
Lincoln Center are as innocuous as guided tours round the
Piazza S. Marco. But the fundamental values of both groups
of buildings extend far beyond the reactions of gaping tour-
ists; and it is characteristic of the misapprehensions which
can be caused by this kind of criticism that the greatest popu-
lanizer of the church of St. Mark, namely John Ruskin, had
not the slightest understanding of, or sympathy with, Cath-
olic liturgy or beliefs. Similarly, the architectural qualities of
an opera house can only be assessed by people who enjoy op-
eras, who have attended numerous operatic performances in
this particular building, and whose experience of other opera
houses gives them a basis for comparative evaluation,

These assertions may seem unnecessarily restrictive; but
even if they are only partly true, they suggest that architec-
tural criticisms acceptable to the popular press are of little
value except as public relations and a means of advertising
the architectural profession.

Lay Criticism

By lay criticism I mean not only the layman’s criticism of
buildings seen or occupied but, most important of all, his
criticisms of projects for commissioned buildings. Neither of
these aspects of architectural criticism has received the atten-
tion it deserves, mainly, perhaps, because even when records
exist, they are often incomplete or fragmentary. There are,
however, a number of surviving published records which are
particularly instructive, such as the various reports of Con-
gressional or Parliamentary committees on the design of gov-
ernment buildings.
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“Criticism by wvisitors to ]Ju[ﬂdrﬂ .IN'HH’\ stich as Lincoln Center 1s move than ansthing a
Jovm of entevtainmient.”

For example, there can be few more instructive chapters
in the history of architectural criticism than the debate held
in the British House of Commons on March 1, 1824, when
Soane’s enlargement of Westminster Hall (then used as a
court of law) was subjected to parliamentary attack. During
the debate, Henry Bankes opined that “there was no modern
architect whose works could be entirely commended,” and
objected to “the abominable taste in which new buildings of a
different order of architecture had been grafted onto the old
Gothic.” Grey Bennet, taking full advantage of parhiamentary
privilege, asked who the architect was, "'in order that the pub-
lic might know whom to avoid.” Charles Tennyson “anim-
adverted in strong terms on the incongruous absurdities that
were manifested in the modern additions of mongrel archi-
tecture.” Sir J. Mackintosh said that “the system of undistin-
guishing destruction with respect to ancient royal palaces,
and other venerable buildings, which had been so prevalent
of late years, was not in unison with the feelings and senu-
ments of Englishmen,” and demanded that new buildings
should be in accordance with the national character (i.e.,
Gothic). Sir T. Baring referred to Nash's Brighton Pavilion as
“the Kremlin.”” Even the Chancellor of the Exchequer “re-
gretted quite as much as his honourable friend, the existence
of the unpleasant excrescence of which he had so deservedly
complained.”

As a result, the House of Commons decided by a vote of
43 against 30 to establish a committee to inquire into the
state of the Law Courts then being erected at Westminster
Hall. The committee’s report was tabled on May 14, 1824,
and as a result, Soane was obliged to make many radical alter-
ations which can be seen on the drawings preserved in the
Soane Museum.

Extracts from this debate have been quoted extensively
because they suggest that laymen had far more influence on
the development of the Gothic Revival in England than his-
torical text-books might lead us to suppose; and in our pres-
ent age, when there is so much emphasis on architect’s archi-
tecture, it seems mmportant to stress the effect of chients’
opinions in influencing architectural design. Conversely, in
an age which still sympathizes with the 19th century romantic
notion of the atist as either a heroic rebel or an intrepid pio-
neer, it seems worth emphasizing that no architectural crit-
cism can afford to ignore the client’s attitude both before and
alter the completion of a building.

“Westmnister Hall, subject of constructive lay orihcism with significant results

Professional Criticism

By professional criticism I mean criticism of architecture
by architects for architects, and this can be subdivided into
two groups: the criticism of finished buildings and the criu-
cism of preliminary drawings. The professional usefulnesss
of adequate and skillful criticisms of finished buildings is in-
disputable. Nevertheless, “adequacy’ and “skill” are difficuli
terms to define conscientiously and may well imply notions
which the editors of architectural periodicals will find impos-
sible to accept.

For example, 1 have gradually come to the conclusion
that no building can be assessed adequately in environmental
terms unless the critic himself has hived in that environment. 1
doubt if any building can be assessed adequately in func-
tional terms until many months after its occupancy. I do not
see how full justice can be done to the architect’s final design
unless a wide selection of preliminary drawings and models
are both illustrated and discussed. But editors of architec-
tural magazines can hardly be expected to be sympathetc to
theories of criticism which demand so much space, so much
delay and so himited a choice of cnitcs.

On the other hand, the criticism of preliminary draw-
ings—especially competinton drawings—has proved usell
historically to be the most useful and vigorous type of profes-
stonal eriticism, and this was, generally speaking. the only
tvpe of criticism published in architectural periodicals a cen-
tury ago. By escaping the fuulity of proposing ameliorations
for the immutable (a dilemma inherent in all but the most
lvrical criucisms of fimshed buildings) 1t enjovs both the va-
hdity and responsibility we associate with criicisms of the
performing arts. Being concerned solely with the mterpretatior
of drawings or models, the critic has as much rnight 1o specu-
late on their ulumate effecuveness as the architect responsi-
ble for their design.

It 1s for this reason that this type of crincism constituted
I'he

Concours d'émulation, mtroduced systematucally 200 vears ago,

the historical origin of modern architectural educaton

have persisted because they provide the only method of com-
paring architectural solutions to a given problem and creat-
ing an awareness of the many possible relatonships of small-
scale drawings or models to the structural and spaual
reahities they are intended to represent

In some schools of architecture, those who teach design

are specifically described as “design cntics.” In other words
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our profession has instinctively recognized that, as lar as the
process of areativaty is concerned, the essence ol architectural
education is architectural crincism. One maght even go so L
as to assert that the enuasm of drawings and models in-
tended 1o constitute projects for future bunldings constitutes
the only activity really worth descnibing as architectural cn-
cism; for the so-called “cntcism™ of buildings which have al-
ready been erected s seldom at its best except when it as a
type of history—an objective description ol selected signih-
cant facts.

Unlike architectural journalism (where the evaluation ol
a building will only arouse public intevest if it either describes
novelties or condemns mediocrity), the cniucism ollered o
architectural students by expenienced pracutioners and
scholars is securely based on the knowledge that the audi-
ence is not only deeply involved but constantly on the alert
for anv inconsistencies or madequacies in the evalutions
given. A student demands that criticisms of his work be luad
analyses of specific virtues or failings, and not simply witty
expressions of sentimental enthusiasms or dislikes. If a de-
sign. which a student thinks is briliantly original, should
seem in the critic’s opinion to be neither, then that opinion
must be justified verbally with clarity and eruditon. If the
student’s novelties are manifestly inappropriate or unconst-
ructable, he must be given convincing and experienced argu-
ments for their suppression.

Such entiasms are not recorded or published. They are
not subject to those methods of electronic information retrie-
val which constitute the criteria of academic or literary sta-
ture. But they are powerful forces available for improving the
environment in which we live. For each student can be made
to see that the dialogue between his teacher and himself 1s

John Nash: Roval Pawllion. Brighton—as remodelled (1815 - 23

sllllpi\ an exercise i one aspect of the process of di‘Nigll
which he must learn to perform in solitude once his ;u‘;uluni(‘
training is at an end. For there is no difference between critic
cism and self-criticism except the number of people involved.

Self-Criticism

The intrinsic involvement of criticism in the creative pro-
cess of literature and music is beyond dispute, so widespread
18 the evidence provided by marginal corrections and rey ised
scores. But this involvement is just as great in all the creative
processes of the human mind, even if its evidence in some
disciplines is more obscure. The distinction made by our
leading structural engineers (such as Mario Salvadori) be-
tween “design” and “analysis™ is, in fact, a distinction be-
tween intuition and self-criticism, even though the essenti; illy
mathematical quality of this criticism seems to set il apart
from the more subjective and frequently uncertain self-
criticism of the architect.

Nevertheless, every evaluation of an intuitivelv conceived
form is a criticism, and criticism implies criteria. How 10 es-
tablish architectural critenia, and how to use them, is bevond
the scope of this essay; but if what has so far been written has
demonstrated the pracucal value of architectural criticism,
both architectural pracutioners and architectural students
can at least be encouraged to work out the cniteria for them-
selves.

NOTES:

I.Perbal enticisms of buildings are presumably as old as architecture nsell,
and some have survived in documentary form, as for example, Bernini's
views on French architecture reported in Fréan de Chantelou’s diary (pub-
lished in 1885). However. I doubt if the systematic publication of criticisms
of buildings by architects. art cnitics or teachers of architecture antedates
1750, though occasional critical allusions to architecture are to be found i
essavs and satincal verse.

50 TFC




JUDGEMENT

AS A RATIONAL PROCESS

Reprinted from Architectural Judgement, McGill- Queen'’s
University Press, Montveal, 197 1. This chapter subsequently appeared
as an article entitled **Architectural Judgement™ in the June, 1971 is-
sue of the Canadian Architect.

Any opinion expressed about a building or group of

buildings can, in its widest sense, be called a rational judge-
ment. In this sense, Ruskin’s rapturous assessment of the
merits of St. Mark’s, Venice, is just as much a reasoned judge-
ment as a surveyor's report on the condition of a mediaeval
barn. In the narrower and stricter sense of the term, however,
it may be assumed that professional judgements in architec-
ture are neither the dithyrambic transmutations of poetic ex-
periences induced by the contemplation of a building, nor
the bare catalogue of a building’s physical merits and defects.
They are, we may presume, sober and sensitive critical as-
sessments of the total quality of a building envisaged as a syn-
thesis of every aspect of its design. Such assessments are
rarely put into writing (even by judges of architectural com-
petitions): nor are they elaborated into lengthy detailed ex-

positions customary in Courts of Appeal. But elaborations of

such judgements, and even attempts to reconcile or distin-
guish conflicting opinions, by means of reasoning, seem to
be an indispensable part of the architect’s creative process.
The only controversial aspect of the activity concerns the dif-
ficulty in reaching general agreement as to what exactly this
“rational” element implies.

The nineteenth-century theory of Rationalism, as ex-
pounded most eloquently by Viollet-le-Duc, has been criti-
cized from two diametrically opposed points of view. Firsi
there are those who contend that an architect, being an artist,
designs intuitively, and hence judges intuitively, so that the
merits of his works are incabable of assessment by Aris-
totelian, Cartesian or any other “rational” methods. Se-
condly, there are those who contend that nineteenth-century
Rationalism was just a clumsy and obsolete substitute for
Judgements now capale of solutnon with absolute precision
by computers. The only common ground of these two dis
senting points of view is the shared implication that debate
about architectural judgement is impossible. Hence those

who hold either view would presumably deny that legal

judgements could possibly provide any useful analogy to ar-

chitectural judgements, since the former, being based in An-
glo-American law on an “adversary” system, assumes that
there must be two points of view, even if one point of view 1s
virtually untenable.

Scepticism as to the reality of “Rationalism™ as a dialecui-
cal process cannot be ignored, because such scepticism was
expressed even by those who were most influential in popula-
rizing the doctrine in the nineteenth century. César Daly, in
an editorial in the 1866 i1ssue of the Revue Générale, stated that
although the Rationalist School (with which he sympathized)
was assuming considerable importance in France, 1ts virtue in
assuring technological progress was offset by its inevitable
tendency to retard aesthetic progress.! John Summerson
(whose essay on Viollet-le-Duc and his theory is a master-
piece of 1ts kind) considered that Rationalism was vitiated by
the fact that it was possible 1o envisage two kinds: the first de-
pending wholly on the extent to which function can be math-
ematically stated, and the second depending on the ar-
chitect’s personal interpretation of function. *“The first sort is
ruthless in its apphication of means to ends: the second sort
adapts both means and ends to a game of its own. The hrst
sort of architecture 1s, as a matter of fact, almost impossible
for conception...the second sort of architecture 1s a perfectly
feasible one, the only proviso being that the funcuon of the
building be considered as a sufficient emouonal mterest to
make this dialectic mode of expression significant.”™

The credibility of nineteenth-century Rauonalism has
been affected in the present century by the introduction of
parallel concepts, such as the 1dea of “organic architecture”
developed by Frank Llovd Wnght, and the cult of “function-
ahsm.” Moreover, there are doctrinal ambigmities inherent in
such architectural labels as “ratonalism™ and “luncuonal-
ism’ which are well exemphified by the utle of Alberto Sarto-
ris’s “panoramic synthesis of modern architecture.” pub-
lished in Milan in 1935, where the utle on the front cover
mzronale, whilst the ntle

reads: Gh Elementt dell” Avchitecttura Fu

on the spine reads Architecttura Razionale. In this instance, the

confusion was to some extent due to misgivings expressed by




Le Corbusier in a letter written in 1931; a letter which Sarto-
ris published in the preface. In this letter, Le Corbusier con-
tends that the term architecttura razionale is too limited, and
adds: “our rationalist cenacles negate, though only theoreti-
cally, the fundamental human function of beauty, namely the
beneficial and invigorating action which harmony has upon
us.”

Walter Gropius also rejected the term “rationalism™ in
The New Architecture and the Bauhaus, though this was mainly
due to the disrepute into which Die neue Sachlichkeit had fallen
in the 1930°s.3 “Rationalism,” he wrote, “which many people
imagine to be the cardinal principle (of the New Architec-
ture), is really only its purifying agency. The liberation of ar-
chitecture from a welter of ornament, the emphasis on its
structural functions, and the concentration on concise and
economical solutions, represent the purely matenal side of
that formalizing process on which the practical value of the
New Architecture depends. The other, the aesthetic satisfac-
tion of the human soul, is just as important as the material. ™™
These emphatic repudiations of Rationalism by both Le Cor-
busier and Gropius, and their reasons for repudiating it, are
important, because the nineteenth-century ideal of Rational-
ism, as expounded by Viollet-le-Duc and exemplified by
Henn Labrouste, had never implied that *'Rationalism™ must
necessarily exclude emotion. Following Boileau (whose Art
Poétigue was written in 1674), these French theorists regarded
reason as an arbiter of architectural critcism, and never as
the sole mechanism of architectural creativity. Hence, any
discussion as to whether architecture should be either ra-
tional or emotional would, as far as these theorists were con-
cerned, be intrinsically futile.

The validity of Rationalism as a basis for architectural
criticism must surely depend on whether or not the essential
qualities of good architecture can be assessed by debatable
Judgement. Before the Freudian era, this concept of a rea-
soned judgement, though difficult to define with philosoph-
ical precision, was at least relatively free from ambiguities in,
this respect. But since the middle of the last century, when
the verb to “rationalize” was gradually introduced into our
vocabulary, the difference between “reasoning™ and *ration-
alizing™ has obscured and complicated the essential nature of
the problem. Nevertheless, it is some consolation to reflect
that the complexities which this ambiguity has introduced
into architectural theory are miniscule compared with its
devastating effect on legal theory; and although American
Jurisprudence has now more or less recovered from Jerome
Frank’s shattering assault on the traditional theory of legal
Judgement, the nature of this assault, and the peculiar vul-
nerability which theories of legal judgement display to such
attacks, makes legal theory an ideal “model” (as the sociolo-
gists would say) for elucidating the fundamental problems of
professional judgement in architecture.

Professor Frank’s argument in Law and the Modern Mind
may be summarized as follows: “It has long been a wradition
among lawyers to assert that judicial decisions are reached by
a process of reasoning. But in fact, this overt display of rea-
soning is sheer bunkum. When a judge hears a case, he
gradually makes up his mind (since the law insists that he must
make up his mind); but he does so in response 1o a variety of
factors which have nothing to do with reason, and range from
the bias of his social prejudices to the rawness of his ulcers.
The so-called ‘reasons’ which he finally sets forth in his offi-
cial opinion are nothing more than rationalizations of prede-
termined hunches. If he has decided to give judgement in ac-
cordance with precedents cited on behalf of the plaintiff, his
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trained intelligence and mastery of legal jargon will easily al-
low him to demonstrate their relevance. If, on the contrary,
he favours the defendant, he can just as easily demonstrate
the opposite. Judicial opinions are simply the expression of 3
subconsciously persisting chidhood image of a ‘father-
figure;’ and anyone who studies such opinions in the hopes of
understanding the nature of law will be wasting their time.”

Much of the force was taken out of Jerome Frank's argu.
ment by the simple expedient of promoting him to the
Bench, when, as Judge Frank, he discovered that the judicial
process was rather more objective than he had hitherto sup-
posed. But even if we accept that Jerome Frank’s original the-
ory has now been shown to be incorrect, we are not thereby
dispensed from analysing the rationalist theory of architec-
tural judgement with the same scepticism that he displayed.
Viollet-le-Duc, the father of modern architectural rational-
ism, approached the same problem from the other end when
he wrote: “Observe in how many cases Reason confirms the
Judgement pronounced by Taste. Often—perhaps always—
what we call taste is but an involuntary process of reasoning
whose steps elude our observations.”?

Similarly, the careful analysis made by Mrs. Johnson
Abercrombie with respect to the psychology of perception
and reasoning® must not be allowed to obscure the fact that
the legal profession long ago accepted, as one of the facts of
life, that eye-witnesses frequently give contradictory evi-
dence without the slightest taint of perjury. Indeed, it is one
of the commonplace duties of a court of law to fashion justice
from such contradictions and inconsistencies, asserted in
perfectly good faith. Hence, although it is certainly useful for
an architect to understand the psychology of perception,
professional judgements in architecture, like professional
Judgements in law, become little more than academic exer-
ases if we subscribe to a theory that all humanity can be so
schooled in perceptiveness as to describe uniformly both the
shape and significance of objects seen, and to draw identical
conclusions from occurrences observed.

Every architect knows perfectly well that, when designing
a building, his initial reasoning process is a sequence of ra-
tionalizations, in the sense that it is a series of “inspirations
rigorously analyzed by reason.”7 He visualizes some relation-
ship of forms intuitively, and then tries to justify it in relation-
ship to the programme. Ofien it is only with the greatest
reluctance that he can bring himself to abandon his brain-
child and search his mind for another. In practice, therefore,
the question is not so much “why does the architect choose
certain relationships of space?” but rather *“why does he reject
certain relationships of spaces?” The quality of an architect’s
creative talent may well be measured by the variety of spaces
he is capable of conceiving; but the quality of his Judgement
depends upon his criteria of rejection, and the scruples with
which they are applied.

Here, perhaps, lies the only real difference between the
Judicial functions of law and architecture. However creative
the celebration of a High Court judge may be, it must neces-
sarily be of a somewhat different order from that of an ar-
chitect. Admittedly, it is quite possible, in theory, for a High
Court judge, like an architect or an advocate, to envisage the
solution of each particular problem as a process of selection
and permutation from among every precedent he has ever
encountered throughout his career. But in practice, judges
rarely need (o range beyond those precedents which are actu-
ally cited to them by the lawyers in charge of the case. Fa-
mous disputes have indeed been decided on the basis of one
of the judge's own discoveries, Chief Justice Best's decision




in Jones v. Bright (1829) was largely influenced by a precedent
not cited at the bar.8 Norway Plains Co. v. Boston and Maine R.R.
(1854)? was decided on the basis of In re Webb, which Chief
Justice Shaw seems to have come across accidentally when
looking up another case in the same unreliable volume of
Taunton's Law Reports. !0 But such occurences must be rare.
In fact, architectural judgement seems to be an amalgam of
the functions of all the participants of a legal trial, in that an
architect must not only weigh the merits of arguments, both
for and against each potential solution, with judicial impar-
tality, but he must stimulate the adversary system of a Com-
mon Law trial by some kind of private intellectual debate
within his own mind.

If this analysis of the creative process of architecture is
correct; if architectural judgement is in fact more concerned
with rejection than selection, then perhaps the most apt legal
definition of reason is that given by Blackstone two centuries
ago, when defining customary law. “Customs,” he wrote,
“must be reasonable, or rather taken negatively, they must
not be unreasonable.”!! This, essentially, is all that the tradi-
tional Rationalist has ever demanded of an architectural de-
sign. He does not ask that it should demonstrably fulfil its
function to perfection, that its structural system should de-
monstrably be the most elegant and economical that any civil
engineer could devise, and that its environmental amenities
must be proved to be unsurpassably exquisite. He simply
asks that no architect should continue working on a project
once he has become aware that it is unsuitable in its composi-
tion, illogical in its structure and incapable of harmonizing
with its environment or with its component parts. This mod-
eration partially explains why Rationalism is so unfashiona-
ble today. Rationalism has always been essentially a tolerant
docirine; hence it is as uncongenial to those for whom ar-
chitectural creativity is analogous to Action Painting as it is to
technocrats who dream of creating an everlasting urban uto-
pia within five years.

Another reason why Rationalism is unpopular is that it
conceives of reason in much the same way that the law con-
ceives of a “‘reasonable man.” Whenever litigation involves
alleged negligence, the traditional Common Law test is usu-
ally: “what would a reasonable man have done in the circum-
stances?” Judicial definitions of a reasonable man have been
numerous, varied and picturesque; but the frequency with
which a jury of twelve reasonable men can stubbornly refuse
to give a reasonable verdict has so persistently exasperated
the judiciary, that jury trials in civil cases are becoming in-
creasingly rare. Reasonable men also exasperate famous ar-
chitects; for whatever definition we may choose for a reasona-
ble man, it is unlikely that any architectural Form-Giver
would recognize him as his ideal chient. The basis of Le Cor-
busier's housing units (as they evolved from the mock-up ex-
hibited in Paris in 1925 (o their culmination in the various
Unités d'Habitation) has been the Parisian artist’s ideal
dwelling since the mid-nineteenth century, i.e. a large glazed
studio at the front, with an indoor balcony at the back cover-
ing the kitchen area and containing a bed. How suitable this
is for a reasonable man, is difficult to assess, though the
transformation of Pessac,!? and the alacrity with which béton
brut interior walls are covered with wallpaper suggest that the
proletariat is more conservative than avant-garde architects
care to admit. The sociological surveys of three housing units
(including the Unités d’Habitation at Nantes) conducted by
Paul Chombart de Lauwe estimated that thirty-two percent of
the housewives at Nantes considered their kitchens to be too
small, whilst forty-five per cent considered them so small as

to be totally inadequate.!? “Whilst granting to architects the
role of educator of the occupants, and wise promoter of a
new way of life in new dwellings and new cities, we neverthe-
less think that more attention should be paid 1o the needs
and desires of families,” the author writes. “For example, the
solution which consists in providing a wide opening from a
bedroom onto a living room is unacceptable.” !4

Rationalism has recently come under attack from
another quarter. With the sudden advent to popularity of ar-
chitectural theorists who advocate complete permissiveness,
and affectionately regard Las Vegas as the twentieth-century
equivalent of Versailles, it is no longer enough for Rational-
ists simply to demand greater tolerance in judging what is
reasonable; they must reaffirm their belief that their kind of
tolerance does not exclude criteria, and that such critena can
be enunciated in the form of rational principles.

