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Editorial Statement

The nature of building is letting dwell.
Building accomplishes its nature in the
raising of locations by the joining of
their spaces. Only if we are capable of
Twelling, only then can we build.

Uartin Heidegger
3uilding Dwelling Thinking

On Reading Heidegger

It becomes increasingly clear, as the
utopian hallucinations of the
Enlightenment fade, that we have long
been in the habit of using too many
synonyms; not only in our everyday
speech but also in our more specialized
languages. We still fail, for example, to
make any satisfactory distinction
between architecture and building,
despite the fact that we are, at the
same time, inconscionably aware that
such a distinction should be made. We
know, for instance, that Mies van der
Rohe was at pains throughout his life
to recognize this distinction and that in
his own work he asserted the
mediatory realm of Baukunst (the “art
of building”’), a Teutonic term for
which there is no satisfactory English
equivalent. All of this would be mere
etymological speculation were we not
constantly being reminded of the issue
by those cultural and operational
discrepancies that invariably arise
between the generation of built form
and its reception by society. This
lapsusis sufficient to suggest that
these everyday disjunctions must have
at least some of their origins in our
persistent failure to make such a
distinetion in building practice. There,
in the physical realm of the built world,
we seem to be presented with dramatic
proof of the paradoxical Heideggerian
thesis that language, far from being
the servant of man, is all too often his
master. We would, for instance,
invariably prefer to posit the ideal of
architecture—the monument in every
circumstance be it public or private,
the major opus—for situations that
simply demand “building” and we are
commonly led to realize the

irreducibility of this fact, fatally after
the event.

As with that which we would fain
idealize in the projection, so with that
which we would rationalize after the
misconception and here we find that
the ironic mystifications of Candide
have much in common with the
deception of our own more recent
ideologies. Surely this was never more
evident than in, say, Daniel Bell’s
presumptuous announcement of the
end of ideology or in Melvin Webber’s
ingenious celebration of the “non-place
urban realm”; that apotheosis of late
liberal capitalism posited, not to say
“deposited,” as the existing paradise of
Los Angeles. In this last context, we
are supposed (according to the
received program of the idealogues)
not only to recognize but further even
to welcome with enthusiasm the
utopian advent of this “community
without propinquity,” to quote yet
another appealing phrase of more than
a decade ago.

The intervening lapse of time has done
little to neutralize such
rationalizations. The actual phrases
may have passed from our lips but the
mental sets largely remain and it is
these that unavoidably condition us as
we go about our work. Should we
choose, through some inner inadequacy
or protracted sense of responsibility, to
eschew autonomous art or the
liberating promise of the poetic
intellect, then all too often, we will find
ourselves conflating in the name of
populism the objects of elitist culture
with elaborate rationalizations of the



environment as found. In such a vein,
we will seek to sublimate the
frustrations of utopia with the sadness
of suburbia or with the enervations of
the strip; and while we will self-
consciously appeal, by way of
justification, to an illusory vernacular,
the true nature of our Western

predicament will continue to escape us.

Between the Charybdis of elitism and
the Scylla of populism, the full
dimension of our historical dilemma
will remain hidden.

Nowhere are the turns of this
labyrinth more evident, as Heidegger
tries to make clear, than in our
language, than in our persistent use of,
say, the Latin term “space” or
“spatium ’instead of “place” or the
Germanic word “Raum”—the latter
carrying with it, as it does, the explicit
connotations of a clearing in which to
be, a place in which to come into being.
We have only to compare the
respective Oxford English Dictionary
definitions to appreciate the abstract
connotations of “space’” as opposed to
the socially experienced nature of
“place”; to confront construction in
extensio with the act of significant
containment.

This, again, would be empty
speculation could we not point directly
to our present all but total incapacity
to create places; an incapacity that is
as prevalent in our architectural
schools and in the monuments of the
elite, as it isin “motopia” at large.
Place now appears as inimical to our
received mental set, not only as
architects but also as a society. In our

ubiquitous “non-place” we
congratulate ourselves regularly on
our pathological capacity for
abstraction; on our commitment to the
norms of statistical coordination; on
our bondage to the transactional
processes of objectification that will
admit to neither the luxury nor the
necessity of place. We exonerate the
strip, ever fearful to admit that we
might have eliminated, once and for all,
the possibility of ever being anywhere.
We vaunt our much prized mobility,
our “rush city,” to coin Neutra’s
innocent phrase, our consumption of
frenetic traction, only to realize that
should we stop, there are few places
within which any of us might
significantly choose to be. Blithely, we
exchange our already tenuous hold on
the public sphere for the electronic
distractions of the private future.
Despite this, outside the “mass”
engineered somnambulism of
television, we still indulge in the
proliferation of roadside kitsch—in the
fabricated mirage of “somewhere”
made out of billboard facades and
token theatrical paraphenalia—the
fantasmagoria of an escape clause from
the landscape of alienation. In all this,
the degeneration of the language
speaks for itself. Terms such as
“defoliation” and ‘“‘pedestrianization”
enter everyday speech as categories
drawn from the same processes of
technological rationalization. With
“newspeak” overtones, they testify to
a fundamental break in our rapport
with nature (including our own), they
speak of a laying waste that can only
find its ultimate end in ourselves.