The classical concept of “architectural principles” was
unfortunately undermined by well-meaning but inept trea-
tises published in the first half of this century, when “princi-
ples” were discussed rather aridly in terms of platitudinous
generalizations such as “‘unity,” “contrast,” *‘balance.”
“punctuation,” “inflection,”” and so on. In the present con-
text, it will be profitable to forget such classifications for the
moment, and examine whether any help can be obtained by
analogy with the notion of “principles” as understood by
practioners of the law.

The popular idea of a legal principle is of an orotund
Latin epigram. This idea was probably first popularized by
Lord Bacon, who announced in his Elements of the Common
Laws of England that “‘the rules themselves I have put in Latin,
which language I chose as the briefest to contrive the rules
compendiously, the aptest for memory, and of the greatest
authority and majesty to be avouched and alleged in argu-
ment.”’ !> However, the idea proved so infectious-that when,
in 1863, Chief Baron Pollock absent-mindedly made the
comment: res ipsa loquitur'® instead of simply saving “the
thing speaks for itself,”” the phrase was adopted with such en-
thusiasm and alacrity by the Bar, that it was eventually used
to designate a principle enunciated by Chief Justice Erle (in
Scott v. London & St. Katherine Docks)!7 to the effect that
“where an accaident is such as in the ordinary cause of things
does not happen if those who have the management use
proper care, it affords reasonable evidence, in the absence of
explanation by the defendants, that the accident arose from
want of care.” By 1896, we find the principle being specifi-
cally referred to as “'the rule of res ipsa loquitwr™ in an Amen-
can court of law;!8 and it has been so termed ever since.

LE

If. however, we seek the essential character of legal prin-
ciples, as expounded or implied by judges when deading
cases, it seems clear that they stem from an enurely different
concept, first enunciated (also in Latin) about a century ago:
the concept of a ratio decidend:. The full implications of rationes
decidend are a favourite topic of professors of jurisprudence.
since they allow full play for the itellectual sport ol de-
monstrating the inherent contradictions of previous schol-
ars’ definitions. For our purposes, however, it can be defined
quite adequately as the doctrine that there must always be
some fundamental reason for deciding a case one way rather
than another, and that this reason is the principle. or funda-
mental criterion, on which the case has been adjudged (what-
ever other remarks may have been made by the Court in its
published opinion)

To demonstrate the relevance of this concept to the
problems of architectural judgement, let us take, as an exam-
ple, a critique published by Professor Peter Prangnell on the
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Amsterdam City Hall Competition.!? After describing the
Toronto City Hall, the Boston City Hall, and Wilhelm Holz-
bauer’s winning project for the Amsterdam City Hall as
“three monuments to the idiocy of our times,” he justifies
this rebuke by explaining that, traditionally, city halls have
housed the secular orgamization by which city services are
provided and regulated, and thus a city hall should demon-
strate those qualities that citizens really value. Such quahues,
he says, vary with the occupations and interests of each citi-
zen; hence a city hall should be, in microcosm, the image of
streets and places of cities; freely accesible and interiorized.

After describing the prize-winning Amsterdam scheme
as simple-mindedly boorish, Professor Prangnell amiably
continues: “the whole package does not make one civil ges-
ture towards that extraordinary example of the city Amster-
dam. This must be the cruaal issue...” Then, after elaborat-
ing upon the nature of this crucial issue, he expresses the
view that two projects, one by Heijdenrijk and the other by
Hertzberger, did take it into account.

If Professor Prangnell had been one of the official judges
of the competition,2? he would obviously not have asserted
that the qualities praised in these schemes were alone sufh-
cient to justify giving their authors the prize. He would, for
example, have had to make sure that both Heljdennjk and
Hertzberger had complied with all the published conditions
of the programme. But if we assume, for the sake of argu-
ment, that the judges were wrong in specifically asserting that
Heijdenrijk did not comply with the condititons,?! then the
ratio deadendi of Professor Prangnell’s judgement could be
stated as the principle (which he enunciates) to the effect that
*“a project for any public building must have, at its root, a
concern with the aty-like fabric of support and fill, and must
be concerned primarily with supporting all those elements
and actions of life that make for agreeable citizenship.”22

Whether or not this ratio decidend: is valid, or whether it
means anything at all, is, in the present context, immaterial.
It need simply be noted that Professor Prangnell very logi-
cally based his judgement of this whole complex issue on one
single principle which he considered of over-nding impor-
tance, and that he supported it by reference to two precedents
which he considered authoritative, namely Shadrach Woods’
Free University of Berlin and Le Corbusier’s Venice Hospi-
tal 23

The second important aspect of Professor Prangnell’s
principle of judgement, which is also relevant to the judicial
theory of a ratio decidendi, is its implicit assumption of a con-
text. It is appropriate here to note that there has long been a
lively controversy among jurists as to whether a ratio decidendi
i1s totally dependent on its context, or whether it constitutes a
principle with a life of its own. Cardozo seems to have taken
the latter viewpoint, since in The Nature of the Judicial Process he
criticized?* Lord Halsbury’s pronouncement that “a case is
only an authority for what it actually decides. I entirely deny
that it can be quoted for a proposition that may seem to fol-
low logically from it. Such a mode of reasoning assumes that
the law is necessarily a logical code, whereas every lawyer
must acknowledge that the law is not always logical at all."25
Yet if we examine the context of Lord Halsbury’s statement,
there seems much to be said for his point of view, which was
by no means novel, and had been made by numerous judges,
as for example by Chief Justice Best in Richardson v. Mellish
(1824).26

The particular case referred to by Cardozo (Quinn v. Lea-
tham, 1901) revolved around the general issue as to whether a
dispute between members of a trade union and an employer

54 TFC

of non-union workmen was a trade dispute within the mean-
ing of the Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act of 1875, The
crucial problem which eventually confronted the House of
the Lords was whether or not a decision in an earlier case (A]-
len v. Flood, 1898) constituted a binding precedent. Lord
Halsbury contended that it did not, since in Allen v. Flood, i
had been decided? that the defendant had uttered no threar,
the trade union had passed no resolution, and the defendant
had done nothing except express his personal views in favour
of his fellow members. In Quinn v. Leatham, however, the evi-
dence had shown that there had indeed been a conspiracy to
induce the plaintiff's workmen to go on strike; hence what-
ever might have been the ratio decidendi of Allen v. Flood, it
could never, according to Lord Halsbury, be applicable 10 a
lawsuit based on the Statute in question.

This doctrine had been stated even more forcibly by
Lord Halsbury in an earlier case (Monson v. Tussaud, 1894):28
“I have some difficulty,” he said, “In following the argument
that a decision of the Court on one set of facts is an authority
upon another and a totally different set of facts. Of course, if
the two sets of facts are governed by some principle of law,
the principle of law affirmed by the Court is equally
authoritative to whatever facts the principle may be applied;
but where the strength and cogency of the facts themselves,
or the interference derived therefrom, is in debate, I cannot,
as a matter of reasoning, compare one set of facts with another
and bring within any governing principle.”

These judicial opinions have been quoted in detail since
they illustrate a principle of legal judgement which seems
highly relevant to architectural judgement, even though it
seems to have been generally overlooked by those who have
written about architectural “rules.” There is undoubtedly a
whole corpus of architectural principles, enshrined in prece-
dents, which can be aduced by the aid of reason, and applied
to new or even hypothetical situations. But the congruity of
the context is essential to the proper application of such prin-
ciples, otherwise they produce only mechanical, alien and
moribund pasfiches of a type which brought “the rules of ar-
chitecture™ into justifiable disrepute. According to Howard
Robertson’s Prinaples of Architectural Composition, *“the exami-
nation of the practical factors which influence the design of
buildings in a direct and concrete sense forms a study quasi-
independent of the consideration of design in the
abstract.”29 But even the most superficial study of legal
Judgements will convincingly demonstrate that there is no
such thing as “the consideration of adjuction in the abstract,”
and that even the broadest of legal generalizations depend
for their application, in the last resort, on the context in
which they are applied. Consider, for example, the maxim
which can be translated as: “no one will be heard to assert his
own shameful conduct.”30 At first sight, this proposition that
no one may come into Court simply to ask for punishment
might seem so obviously in accordance with the administra-
tion of temporal justice as to be applicable automatically, as
indeed it was so applied by Lord Mansfield when he refused
to allow a juror to testify to his own impropriety.3! But it
eventually became clear that a jury does reach its decision by
improper means (such as by casting lots), there is literally no
other way of detecting such impropriety other than by a
sworn confession from one of its members. 32

I claim then, that if we regard the principles of architec-
ture in the same light that judges regard the principles of law,
those principles are equally meaningful and genuine, since
they form part of a creative “cybernetic” process involving
reasoning within an appropriate context. For although the primary



ing is ostensibly the specific requirement of a client, in law
and architecture any valid decisionmust depend onwidercon-
texts: the context of history (which provides precedents), the
context of society (which provides safeguards for the public
with regard to the possible effects ol any decision an thote
not immediately involved) and the context of the physical en-
vironment (which provides both a sense of place and the judi-
cial guidelines of customary law). All these factors must be in
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ARCHITECT’S ARCHITECTURE
VS.
LAWYER’S LAW

Reprinted from the February, 1969 issue of Architectural Review.
For the last two hundred years it has been customary to
regard the philosophy of architecture as a branch of the

philosophy of the “Fine Arts,” or as part of that branch of

philosophy known as “Aesthetics.” Since there is no disput-
ing that architecture is a “‘visual art,” the advantages of study-
ing its criteria with respect to other “visual arts,” or with re-
spect to some philosophical system which demonstrably
underlies all forms of “art” (whether visual or otherwise),
will be only too obvious. But the justification for basing a
philosophy of architecture exclusively on such philosophies 1s
by no means self-evident, and may indeed be questioned on
three major grounds.

Firstly, the nouon that architecture 1s akin to painung
and sculpture is based on certain methods of training which
were current in ltaly in the early sixteenth century; but evenif
these methods were valid at the Renaissance (which is by no
means certain) it does not necessarily follow that they must

be valid today. Secondly, it is clear that, whilst a number of

distinguished philosophers have regarded “Aesthetcs™ as a
key to the understanding of all the “Fine Arts,” this concept
pre-supposes the notion that all activities so classified have
certain fundamental qualities in common; for there can be lit-
tle pomt in discussing differentice until the existence of the
genis has been demonstrated. Thirdly, whatever may have
been the “artistic” condition ol architectural practice before
the mid-eighteenth century, it is now undisputably a
profession; thus it would seem wise to examine whether or not
its principles can be deducible by analogy with other profes-
sions, such as medicine and law, before regarding the prac-
tice of architecture as professionally sui generts or arustically
unique.

The first two notions, which imply that architecture,
sculpture and painting should be considered as belonging
philosophically 1o the same genus, and that an understanding
ol “Aesthetics” provides the philosophical apparatus fo
comprehending all the “Fine Arts,” can be disputed on a
number of grounds. In the present context a reference to two
authorities will suffice. The first 1s E. L. Boullée, who com-
plained: “Oh how preferable is the fortune of pamnters and
writers; free and without any kind of dependence, they can
choose all their subjects and follow the impulse of theu
genius, Then reputations depend upon them alone.”! The
second 1s professor W. E. Kennick, whose essav “Does Trad

tional Aesthetics Rest on a Mistake?”, published in the Col-
lected Papers on Aesthetics edited by Fr. Cyril Barreut, suggests

that the concept of “Aesthetics™ is devoid of all philosophical

reality. Undoubtedly, the traditional “*Aesthetic™ basis of ar-
chitectural philosophy has certain practical values; but u
seems to me that the traditional emphasis on the visual or
emotional qualines of architecture has been due to fortuitous
historical and philosophical causes which have given “Aes-
thetic” theories an unmerited preponderance. The purpose
of this study 1s certainly not 10 demonstrate the total rele-
vance of this tradinonal “Aesthetic” basis, but simply 1o
question its total adequacy. In other words, it 1s an attempt to
correct a distortion and disequilibrium of method which has
vitlated much which now passes for archiectural cnucism
and has caused architectural philosophyv (or “architectural
theorv™ as it 1s sometimes called) to fall into unmenited disre-
pute.

At the same time, it should be pointed out that, paradoxi-
cally, students of law show considerably more antpathy
toward the study of junsprudence than architectural students
show towards the philosophy of architecture; so much so that
the Faculuies of Law of French speaking universities have vir-
tually abandoned all attempts to include the philosophy ol
law in thewr curricula.? Similarly. in medical schools. the
philosophy ol medicine 1s virtually non-existant as an aca-
demic discipline. But it can, I think, be shown that this under-
valuation on the part of the students of law and medicine (as
compared with students of architecture) is explicable n
terms of the peculianties of their chosen professions. The
Anglo-American system of law 1s such that students enter the
legal profession with the primary intention of becoming aduvo-
cates. Doubtless many of them are opumistic enough to hope
that one dav thev will achieve such eminence as to be called
upon to judge: but it 1s only natural that ther mam academi
interest, as students, should be with the matenal and tech-
mques ol liigation, and onlv the most excepuonal students
can be expected to have the perspicacity to perceive the 1m-
portance of philosophical problems which will have hule
pracucal relevance lor them before they are either elected 1o
the Legislature or promoted to the Bench

Simularly. medical students have everv incenuve to
devote all then imtellectual enereies 1o the matenals and
techniques ol healing. without pondenng about the condit

humae of those they will heal. The complex and challenging
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scientific problems concerning the prolongation of human
life must seem of more pertinence to the medical students
than any ethical problems concerning the extent to which
such prolongation may or may not increase the happmes's of
those involved. Hence, the average medical student is as little
concerned with the implications of condemning men to live
as is the law student with the implications of condemning
men to die.

Architectural students sometimes show impatience with
the philosophical problem related to their art, but for very
different reasons. Their main concern is with the absorbing
creative processes ol architectural design, and with the vast
mass of technological and sociological information required
to achieve it effectively; vet they are well aware of the philo-
sophical implications of criticism, since in many schools of ar-
chitecture those who teach design are in fact called “critics.”
But students, by virtue of their youthful inexperience, inevi-
tably tend to see the present as the beginning of the future
rather than as a transitional period consututing a prolonga-
tion of the past. This does not mean that a philosophy of ar-
chitecture will only be acceptable to them in so far as they can
be made to perceive its immediate relevance to their own cur-
rent creative activities. But it does mean that any attempt to
convey that philosophy by reference solely to the past is
fraught with peculiar difficulties unknown to the teacher of
the Common Law, since (as all law students are well aware)
the study of law and the practice of law are essentially, by
their nature, historical disciplines, based on precedent and on
statutes inacted in the past.

The literature devoted to the study of architecture as a
profession is scarce. So far, only two standard works seem Lo
have been published in English. The first, by Frank Jenkins, is
entitled Architect and Patron, and is essentially a factual history.
The second, Barrington Kaye's The Development of the Architec-
tural Profession in Britain, is far more philosophical; but since
the author is a sociologist, he bases his arguments on the
general definition of a profession as ““an occupation possess-
ing a skilled intellectual technique, a voluntary association
and a code of conduct.” At first sight, the concept of “a code
of conduct”™ might seem the obvious and facile link between
the philosophy of architecture and the philosophy of law. But
in fact this present €nquiry is not in any way concerned with
the social behaviour of architectural organizations, but rather
with the problems of choice implicit in the term “skilled intel-
lectual technique.” This, of course, has litde relevance 1o Dr.
Kave's thesis.

In order to explain what, in the design of buildings seems
to indicate a real affinity between Jurisprudence and the
philosophy of architecture, 1 would suggest four headings.
The first is the popular concept of “natural laws™ as meaning
the laws of inanimate nature. The second is the more accu-
rate concept of “natural laws™ as meaning the relationships
between members of a civilized society. The third is the con-
cept of “conventional law™ as meaning obligations based on
:nrmal'mm‘c;-nli«‘)n.3 The fourth is the concept of “judge-
ment,” as meaning evaluation based on explicable criteria, It
will be apparent that, in Vitruvian terms, the first three corre-
spond to firmitas, utilitas and venusias respectively; but such
correspondence would be merely verbal and artificial unless
i could be established that both Jurisprudence and the
philosophy of architecture have 2 common basis. I would
suggest that they have, and that it js the notion that both
prol_c‘ssl(ms presuppose “rules” of some sort or another,

I'he notion that law implies some sort of rule would seem
so fundamental to the whole concept of jurisprudence as 1o
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be self-evident. Indeed, it might be argued that, in so far g
the study of jurisprudence (in its contemporary English
sense) originated in the mid-eighteenth century with Black-
stone’s lectures * the idea of legal rules and the nature of Je-
gal rules is the whole basis of a philosophy of law. Yet Profes-
sor Hart devotes considerable space i The Concept of Law 1o
what he terms “rule-scepticism,”® and this scepticism is of
mmense relevance to any study of the philosophy of modern
architecture (which can also be regarded as originating in the
mid-eighteenth century), since the conflict as to whether
rules are or are not a fundamental aspect of architectural de-
sign has been a vital factor in the development of architec.
tural thought. The number of books which, during the last
two hundred vears, have attempted to demonstrate that ar-
chitects of the eras prior to 1750 achieved excellence by ob.
serving certain rules of proportion (thereby implying thay
similar rules might be applicable today) is considerable. Even
Le Corbusier’s tracées regulateurs and “Modulor” belong es-
sentially to this tradition of thought. But when J. F. Blondel
complained in the mid-eighteenth century that students were
wilfully disregarding rules in an unscrupulous quest for origi-
nality,® he bore witness to the emergence of “‘rule-
scepticism” which many architects today would consider the
essential trait of modern architeciure. Hence. until the na-
ture of “rules” and “'rule-scepticism’ has been resolved with
respect to both disciplines, there seems litle point in enquir-
ing why or how this scepticism arose in architecture, or in
what manner any rules do or might sull apply.

It is important to emphasize here the generic quality of
the term “rule™; for, as John Austin implied in the first lec-
ture of The Province of Jurisprudence Determined, a law is obvi-
ously some kind of rule, but all rules are not necessarily some
kind of law. Thus in architecture, we may legitimately distin-
guish between those natural laws which affect fornutas and
utilitas, and the possibility of another class of rule which may
or may not affect venustas, but which is certainly the only class
of rule which the majority of architectural theorists from
1750 onward have considered to be the domain of architec-
tural philosophy.

This latter type of rule can best be understood in the con-
text of those which Professor Hart discusses with respect 1o
games. The whole essence of a game is that despite certain
intrinsic and widely recognized values, its rules are essen-
tially arbitrary and a matter of convention. Whether or not it is
meaningful to say that someone plays tennis “beautifully” (a
semantic problem discussed by R. G. Collingwood” and
other writers on aesthetics) need not detain us here. The im-
portant fact is that it is certainly meaningful to ask whether
the game itself is meaningful. Some enthusiasts may justify
the sport by reference to “natural laws,”" such as the desira-
bility of keeping oneself fit, or the desira bility of fostering so-
aal relationships; and these arguments may well provide a
partial justification. But they can never constitute a total jus-
tification. Tennis may be played because it is healthy, because
1t is socially useful, or simply because it is enjovable. But it is
only playable art all if tennis-players voluntarily agree to cer-
tain rules which, in a legal sense, may be termed “arbitrary.”
These rules, in other words, are solely tennis-players’ rules;
but whereas no one would scornfully dismiss the skill ol a
tennis-player by some derisive expression such as “'tennis-
players’ tennis,” architects, doctors and lawyers can see quite
clearly what would be derogatory about the descr iptions: “‘ar-
chitects’ architecture,” “surgeons' surgery’ or “lawyers’
law.”

The essentially derogatory nature of such critcism is its




implication that the practitioners are making a mere game
out of something of far deeper human concern. The histri-
onic oratory of a popular advocate may effectively save a
malefactor from well-deserved retribution, or deprive a
plaintiff of the restitution of his rights; but it will usually irri-
tate the judge, and must be considered by any thoughtful
member of the jury as being just as despicable as the medical
virtuosity which prolongs the senility of an octogenarian by a
few more months, or that architectural virtuosity which disre-
gards the reasonable requirements of a client and the ameni-
ties of his neighbours in the search for “artistic” expression.
It is not that these aspects of forensic, surgical or architec-
tural skill are held in low regard. What is criticized is the cyni-
cism, conceit and distortion of values which arrogates to one
aspect of professional skill a virtue isolated from the total
good which the profession is intended to achieve and the
purpose it is intended to serve.

Ethically, then, the most obvious affinities between juris-
prudence and architectural philosophy would seem to be
those based on what are termed “natural laws' and those
based on laws concerning voluntary obligations. But it seems
worth emphasizing that, in the first category, the scientific
concept of “law” derived initially from the juridical concept
of law, rather than vice versa. Newton regarded his own dis-
coveries as simply “‘mathematical principles of natural
philosophy,” and it was the Rev. John Wallis who first seems
to have related them to the Laws of Divine Providence. He
coined the term “General Laws of Motion™ in 1668 when ex-
plaining his astronomical theories to the Royal Society. It
seems doubtful whether the notion of scientific “laws™ en-
tered French thought before Voltaire published his Eléments
de la Philosophie de Newton in 1738, when he refers in his pref-
ace 1o “ces lois primitives de la nature que Newton a découvertes.”
Moreover, even though Dr. Johnson's definition of law as ““an
established and constant mode or process: a fixed correspon-
dence of cause and effect” sounds scientific in a modern
sense, the source he gives for this definition is Shakespeare’s
Cymbeline.

Hence the question: “To what extent do the laws govern-
ing rational structures and functional plans relate to natural
law?" is of more relevance to jurisprudence than might first
appear, because if one considers structural and functional
laws in relationship to the philosophy of law, rather than to
the philosophy of science, one can see why so much variety is
permissible. The prestige of wide-span structural engineer-
ing—despite the number of bridges which have dramatically
collapsed—has tended to make architects think of the “laws™
governing short-span structural design as imposing immuta-
ble shapes on structural members such that they become sim-
ply a kind of diagram of the minimal dimensions needed to
resist bending, compression, buckling and shearing. For over
a century, therefore, the philosophy of architectural struc-
tures has suffered through being an intellectual battleground
where the most vociferous belligerents have been the ultra-
rationalists, who regard the shapes of all structural members
as mathematically predetermined, and the ultra-aesthetes,
who regard them as completely arbitrary. Yet the jundicial
(as opposed to the “scientific”) concept of “natural law™ is
essentially concerned with the prescription of minimal re-
quirements. No jurist ever regarded sumptuary laws as natu-
ral. Hence, although an architect is very properly hable in law
if the dimensions of his stuctural members prove inadequate
for stability, one can readily envisage many reasons why he
might be morally and professionally justified in deliberately
exceeding the minimal dimensions. Such justificaton would
almost certainly relate to some concept of human happiness

or human dignity, and hence might legitimately be regarded
as based on “nature,” though not on "“natural law' as the
term is generally understood by scientists. Apart from in-
dividual definitions of natural law, many systems or aggrega-
tions of natural law have been formulated by successive gen-
eralizations during the last two centuries. They are important
because they seem to have one fundamental quality in com-
mon, namely an appeal to a universal ideal which can be
enunciated in the form of certain principles of order.
Whether or not any kind of “ideal” is valid will be discussed
in due course. But it is relevant at this stage to note that a par-
ticular generation often has the illusion that its formulations
of “natural laws" are unequivocally applicable to every even-
tuality by the simple use of reason. Yet jurists usually find
that what is “rational” is less a matter of law than a mauter of
fact, and the failure of architects to appreciate this basic
theoretical distinction—so obvious in legal theory—has ob-
scured much of the merit of the so-called Rationalist school
of thought.

The Rationalist theory, as expressed for example by Vi-
ollet-le-Duc in his seventh Entretien, is a clear illustration of
this problem. A building, according to him.® is a sort of “or-
ganism’’; the visible manifestation of the laws of nature; and
he considers it illogical to enunciate any other kind of rule,
since true architectural forms are nothing more or less than
the “expression” of structure. But this “expression” can only
be deduced by reason, and once architectural theorists em-
bark on speculation as to what is structurally reasonable, they
are confronted with the same dilemna which confronts jurists
when they are asked to prognosticate concerning legal judge-
ments involving the interpretation of “reasonable” behavi-
our. Admittedly even jurists are divided as to the nature of
this dilemna, possibly as a result of the politcal theory
(derived perhaps from Montesquieu) whereby there has been
a failure to distinguish between general rules and the prob-
lem of interpreting those rules authoritatively in a particular
context.

Thus Montesquieu’s assertion that “there is no liberty if
the judiciary power be not separated from the legislature and
executive”™® is manifestly misleading, since it ignores the
legislative power which the judiciary must inevitably assert.
Hence (if I may rephrase a remark by Professor Hart in such a
way as to give it a specifically architectural implication) there
are two minimum conditions necessary and sufhcient for the
existence of an architectural system. On the one hand those
rules of behaviour which are valid according to the system’s
ultimate criteria of validity must be generally obeyed. and on
the other hand its rules of recogmtion speafying the entenia of ar-
chitectural validity and its rules of change and adjudication must be ef-
fectwoely accepted as common public standards.'?

Enough is known of the history of architectural theory
during the last two hundred vears for the importance of the
first condition to be evident. Few theorists have ever been so
eccentric as to deny the general rules of architecture. Even
among the leading combatants engaged in the Gothic
Revival's internecine strife, it can easily be shown that the
general principles postulated by Viollet-le-Duc differ little
from those postulated mitally by Ruskin,!" and that those
postulated by Pugi!? differ little from those postulated by
Vitruvius. The frustraton and sterility of the Gothic Revival-
ists’ quarrels (to the extent that they were frustrating and ster-
ile) resulted from the failure to grasp the need for establish-
ing the criterta of vahdity and the rules of change and
adjudicanon, And such frustration and stenhity must inevita
bly be the mate ol any theory of architecture which does not
see that eriticism 1s as fundamental to the natural laws of archi-
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tecture as it i1s to the natural laws of society, since any law,
whether it be forensic or architectural, is meaningless except
in so far as it is related to specific cases. A similar argument
applies to “Functionalism”—the term usually employed by
architectural historians to indicate that aspect of Rationalism
concerned with efficient planning. Ever since the Napoleonic
era, when Durand published his treatise, the principle that
good planning is the essence of good architecture has been
enunciated with the complacent implication that the mere
formulation of the law would itself ensure rational spaces.
Even the complete absence of any visible sociological justifi-
cation for the spaces delineated in Durand’s published plans
seems to have been overlooked by those who (perhaps unwit-
tingly) have subscribed to his written doctrine. In recent
years, the promotion of the study of human relationships and
human emotions from the realm of literature to the dignity of
“Soaqal Sciences,” combined with the awe inspired by elec-
tronic computers, has led to a resurgence and enhancement
of Durand’s theory, whereby architectural planning is again
considered to be subject to the same kind of “laws™ as those
studied in other departments of the Ecole Polytechnique. Yet
when the actual design of a major public building is involved,
it is apparent (from the vast vanety of solutions considered
totally acceptable by those who designed them) that the ele-
ment of uncertainty 1s commensurate with the rationes deci-
dendr concerning the application of the fifth amendment of
the United States Constitution. 3

Hence, the conclusion to be drawn from comparing the
laws of nature as they affect the philosophy of architecture
with those which are the concern of jurisprudence would
seem to be as follows: whereas in juridical law two distinct
elements are essential, namely a body empowered to create
law, and an adequate number of trained professionals em-
powered to interpret it: in architecture the first of these ele-
ments is irrelevant, since any such laws as exist are either the
three primary general laws of Vitruvius (firmitas, utilitas and
venustas), or mathematical principles which are so specialized
as to be outside the competence of purely architectural stu-
dies. These may derive from experiments in acoustics, struc-
tural engineering, sociology, psychology, climatology or any
other science. But the purpose of an architectural philosophy
is not to test the validity of laws, but to establish the criteria of
validity and the rules of change and adjudication, combined
and applied in specific architectural circumstances to pro-
duce a “just” result. The philosophy of architecture is thus
synonymous with the philosophy of architectural judgement;
1.e. criticism.

The process of criticism implies the need for some kinds
of standard, and when comparing jurisprudence to the
philosophy of architecture in the mid-twentieth century, few
paradoxes are more striking than the persistence of a faith in
legal standards and the absence of a faith in architectural
standards. Before 1750, when structural materials were virtu-
ally limited to timber and masonry, when stuctural calcula-
tions were completely unscientific, when human needs were
relatively simple, when building-types were relatively few,
and when the pattern of cities were relatively homogeneous,
it is not surprising that the validity of fundamental principles
of Antiquity could be accepted by reasonable men without
hypocrisy. Their notions of order, arrangement, curythmy,
symmetry, propricty and economy may not have corre-
sponded exactly 1o those of ancient Rome; but the corre-
spondence was evidently sufficiently close to allow a univer-
sal concept of architectural standards 1o find wide acceptance
among those who, because of influence or affluence, were
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able to control the environment which architects were called
upon to create. Today, however, the multphcity of building
matenials, the advances in accurate structural analysis, the
complexity of society, the extent of financial investment in
real estate and the incompaubility of conflicting urban plan-
ning requirements have created a situation where the very
notion of a “perfect building™ seems not merely incongruous
but virtually meaningless.

The same incongruous disparity is evident in law, yet the
belief in standards is not thereby destroved. When American
philosophers and jurists framed the United States Constitu-
tion, American lawyers were still trained in England, or self-
taught on the basis of Enghish legal commentaries. Hence, it
is not surprising that their first atempts at creating ideal
republican laws should consist of the vaguer legal concepts of
Antiquity amalgamated with the wraditional specific privi-
leges of their British ancestors; or that, in the expanding
economy of a new capitalist and industrialist society, they
should interpret “liberty”” and the “pursuit of happiness™ as
legal principles indicating that legislation should be limited
to the security of persons and property. Today, when legisla-
tion, like architecture, is thought of primarily as an instru-
ment for social reform, the incentives offered to lawyers 1o
find ways of circumventing the law are in some circumstances
more tempting than the incentives to urge their strict obsery-
ance, and experts on taxation law will more frequently be
called upon to advise on how taxation can be avoided without
penalty, than how the fiscal intentions of the legislature
would most properly be fulfilled.

The importance of the advisory function of lawyers is of
fundamental relevance to any study of jurisprudence as it re-
lates to architectural philosophy, since legal advice is essen-
tially a forecast of court decisions, and court decisions are
based on the notion of consistency and conformity to standards or
norms of judgement. The architectural implications of this prin-
ciple are evident to anyone who cares to compare the deci-
sions of the traditional Ecole des Beaux-Arts juries with the
results of jury decisions in recent international competitions.
The grading of French academic projects after a “judge-
ment” sull suggests that the jury, after studying several hun-
dred projects in a few hours, eventually concludes that a cer-
tain solution is best, and hence that every scheme which
approximates to this solution should receive a “mention” or
a “médaille.” Similar techniques seem to have been used in
Judging some of the nineteenth-century public competitions
in England (such as that for the London Law Courts). The
premiated schemes have much in common, so presumably
the rejected schemes were based on concepts which the jury
deemed inferior or unacceptable. Yet few would claim that a
similar philosophy has been in evidence in recent major com-
petitions. It seems fairly clear that the prizes were not
awarded to the schemes which elaborated, in a superior man-
ner, certain norms (o be found among many of the more ac-
complished submissions, but that, on the contrary, the vari-
ous prizes were given to the schemes which seemed most
distinctively idiosyncratic.

The desirability of such norms would scem to suggest
that instead of thinking of venustas as something which, in the
domain of architectural creativity, 18 highly personal, we
should think of it more in terms of the kind of social oblhigations
legally associated with the notion of propriety. Even in
games, where the rules are discretionary, some kind of con-
vention is implied; and the importance of this fact is only oo
clear when one considers how denisively the term “conven-
tional” is used by critics of the “Fine Arts.” When painters or



poets are “‘unconventional,” it is a personal decision con-
nected with the expression of their own private emotions. In
so far as it ceases to be purely private, it will usually only con-
cern very few people. But just as the publicity given to certain
paintings or certain poems can be considered, by society, 1o
be obscene or libellous according to law, so we should con-
sider whether or not unconventional modifications to our en-
vironment can in certain circumstances fall so far outside the

norms of convention—either by being too idiosyncratic or too
unimaginative—as to outrage public notions of decorum and

propriety. If so, what is the architect’s moral responsibility in
this respect?

The ability to establish norms is clearly more difficult in
architecture than in law, since in the latter profession, the no-
tion of precedent is still highly prized. Yet even with precedents
as a guide, differences of judical opinion are only too fre-
quent, as is bewilderingly obvious from the number of times
decisions in primary courts are reversed by courts of appeal,
and by the number of times a final judgement of the United
States Supreme Cout is rendered on the basis of five in favour
and four against.!> What chance, then, has an architectural
jury, which regards precedent as a defect rather than a virtue,
of achieving judgements which will be acceptable to the con-
testants, to the profession and to the public at large?

This question can be answered in two ways, and both an-
swers not only call in question certain basic assumptions in
current text-books on architectural philosophy, but indicate
how salutary it would be for architectural theorists to study
their own subject on the basis of the methods of teaching law.
First, the current architectural assumption that precedent is
the worst kind of guidance can only be based on a partial con-
ception of architecture: that is to say, on the “Aesthetic” the-
ory criticized at the beginning of this essay. Secondly, few ju-
rists can justifiably claim nowadays to be judging by
deference to the standards of the public, since the architec-
tural profession—mainly through the influence of Le Cor-
busier—tends increasingly to regard itself as a paradigm for
the whole human race.

The fact that legal judgement implies criteria and that le-
gal criteria imply 1deals, has given rise to a basic controversy
m jurisprudence which cannot be ignored when trying to re-
late jurisprudence to the philosophy of architecture. This
controversy, expressed in simple form, is whether or not the
concept of “justice™ is inherent in the concept of “law.” Ar-
chitecturally, this corresponds to the difference of opinion
between those who contend that there can be no such thing
as “bad architecture,” because if a building is badly designed,
it is not architecture at all, but simply “building.”

Now there can be little doubt that a jurist’s failure to fore-
cast accurately a legally valid court decision 1s in no way syn-
onymous with an assertion that justice has been denied. Butil
we transcribe this distinction into an architectural context,
and ask whether the failure to design an “ideal building™
means that there is no such thing as “ideal architecture,” the
answer seems comparable to the type of answer which justi-
fies the study of legal dicta. In law, though there can be no
such thing as an ideal judicial decision, the concept of justice
makes it essential, in a civilized society, for judicial decisions
to approximate as closely as possible to this concept. Such a
concept need neither be abstract nor universal; on the con-
trary, the more the concept of justice relates to the realities
and diversities of the administration of the law, the better.
But unless law schools demand constant reflection on the na-
ture ol ideal justice, it seems doubtful if the approximation of
human judgements to the ideal of justice will be maintained,
and 1t certainly will not increase.
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In conclusion, then, it may be asserted that the study ol
leading cases in legal education plays the same role as the

study of architectural ideals in architectural education, and
that both are increasingly necessary as the complexity of each
discipline grows. Both are essentially concerned with the two
fundamental facets of every legal or architectural problem:
the search to identify the perfection of each discipline ac-
cording to its nature, and the critical search for specific exam-
ples of decisions which approximate closely (or are prevented
from approximating closely) to these perfections.

Abstract speculation about “perfect justice” is, in isola-
tion, as futile as abstract speculation about “perfect architec-
ture.”” On the other hand, exclusive concentration on the ac-
tual conditions of architectural or legal practice are likely to
prove debasing to both professions. The art of effectively
teaching jurisprudence and the philosophy of architecture
must surely be to treat both these aspects with sufficient real-
ism to make their relevance obvious to the student, whilst at
the same time applying such techniques of criticism as will
give each student a sense of professional integrity; for unless
this sense of integrity is inculcated in the formative stages of a
professional career, it seems doubtful if it will emerge during
the temptations and human fallibilities of professional prac-
tice.

NOTES:

1 Boullée's treatise on Avchitecture (ed. Rosenau), p. 30: “Oh! combien est préfér-
able le sort des Peintres el des homumes de lettres! libres el sans aucune espéce de dé-
pendance ils peuvent choisir tous leurs sujets et survre 'impulsion de leur génie. ™

2. In countries where the law has been codified, pedagogical techniques
neccessarily differ from those considered most effective in jurisdictions
where the Anglo-American common law tradition prevails.

3. Sir George Paton (Text-book of Jurisprudence (1967) p. 96) points out that
Aristotle “made a useful distinction between natural justice, which is
universal, and conventional justice, which binds only because it was de-
creed by a parucular authornity.”

4. InSir William Blackstone’s preface to his Commentanes, he begins: “The
following sheets contain the substance of a course of lectures on the
Laws of England. which were read by the author in the University ol
Oxford. His onginal plan took its nise in the vear 1753; and. notwith-
standing the novelty of such an attempt in this age and country, and the
prejudices usually conceived against any innovations in the established
mode of education, he had the sausfaction to find...that his endeavours
were encouraged and patronized by those, both in the university and
out of it, whose good opinion and esteemn he was prnapally desirous to
obtain.”

5. Op. at, ch. VIL
Cours d Architecture. .. contenant les legons données en 1750 & les années swvants
par J.F. Blondel (1771), vol. IV, p. XV: “Il est de jeunes Architectes qui prétend-
ent que les régles ne servent qu'a les embarasser, & a émousser, pour ainsi-dire, la
vivacité de lewr imaginaton.” Cf. also ibd., p. LI “Qu'ils ne crownt pas,
comme quelques-uns leur font enlendre, que toul est épuisé, & que. pour paraitre
neuf, tl faille avorwr recowers @ la singulanté. ™

7. R. G. Collingwood, The Principles of Art (1938), p. 39.

8 Entretiens suv UAschitecture (1863), vol. I, p. 285: “H est impossible d ‘enlever a
un édifice du X111e siecle ou dy altacher des formes decoratives sans nuire @ sa soli-
dité, & son oyganisme, 51 je purs m 'expromer ansi.. Cette forme n'est pas le résultal
dun capnice, prasqi elle n'est qle I'P:Lprr\.mm, décorée st vous voule. de la stric-
ture; je ne puis vous donner les régles imposées @ la Jorme, puisque ta ll‘imflrr' propre
a celte forme est de se préter & toules les nécessilés de la structure

9. Esprit des Lows, Bk. X1, ch. VI (“De la constitution d’Angleterve™): "Il n'’y a
pont encove de hberté s la purssance de juger w'est pas séparée de la puissance léges
lative et de l'evécutnice.” Since some commentators have asserted that
most of the principles expressed by Montesquieu in this chapier were
denved from Locke’s Treatise on Crinl Government, it scems worth pomt-
ing out that Locke distinguished simply between the legislature and the
exccutive, and did not comment on the judicary. Cl also. in thas re-
spect, Dicey’s Law and Public Ofimion i England, Lecture X1 e.g. " judic al
legislaton aims to a lar greater extent than do enactments passed by
Parliament, at the maintenance of the logic or the symmetry of the law™
(1926 ed.. p. 364).

10, H.L.A. Hart, The Counal of Law. p. 113

1l e.g. in “The Lamp of Truh.”

12 eg. mthe hrst paragraph of The True Prinaples of Pointed ov Christian Ay
chitecture

I3 Scee espe wlly Judge Jerome Frank, Law and Modern Mol tor a pancy
larhy cvnical commentary on the admmistration of justice m the Unied
States ol Amernca

14 Nitrovius, 1L n

15. Cf ). Frank, op. o1t ch. Vl



UGLIFICATION AND DERISION

Reprinted from the August, 1959 issue of the Royal Architectural In-
stitute of Canada Journal.
“Art.,” the Director of the Nauonal Gallery of Canada was

reported as saving recently, “is not beauty. The purpose of

art 1s to enlarge our emotional experience, and this includes
the emotions of horror, disgust and pity.”” Here we have, suc-
cinctly expressed, what may now be regarded as the most
conventional and widely accepted art theory of the twenueth
century. It was the Itahan philosopher, Benedetto Croce,
who first, some hitv vears ago, created a philosophical system
which justfied the arustic exploitation of ugliness (already
made fashionable by Victor Hugo and the French Romantics
at the beginning of the previous century) and finally discred-
ited the earlier assumption that the creation of beauty was the
purpose of art. Since then, his views have been upheld by
philosophers and art critics alike, and nothing could better il-
lustrate this general acceptance than the fact that since 1929
the article on Aesthetics in the Encyclopaedia Britannica has
been contributed by Benedetto Croce himself.

It is noteworthy however that neither Croce nor R. G.
Collingwood, the most distinguished English philosopher to
elaborate this theme, have had very much to say about archi-
tecture. Indeed, so obvious is this omission that it recently
prompted a lecturer in architecture at Durham University to
publish a book on the architectural implications of Collingw-
ood’s Princples of Art, though without any marked success.
The dilemma is fairly obvious. Either one must deny that
beauty—Vitruvius” venustas—is necessary to architecture, or
one must deny that architecture is art.

Resistance to the rejection of architecture as a form of art
comes most strongly from the Art Histonans. To some ex-
tent this is due to the accidents of an academic system
whereby in most universities the “History of Art” courses in-
clude architecture automatically, and thus painting, architec-
ture and sculpture are dealt with together in classroom texts,
This tendency is evident in the latest and most sumptuous se-
ries of the type (edited by Nikolaus Pevsner), the Pelican His-
tory of Art; nor is the exceptional publication of a volume de-
voted exclusively to architecture of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries any indication that the general art-
historical attitude is modified when dealing with contempo-
rary design. On the contrary, the whole basis of the editor’s
Pioneers of the Modern Movement from William Moris to Walter
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Gropuus indicates, by its uitle alone, that the art of design,
“*commune padre delle tre arti nostre; architettura, scultura et pittura,”
1s still, as at the Renaissance, considered to be the common
discipline uniting all three. Siegfried Giedion even extends
the intuitive process of arustic creation to engineering. “If
Maillart can claim to have developed the slab mto a basic ele-
ment of construction, modern painters can answer with equal
Jjustice that they have made surface an essenuial factor in the
composition of a picture,” he explains in Space, Time and Ar-
chitecture. **This is no longer a fortuitous optical coincidence,
as might be objected, but a definite parallelism of method.”

There are art historians who do not merely regard con-
temporary architecture as contemporary art, but even as the
mistress art. R. H. Wilenski considers architecture the art par
excellence, since it is non-representational, and contends that
the typical function of the architect as artist is the typical
function of the sculptor and painter as well. The architect’s
business, he says, is to contribute to the definition, organiza-
tion and completion of his formal experience by creating a
concrete object symbolizing his actual or imagined percep-
tion of certain lines, balances, recessions, and so forth. “If he
can do this he is what we call an artist, and if he cannot he is
just a builder and nothing else.”

Since it may thus be generally accepted that in the most
advanced, as well as the most reactionary circles, architecture
is still regarded as art, it may possibly be asked whether, since
art is not beauty, architecture is compatible with ugliness. To
such a question, the reply would doubtless be that there is
here a misunderstanding of the problem altogether, since
Croce’s definition of art is less concerned with the object pro-
duced, than with the emotions involved in producing it. The
statement “‘art is not beauty” does not mean that works of art
cannot be beautiful, but simply that it is immaterial whether
they be beautiful or not. “Ugliness,” in common parlance, is
merely the opposite of “beauty,” so that in such circum-
stances it is irrelevant (o judge a work of art (and hence a
work of architecture) by either term.

The persuasiveness of this argument is undeniable, and
yet it seems contradicted by the fact the Siegfried Giedion
finds no alternative but to use the terms “beauty” and “ugli-
ness” in his text. Of Maillart’s bridge near St. Gall, to which
passing reference has already been made, he explains that
“To appreciate the full plastic beauty of the form of this




bridge’ it is necessary to view it from beneath, and goes on to
deplore the fact that its slanting columns with splayed-out
heads are bound to appear, to eyes that are blind to the vision
of our own day, “somewhat ugly.”

It seems evident, therefore, that the only tenable line of

argument is that whilst beauty is a permissible and even fre-
quent characteristic of architecture, it is not as essential as
was at one time supposed, and that there are occasions when
architecture, like the other arts, may appropriately enlarge
our emotional experience with the emotions of “‘horror, pity
and disgust.” Such a view has undoubtedly a long and hence
presumably respectable ancestry. Anthony Blunt has sug-
gested that Mannerism was an expression of the despair ex-

perienced by Michelangelo and his friends after the Sack of

Rome. Kenneth Clark has thoroughly expounded the rea-
sons why Gothic was used as an effective means of inspiring
melancholy during the second half of the eighteenth century.
There is at least one historical precedent for the use of archi-
tecture to mspire horror and disgust. J. F. Blondel, being an
exponent of French Classicism, disliked Gothic ornament,
but between 1750 and 1770 he recommended it to his stu-
dents as appropriate for prisons, as a means whereby the ar-
chitecture could “express externally the disordiliness of the
lives of those detained within.”

A deliberate search for ugliness similar to that analysed
by Lydie Krestovsky in La Laideur dans ['Art a travers les Ages can
only with difficulty be paralleled in architecture. But Kenneth
Clark justly refers to Butterfield’s “*sadistic hatred of beauty,”
whilst Robert Kerr, a contemporary of Butterfield and
Professor of Construction at King's College, London, even
considered “The Ugly” to be an established architectural
style of the period. It arose, he explained, as a reaction
against the effeminacy of the Gingerbread Style, and was an
extreme manifestation of the rationalist creed of structural
honesty. But just as the seventeenth century puritans sup-
pressed bear-baiting “not because it gave pain to the bear,
but because it gave pleasure to the spectators,” so the nine-
teenth century pursuit of ugliness in architecture was more
the expression of a sour sense of righteousness, than a sensi-
tive interpretation of “life-enhancing” ideals.

The Ugly Style has however a certain indirect relation-
ship to twentieth century art theory, in that it anticipated the
deliberate use of deformity as a weapon with which to combat
conventional artistic prejudices. As Robert Kerr pointed out,
“If the architect be an advocate of mere muscular ugliness,
his work will probably set common criticism at defiance.”
John Summerson has observed that the ugliness of Butter-
field’s buildings was a systematic and calculated assault on
popular taste. “'In this imagination there is something of the
Jauve, something of the contemptuous joy of distortion and
destruction.” He might even more aptly have described But-
terfield as a Dadaist, since there is apparent in his work that
same savage urge o deride accepted canons of beauty which
prompted the Dadaists to exhibit a reproduction of the Mona
Lisa adorned with a moustache. Butterfield, in fact, has more
right to be considered the father of the Modern Movement
than William Morris if we really wish to make a close parallel
between modern architecture and modern art.

The triumph of the Modern Movement is now complete.
There are few architects today under forty vears of age who
display any craving to design Tonic capitals or Gothic finials;
nor could they draw them if they wanted to, since it is long
since there were any schools where such detailing was taught.
The Ugly is thus only possible nowadays in terms of Contem-
porary design. Perhaps we still occasionally need buildings
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which express horror, pity or disgust, if merely to stir us from
lapsing into apathy. It is doubtless for this reason that “The
New Brutalism’ has been given such publicity by the Ar-
chitectural Press. In general, however, it is difficult to escape
the conclusion that whether art is, or is not, beauty (or what-
ever modern euphemism one may prefer to substitute for this
outmoded word) there is a social obligation to construct
beautiful buildings, and a healthy satisfaction derived from
so doing, which overrides any conflicting abstract principles
which philosophers and art historians are prepared (o de-
fend:

But suddenly you touch my heart, you do me good, I am happy and
I say: ““This is beautiful.” This is Architecture. Art enters in.

Yet however much we may disregard Croce’s theory, it
has inevitably had disastrous consequences for architecture,
since the fear of seeming to judge a work of art by whether or
not it has beauty—id quod visum placet—has created a situation
whereby architectural criticism is virtually dead. Whereas
fifty years ago architectural periodicals printed acid com-
ments about buildings they considered unpleasing, and edi-
tors wrote trenchantly about contemporary practices and
taste, today the profession is merely presented with so many
fashion plates, and what little editorial comment there is, is
relegated to the back page. With relatively few exceptions,
the only criticisms ever published are of art exhibitions;
speculations on the significance of paintings or expatiations
on the art-historical sources from which the artist’s style has
been derived. More and more, the architectural magazines
have come to resemble Vogue ; photographs of the latest mod-
els sandwiched between brightly coloured advertising
material frequently reproducing identical illustrations.

As a counter-measure, the profession is in urgent need of
a periodical comparable to The Times Literary Supplement; that
is to say, a collection of criticisms, published anonymously,
which comment on new buildings as they appear. Since only a
small proportion of those completed each month throughout
the continent could ever be selected, an architect might well
consider it a compliment to have his work singled out, for
clearly no building would be discussed unless it was of obvi-
ous interest and merit. The commercial press would have lit-
tle reason for being interested in such an undertaking; but it
1s a project entirely within the sphere and competence of a
professional society. If the RAIC were to empower its Journal
to include this amongst its other duties, it would not merely
be fulfilling a public service; it would be creating the most
powerful and influential force for improvement to which ar-
chitecture is susceptible in the present day. There would be
no need to begin ambitously. One review a month would suf-
fice to establish some sort of tradition, set an example, and
evolve a suitable technique. But there would be no himit to
the scope of such an endeavour if it proved initally success-
ful. By concentrating upon the effect of architectural designs
upon the public, rather than upon the motives of the architect
creating them (as is presupposed by Croce’s aesthetic doc-
irines) it might well remove the main cause of that instability
which is bogging us down in romanticism and individualism,
and which prevents the emergence of that true classicism o
which industrial standardization naturally tends.

Les artistes romantiques culltrvaient la sohitude, douloureux privi-
lége de Uélu, et, du haut de leur tour d'vootre ou de leur rocher d exale, ils
cnatent a la foule idifférente que le poéte devail étre el le mage le prlote
de la soqiété. L auleur classique, au contratre, ne croyail pas déroger en
s‘adaptant a son auditorre lorsque celui-c1 le mentart. Aussi se donnait-
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AN APPRAISAL

Massey College—Ground Floor Plan

A Crituque of:

MASSEY COLLEGE, TORONTO

Reprrinted from the October, 1963 ssue of the Royal Architectural
Institute of Canada Journal. This review was subsequently repub-
hshed in a shghtly modified version under the title **Home for Schol-
ars " in the November 28, 1963 1ssue of the Manchester Guardian.

For members of the architectural profession, the main
mmportance of Massey College lies in the fact that despite its
obvious efficiency in plan, pleasantness of appearance and
soundness of construction, it challenges with shameless vi-
gour many of the basic architectural concepts which seem to
constitute orthodoxy as expressed in the leading architec-
tural magazines in Europe and the United States.

Consider, to begin with, the plan. According to the
avante-garde theorists, such as Professor Llewelyn Davies and
Revner Banham, the worst thing any self-respecting architect
can do is to accept either the client’s program. or a traditional
program, as the basis of his own design. Reyner Banham
criticized Coventry Cathedral because, according to him, it
kept 1oo closely to the traditional arrangements of Anglican
worship, whereas the whole liturgy should, in his view, have
been reinterpreted in twentieth century terms to produce a
twentieth century program. Professor Llewelyn Davies has
been even more categorical in his attitude (although the
uninspiring results of his attempts 1o apply his own theory in
the new “Times” building may well have tempered his arro-
gance in this respect): “The client’s brief is nearly always
wrong, and a bad brief inevitably results in disastrous archi-
tecture.” But in the competition for Massey College, the four
contestants were presented with an extremely detailed brief
by a group client (namely the trustees of the Massey Founda-
tion) who had very definite ideas a5 1o what was wanted: and
the client not merely specified in detailed 1erms the physical
facilities required, but stated the precise environmental char-
acter which was considered most suitable

The nature of the amenities 10 be provided was pre:
scribed in unequivocal deiail, even 1o the extem of dese ribing
the character of the dining hall, common room and so on,
and requiring, for example, that fweplaces should be Pro-
vided in these communal rooms and in the resident Fellows'
rooms. There is no doubt that the program was strongly in-
fluenced, if not directly inspired, by personal recollections of
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the type of commumty which was established at Oxford seven
centuries ago and has flourished vigorously ever since, and 1t
1s clear that the trustees deliberately intended that the gra-
ciousness and dignity of the accomodations provided at Ox-
ford in the middle ages should be found at Massey College.

For visitors famihar with Oxford, there is undoubtedly an
aura of traditional collegiate life about the plan of this new
building in Toronto. But interestingly enough, the plan is in
no way based on that of an Oxford college, and is strikingly
original both in the organization of the circulation and the
planning of the various rooms. Nowhere, at Oxford. can one
find anvthing comparable to the spaual configuration of the
common room, with the dining hall so elegantly superim-
posed. In fact, if one analyses and compares, one finds that
the only really similar feature i1s the common presence of an
enclosed courtyard whereby all the rooms look onto an inner
communal tranquility. Perhaps the avant-garde theorists
would prefer to have seen an isolated refectory and dormi-
tory blocks, although it is difficult to see how one can reject
the contemporaneity of this courtvard plan except on the
grounds that it corresponded also to the needs of scholars
before the First Machine Age, and hence is no longer vahd.

Let us now consider the appearance of the building, since
it is in this respect that hostile critics of the design will find
most cause for raillery, in that, in the name of Progress, they
can easily take the architect to task for using forms remnis-
cent of both the Middle Ages and of Frank Llovd Wright's ar-
chitecuure previous to 1914. There can be no doubt that the
window and spandrel details, and the pinnacles. could jusuh-
ably be classified by archacologists as neo-Gothic. and i this
sense, they are curiously comparable to Barry and Pugin’s
facades for the Palace of Westminster. Moreover, such ro-
mantic associations with mediaeval prototypes can hardly be
dismissed as fortuitous, even though the architect himself
protests his complete ignorance of the history of architec-
ture, Hence, one has the uneasy suspicion that this design is
essentially a kind of scenery, and any architect visiting the
building is inevitably reminded of the brilliant speech made
by Robertson Davies, now Master of Massev College, when
he addressed the RAIC in 1960, and proclaimed that “vou are
the designers of the scenery against which we act out the




drama of our personal hives.”

It may well be that Robertson Davies and the Fellows of

Massey College will find the same kind of comfort there
which the Victorians discovered in their neo-Gothic villas as
they immersed themselves in Sir Walter Scott’s romances. It
may be that Ron Thom has responded too superficially to
Roberston Davies” plea: “Would it not be possible for some
of us—a few of you architects and a handful of us ordinary
people—to conspire to bring a whisper of magnificence, a
shade of light-heartedness and a savour of drama into the set-
ting of our daily lives?” But here, at Massey College, magnifi-
cence, light-heartedness and drama have undoubtedly been
created with a skill which borders on genius; and the only
question the hostile critic may legitimately ask is whether it is
proper to achieve these effects by means which so patently
appeal, however subtly, to nostalgic reminiscences of a past
which is not Canada’s, and therefore have an exotic as well as
revivalistic flavour,

Much criticism of this nature could, 1 think, be validly
countered by claiming that there is nothing very wrong with
using traditional forms when building in traditional materi-
als, and since this building is constructed of brick and lime-
stone, 1t could reasonably be urged that the detailing is per-

fectly legitimate. However, before discussing this aspect of

the design (which relates more to the validity of the structural
system than to the problem immediately under considera-
tion) I should prefer to deal with the other criticism which has
been levelled against the building, namely that it is reminis-
cent, in its forms and ornamentation, of the carly architecture
of Frank Lloyd Wright. In other words, it is to be condemned
because it seemingly indulges in what Nikolaus Pevsner has
recently called *“The Return to Historicism™; 1.e., the imita-
tion of a style authentic only in the first decade of the present
century.

Does Massey College set Canadian architecture back fifty
years, as one critic has suggested? The answer can indeed be
in the affirmative; but only if one regards architectural sivle
as comparable 1o fashions in clothes, whereby the natre of
architecture changes every spring. If one considers that
Frank Lloyd Wright was one of the pioneers of modern archi-
tecture, and that he had already reached maturity by, sav,

1903, then 1t is difficult to see why the forms he was using in
1913 should cease to be vahd in certain circumstances today.
The operative phrase here, of course, is “in certain circum-
stances;"" since clearly, the forms Wright used so successfully
in Midway Gardens are obviously not applicable to every ar-
cumstance. But it may reasonably be argued that Massey Col-
lege is precisely a circumstance in which they are applicable.
The building 1s surrounded by neo-Gothic masonry and brick
buildings of various periods with which 1t now harmonizes.
The geometry of the composition seems peculiarly-suitable
for, and in comformity with, the disposition of the accomoda-
tion. The general atmosphere created by these forms seems
to combine with singular feliaty to create both the dignity of
an academic building and the comfort and intimacy of resi-
dential accomodation. Thus of all the works created by the
so-called "Form-Givers™ of modern architecture since mod-
ern architecture first assumed s dehimiive character hity
vears ago, it can hardly be denied that, from the point of view
of what Robertson Davies has called “magmhficence, light-
heartedness and drama,” no idiom could be more sutable
than that which has actually been chosen, and executed with
such masterly originality and verve.

There remains then only one other possible basis of cniti-
casm (il we respect the triple criterion of utilitas, venustas and
firmitas), namely the vahdity of the structural svstem. Was the
architect night to build this three-storev building in load
bearing brick and limestone, or should he have ostenta-
tiously called to his sd some of the more daring technologi-
cal developments which have appeared in the last fifty vears?
Perhaps a clue to the resolution of this dilemma is furnished
by the fact that although the fenestration and spandrels are of
carved limestone, the architect ongially specified concrete,
and only allowed limestone to be substituted when the build-
ing contractor demonstrated that 1t was cheaper

Now 1t seems to me that if one “designs” concrete in such
a way that hmestone can be substututed, there 1s something
inherently wrong with the design itsell, and in this respect it
1s mteresung to compare the finished bulding with one of the
compeution projects rejected, namely that by John B, Parkin
Associates. 1 do not for one moment imtend to question the

decision of the jury in rejecuing this design, for there scems
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no doubt whatsoever that the plan of the winning scheme was
better, and that its appearance was more pleasing. But it is
noteworthy that Parkin Associates made a deliberate attempt
to utihze and exploit contemporary technology in their de-
sign, espeaially in their method of roofing the dining hall,
and I would suggest that it is axiomatic that really great architec-
ture is infused, by the very nature of architecture as both an art and a
science, with the wrge lo utilize and exploit the most up-to-date struc-
tural system that the the spatial requirements of a bulding will permit.

Massey College, as now completed, is, by virtue of its
very excellence, a valuable lesson to architects as to the true
nature of architecture, for it illustrates the fallacy of believing
too strongly in the fashionableness of today’s abstract forms,

Just as it ‘sho\\‘s the folly of seeking modernity in novel pro-
grammatic requirements alone. Thus it bears striking evi-
dence to support the view that there is no reason why an ar-
chitect cannot create a completely contemporary huiltlmu
with a traditonal program, waditonal materials, and k't't;-
H‘lt‘ll‘il' torms evolved in an earlier decade. But at the .\";mu-
time it does suggest that genuinely epoch-making architec-
ture can only result through the application of the latest tech-
nological processess. There is no reason why every building
should be epoch-making. The trustees of the Massey I'muul;;‘.
tion did not ask for an epoch-making building. They asked
for a building that would be eminently functional, eminently
sturdy, and eminently beautiful. and that is what they uul..

Massey College, Toronto
Architects—Thompson, Berwick & Pratt
Architect in Charge—R. J. Thom
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STOCK EXCHANGE TOWER, MONTREAL

A Critique of:

PLACE VICTORIA

Reprinted from the June, 1966 issue of the Architectural Review.

This new building, officially opened on October 17,
1965, is commonly referred to as the Place Victoria—
presumably by analogy with another magnificent tall office
building built recently in the heart of Montreal: I. M. Per’s

Place Ville Marie. But whereas the most striking feature of

the latter is its provision of spacious open-air pedestrian
plaza at street level within the boundaries of the site chosen
for development, the Montreal Stock Exchange Tower ad-
joins an existing plaza (i.e. Victoria Square) which it was sim-
ply intended to complement and enhance.

That it does enhance it 1s incontestable; but it doessoina
manner probably quite unforseen by Luigi Morettu when
working on the nitial project four thousand miles away. As
actually built, with its four facades parallel 1o the surround-
ing street pattern, this single tapering prismoidal shaft,
shooting 624 feet into the sky, forms a superbly dominant fo-
cal point to Victoria Square—a small and previously insipid
rectangle occupied by a dismal garden surrounding the two
symbols of French and English civic pride respectively: a
statue of the then reigning monarch and a public conven-
ience.! But it should be noted that Victoria Square measures
only about twice the area occupied by the tower now con-
structed beside it. The original scheme was for three such tow-
ers, set diagonally and continuously, whereby the longitudi-
nal axis of the complex would have been at right angles to
Victoria Square. To my mind, this solution, though finan-

cially lucrative in its provision of three million square feet of

rentable office space, would have disastrously overpowered
its setting; for though the perspective published by Morett,
seems to imply, with a kind of Piranesian bravwre, that this
massive cliff of zig-zag curtain-walling would have formed the
boundary to a vast plaza at least 600 feet wide extending
northward, in fact only the end corner would have faced Vic-
toria Square, which is to the east and constitutes merely a
minute fragment of the space implied by the sketch.

So far only one tower has been built, though a second is
unfortunately intended to occupy the rear extremity of the
site. The internal planning of the tower is not original except
in so far as it relates to the novel structural system emploved:

but this is one of its virtues as compared with Nervi's earlier
Pirelli Building which, despite its many real merits, was con-
ceived by the client (according to Reyner Banham’s appraisal
in AR, March, 1961) more in terms of publicity than of func-
tional efficiency. The economic problems of tall office buil-
ings—such as the ratio of elevator shafis to the total subdivis-
ible rentable floor area, and the optimum qualities of
perimeter walling—were solved many years ago, wherefore
originality in this domain is only likely to be achieved at the
expense of values extraneous to the basic problem. Not that
there is anything intrinsically wrong with this kind of onigi-
nality. On the contrary, when the shape of a skyscraper is
conceived in terms of, say, the peculiar configuration of the
site, or of the dominant character of its immediate environ-
ment, it would seem to be of particular interest and menit.
But clearly such special conditions make the resultant build-
ing less useful as a model for buildings elsewhere, and it is
precisely because such restricuve conditions did not radically
influence the structural design of the Montreal Stock Ex-
change Tower that it can be regarded as a paradigm of uni-
versal validity.

Since the original concept of the building was produced
by Nervi and Moretti, and since Nervi is uncontestably the
greatest designer of reinforced-concrete structures who has
so far graced this planet, it will be tempting for future histori-
ans to attribute all the merits of the stucture to them, and any

jarrning quahiues to the Canadian architects, engineers and

contractors who built it. It would, however, be most unfair to
take such a prejudiced approach, especially as some of the
most attractive features of the design, such as the visible diag-
onal trusses of the “mechanical floors,” and the bowed cur-
tain walling cantilevered in front of the sructural columns, do
not appear on Moretti's published perspective. Moreover, il
Nervi had been allowed by Quebec law to take full personal
responsibility for this 10m. stucture, 1t1s by no means certain
that he would have persisted with his oniginal plan for leaving
the structural concrete of each corner shaft exposed. 1 mvsell
wish he had. But in a city where the outdoor temperature
often drops to hlty degrees below freezing point, the pos-
sibthttes of thermal distortion in the four monohithic shafts,
cach hall’ as lgh again as the Pirelli Bullding (where the
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Rabwert Bianchim

structural concrete was also encased externally, despite the
temperate climate) are such that any engineer, however in-
trepid, might be forgiven for not taking the risk of a kind
which few clients and even fewer lawvers would ever be likely
to condone if anything went wrong.

There is, however, another important, though perhaps
more controversial, reason for being cautious in assessing
the extent, if any, to which Nervi and Moretti’s original con-
cept has degenerated as a result of their enforced association
with local architects and engineers. It is now common for art-
historians (whose views on these matters are, according to
Nervi himself, extremely unreliable?) to assert that Nervi is
essentially a designer of thin shells and folded slabs; a notion
which derives partly from the tendency of his biographers to
emphasize—very properly—his long-span single storey
structures,but mainly from one of the Neo-Plasticist dogmas
enshrined in Space, Time and Architecture®. In fact, it is apparent
from an inspection of Nervi's various short-span multi-storey
structures, such as the Bologna Tobacco Factory, that he not
only uses what some writers derisively dismiss as “'post-and-
lintel concrete structures™ but that these buildings are essen-
tially refinements of the system patented by Hennébique in
1892, i.e. rectangular columns, haunched beams, and ribbed
plates for the Hoors.3

Admittedly, Nervi's plates usually have ribs which span in
two directions instead of one, to produce intersections of ex-
tra-ordinary beauty. Moreover, at the suggestion of Aldo Ar-
cangeli, who was one of his assistants involved in the design
of the Gatti Wool Mill, Rome, he elaborated these ribs fur-
ther by making them follow sinuosities ostensibly represent-
ng the isostatic lines of the floor’s principal bending mo-
ments. But such refinements are not only of questionable
structural authenticity; they can only be justified aesthetically
when the soffit is left visible. Thus in those of his buildings
which require. by their function, the inclusion of complex
electrical and mechanical gadgetry in the ceilings, simple
ribbed-plate floors based on a standardized rectangular grid
are evidently considered by him 19 be most correct.

This issue of ribbed plates versus slabs was of crucial im-
portance in the design of the Montreal Stock Exchange
Tower, because whereas in steel-framed skyscrapers, the
decisive factor in designing the floors is usually their depth,
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here it was their weight. In other words, it was not only con-
sidered more economical, but was structurally manditory, to
design a floor of minimum weight rather than of minimum
depth. For the spans and live loads given it would doubtless
have been possible to make all the floors of simple solid slabs;
1e. of constant thickness throughout. But the enormous
weight of forty-seven such floors would have required so
many wasteful and elaborate structural devices to resist the
mstability to be anticipated in the event of an earthquake,
that any selution of this kind was out of the question. The
floors, as built, therefore consist of 3-inch plates combined
with 18-inch ribs, the latter being spaced at intervals of ap-
proxiametly six feet. It should be noted that this was the type
of floor always envisaged by Nervi, although his initial pro-
Ject was later modified by the local engineers, who changed
the positions of the pairs of intermediate columns (superim-
posing them behind the cutain-walling on each of the four
facades), and suppressed the beam originally conceived as
spanning between the corner supports.

The two most striking elements of the overall concept
are, first, the so-called “mechanical floors” and, secondly,
the corner supports themselves. The “mechanical floors” at
the seventh, nineteenth and thirty-second levels do indeed
contain a certain amount of mechanical equipment and
ducts; but they are essentially a means of joining the central
core (consisting of X-shaped shear walls of solid reinforced
concrete, which house the escape stairs and most of the lifts)
to the corner shafis on the exterior. By this means the tower,
which stands on a site as liable to earthquake tremors as San
Francisco, is given the fullest possible rigidity. The three
great pairs of diagonal trusses, each about 23 feet deep,
which link the central core 1o the corner shafts, are partially
visible from outside, and they undoubtedly give the tower a
variety and novelty which is all the more attractive, 1o me at
any rate, because they are structurally needed.

The corner supports of the tower taper gradually from
the ground to the top storey with an entasis which greatly
contributes towards the elegance of the building’s silhouette.
Admittedly, the visible surface is simply a veneer; indeed, the
space between each monolithic structural shaft and the pre:
cast slabs which encase it is so large that a man can climb up
between the two faces for periodic inspections. But, the ve-
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neer follows faithfully the shape of each structural support,
which consists of a continuous prong of roughly triangular
section, diminishing in thickness towards the top.

Nervi first seems to have put forward this concept when
collaborating with Ponti on the Pirelli Building; but in Mont-
real it achieves a far nobler, authentic and more eloquent ex-
pression, and the importance of its evolution cannot be too
enthusiastically stressed. The traditional concept of multi-
storey reinforced-concrete buildings—valid enough when
the height of the building does not greatly exceed its width—
has been that of a series of superimposed standardized floors
supported by simple cylindrical or prismatic columns. These
columns normally decrease in cross-sectional area at each
successive floor, since the total superimposed load naturally
becomes less in proportion to the distance of each floor from
the ground. The system is in itself perfectly logical, since it
not only corresponds to the statical requirements of vertical
loading, but allows all the faces of all the columns to be verti-
cal— an advantage which is evident whenever the intervening
spaces have to be partitioned or glazed. But such a concept
relies, for its ultimate justification, on the assumption that a
building is something that stands on the ground: an assump-
tion which therefore regards the soil-condition as an inde-
pendent problem, to be solved after the initial design for the
building has been accepted. According to this notion, all
buildings may be envisaged theoretically as constructed on
solid rock, whether the “rock’ be real or artificial; and it is
well displayed in the Unité d'Habitation at Marseilles, where
there is in fact no stuctural continuity whatever between the
bases of the pilotis and the reinforced concrete substructure
buried in the ground. Nervi, however, with his genius for dis-
covering the essential nature of each structural problem, per-
ceived that in a skyscraper, where the height is many times
the width, the stucture does not simply rest on its founda-
tions; it is vertically cantilevered from its roots. And he there-
fore evidently concluded that however much the foundations
may be submerged, their existence should be attested by the
continuously sloping profiles of the structural elements they
engender above ground.

The structural system used in Montreal Stock Exchange
Tower is at present unique; but only unscrupulous individu-
alism can prevent it from becoming the prototype of a whole

series of skyscrapers of comparable design, scatiered
throughout the world. It will undoubtedly be an honour for
Montreal if the future students of architectural history make a
special visit to that city to see this splendid building. But it
will be a far greater honour for Nervi, reflecting glory back on
the architectural profession itself, if the other cities also give
themselves the beneht of such an environment, whereby each
metropolis will be able to boast of its debt to this great engi-
neer in the words of the most famous of all architectural
memorials: “If you seek his monument. look around vou.”

And as few buldings are beautiful unless every line and column of

their mass have refevence to their foundation, and be suggestive of 115 ex-
istence and strength, so nothing can be beautiful in art which does not
i all its parts suggest and gwnde to the foundahon, even where no un-
decorated portion of 1t 1s visible; while the noblest edifices of art are built
of such pure and fine crystal that the foundation may all be seen
through them...

Ruskin: Modern Painters (1843)

NOTES:

Others concerned in the design were: associate architects, Greenspoon,
Freclander and Dunne; consulting architect, Jacques Monn; structural
engineers, D'Allemagne and Barbacki; consuluing engmeers, Letendre
and Mont;; mechanical and electrical engineers, James P. Keith Assoa-
ales.

1 It is, however. characteristic of the bi-cultunism and bi-lingualism which
has haunted the Province of Quebec for over a century that the statue—
the charactenistic central feature of French urban squares—is inscribed
“Queen Victona,” whereas the monumental public convenience is inse
nbed “Vespasiennes.™

2 See, for example, the article pubhished in Architecture d " Awpourd hut, No
99 (December, 1961-January, 1962), of which the [ollowing is tran-
slated extract: “The fact that art cnuasm s thought out by non
techmcians who, in most cases, are led 1o examine painting, s ulpture
and architecture from the same point of view, has certamly contnibuted
in deflecung the analysis and interpretation of the constructive ele-
ments of a work of architecture, and in causing such analvses and mter-
pretations to concentrate on strictly formal charactensucs

I'he fact that the lorthcoming hith edinon of Giedion's famous book

will include a chapter on Jorn Utzon without any menton of Nervi's

scathing criticism (publhished in Casabella, July, 1959) of the Svdney Op-

gy

era House (eflusively praised by Giedion, though it will not even be
completed, let alone tested acoustically, for at least another four years)
would seem to support this assumption

and s Pyeou
also simply ook Hennébique's system and retined . But Perrer, of

i 1 tned 1o show i my book on Auguste Pervel rsors that Perret

course, had no traming or mathematcal competence as an engineer

Husseau, for stru

and rehed entirely on consultants, such as Lows Ge
taral analyses
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SIGNIFICANT FORM
IN

CHURCH ARCHITECTURE

According to our research, this article is previously unpublished.

If the term “significant form™—so popular in the lan-
guage of art criticsm—means anyvthing in architecture (and
there 1s no guarantee that it does, since buildings. unlike
painting and sculpture, are a necessity, and thus denve all
their essential significance from the mere fact that they are
there) it may presumably mean one of four things. Firstly, 1t
may mean that the form 1s “expressive” of the structural sys-
tem and matenals used. Secondly, 1t mav mean that the form
1s “suggestive” of the activites which go on mside. Thirdly, 1t
may mean that the form “symbolizes™ some spiritual value.
Lastly, it may mean that the form “invites attention from a se-
lect and mitiated group of people.” All these meanings of
“significant” are implied in the Oxford Dictionary, and I pro-
pose to examine each one of them in turn.

Firstly: church architecture as deniving significance from
the expression of structure. This might appear 1o mean that
to satisfy the standards of modern architecture, a church
should display its structural surfaces internally, and wherever
possible externally, and that the structural system and
materials should be exploited to the absolute limits of resist-
ance, as ascertained by calculation. But this is not the case.
Perret’s church at Le Raincy fulfils these conditions admira-
bly, yet in May 1960 issue of the Architectural Review (p. 329) it
was described as being drenched in historicism, and “cer-
tianly not modern.” A true example of what orthodox opin-
ion regards as “modern” ecclesiastical architecture, if one
can judge from the extent it is published, is the chapel of
Ronchamp. where thick rubble walls are covered with stucco,
and the shape of the vault was, according to Le Corbusier, in-
spired by a crab shell he picked up on a Long Island beach.

It may even be questioned today whether the “expres-
sion of structure” really means, for practising architects,
even the expression of an actual structure, or whether we are
not reverting, so help us, 1o the old and much derided
method of imitating “ideal” structural systems in other
materials, like McKim, Mead and White, or, if one prefers i,
the ancient Grecks. One needs a keen eve 1o distinguish
which of the walls at Ronchamp is of rubble, and which is a
two-inch thick sprayed concrete shell on a reinforced con-
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crete frame. Similarly, it is not uncommon to see what appear
to be “folded plate” rools constructed of steel trusses, and
on one recent example in Montreal (a synagogue), the steel-
work supporting the imber “folded plates™ was disguised on
the outside by false windows made to apparently butt under
the “slab.”

This sort of subterfuge stems inevitably from the fact that
by “significant,” most architects really mean “contempo-
rary,” and by “contemporary” they really mean, as regards
structural fashions, the forms which engineers like P. L. Nervi
are currently constructing. But Nervi and his colleagues are
mainly concerned with spans of the order of two or three
hundred feet, if not more, whereas except in the most
unusual circumstances, (such as the new subterrancan
basilica at Lourdes), churches rarely need larger spans than
St. Peter's, Rome, either in Canada, or anywhere else. As a
result, if “contemporary” structural virtuosity is to be ex-
plored aesthetically, it must be by imitation and “significant
form™ then becomes formalism, which is of no real signifi-
cance at all. Probably the only way today’s church architects
have any chance of emulating mediaeval feats of structural
daring without sacrificing their legitimate desire to do some-
thing genuinely contemporary is by using mediacval mater-
als in new ways, such as by employing laminated wood. There
is clearly no structural virtuosity displayed in the roof at Ron-
champ. even though Le Corbusier claimed that “the dear
faithful concrete was shaped perhaps with temerity but cer-
tainly with courage;” for as Nervi has pointed out, the es-
sence ol tectonic virtuosity is correctness and economy.
Genuine contemporary architecture not only uses every tech-
nological advantage appropniate o the circumstances, but
excludes both wasteful structural systems, and systems more
appropriate to structures of greater spans, The concrete rool
at Ronchamp is certainly daring but so is the show at the
Folies Bergéres.

The second way by which churches can have “significant
form™ is when their exterior compositions suggest the
ceremonies which go on inside. This tvpe ol expression, un-
like the last, had probably meaning for mediaeval architects
(who even seem to have been relatively indifferent towards
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Le Corbusier: Chapelle Notre Dame du Haut, Ronchamp

the artistic unity of their church exteriors, as compared with
the interior spaces), but it is stull very much part of the
philosophy of modern design. Some theorists, such as John
Summerson, have gven gone so far as to suggest that the ex-
pression of new planning arrangements 1s the very essence of
modern architecture, and that the revolutionay changes
which have occured in architecture since 1920 derive essen-
tially from the changes which have occured in modern plan-
ning needs.

The dilemma which this philosophy presents to the con-
temporary church architect is two-fold. Firstly, since no
structural partitions are needed in churches, and their plan-
ning requirements are imprecise, it is impossible to draw up
any programme which will give an unequivocal lead as to the
volumes and proportions needed. There have of course been
anumber of text-books written explaining the various regula-
tions laid down by Canon Law, but these concern more prop-
erly what is called “*church furniture,” and have little decisive
influence on tectonic compositions.

The second aspect of the dilemma is that the function of
a church is essentially traditional, whereas the ““functionalist™
theory is only valid on the assumption that the planning re-
quirements of all buildings has radically changed within re-
cent years. How then can a church avoid being “drenched in
historicism,” or be unequivocally “modern,” when nave and
chancel, altar and congregation, have been in the same rela-
tive position for fourteen centuries, and the ceremonies per-
formed there are, from the very nature of religious dogmas,
always the same?

The architect who wishes not only to be contemporary,
but to demonstrate that he is member-in-good-standing of
the avant garde, has two choices. Either he can make arbi-
trary changes in the traditional arrangement, by deliberately
disposing the congregation and the altar asymmetrically, or
placing both in positions and spaces they have never, for
good practical reasons, occupied before. Or he can adopt a
Revivalist attitude comparable to that in vogue in the early
nineteenth century and revert to a more primitive form of
plan.

This latter approach is the one most usually adopted be-
cause it is supported by many priests and laymen who believe

in a return to a more primitive liturgical arrangement so as to
mtergrate public worship more fully into the mysucal life of
the Church. Architecturally, it 1s quite valid, and in several in-
stances (the most notable being the recent competition for
Liverpool Cathedral) has provided the opportunity for some
novel compositions. It does not, however, solve the problem
of how to create “significant form” for congregations which
still prefer a way of worship they are accustomed to, and
which is in fact “contemporary,” in the strict, evolutionary
sense of the term.

A third sense in which the forms of church architecture
can become “‘significant™ 1s by symbolically expressing some
spiritual value. Symbolisn 1s obviously an important feature
in religious painting and sculpture; indeed, according to Su-
sanne Langer, symbolism is the key to all philosophy and all
the arts. Moreover, since the iconological researches of Er-
win Panofsky have brought to hight so many examples it may
be thought that symbolism is a key to architecture as well. Yet
Mrs. Langer's theory is fully substantiated, and nothing
could be further from the truth, foritis a fatal mistake to copy
the Renaissance error of treating pamnting, sculpture and ar-
chitecture as interchangeable disaplines with common val-
ues, or to assume that one can evolve a umiversal and all-
inclusive “theory of art.”

Symbolic compositions have no valid architectural sig-
nificance for the simple reason that they are meaningless in
terms of the phenomenological appreciation of space. Sym-
bolic plans are of course of very great anuquity, although the
most obvious (namely the cruciform pian) was only used in
larger churches and probably originated, not in places of
worship, but in sepulchral chapels, such as the tomb of Galla
Placidia at Ravenna, or the church of the Holy Apostles mn
Constantunople (on which St. Mark’s, Venice, was based).
Symbolic planning was popular in advanced intellectual cir-
cles of the Renaissance, when Platonic philosophers, and
amateur theonists hke Alberu, fosterd the adopuon of “ideal
shapes' like circles and spheres, irrespective of the function
the buildings were to serve. But the real popularity of such
plans occured after the introduction of the Prix de Rome com-
pettions, when even the most obtuse members of a juny
could savour the significance ol a symbolic design. MeGall
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Notve Dame, Le Ramey—Detail of Claustra

University recently aquired—as a curiosity—a drawing for “A
Temple for the Holy Trinity,” which is almost certainly a stu-
dent project for the French Academy school’s design pro-
gramme of January 1783, and in which three porches are ar-
ranged equilaterally around a central rotunda in the most
approved Boulléesque manner. Two years ago, one of the
thesis designs submitted at McGill was for a star-shaped syna-
gogue planned on the basis of a “shield of David.” Plus a
change, plus c'est la méme chose.

Symbolic detailing, like cruciform planning, is also of
very great antiquity, but less of a tradition than might be sup-
posed. During the initial era of persecution, it was not un-
common for christians to adorn the subterranean quarries in
which they secretly worshipped with crudely drawn pictorial
symbols, but once church architecture began to flourish, iso-
lated symbols vanished, and in no period before our own
would it have been thought an act of creative genius simply to
scrawl “Mary” on a sheet of glass. During the Middle Ages,
and after the Renaissance, symbolic ornament was rare, if by
this term we exclude wall-paintings and coloured glass. In
the Gothic period, detailing consisted either of mouldings or,
(n very lavish churches) carved ornaments of more or less
conventionalized natural forms. In the post-Renaissance
period, symbolic ornament was rarely feasible except when
using the Doric Order (i.e. on the metopes), and this was sel-
dom employed, because of the difficulty of achieving an or-
derly arrangement of the triglyphs when turning corners, or
when using double columns. The one symbol most sedu-
lously avoided by the architects of all periods before 1800
was the cross, which was considered both (oo sacred and too
obvious 1o be proliferated over the surfaces of walls. Today,
the cross is the only decorative motif which architects ever
adopt (probably because it can be drawn with a set-square),
and is as they say a “must” in patterned brickwork or pre-cast
concrete screens. The most valid reproach one can make
concerning Notre Dame du Raincy is that instead of emulat-
ing the sophisticated abstractions of mediaeval tracery, Per-
ret followed Early Christian precedents by incorporating
many cruciform elements in his claustra, and even made Cruci-
form assemblages of these elements within the over all
tern of his translucent walls.

'lhg only symbolic alternative to detailing is to make the
composition of the building into some sort of a symbolic
al;s(ract ornament in itself. “Abstract Art"”, wrote le Cor-
busier, “which rightly nourishes so many passions in these

pat-
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Notre Dame, Le Ramcy—Longitudinal Section

days, is the raison d étre of Ronchamp, the language of archi-
tecture, the compass needle pointing to that space which s
beyond written description.” Such justification is intellectu-
ally unchallengeable, for as Paul Rudolph pointed out: “The
important thing about Ronchamp is that it speaks to many
kinds of people, as a chapel should.” In other words. it says
everything to everybody or anything to anybody, and as some
character said to Alice in Wonderland, “‘means exactly what
want it to mean, neither more nor less.” If a church roof has a
single tilted pitch, it expresses, as Frank Lloyd Wright said of
his last church, “the attitude of the hands in prayer,” and if an
architect cannot think of a symbolic roof-shapes, he can al-
ways introduce a tower which, as evervone knows, “points a
finger 1o God.” The Toronto City Hall points two fingers to
God.

My own view as regards all this is that if the term “signifi-
cant form™ means anything at all in contemporary architec-
ture, it means that the forms “invite attention from a select
and initiated group of people”—namely the editors of ar-
chitectural magazines. In this sense, “significant form” fnr‘
architects means the same thing as “style” for the readers of
The Motonist or of Vogue: an arbitrary shape designed by a
professional Stylist as the accepted image of how a lhfng
ought to look next year. “Significant form” in house-design
corresponds to what the real-estate salesman calls “the
House of the Future,” just as “significant form” in dress-
design means simply “next year’s dress.” There is no doubt
that one has 10 be a genius to be able 1o forecast what next
year's dresses will look like; but everyone knows what next
year's chasubles or copes will look like, because the shapes
have remained virtually unchanged for a millennium. ‘

Perhaps the only really profound remark which Le Cor-
busier ever made about another architect’s work was his i
ment with respect to Notre Dame du Raincy that the section
was not simply the section through a church, “‘but the section
through any industrial or sacred hall where economy has
been pushed to its limits.” In fact the only way ar-r:lmu(l'rurul
form can ever be significant is by being economical: not in ll.w
sense of cheap, but in the sense used by Racine Wiu'.n he s;ud.
that “Style is thought expressed with the mimmum_uf
words.” “Architecture,” wrote the French Academy Profes-
sor of Architecture, two centuries ago, “1s like literature: Ill.t'
simple style is preferable to an inflated style. ;\]'('hi[(“('lll]lt' 18
like poetry; h,\’ the I')(‘;ll.!!}' of its proporuons, and the choices
of its arrangement, it is sufficient unto itself.”




ON CLASSICISM




THE

CLASSICISM OF AUGUSTE PERRET

Anguste Pervet: Notve Dame du Raincy

Reprinted from a paper delivered to the Society of Architectural His-
tonians, Washington D.C. on January 30, 1970.

It seems to me that the most useful contribution I can
make towards a realistic apprecation of this well-known tax-
onomical theme is by concentrating on the extent to which
the character of Perret’s architecture was a synthesis of the
concepts of antiquity and mediaevalism developed theoreti-
cally in the late nineteenth century i.e. in the era in which he
received his formal education. In this way I hope to dispose
of the assertion, (implicit in the phrase “dilute classicism”)
that Perret’s reinforced-concrete architecture was “insipid,”
n the sense that it demonstrated his inability to liberate him-
self from the stylistic nineteenth century trappings of neo-
classiasm. It is true that Perret’s classicism was never 160
proof by comparison with that of the Bourbons; but it was
certainly not watered down into the industnialized monu-
mentality fostered by Peter Behrens. It was in fact an uncom-
monly potent, if unpalatable tincture, for which the recipe
was, roughly, 50 parts of Classical Rationalism, dissolved in a
distilled essence of Gothic Rationalism, plus of course the
inevitable slice of lemon peel. The lemon in Perret’s later ar-
chitecture was provided by the taciturn acerbity with which
he tried to refute, by his example, the volubly propagated
apocalyptic theories of Le Corbusier, an acerbity which deep-
ened into calculated antagonism when Le Corbusier’s influ-
ence, or Amedée Ozenfant's money, gained control of the
periodical ['Architecture Vivante, then edited by Jean Badovici.
When the magazine had been founded in 1923, Perret was at
that time regarded as the leader of the progressive architects,
and he had supplied the lapidary definition of a “living archi-
tecture” which adorned the first page of I'Architecture Vivante.
The first issue also contained full coverage of Notre Dame du
Raincy, which was cleary intended to illustrate that definition:
“Living architecture,” he had written, “is that which faith-
fully expresses its epoch. It will be sought in every domain of
building. Works will be chosen which, being strictly subor-
dinated to their usage, and built by the judicious use of
materials, attain beauty by the harmonious arrangement and

properties of necessary elements by which they are com-
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But at the end of 1926, Badovici announced in an
editorial that “Le Corbusier, the last of the present genera-
tion of young architects, is at the head of the avant-garde
movement,” and the 1927 issue saw a complete take-over by
Le Corbusier and his friends, to the exclusion naturally, of
Perret.

Notre Dame du Raincy has been succinctly described by
Henry-Russell Hitchcock as an attempt to provide “what the
mediaeval builders of St. Urbain at Troyes or King's College
Chapel in Cambridge had obviously sought to achieve,
namely a complete cage of glass supported by a minimal
skeleton of solid elements.” This building must have seemed
of particular significance at the time it was built, because Ju-
lien Guadet had asserted, in his published lectures on the
theory of architecture, that it was impossible 10 design a com-
temporary church. Now Notre Dame du Raincy has no spe-
cific elements of either Gothic or antique reminiscences in
the interior. It has, however, obvious mediaeval affinities,
whilst many of its features (such as the repetitive use of stand-
ardized “claustra,” as fenestration units) are also in harmony
with the ideals of the late Roman Empire, and hence of the
Renaissance. Perhaps it will not be extravagent to compare it
to the palace chapel at Versailles, which seems to me to have
been a 17th century transmutation of the ideals of the Sainte
Chapelle. In this respect it seems worth noting, in paranthe-
sis, that although Perret advised Le Corbusier to visit Ver-
sailles, he frequently expressed his disapproval of the palace
on the grounds that most of it was shoddily constructed.

As regards Perret's antipathy towards Le Corbusier, this
was due essentially to Perret’s unshakeable belief—acquired
by studying Viollet-le-Duc's Dictionary at an impressionable
age—that architectural form is essentially structural form
and that, to use his famous aphorism, “‘architecture is what
makes beautiful ruins.”” This radical difference of viewpoint
between the two men is well exemplified by comparing the
exterior of Le Corbusier's Villa Savoie, as it appeared in
1966, with the exterior of Perret's church at Le Raincy,
photographed in the same year. The comparison is particu-
larly apt in the present context, because it will be remem-
bered that lack of sufficient funds obliged Perret (o leave the




Le Corbusier: 1'illa Savoiwe (1966)

concrete surfaces untouched after the removal of the form-
work—thereby providing the first example of béton brut in a
monumental building. In this building. we can see exactly
what the relationship between construction and architecture
implied for Perret and, by contrast with the dilapidated Villa
Savoie, what it meant for his erstwhile pupil.

1923 not only saw the completion of Notre Dame du
Raincy and the publication of the first issue of UArvehitecture 11-
vante it was also the year in which Pers une Architecture appeared
as a book. And in that book, Le Corbusier vigourously re-

jected the principles of Gothic architecture as interpreted by

Viollet-le-Duc and Anatole de Baudot, by demanding a re-
version to the visionary neo-classical principles of Boullée
and Ledoux.

For Le Corbusier, the prototypes of the new architecture
were to be found in those buildings of the past designed by
sculptors, rather than by architects. The lesson of Rome was
to be learnt primarily from Michelangelo—whom Le Cor-

busier claimed to be the equivalent, in our own millenium, ol

what the creator of the Parthenon had been in the heyday of
Antiquity. Moreover, he asserted that it was Phidias, not Ic-
tinus, who had designed the Parthenon. Ictinus, according to
Le Corbusier, had been of little consequence in designing
the world’s greatest example of Une Machine a émouvonr—"a
machine for arousing passion.” Indeed, he had demon-
strated his ineptitude by designing other temples which Le
Corbusier describes as “‘cold and rather insensible”™—a
phrase which suggests that the Temple of Apollo at Bassae
should also be classified stylistically as “frozen classicism.”

Le Corbusier's total rejection of Gothic Rationalism 1s
here emphasized because it is not always reahzed that in at-
tacking the academic establishment, he was attac king the svn-
thesis of Gothic Rationalism and Classical Rationalism (and
hence the first victory over 19th century Historicism), which
had been the great achievement ol Julien Guadet twenty
years earlier; 1 am firmly convinced,” writes Gaudet “that,
in everything, and especially in architecture | all basic studies
l'o be classical 1s not to give

should he essentially classical
one's allegiance to a party. Itis neither exclusive or prescrip-
tive. It is neither wilful blindness, nor self imposed restrictive

prejudice. It is the doctrine that the basis of study should be
those elements which have been consecrated by reason, by
logical tradition, and by a firm respect for higher principles.
The adjecuve ‘classical” implies stable equilibrium...”” (It will
be noticed that Guadet does not use the noun “classicism”™
though he had no objection to terms like “hberalism™) “But
this fine ntle ‘classical” which, in art 1s the defimitive canonisa-
tion, is not a matter of origins or of dates. of eras or of geo-
graphical locations. Everything is classical which deserves to
be so, without acception of tme, of country or of school.”

It was this doctrine which, in the first quarter of the pres-
ent century, had been established as the orthodox theoretical
basis of instruction at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts. Indeed,
1970 is the hrst year in which Guadet’s famous treatise has
ceased to be the standard textbook for French architectural
students—thus producing a crisis, not only in French ar-
chitectural education, but also in the French second-hand
book market.

Julien Guadet’s great achievement—apart, of course,
from the systematic analysis of building-types set forth in his
book—had thus been his scrupulous refusal to evaluate ar-
chitectural mernit on a stylisuc archaeological basis. For the
first time in a century—for the first ime since the school was
reorganized by Quatremeére de Quincy after the French
Revolution—the criteria of antique sculpture ceased to be
the basis of architectural orthodoxy. Yet it was precisely back
to those shackles (from which Guadet had freed Perret’s gen-
eration) that Le Corbusier seemed evidently intent on lead-
ing the avant-garde.

I'he isistance on a non-archaeological evaluation of ar-
chitectural merit, and the reconcihanon of Classical Rational-
ism with Gothic Ratonalism. is parucularly apparent in
Volume 3 of Gaudet's Treatise, where he discusses religious
edificies. After pomnting out the difficulty of dealing with the
theory (as opposed to the fustory) of church architecture, he ex-
pressed the view that, in his opimion, the problem of design-
ing a “contemporary church™ was insoluble. One could de-
sign, he said, a contemporary hospital or a contemporan
law-court, since this involved research mnto the present and
the future. But how, he asked. could one possibly design a



Affieck e al: Plare Bonaventure—Driail

church without falling back into the confusion between archi-
tecture and archaeology which had stultified architectural de-
sign for a century? Nevertheless Guadet, in accordance with

his mandate, proceeded gallantly to give a general analysis of

religious architecture, and it is worth noting that he not only
devoted most of his analysis to mediaeval churches, but that he
classified them by reference to the structural systems employed
to roof them; concluding with a novel design for flying but-
tresses, which he and his colleagues had calculated in accor-
dance with the most recent techniques of mathematical anal-
ysis. The example selected was the church of Saint Ouen at
Rouen. Rather than show you his own drawings, I am here
showing you the test models made recently by Professor
Robert Mark of Princeton, who, at my suggestion analysed
both systems by the most up-to-date techniques at the dis-
posal of structural engineers. And though these photoelastic
analyses seem to demonstrate that the mediaeval master-
masons were as wise as Guadet, the significance of Guadet's
academic exercise, and its relevance to the conflict between
Perret and' Le Corbusier, will be only oo apparent.

The nature of the influence of Guadet’s theory on Per-
ret’s architecture must surely help us to view the latter’s work
more sympathetically than as simply a superficial manifesta-
tion of 19th century Beaux-Arts classicism. Whether or not it
is appropriate to describe the Mobilier National, built in the
carly 1930’s, as “dilute classicism,” 1 would certainly chal-
lenge the assertion made by our leading lexicographer of
19th and 20th century architecture that: “By 1930, Perret's
architecture had definitely begun 1o date™. Surely, the whole
significance of Perret’s contribution to contemporary ar-
chitectural theory, at this time, is not that by the 1930's his
buildings had “begun to date,” but that on the contrary, his
buildings had become virtually undateable. If, a thousand

Auguste Pervel: Mobitlwer National—Detail

years hence, the fragments of a building constructed by Per-
ret or his pupils were to be excavated from the debris of a
World War III. would it be possible for art historians or ar-
chaeologists to classify them stylistically to within five vears?
And would there, in fact, be any virtue in being able to date
them thus, merely by inspection? Because if not, one may
question the whole relevance of such terms as “neo-neo-
classical” with respect to the evolution of twentieth century
architectural forms in reinforced concrete and steel. The
supression of masonry and timber construction by the inven-
tion of new structural systems has, I suggest, made the con-
tinuity of such historical taxonomy entirely artificial and
hence virtually meaningless.

Compare, for example, this detail of the Mobilier Na-
tional with a detail of the Place Bonaventure in Montreal by
Raymond Affleck and his partners. The superficial resem-
blance of the second building to Paul Rudolph’s Art and Ar-
chitecture Building at Yale is only too obvious: and since this
kind of detailing which Paul Rudolph made popular, has
now, according to the latest architectural magazines, ““begun
to date,” the Montreal building may presumably be at-
tributed with safety 1o the period: circa 1966. But if, instead
of enquiring as to its date, we enquire as to the logic of using
8" thick solid cast-in-place concrete walls as the mfilling of
what is clearly a reinforced conrete frame, (rather than using
thin pre-cast slabs less than 8"thick, such as Perret used in the
Mobilier National) we find that we are dealing not solely with
an abstract problem of art-historical taxonomy, but also with
the much more realistic problem of technological judgement.
Whatever may have been the sub-conscious urges of the
Zeitgerst which prompted Raymond Affleck and his ¢ olleagues
to be so art-historically contemporary on their surface, there
were several very practical reasons—based on the climatic
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Robert Mark. Photoelastic Analysis—Amiens Cathedral

conditions in Canada, and the relative financial economy of
poured-in-place concrete in this particular structure which
(as compared with pre-cast concrete), made this kind of wall-
ing virtually inevitable, whatever the detailing of 1its modéna-
ture. But if economic considerations had dictated the use of
lighter infilling elements, recessed within the minimal skele-
ton, and if the climate of the locality had permitted the struc-
tural system of the Place Bonaventure to be exposed to the
atmosphere (and hence to view), the result must mevitably
have been a building which Mr. Affleck, o his consternation,
would have found classified by many architectural historians
as “frozen classicism,” “pseudo-classicism,” “stripped classi-
cism,” “dilute classicism,” or even “‘an archaeological remi-
niscence of the eighteenth century.”

I would suggest, therefore, that such problems of classifi-
cation are more validly studied in terms of the distinction be-
tween load-bearing masonry structures, and structural sys-
tems which make more effective and more distinctive use ol
the building materials of the present century. Whatever the
stylistic inadequacies of Perret’s buildings after 1930 (as
compared with “the more revolutionary modern architects ol
the second generation™), no architectural historan could
possibly be so myopic as to confuse Perret’s detailing with
that of, Charles Garnier, whose Opera House, constructed
basically of carved free-stone, achieves, we are told, “a
generically Neo-Baroque effect with elements mostly High-
Renaissance in origin...despite...a curnously un-Renaissance
spikiness and lumpiness.” Yet Pervet and Garnier had this
much in common: they both had a scorn for archacological
classifications when disguised as architectural value-
Judgements.

Garnier's un-archacological approach, referved to
specifically by Henry-Russell Hitchcock is. 1 believe, worth

emphasizing in the present context, particularly in the light
of Garnier’s bon-mot (here quoted by Pascal in the preface to a
posthumous edition of Guadet’s treatise) to the effect that
“for an architect, everything which has been built merits the
utle ‘classical’.” No one could seriously assent to such a
broad architectural definition; vet anyone who attends a per-
formance in the Paris Opéra today might be permitted the re-
flecuon that this building, which has worn so well for a hun-
dred vears, and sull fulfills 1ts funcuon so superbly, has
acquired an architectural dignity which reduces to trivia the
unfashionableness of 1ts ornamental details, whether they
may be described as neo-Baroque or Second Empire. This
tvpe of classicism has nothing to do with the taxonomical

concepts implicit in the terms “neo-classical” and “neo-neo-
classicism™’; for as Guadet asserted in his treatse: “Le classique
ne se décréte pas, il simpose ™ —"Classicism 15 not simply an
awarded title, it is a quality which compels recognition.”
Muarice Besset, in his recent book, Who Was Le Corbusier?,
states in his preface: “the stage of post-Corbusierism is not
vet with us: the challenge, hierce as it 1s here and there, has
not vet resolved itsell into a sufhciently coherent movement
to mark the opening of a new phase, and with 1L, to establish
for Le Corbusier a definite place in history.” This assertion
mayv well be true of Le Corbusier; but one of the lessons of
Perret’s buildings is that Perret, in his search for that struc-
tural immortality which i1s the essence of true architectural
classicism, had already established a definite place for himself
in history by the ume he was thirty. Hence any phrase such as
“the stage of Post-Perretisin™ can have no semantic signh-
cance, because Perret himself was apparently indulging in
flagrant Post-Perretism during the last and most prohfic

decades ol lns careci




GENIUS LOCI:

The Historic
Continuity ot Cities

Reprinted from the July. 1963 issue of Progressive Architecture,
copynight 1963, Reimhold Publishing.

One of the most striking and perhaps most disquieting
paradoxes of modern architecture is that whereas the “Pio-
neers of the Modern Movement™ as Nikolaus Pevsner called
them—"that generation of giants who created a new style in-
dependent of the past™—considered that their principal vic-
tory lay precisely in the overthrow of the 19th-Century con-
cept of styles, no generaton of architectural historians has
ever classified its contemporary architecture into so many
stvhistic divisions as our own. “The stvles,” wrote Le Cor-
busier, caustically paraphrasing Viollet-le-Duc, “are a lie.
Style 1s a unity of princple animating all the work of an
epoch.” Yet despite this perspicacious definition, and despite
Walter Gropius’s vehement assertion that “a Bauhaus Stvle
would have been a confession of failure,” the works of these
men, like those of their contemporaries, are now being classi-
fhied styhstically by architectual historians with such chronol-
gical exactitude that Pevsner has detected at least 18 recent
examples of what he calls “a Return to Historicism'' involy-
ing “the imitation of styles which had previously never been
revived;” that is to say, of recent buildings constructed in
styles presumably to be considered authentic only in the first
quarter of this century. There is already, he explained in a
lecture to the Roval Instutute of British Architects, “neo-Art
Nouveau (which includes neo-Liberty and neo-Gaudi), neo-
de-Stijl. neo-School-of-Amsterdam, neo-German-
Expressionism, and finally 1o a certain extent neo-Perret:”
and he hinted darkly at the prospect of a Ronchamp Revival
and the imminence of neo-Maison-Jaoul.

It must be said at once that the essence of Pevsner's total
argument is an entirely convincing plea for the return to the
principles of “form related to function,” and as such no prac-
ticing architect could possibly quarrel with it. On the con-
trary, most of those who have read his lecture as published in
the April 1961 issue of the R.LB.A. Journal will have fully en-
dorsed his general thesis, especially his tacit admission that
Art Nouveau and German Expressionism are not only bad in
their revived form, but were bad in their original form, and
always will be bad, since neither “share with the early Mod-
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ern Movement the regard for funcuon.” But one may wonder
whether some of his examples of “Historicism™ really are
revivalistic (for that 1s what “historicism™ means for him), or
whether these returns to earlier forms are not occasionally
justifiable within the principles of modern architecture.

Let us take, for example, one of the most striking build-
ings included in Pevsner’s lecture, namely, the Torre Velasca
im Milan by Belgiojoso, Peressutii, and Rogers. Since this
building is constructed of reinforced concrete, with an ex-
posed. cast-in-place frame, with intermediate precast mul-
lions spaced at regular intervals, and with precast infilling
panels, it might fittingly be included in the category he enti-
tles “neo-Perret,” especially in view of its structural similarity
to Perret’s apartment block in the rue Raynouard, Paris, built
30 years before. Moreover, the fact that one of the three ar-
chitects responsible for the Torre Velasca published a biog-
raphy of Perret in 1955 would seem to give weight to such an
interpretation. Yet not only does Pevsner not classily it as
“neo-Perret” (a term he reserves for Edward D. Stone’s Rain-
cid precast tracery); he labels it “neo-Art Nouveau™ because
it bears a superficial formal resemblance to a metal framed
office building constructed by G.P. Chédanne in Paris in
1903.

The formal similarity between the upper part of the
Torre Velasca and the upper part of the Le Parisien office
building in the rue Réaumur is indisputable; but 1t can be
fully justified on on purely functional grounds. The top six
stories of the Torre Velasca are apartment floors, whereas
the lower part of the building consists of office space, and the
enlargement of the upper part corresponds quite rationally
to the increased size of floor area demanded. Consider, for
example, how the shape of the Torre Velasca was justified by
G. M. Kallman, the exponent of “Action Architecture’” (and
now one of the architects of the Boston City Hall), at the time
of its completion. “It is not a sell-sufficient structure that
could be located anywhere,” he wrote in the Architectural
Forum in February 1958; “instead it is a valiant essay i the neg-
lected art of fitting modern architecture into a historic continuity of
bulding, within which it seeks its own status. Unlike most modern
architecture, which is displaced, rebellious, and alien to im-




Torre Uelasca, Milan

mediate environment, the Milan tower shows a definite re-
sponse to the forms and figuration of its surroundings... The
giant mushroom shape of the tower recalls medieval ma-
chicolated defense towers. The cagelike appearance of the
exterior frame is more reminiscent of Gothic structure than it
is of skeleton frame and curtain wall... Bul the tower does not have
a deliberately historicized silhouette... The more closely the tower
is studied, the more apparent its complex dialectic
becomes—between function and form, construction and or-
nament, new technology and ancient forms.” (Italics mine).

It seems therefore opportune to consider the whole
question of “'stylistic” imitation in the 20th Century, because
it may well be that the depressing conclusions of modern art-
historical analysis result simply from a refusal by art histoni-
ans to distinguish between changes of style and changes
within a style; to distinguish in other words, between what bi-
ologists would call mutations and variants. In architecture,
this corresponds to buildings which are stylistically of a dif-
ferent species, and to buildings which, though stylistically of
the same species, are unfashionable or archaic. 1 shall try to
show that whereas stylistic imitation is as reprehensible a
ever, variations within a style (that is, within “the unity of
principle animating all the work of an epoch™) constitute sim-
ply what William H. Jordy aptly calls “'the overlapping gamut
of expressive possibilties.”

First, let us consider the meaning of the word “archaic.”
The notion that all living styles develop like living organisms,
“and have their birth, growth, maturity and death,™ is at least
as old as Vasari (from whom this quotation is taken), and
seems a commonplace of every phase of architectural history
except our own, Now archaism (birth and carly growth) has
two meanings in architecture, since architecture 1s both a
science and an art. Either it means that a formhas been saien-
tifically or technologically superseded, in which case we say it
is obsolete. Or it means that a form has been arustically su-
perseded, in which case we say that it s unfashionable. The
first kind of archaism is purely objective, in that what s te¢ h-
nologically obsolete can never cease to be so for a given state
of society (though it can nevertheless legitimately be em-

ployed—indeed, in my opinion should be emploved—
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Auguste Pervel: vue Raynouard—Apartment Block

whenever architects are obliged by arcumstances to build
with traditional building materials and methods). The sec-
ond kind of archaism is purely subjective, since what was
fashionable 20 years ago may well become fashionable again
tomorrow. Thus architects should feel no shame at adopting
archaic forms and techniques in order to harmonize new
buildings with an existing architectural environment, provided
that they do not betray the contemparary prinaples of stylistic unity; a
umty which, in the 20th Century, 1s best defined by what John
Summerson calls “obedience to the programme” (or as we
usually say—functionalism) but which is also to be defined, to
my mind, as the notion of the honest expression of the struc-
tural means employed.

This problem of creating environmental harmony with
new buildings was the subject of a most interesting lecture
given at the AIA Seminar at Cranbrook in 1961 by Dean
Holmes Perkins. Why, he asked in effect, can we not learn the
lesson of Assisi, of Venice, of Panis, where all the buildings, of
whatever age, scem infused by some gemus loct so as 1o exist in
harmony with one another? Why, he asked, as he projected a
sequence of splendid coloured photographs of these cities
onto a screen in rapid succession, do we not sull consider it
our duty to hit new buildings into existing urban patterns and
textures, as was done so successfully in the past? He gave no
examples of how anyone had achieved such harmony in the
20th Century, and when questioned specifically on this point,
with respect to Paris, said he did not know of any work by a
reputable 20th-Century architect which fulhilled this condi-
fon,

Now it 1s not surprising that he was unable to give exam-
ples of harmonious modern buildings in either Assisi or Ven-
ice, since these cities are in no sense modern, and indeed for
this reason were poor examples to take. But in Pans there is
surely a very stnking example of this kind of harmony to be
found i all the later works of Auguste Perret, and perhaps in
vears to come, when architects are more concerned with
creating humane environments than with becoming Form-
Givers, his achievement in this respect may attract the atten-
tuon it deserves

I'here is no need lor me to waste tume justifving the 20th
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Century character of 51-55 rue Raynouard from a structural
or a functional point of view, since I have already done this in
my book, Concrete: The Vision of a New Architecture. I would sim-
ply observe that by designing the building in accordance with
the absolute limitations imposed by the Municipal Building
Code, and by proportioning the fenestration in accordance
with local traditions, Perret produced a building which is so
unostentatious that those who travel through this old suburb
of Paris would hardly appreciate that it was designed by a “Pi-
oneer of the Modern Movement” unless their attention were
specifically drawn to the plaque recently affixed to the wall. In
this respect, it is vastly different from Perret’s earlier and uni-
versally extolled apartment building in rue Franklin. Every-
one knows the practical reasons why he was led to encase the
reinforced concrete frame of the latter building in coloured
tiles, and why he recessed the facade in the centre. But
though this building is “stylistically” acceptable to the art his-
torians (presumably because it is covered with the Art Nou-
veau decorations of the era, and possesses spatial qualities
shared with some of Victor Horta's houses in Brussels), it is,
from the point of view of urban environmental harmony, de-
plorable, since it is completely alien to the other apartment
buildings in the same street.

Perret, who in his later years was accused by Le Cor-
busier of betraying the Modern Movement, undoubtedly
lacked that abstract vision of a New Architecture which en-
abled Le Corbusier to envisage destroying the whole of Paris
north of the Seine, and substituting a symmetrically arranged
group of widely spaced cruciform glass prisms, 600 feet high.
He was conservative, even prosaic, and he may well have in-
herited too many inhibiting traits from the parsimonious
peasant stock from which he sprang. But he was a Parisian
who loved Paris; who delighted in its character, its traditions,
its atmosphere, and the way of lifé of its pe npl( ;and it was in
Paris that he mainly built.

If we return to Parisian architecture of the Renaissance
period (the period, that is, which Perret’s ““frozen classicism”
is usually accused of “reviving”), we also find examples of
delberate archaism, the most notable beng the successive ad-
ditions to Lescot’s Louvre, and the alterations, made by Fran-
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¢ois Mansart in the 17th Century, to Lescot’s 16th-Century
Hotel Carnavalet. When describing the latter building a cen-
tury later (in 1754), Jacques-Francois Blondel, the future
professor of architecture at the Academy School, wrote:
“How many architects inferior to Mansart have buried excel-
lent works in oblivion through fear of comparison with their
own products, or through the ridiculous vanity of believing
that nothing except that which is produced n their own time,
or executed under their own orders, is worth preserving?”
Blondel himself later had practical experience of the
same problem, and indeed, one of the most instructive exam-
ples of deliberate archaism in the interests of environmental
harmony 1s to be found in the porch he added to the west
facade of the medieval cathedral at Metz in 1764 (later de-
stroyed to make way for a pseudo-Gothic porch during the
German occupation of Alsace-Lorraine). Blondel’s problem
was to design a porch which would harmonize not only with
the medieval cathedral, but also with the new buildings facing
it which he was constructing as part of an urban renewal
scheme. Now for anyone familiar with the surviving works of
Blondel (who was among the leading French architects of his
age), the resultant design must seem at first sight inexplica-
ble, since, although it obeys all the principles of classical ar-
chitecture, it in no way corresponds to the forms normally
used by him, or by his more famous contemporaries such as
A. J. Gabriel, the architect of the Peut Trianon. But on care-
ful examination, it will be seen that his strange combination
of elements (notably the Corinthian columns combined with
a Doric entablature—an arrangement admitted by Vitruvius
but never normally used—and the rather archaic pediment)
are all attempts to create the impression of what we now call
“Early French Renaissance,” but which Blondel himsell de-
scribed on several occasions as “semi-Gothic.” “Thus i its
ensemble and its ornaments,”’ he wrote, “the porch at Metz
oflers a composition in some way analogous with the upper
part of this ancient edifice. My drawings will make clear the
means used to conciliate this new structure with the ancient
Gothic, as well as with the new surrounding buildings.™
Admittedly, the porch at Metz is an obscure example. |
shall conclude therefore, with the best known example ol ar-
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Piaz=a San Marco, Vemice—Early Stages

Auguste Perret: vue Raynouard—Detmil

chitectural harmony given in the textbooks, namely the
group of facades constituting the Piazza and Piazzetia S.
Marco in Venice. These plazas are the classical historical ex-
amples of successful urban spaces; vet I have never yel seen
any precise explanation of how the success was achieved, nor
do I know of any author who clearly indicates that the whole
sequence of [acades is one of the most subtle examples of
deliberate archaization ever built.

The basic civic building around which all others were
consecutively assembled was naturally the Doge's Palace,
built during the Gothic era. The new buildings, as they stand
today, were successively the Procurazie Vecchie, 1520: the
Library, 1536; and the Procurazie Nuove, 1584. Now if one
inspects them carefully, it is obvious that all these later build-
ngs were deliberately modelled on the Doge’s Palace, which,
it will be recalled, has two superimposed arcades, the upper
arcading being provided with twice as many columns as the
lower. The facade of the Procurazie Vecchie copies this
rhythm exactly, by simply substituting semicircular Renais-
sance arches for pointed and trefoiled Gothic arches. The
facade of the Procurazie Nuove copies the Library (which it
adjoins), and substitutes only the upper story (required for
functional reasons) in place of the heavy entablature used by
Sansovino. Itis the Library itself which is the most brillant so-
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lution of the problem, for not only does it manage to reflect
the Palace’s top-heaviness and crenellations by means of a
classical entablature of unusually heavy proportions, and by
means of classical statues, but it recreates the double rhythm
of the Palace’s upper story by the introduction of a sequence
of “Venetian windows,” cleverly syncopated by means of
small Tonic columns spaced at half the intercolumniation of
the larger Ionic columns within the upper superimposed Or-
der of the main colonnade. Interestingly enough, San-
sovino’s archaism is never regarded as slavish “historicism”
by today’s architectural historians; on the contrary, his build-
ing is widely regarded as one of the greatest buildings of the
16th Century, and it was so regarded by his contemporaries,
such as Palladio, who unashamedly “revived” it at Vicenza 10
vears later by adopting the “Venetian window” motif for en-
vironmental reasons of quite a different order.

The means adopted in order to achieve harmony at Metz
and Venice are thus basically identical with those used by
Belgiojoso, Peressuti and Rogers in Milan, and by Perret in
Paris. Without in any way compromising contemporary prin-
ciples (which in the 16th Century were based on the classical
Orders, and in the present century are based on rational
structures and [unctional plans) all these architects deliber-
ately disciplined their architectural forms to harmonize with
earlier buildings nearby. They did not produce anything
which art historians could recognize and classify as a new
“style.” On the contrary, they produced work so unostenta-
tious as to be positively banal, especially if one uses the word
in its strict etymological sense of as meaning as ‘‘common Lo
all” the buildings around them. Nevertheless, it might not be
a bad thing if more facades in our cities were as banal as the
facades of Metz and Venice: for a Perret once remarked: “He
who, without betraying the modern conditions of a pro-
gramme, or the use of modern materials, produces a work
which seems to have always existed, which, in a word, is ba-
nal, can rest satisfied. Astonishment and excitement are
shocks which do not endure: they are but contingent and
anecdotic sentiments. The true aim of art is to lead us diale
tically from satisfaction to satisfaction, until it surpasses mere
admiration to reach delight in its purest form.”

1



STANDARDIZATION IN URBAN SPACE

Cité du Havre— City Hall Plaza

Reprinted from a paper delivered as the Preston Memonal Lecture at
Cornell University, on February 14, 1978,

Le Havre is the second largest port in France, at the
mouth of the River Seine. After the occupation of France in
1940, the Germans used it as their major submarine base for
attacking shipping in the Atantic. For this reason, it was a
major target for the allied air forces. The city was bombed
170 times, and the final bombing was an elaborate technique
called “pattern bombing.”” in which waves of bombers went
over the town and laid waste half a square mile of the center
of the city. They didn’t do any damage to the submarines; but
they completely obliterated the whole core of the city.

In 1945 this devastation presented one of the major
problems of urban reconstruction. The French government
asked Auguste Perret, who was over 70 then, to take charge.
He formed a team of about half a dozen of his former stu-
dents to help, and between 1945 and 1947 they elaborated a
plan which was based on a grid, with its intersections 21 feet
apart. The intersections were to be the axes of the columns.
What Perret was trying to do was create an urban environ-
ment of a uniform scale; and since the ground was very poor
and needed pile foundations anyway, he reckoned that if the
columns of the buildings were all spaced on this grid, a uni-
form scale would be achieved over the course of the years. It
was obviously going to take many years to complete this
scheme. It involved some very complicated legal manipula-
tions. The old town had contained some areas that were very
densely populated and others much less densely populated,
so it was decided to disregard the existing medieval street
pattern (which had been virtually obliterated) and design a
new street pattern based on the grid. This street pattern had
as its focus the new city hall with a plaza around it, and 1t 1s
the area about that plaza and the principles involved that 1
want to discuss. These principles, as I understand them, are:
what historical justification has one for believing that it 1s
able to create a plaza in which the structural

possible or desir
elements are based on a standard grid? To what extent s this
notion of a standard grid compatible with contemporary
theories of construction?

Let us consider first an early drawing for the project tor

St. James Squ

+. London

St. James’ Square in London, and compare it with what actu-
ally exists today. The drawing shows that it was onginally
thought of as being composed of standardized units. It was
envisaged as being completely uniform and is an exact square
on plan, about 150 yards by 150 yards. The original idea,
which was quite clearly derived from French sources, was to
have a uniform, harmonious environment in which housing
units would be repeated the whole way around. What actually
happened was that the various lots were sold to different peo-
ple at different nmes, and these people built according to
their individual tastes: sometimes even in different matenals.
It seems to me that these juxtaposed pictures show that there
are four basic questions involved in all urban plazas which are
created deliberately. Is standardized orgamization more
desirable than the picturesque kind of building, in which
there is no attempt to create uniformity? If we assume, for the
sake of argument, that it is considered desirable to build ac-
cording to a uniform standardized scheme, how can this be
accomphshed and how can the uniformity be mamtained?
How logical is it, from the point of view of building tech-
nology, to build in a completely standardized way? To what
extent does that kind of standardizaton allow sufficient
adaptability to sunt the needs of individual plans?

The first 1ssue is purely a matter of taste I'his can be
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prohtably discussed; but I am only concerned with the other

three issues: namely, to what extent can standardization be
achieved and maintained, to what extent does it conform to
the norms of standard building techniques, and to what ex-
tent does it allow for flexible planning?

As regards the imposition of controls and their enforce-
ment, this is essentially a legal matter. St. James’ Square was

built on property that was initially owned by the king. If

buildings are on crown land or state land, it is possible to es-
tablish all sorts of controls that cannot be introduced if the
property is owned freehold by separate individuals. In fact,
regulations were indeed made for the control of St. James’
Square; but they were not enforced.

One of the buildings was designed by James Stuart, best
known as one of the authors of The Antiquities of Athens. It dis-
plays a giant order that could be classified art-historically as
both “Palladian”™ and “Greek Revival."” The proportion of
window to wall gives an idea of the kind of proportion which
resulted, in those days, when an architect was not obliged 1o
conform o a predetermined plan. These proportions do not
conform to those of the facades of the earliest houses in the
Square; but they do conform to a standard accepted in the
18th century, namely Palladian standards.

It seems 1o me that one must begin any study of architec-
tural standardization of urban spaces by considering the fun-
damental difference between the standardization of struc-
tural elements which enclose spaces, and the standardization
of structural elements assembled to create objects.

The Palazzo Piccolomini at Pienza does both. It was built
according to Alberti’s theories, and illustrates very well the
reason he was so keen on having pilasters carved on the
facades. He called the intervening spaces “false apertures,”
and went so far as to say in his Treatise that, ideally, cach pi-
laster should be a single stone. Whether they are made of a
single stone or carved out of masonry walling (as at Pienza),
vou can see that they don’t have to be there at all. Yet Alberti,
and those who followed him, had a very deep sense of their
importance as elements of proportion. Proportion in archi-
tecture 1s nol just a mathematical abstraction. Something vis-

ible has to be proportioned; and what they proportioned
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here were the spaces between the pilasters: then considered
the very essence of architectural order.

When Mies van der Rohe built the Promontory Apart-
ments in Chicago with a reinforced concrete frame, he left
the structural concrete pilasters visible externally. But he
realized that the effect produced was disastrous (mainly be-
cause he didn’t know how to deal with concrete), so he de-
cided that in future he would encase the whole of a building
in metal elements that merely looked like pilasters and fill the
spaces with glass. One can justify these on structural grounds
by saying that they hold the glass in place; but we all know
that they are much larger than was structurally necessary. He
usually spaced the structural columns at 21 foot centers, and
divided this grid into 4 bays, giving a module of 5’-3". This
particular module may seem arbitrary, but it is not. It is some-
thing that was carefully worked out during preliminary stu-
dies as the module most adaptable 1o rooms of various sizes:
one, two or several bays wide.

It strikes me as interesting that when Perret and his team
were independently working on the reconstruction of Le
Havre, designing apartment buildings to house 40,000 peo-
ple, they also came to the conclusion that the ideal fenestra-
tion module was 5°-3". This must have proved itself as being
right, because twenty years later, Mies van der Rohe de-
signed a group of buildings in Montreal using exactly the
same module.

These examples may seem to justify the notion which was
propagated by Le Corbusier and which became very populai
after World War I as a result of the mass production of muni-
tions: namely the applicability to architecture of industrial
standardization. But when you look at the totality of Mies's
Westmount Plaza in Montreal, you can see something which,
to me, 1s a rather disquieting characteristic of the Bauhaus at-
titude towards architecture in general, and urban spaces in
P‘llll(ll]dl Westmount Square is not an enclosure ol space; it
is a series of objects in space. The buildings are objects which
do not form the plaza, but stand on the plaza. The plaza iself
i1s not defined as a space, but as a podium or mini-Acropolis.

This kind of architecture is no longer universally ad-
mired. Le Corbusier’s plans for ideal cities, particularly his
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project requiring the demolition of two square miles in the
center of Paris, is no longer universally acceptable. And we
can now understand why Parisians were not sympathetic to
his ideas. You will have noted that at Le Havre the demolition
had already taken place. Hence Perret’s decision to re-design
the whole town on a grid did not involve the negative aspects
of Le Corbusier’s ideals which so many people find objec-
tionable today.

St. James® Square was obviously envisaged as being like
the Place des Vosges in Paris, or Place Rovale as it was for-
merly called. This had been built by Henry IV, grandfather of
Charles I1, in whose reign St. James' Square was laid out.
Charles 11, and many noblemen who had remained loyal to
him, had just returned from 13 years exile in France; so there
can be no doubt that the original concept of St. James’
Square was based on the Place Royale. Both were built on
ground which had been gardens of royal palaces, and Henry
IV's plaza was the same size as the one in London.

It should be noted that although the plaza n Paris is
square, the configuration of the total area of the land devel-
opment is not. Originally, a crucial idea in the development
of urban spaces was that once you have established the mner
perimeter of the plaza you have a great deal of liberty in the
development of what happens behind it. In Paris n 1605
(when the country was recovering from civil war and the
Treasury was bankrupt), it secemed that the best way to
achieve complete uniformity all around the plaza was o build
one side, and then, by legal constraints, oblige every pur-
chaser of the remaining lots to make the facades identical.
This legal technique is known as a “restrictive ¢ ovenant.” As
part of the contract, the purchaser takes the land on condi-
tion that he observes certain obligations; and the obligation
imposed on property in the Place Rovale was that every
house had to be identical, that no property could be sub-
divided between heirs, and so on. A painting done in 1613
shows that still, after 470 years, the appearance of the plaza is
unchanged despite all the changes in use and all the changes
in social conditions that could have affected its appearance

Why did people find such pleasure m an orderly, sym-
metrical space? Do ordinary people experience the same

pleasure today? Perhaps psychologists have the answers. But
I don't think the merits of symmetry would have ever been
questioned in the Renaissance, and during the four centuries
which followed it. I think symmetrical space was valued for its
intellectual quality. Wherever vou moved it, you were always
aware of its unity, its geometrical perfection. This was surely
the main value attached to the notion of creating certain sym-
metrical urban spaces within the the network of irregular
street-patterns, such as one finds i Pans.

Another example of a symmetrical standardized plaza in
Paris is the Place Vendome. Again, itwas built on the site of a
garden: property owned by a single person. It was bought by
the king, who originally envisaged having a square open
space which would be surrounded by government buildings,
and would be open on one side to what was then the main
east-west thoroughfare. But he ran out of money and sold the
land to the city of Paris, which agreed to buy it on condition
that the land should be for domestic architecture. The size of
the plaza was decreased 1o obtain larger lots; and the way uni-
formity was achieved, in this instance, was by building the
facade first. and then selling the land behind 1t afterwards.
The first lots were sold in 1699; and it was 20 years before
thev sold the last. Progressively, a series of houses were ad-
ded behind the facade, which was built of masonn propped
up by buttresses unul par tv-walls could be added at nght an-
gles to stabihize 1t

Some of the lots were larger than others, and some, espe-
Gally those in the corners. involved some very tricky plan-
ning. 1 ind it fascinating 1o study these plans and see how n-
genious the architects of that ume were These architects
managed to create all the space requirements ol their wealthy
and exacting clients and vet submit to the constramt ol the
facade. One of the advantages of this “preconstructed”
facade is that it is still very easy to maintam the unity of the
plaza when changing the ace omodation behind 1. For exam-
ple, one corner ol 1t is now the large modern head-ofhice ol
IBM in Paris. By contrast. the Ministry of Jusuice established
there belore the French Revolution retamns its origimnal use
Maost of the insides of the buildings have been totally trans
formed; but the public environment remains mtact he legal
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Palazzo Piccolomini—Detail

restrictions imposed by the monarchy no longer exist; but
successive municipal governments, concerned with the qual-
ity of urban life, have maintained the restrictions originally
imposed.

In this plaza the most important module was not so much
the size of the window, but the size of the ground-floor open-
mgs. These arches had to be wide enough for coaches, and
span 9 feet. The window module is 5°-6™; only 3" larger than
Mies’ window module. The module of the pilasters and half-
columns is 2°-6". Every single element is governed by one of
these modules.

In our own day the great advantage of standardization, as
we see i, is mass production. But these earlier standardized
facades were not composed of units stamped out by ma-
chines, cast in moulds, or extruded: they were carved by
hand. The man in charge of the architectural decoration of
the Place Vendome was one of the leading sculptors of his
day, a specialist in architectural sculpture. His name was
Jean-Baptiste Poultier, and he was a member of the Academy
of Sculpture.

The area of the Place Vendéme is almost the same as the
earlier plaza I have mentioned; and I feel certain that the ar-
chitect who designed it, Jules-Hardouin Mansart, must not
only have studied it, but also studied the visual effects of the
great courtyard of the palace of the Louvre, a very obvious
prototype. The Louvre courtyard was originally planned 1o
be only a quarter of its present size; but it was enlarged in
1624 by adding a pavilion to Lescot’s facade and repeating
this symmetrically to produce a square, 128 x 128 yards. Its
function was different from that of the Place Vendoéme: and
its third storey was only completed in the mid-18th century.
But the heights of both facades were exactly the same in
1699: 58 feet. The main difference at that date was that the
height of the masonry facade of the Place Venddme con-
tained three floors, whereas there were only two stories in the
unfinished courtyard of the Louvre. For architects who
weren't searching for novelty, but for perfection, the best way
to achieve it was to study something which was already done,
and see if it could be improved.
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During the two centuries after the Place Vendéme was
built, the scale of Parisian plazas increased. It increased in the
Place de la Concorde, built in 1764. In the plaza built around
the great Arc de Triomphe, constructed about 100 years ago
by Napoleon III, the diameter of the open space was 240
metres (2.3 times the size of the Place Royale), and the whole
significance of standardization tended to change because of
the change in scale.

I have tried to explain the concept of standardization in
its historical context: to demonstrate the difference between
Renaissance notions of standardization, as understood in the
18th century, and the notion of standardization as under-
stood by Mies van der Rohe. I want now to discuss Auguste
Perret’s ideas, and it will be best to begin by showing you a
building that he designed in 1934, the Mobilier National, be-
cause this is like the Palazzo Piccolomini, in having an inter-
nal courtyard, and being externally an “object in space.”

The Mobilier National, perched on a diagonally sloping
site, was a difficult problem, because it had to fulfill diverse
functions. It was to house all the state furniture (much ol
which had been confiscated during the French Revolution)
still used to furnish embassies, ministries of the state, and so
on. It also needed facilities for cleaning and restoring the fur-
niture, for exhibiting parts of the collection to the public, and
for administration of all these different operations.

Though with numerous conflicting requirements, Perret
decided to adopt a standard column-spacing. Originally the
axial spacing was exactly 6 metres (about 20 feet) enclosing a
corridor, 3 meters wide, which ran down the middle of the
main block. Externally, it was divided very much as Mies
would have done it, except that whereas Mies would have
used an enclosing skin of glass and metal, Perret used an in-
filling of precast concrete panelling, and precast window-
frames within the visible reinforced-concrete skeleton, As in
Mies' multi-storey buildings, everything was standardized.
But it must be emphasized that, for Perret, standardization
meant something more subtle than “mass production.” Ev-
erything in the building was “made to measure” and even the
precast elements were fabricated on the site.



Mobilier National—Delail

After working on the preliminary drawings, Perret even-
tually concluded that, with a structural grid of 6m00, the
building was slightly too large. He therefore reduced the
standard bay by about six inches to 5m84. The resultant
standardization only related to this one particular building: a
point of particular relevance to the way he was later to de-
velop the plan of Le Havre, especially the city hall square. All
his structures, or groups of structures, were thus not merely
standardized, but standardized in accordance with each spe-
cific problem.

At Le Havre there are also standardized windows and
panels of precast elements, and this was the basis for the
whole of the plaza in front of the city hall. Perret’s office
worked it out on the basis of a structural grid of 6m40, with a
module of 80 cms (about 21 inches). This again was ulti-
mately modified slightly (to 78 cms) to allow for greater flexi-
bility of the arithmetic multiples. It wasn’t a round number;
nor was the structural grid (6m24). Everything was hinely ad-
Justed to what was required for the internal accomodation. It
should be noted that three of these modules make exactly
5'-3", and this was the size of each window.

The plaza was designed to create a focal point: a nucleus
for the radiation of the plan. The size of the plaza (46,258
m?) bears a close relationship to that which was ultimately
created around the Arc de Triomphe in Paris. When the plaza
at Le Havre was completed in the mid-1950's, there was a
tendency at the time (since Le Corbusier's ideas on urban
planning were still architectural orthodoxy) to dismiss this
design as being merely an insipid version of the town hall
square at Nancy. It is certainly a version of it: an essentially
French concept, reinterpreted by Perret with a new structural
system in another French city. The skeleton frame aroundthe
plaza is only three stories above the free-standing columns,
with shops on the ground floor and apartments above. The
tower blocks were placed in such a position as not to destroy
the continous cornice-line of the plaza as seen from within.

Hence Perret, despite all the pressure on architects at
that time (o *
as objects in space, persisted in his endeavours, even though

destroy the street,” and to design all buildings

he knew he was regarded as a reactionary. Some critics still
dismiss this as ““frozen classicism:” but he persisted in his be-
hef that urban architecture was something that enclosed space;
and insofar as he accepted that certain buildings might ap-
propriately be “objects in space,” these were the public
buildings of the city.

For it should be noted that whereas the facade of the city
hall at Nancy is exactly like the facades of the buildings which
flank it on each side, the city hall at Le Havre is quite differ-
ent. It has a different scale from that of the apartment build-
ings which surround it, and it is to a totally different design.

Perret shared Le Corbusier’s belief that the beauty of the
Parthenon resides not so much in the use of standardized
forms, as in the delicate refinement of those standardized
forms. But unlike Le Corbusier (who never seems to have
perceived that mass produced standardization precludes
such adjustments), Perret introduced Greek subtleties when-
ever an appropriate opportunity presented itself. In the
larger and more important monuments he built, such as the
Musée des Travaux Publics in Paris, he took advantage of the
properties of the wooden formwork (which is flexible, as
compared to the carved marble of the ume of Pericles) to in-
troduce entasis to his 42 feet high monolithic concrete col-
umns. Each is adjusted so that it leans shghtly to give hon-
zontal and vertical curvature to the superimposed beam.

The prototype for this Museum was the main facade of
the Louvre; but the whole structural system was enurely dif-
ferent. Was Perret simply imitating this kind of classicism be-
cause he didn’t have any ideas of his own? 1 think he had ideas
which may be very important to architects todayv, such as a
profound sense of place. The plaza is in front of the Hotel de
Ville at Le Havre 1s indeed called a “Place.” It 1s imbued with
French tradition, and with a sense of environmental identiny
of which the internauonal style robbed us for half a century,
A sense of place 1s now, I think, beginning to regain its right-
ful priority in our concept of architecture; and for this reason,
if for no other, Perret’s buildings can profitably be reap-

praised today
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Josef Hnﬂnmnl.‘ Palais Stoclet. Brussels

Reprinted from the March, 1963 issue of Progressive Architecture,
copyright 1963, Reinhold Publishing. This article onginally appeared
under the title **Furmiture Gioers as Form Girvers.”

It was not until about 60 years ago that the ultmate test
of architectural genius became whether or not one could de-
sign a new kind of chair. There were of course architects in
earlier eras who made names for themselves as chair design-
ers, such as Robert Adam. Moreover, as early as 1883, Mont-
gomery Schuvler criticized a building by McKim, Mead &
White as looking “less like a work of architectural art than a
magnificent piece of furniture.” But it was onlv when the
German Arts and Crafts Movement was established at the be-
ginning of this century that the ability to design chairs was re-
garded as important evidence of architectural aptitude, and
the idea of regarding a man like William Morris as the first of
the “Pioneers of the Modern Movement”’ would have been
imconceivable before the era of what industrialists call “sty-
ling,” and what architects (who understandably hate this
word) usually term “industrial design.”

By a curious paradox, it was largely because of the
unquestioned belief. in the mid-18th Century, that architec-
ture was the Mother of the Arts that this new idea asserted it-
self. Immanuel Kant, in his Critique of Pure Reason (1781), used
“Architectonics of Pure Reason’ as the utle of the penulu-
mate chapter of his book, because “architectonics™ was the
best word he could think of to express the notion of a com-
plex system of rationally assembled components i the do-
main of abstract ideas. But a century and a quarter later, the
word “architectonics” came to be used by German industrial-
ists as a synonym for what they also called “pure functional
art” (reine Zweckhunst)—presumabaly because, in some vague
way, they thought that “pure reason” could be equated with
“pure form.”

It was in this sense that Hermann Muthesius, the Prus-
stan civil servant who was sent to London in 1896 (o study
British architecture and industrial design, used the word *ar-
chitectonics’” when justifying the establishment of the
Deutscher Werkbund. Form, he proclaimed, was above all *ar-
chitectonic,” and he cited the Greek temple, the Roman ther-
mae, and the Gothic cathedral. Most significantly of all, he
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also cited “‘the princely salon of the 18th Century”"—i.e., the

decoration and furnishing of luxurious interiors, with which,
at that time, industrial design (or, as it was then called,
“decorative art”’) was mainly concerned. Thus, the re-
establishment of an “architectonic culture” was for him a
basic condition for the improvement of all the products of in-
dustry. “Germany’s vocation is to resolve the great problem
of architectonic form...the whole class of educated Germans,
and above all wealthier private individuals, must be con-
vinced of the need for pure Form.”

Ideals such as these were responsible for the general
philosophy of the Arts and Crafts School founded in Ger-
many at this period, the most influential being the school at
Weimar directed by Henry van de Velde, the famous expo-
nent of Art Nouveau.

The role plaved by Art Nouveau in reinforcing the idea
that architectural forms are anagolous, if not interchange-
able, with those of furniture is only too obvious, as anyone
can see by comparing the illustrations of Art Nouveau furni-
ture and Art Nouveau buildings in §.T. Madsen’s well-
documented monograph. Even Sigfried Giedion has re-
marked that “in Austria around 1900, the movement was
from handicrafts 1o architecture and from architecture o
handicrafis,” and that ““as late as 1914, in Hoffmann’s Stoclet
House in Brussels, the influence of the cabinet-maker is sull
evident”"—a fact also remarked upon by Eric Mendelsohn
Now Art Nouveau's principal ancestor was unquestionably
the Rococo style of the mid-18th Century, and Madsen very
properly draws attention to the fact that the city of Nancy,
which contains some of the finest architecture of the Rococo
period, is also the city where French Art Nouveau first
emerged. What he fails to emphasize, however, is that the
characteristics generally described as Rococo were, in France
at any rate, specihcally confined to the interiors of buildings,
and that the only Rococo features on the exteriors of the build-
ings surrounding the plazas at Nancy are confined to the or-
namentation of the keystones and the vases which surmount
the balustrades.

This fact is of considerable importance in the present
context. The fagades constituting the two main plazas at
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Nancy were by Emmanuel Héré de Corny (1705-1763), who
based them on those of two buildings in Nancy by his master,

Germain Boflrand (1667-1754). Boffrand was not only one of

the greatest architects of his day, but, together with Jean-
Francois Blondel (1681-1756) and Robert de Cotte
(1656-1735), was one of the first to estabish himself as an in-
terior designer. His iteriors, to which his designs for furni-
ture (such as console tables) were carefully fitted, have been
described by one recent author as being among “the great
masterpieces of Rococo art.” Yet his exterior fagades, and
those of his pupil Héré de Corny, are as severe and as classi-

cal in their use of standardized tectonic elements as those of

his own master, J. H. Mansart, and indeed depart little from
the French tradition of the previous 100 years.
Boflrand’s own views on this matter are quite explicit,

and, in view of the popular misunderstanding of the nature of

French Rococo, are well worth quoting. “Fashion, at various
times (and especially in Italy) has taken pleasure in torturing
all the parts of a building, and has often tried to destroy all
the principles of architecture, whose noble stmpliaity should al-
ways be preserved,” he wrote in his Livre d Arehitecture, published
m 1745. “Ornamentation has (in the work of Guarim and
Borromini) passed from the interior decoration ol houses,
and from the carved woodwork for which delicate work 1s
suitable, to exteriors, and to works in masonry, which require
to be worked in a more vigorous and more masculine way.”

Since the notions which Boflrand condemned were also
popular in Germany, Spain, and the Spanish Netherlands, 1t
is not surprising that a Belgian Art Nouveau decorator
should so easily introduce into Germany the idea that archi-
tecture and furniture are designed in much the same manner,
especially after Muthesius had paved the way. Van de Velde,
whose training and experience prior to opening his Decora-
tive Art Workshop near Brussels in 1894 had been that of a
painter, naturally showed himself less sensitive than Boflrand
to the distinctions between architecture and furniture, or to
those between the private, ephemeral interiors of buildings
and the public, permanent character of exterior structures.
Moreover, not having even been tramned as a craftsman
wood or |ll('lu]. he had no sense of the nature ol matenals, as

LT

Germain Boffvand: Hétel de Beawvau—Craon

Auguste Perret soon demonstrated with respect to his facade
for the Théatre des Champs-Elysées (a commission which
van de Velde then resigned i Perret’s favor). Thus, when
van de Velde's attention was called to the fact that his furni-
ture was consiructed in open conflict with the nature ol
wood, he declared, according to Kurt Behrendt, that for a
long time he had been convinced of wood’s inadequacy as a
material for his designs, and that he anuapated the discovery
of a more suitable material which could be cast.

Since cast furniture can be massed-produced with rela-
tive ease, few people will regret that the influence of Art Nou-
veau was so short-lived. Indeed, it would not have lasted as
long as ten vears had not its reputation been artihaally n-
flated by the energetic enthusiasm of Sigfried Bing, who
made a living out of selling its more exhuberant manifesta-
tions, and by the sudden appearance of a number of new
Decorative Art magazines. What is surpnising is that it was
succeeded not by something more ratonal, but simply by
something more angular. Thus whereas van de Velde's
chairs, though structurally irrational, were at least sufhciently
sinuous to accommodate themselves to human posteriors,
those designed by Constructivist, and Neo-Plasucists, such as
Gerrit Rietveld (who should have known better, since he was
a master cabinet-maker), were pure geometric abstractions,
and seem to have had no merit except in terms of the Dutch
art movement that was known as De Styl

I'he De Styl movement was, in general, undoubtedly inst-
rumental in promoting the cause of non-representational art
(if by this one means painting and sculpture). But the Dr Syl
chair was not: for all chairs are nonrepresentational, from the
most archaic three-legged stool to the more sophisticated
masterpieces of fiberglass and foam rubber produc ed today
Where the De Stijl movement was original, as regards furni-
ture design, was i creatung the hrst chan deliberately de-
signed, not tor comtort, not o dignity, not for elegance, not
for rational assemblyv according to commonly accepted pnin-
ciples of woodwork, but simply “designed.” Even I'heodore
Brown. Rietveld's biographer, has had to conless, in the hive
lengthy pages he devotes 1o this chair. that “the jagged. an

gular quahity of the prece. as well as its hard surlaces, are no
g

vd Bacon, Dengn of Citves




Frank Russel, Ari Nouveau Avchieciire

Mackintesh: Hill House—Haltway

conducive to bodily comfort, and those who have used it, in-
cluding Rietveld himself, have complained about bruising
their ankles on it. Obviously factors other than comfort de-
termined its design.”

These factors were, according to Brown, economic, so-
cial, and aesthetic, but it seems fairly clear that the aesthetic
motive predominated, and it was this which caused the chair
to be “determinant™ (as Brown calls it) of the much publi-
cized house that Rietveld designed for his friend and col-
laborator, Mrs. Truus Schrider, in 1924. The historical im-
portance of this house (and this is at least the sixty-ninth
time, to my knowledge, that it has been discussed in print) re-
sides essentially in the influence it exerted on the teaching
methods of the Bauhaus. But it is also important in being the
first architectural monument to be designed by a cabinet-
maker; that is to say, by a man whose only architectural train-
ing, after working as a cabinet maker for 20 years, was gained
during three of those years by studying architectural drafiing
at evening classes. By 1928, he was sufficiently influenual 1o
be a founder-member of CIAM.

The influence of Rietveld’s chair on the work produced
by the Bauhaus under the influence of Walter Gropius—the
last of the “Pioneers of the Modern Movement'—is only too
apparent. Gropius, unlike his precursor at Weimar, Van de
Velde, was an architect by training, and has always been an
architect to his very fingertips. But after graduating, he went
to work immediately for Peter Behrens, a painter, who at the
age of 39 had just been appointed industrial design consul-
tant to the German General Electric Company, and who de-
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signed not only their trademarks, type-faces and electric ket-
tles, but their factories and probably their furniture as well.

Doubtless because of Behren's influence, Gropius not
only accepted Muthesius’s interpretation of the word “archi-
tectonics’’ in its totality, but saw the Arts and Crafts Schools
as the ideal places in which a New Architecture could be
created. He therefore accepted with alacrity the offer to suc-
ceed van de Velde in 1919, and, by combining the Weimar
School of Arts and Crafts with the Weimar Academy of Fine
Arts (i.e., the Academy of Architecture, Painting and Sculp-
ture), he was not only able to take responsibility for training
designers of furniture, stained glass, pottery, metalwork,
weaving, stage-scenery. wall-painting, and typography, but
also for training architects, who had never been linked
academically to the so-called “decorative arts™ before. No
machine technology was introduced into the Bauhaus cur-
riculum unul 1923, and even after that date, all architectural
students were trained essentially as building craftsmen
(whereby “the pupil, if proficient enough, obtained his Mas-
ter-Builder’s Diploma from the local Trades Council”). It is
therefore evident that, for Gropius, the principal virtue of the
Bauhaus (or “School of Design,” to give it its official title)
was that all these specializations could be treated as varia-
tions of the same kind of activity. The world of furniture
could be treated not only as a microcosm of the world of ar-
chitecture, but also as a laboratory for experiments in the or-
ganization of urban space.

When Gropius was established at Harvard (where virtu-
ally every element of the Bauhaus curriculum, except for the
Basic Design courses, or Vorlehre, was abandoned), he still
contended that “the approach toward any kind of design—aolf
a chair, a building, a whole town or a regional plan—should
be essentially identical, not only in respect to their relation-
ship in space but to social aspects as well.” In 1947, he was
even more explicit, insisting in his essay *‘Is There a Science
of Design?" that “the process of designing a great building
or a simple chair differs only in degree, not in principle.”

Whether or not Gropius's assertion is true, it is a fact that
the only graduate of the Bauhaus to have signally furthered
his ideal of “realizing a modern architectonic art” in the
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purely architectural sense has been Marcel Breuer, who stud-
ied only furniture design there (or rather taught himself,
since the carpentry workshop seems to have been virtually
unsupervised until he took charge of it himself, on gradua-
tion, in 1925). Breuer's architecture is probably no more like
furniture than that of the other European “Form-Givers.”
But it is certainly no less. His UNESCO Secretariat stands on
legs; its fagades may not unfairly be likened to a filing cabinet
with the drawers removed; and its compositional form,
though obhgatorily curved on one side to relate to the Place
de Fontenoy, is curved likewise on the other two sides to look
good from the air: 1.e., from the point of view from which one
normally sees furniture when entering a room.

Aside from the obvious differences in scale,” writes
Theodore Brown, in The Work of G. Rietveld, Architect, **chairs
are as much spaual creations as buildings.” But the diference
in scale is crucial to the whole problem. Whereas architecture
1s related fairly directly to structural engineering by tech-
niques of assembly, as well as by other factors and objectives
(although here again, it is differences in scale which make the
two disciplines essentially distinct), it is related only analogi-
cally to the discipline of furniture design. Undoubtedly, be-
tween 1900 and 1930, furniture design, being both func-
tional and nonrepresentational, and requiring a pleasing
appearance, proved to be an analogy of the utmost value in
allowing architecture to escape from the more inept aspects
of Revivalism, and was heuristically far more successful than
the other well-known analogies—biological and mechani-
cal—by which architectural theorists had tried 1o escape from
Revivalism during the preceding 50 vears. But the linking of
architecture so closely to furniture, pottery, weaving, (ypog-
raphy, etc., would seem now not only to be less defensible
but in some cases demonstrably harmful. For as Arnold
Toynbee has observed in the last volume of his Study of His-
tory: ““I'wo or more phenomena may have lacets which genu-
inely correspond with each other and between which analo-
gies can therefore be properly drawn; but we may fall mto
error by failing to abstract the genuinely corresponding fea-
tures preaisely, or by making the unwarrantable assumption
that an analogy which holds good just for these facets is also

A Gaudr: Casa Batils, Barcelona

apphcable to the phenomena in their enurety.”

With Revivalism no longer a living issue, there seems no
good reason why architectural students should not simply
study architecture from the very beginning of their course, as
they did in the davs when the art of building evolved steadily
and ratonally in harmony with the technological and socio-
logical evolution of the people it was mtended 1o serve. In-
deed, such is in fact what generally happens in our leading
schools, depite the hp-service paid to the Bauhaus ideal. But
this 1s not to sav that architectural students should not also
study the design of interiors. On the contrary, the architect’s
role as a co-ordinator of interiors and exteriors 1s more vital
than ever before. But co-ordmation, as Gropius has been the
hirst to insist, must be by means of collaborauon, and collabo-
raton implies respect for the pecular skills which each mem-
ber ol the team brnngs to the task.

I'he crnitcism levelled here is thus aimed not at the 1dea
that certain gifted architects are capable of designing good
furniture (which would be nonsensical). but at the notion that
there 1s some mystical skill called “design™ which, once it has
been mastered, enttles one, without further ado, to design
anyvthing from a toothpaste tube to an ocean liner, which ob-
viates the need for a prolonged, specialized study of the re-
spective techniques and materials by which various structures
and arufacts are made. 1t 1s this notion which has produced
the “stvlist,” and it is the stvhsts, whether they accept the ntle
or not, who are producing today most of the bad archtecture

and bad intenor designs



A PRIMITIVE AT HARVARD

A Critique of:

The Carpenter Center

Carpenter Center—Entrance

Reprinted from the March 28, 1963 issue of the Manchester Guard-
ian.

Harvard’s new Centre for the Visual Arts, the first build-
ing to be constructed by Le Corbusier in America, has now
been completed, and it has already been described officially
as “of historic importance.” Needless to say, it has been ho-
noured with the usual flattering display of polite controversy,
since if a building nowadays is not controversial it is of no in-
terest at all.

Controversy is considered especially important in a uni-
versity building, for, as one leading architectural periodical
has observed: “To steer clear of the ‘safe and familiar’ is one
of the earmarks of any good university.” The safest and most
familiar way to avoid being safe and familiar in architecture is
to design a building of alien shapes, alien materials, and
queer dispositions, and this is what has been done here.

Curiously enough, the shapes have not achieved the
shock that was expected, perhaps because the building is al-
most a replica of one constucted recently by Le Corbusier for
a cotton-spinners’ association headquarters in India, but
mainly because we are now used to seeing Corbusieresque
shapes juxtaposed against more traditional buildings in
America. Moreover, Harvard's campus has long been a
heterogeneous collection of buildings. The only thing that
shocks the visitor about this new building is the extraordinary
primitiveness of its structure and mechanical equipment.

Disregarding the fact that nearly all the concrete mul-
lions have warped (whereby few of the numerous exterior
doors fit), the most disconcerting feature of the building is its
air-conditioning equipment. This consists simply of a series
of large machines, standing starkly and noisily in the middle
of each floor, and looking for all the world like surrealist im-
ages of medieval fireplaces. Now the American custom of hid-
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ing air-conditioning equipment behind a suspended ceiling
may well be reprehensible; indeed, several distinguished ar-
chitects, such as Louis Kahn, have gone to great trouble to try
to integrate this equipment within their structural frames,
But Le Corbusier virtually disregards this as a design prob-
lem. For him, architecture is simply a matter of abstract
sculptural forms, and building technology, one feels, is either
left to subordinates or left to take care of itself.

This attitude seems particularily curious for two reasons.
One is that Le Corbusier has long taken delight in chiding the
Americans on their incompetence and timidity (his most fa-
mous bon mot being his reply to an American newspaper re-
porter to the effect that New York's skyscrapers were “much
too small”); the other is that his fame as a theorist mainly
rests on his plea for technological efficiency, as expounded in
Towards a New Architecture. But the Visual Arts Centre at Har-
vard is, technologically, less advanced even than the villas he
was constructing 30 years ago, and this must be particularily
bewildering to Americans, since mechanisation usually con-
stitutes for them the essential comfort and status symbol of
modern hfe.

Doubtless these artists’ studios will function well
enough, because their function is so loosely defined. But
what of the circulation between them? Access is either by an
unobtrusive door on the ground floor or by a flamboyant
baroque ramp, which rises to the third-floor level, pierces the
building from one side to the other, and leads only 1o two in-
significant studio doorways clearly marked: “Ramp exil
closed, use stairway.” But perhaps such criticisms will be
disregarded as irrelevant {or this building is an objet d'art, and
no future monograph on Le Corbusier (and one'’s imagina-
tion boggles at the thought of how many there will eventually
be) will bother to analyse the efficiency of the building, o1
even to examine how it weathers, since a complete photo-
graphic documentation was established while it was still in its
pristine state.

The Harvard Centre for the Visual Arts is undoubtedly of
historic importance, but at the moment for one thing only,
namely as the fulhlment of the primary notion which has
dominated all Le Corbusier’s earlier work. For him, form has
seldom been related to function, but simply to the notion
that the ideal building type is that of an artist’s studio, His
carly houses were artists’ studios. His Unité d'Habitation, at
Marseilles, is a collection of artists’ studios. His latest build-
ing is distinguished historically in that it is actually designed
as an artists’ studio, and we can see now that the great ar
chitectural advantage of modern artists’ studios (which do
not even need ideal lighting to illuminate a posed model) is
that they can take any conceivable shape the architect likes




A Review of

Robert Venturi’s

COMPLEXITY AND CONTRADICTION
IN ARCHITECTURE

Reprinted from the Journal of the Society of Architectural Histori-
ans, 'olume XXVI Number 3, October, 1967, copyright 1967 by the Cougpe aur fo Lgne €D dis Hiom
Society of Architectural Histovians. This article onginally appeared
under the title **Editor’s Postseript™ and was the concluding statement
to a sympostum entitled **Architectural History and the Student Ar-
chitect. ™

It may be appropriate to consider the effect which the de-
velopment of historical studies m architecture is having on
current architectural theory; and in this respect, no recent
publication could be more worthy of analysis than Robert
Venturi's Complexity and Contradiction in Architecture. He is not
the first influential architect in the last half-century to ex-
pound his theory of architecture by reference to buildings of
the past. Indeed, as Vincent Scully observes in his charac-
teristically brilliant preface, a comparison between Complexity
and Contradiction in Architecture and Vers une Architecture is par-
ticularly instructive and profitable. Yet whereas Le Corbusier
made no pretence of exceptional art-historical scholarship,
the recondite and numerous precedents cited by Robert Ven-
turi seem to be a deliberate testimony of the influence which
the New Architectural History is having on today's leading
practiioners and teachers of architectural design.

Michel Galles, Ledanx

Hence this recent book must inevitably interest all teach- Bourneville—Park Entrance
ers of architectural history; but it should prompt them to
evaluate more cautiously the current relationship between
history and theory, since it raises the issue of the extent to
which creative artists really do need historical support for
their ideas. Robert Venturi's book professes to put forward a

philosophy demonstrated by historical precedent. But in fact, v s Laome o B e o

this philosophy seems to be supported solely by historical

forms, rather than by historical ideas; hence it seems debata- “ :
ble whether the type of validity he claims for those forms is g

really justified.

He attempts to justily his thesis by associatung it with
Mannerism, and defends Mannerism on grounds similar to
those employed by John Summerson in The Classical Languag:
of Architecture (1964), where Bramante's work is classified as
“prose” whilst Guilio Romano's is classified as “poetry.”
This view of Mannerism is also, of course, at the root of Le
Corbusier’s panegyric on Michelangelo, though in the 1920°s
the lack of the necessary art-historical terminology prevented
Le Corbusier from stating his case with the same clarity as
Robert Venturi, Yet although the latter seems to employ a
specifically historical scholarship, one may wonder whether
he is not, like Le Corbusier, simply exercising the artist’s
right to be inspired by whatever forms take his fancy, and us-
ing history only 1o illustrate rather than to justify his choice.
To put it more bluntly, is the extensive erudition which he

crams into seventy-hve pages really a historical prool of his



thesis, or is it a subtle device for by-passing-historical proof
under a smoke-screen of name-dropping kuntwissenschaft?

In my opinion his argument needs no historical support;
but assuming this to be of value, his argument would have
been more forceful if he had selected fewer examples, and
given these a fuller historical analysis—though the psycho-
logical advantage to be gained by bludgeoning his readers
with historical monuments at the average rate of seventeen
per page should not be underestimated. But architectural
historians and architectural critics would probably find his ar-
guments easier to assess—though far less sumulating—if the
many controversial examples (such as the chiapel at Fernes)
had been weeded out, and more space devoted to the struc-
ture, planning, and sociological context of the examples
which remained. Indeed, some examples are only relevant if
one ignores completely their historical and even their literary
context.

For example, figure 58 shows the facade of Ledoux’s
“Gateway at Bourneville.”! No plan is reproduced, but the
accompanying text on pages 44-45 states; “In the project for
a gateway at Bourneville bv Ledoux, the columns in the arch
are structurally rhetorical if not redundant. Expressively,
however, they underscore the abstractness of the opening as
a semicircle more than an arch, and they further define the
opening as a gateway.” Now an inspection of the plan shows
not only that the columns are far from being structurally
redundant (since the monumental “arch™ is subdivided inter-

nally to contain rooms for two guards and gardener); it also
shows that the giant flanking columns, which are even more
“rhetorical,” stand on windowless cylindrical substructures
which 1n fact house a dairy and a laundry respectively. In
other words, although Robert Venturi's theorv seems (and
unquestionably is) extraordinarily pertinent and valid, Le-
doux’s theory was the complete antithesis of the ideals which
he is urging.

It may be said, then, that although (as Eduard Sekler
points out above) architects may well derive the essence of
their theory of arhitecture from a study of architectural his-
tory, they will presumably only do this if they derive it from
total history rather than from the forms which constitute its
visible photographable records. Le Corbusier considered the
curve of the echinus to be “as rational as that of a large
shell.” Whether the analogy was with a sea-shell (like the ceil-
ing of Ronchamp chapel) or—as the original text of Vers une
Architecture makes clear—with an artillery shell, is as im-
matenal as the analogy with the Parthenon. The important
fact is that he was not inspired by the history of obsolete ar-
tifacts, but by the artifacts themselves; and it is only by em-
phasizing this fundamental distinction that the appropriate
character of history courses in schools of architecture can be
established, and their validity assessed.

NOTES: -
. Chnst refers to it as the gateway to the park of Bénouville; but despite

the omniscience associated with the author’s name, there seems no evi-
dence that the engraved tile was misspelt.
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