Against this, it would seem that the
apparent universal triumph of the
‘“non-place urban realm” may only be
modified through a profound
consciousness of history and through a
rigorous socio-political analysis of the
present, seen as a continuing
fulfillment of the past. We have no
choice but to reformulate the
dialectical constituents of the world, to
determine more consciously the
necessary links obtaining between
place and production, between the
“what” and the “how.” This
reciprocation of ends and means binds
us to an historical reality wherein the
tabula rasa fantasies of the
Enlightenment lose a deal of their
authority. With the manifest
exhaustion of non-renewable resources
the technotopic myth of unlimited
progress becomes somewhat
discredited and, at this juncture, the
production of place returns us by way
of economic limit not to architecture
but to Baukunst and to that which
Aldo Van Eyck has already called the
“timelessness of man.”

Accepting the limits of our historical
circumstance and the perennial conflict
of ends with means and of freedom
with necessity, that which remains
critical is the process by which decisive
priorities are established; for in the
last analysis, as Jurgen Habermas and
Giancarlo De Carlo have reminded us,
design goals, as the motives of our
instrumentality, may only be
legitimized through the activation of
the public sphere—a political realm
that, in its turn, is reciprocally
dependent on the representational and



physical embodiment of the collective.
Place, at this juncture, irrespective of
its scale, takes on its archetypal aspect,
its ancient attribute which is as much
political as it is ontological. Its sole
legitimacy stems, as it must, from the
social constituency it accommodates
and represents.

The minimum physical pre-condition
for place is the conscious placement of
an object in nature, even if that artifice
be nothing more than an object in the
landscape or the rearrangement of
nature herself. At the same time, the
mere existence of an object in and of
itself guarantees nothing. The cyclical
processes of modern production and
consumption seem to be more than
adequately matched for the exhaustion
of every resource and for the laying
waste to all production irrespective of
the rate at which it is generated. To
rationalize this so-called optimization
in the name of human adaptability and
progress is to ideologize the self
alienation of man. One has to recognize
the dialectical opposition of place and
production and not confuse the one
with the other, that is, ends with
means. For where placeis essentially
qualitative and in and of itself concrete
and static, production tends to stress
quantity and to be in and of itself
dynamic and abstract.

Place, as an Aristotelean phenomenon,
arises at a symbolic level with the
conscious signification of social
meaning and at a concrete level with
the establishment of an articulate
realm on which man or men may come
into being. The receptivity and

sensitive resonance of a place—to wit
its sensate validity qua place—depends
first on its stability in the everyday
sense and second, on the
appropriateness and richness of the
socio-cultural experiences it offers.

Production, on the other hand, clearly
has its own laws, which are tied into a
reality that none of us can escape. But
the margin of choice that always
remains, demands to be fully exploited,
less we arrive by default at the
government of nobody, at that so-
called utilitarian tyranny of technique.
Since the “what” is fatally tied to the
“how,” everything resides in how and
to what end we choose to modify the
relevant optimal sub-categories of
production, not only those of the built
form itself, but also those structurally
productive forces that implacably
shape the built environment as
elements in the general economy of our
relations to nature.

A state of affairs, in which on the
threshold of famine large amounts of
prime agricultural land are continually
lost to urbanization and mining
without the exercise of adequate
restraint, can hardly be regarded as
economic in any fundamental sense,
just as the proliferation of suburban
sprawl can have little significance
beyond stimulating land speculation
and maximizing the amortization of
investment in certain lines of consumer
production. Certainly the creation of
place, in both an ontological and
political sense, is generally ill-served
by our persistent policies of laissez-
faire dispersal, and what is true for the

essence of the res publica applies with
equal force to the “catchment” limits
of public transportation. All discourse
on the built environment that does not
make at least a reference to these
kinds of basic contradictions, between
the so-called short and long term
interests in the society, tends towards
a mystification of the historical
circumstances in which we work.

At the more specific level of built form,
production considered solely as an
economy of method has the
unfortunate tendency of inhibiting
rather than facilitating the creation of
receptive places. A case in point is the
universal tendency towards
stereometric high-rise flat slab
construction where economy in
erection is granted absolute priority
over any other morphological
consideration. By a similar token, the
industrialization or rationalization of
building, as the unavoidable
consequence of the inviability of high
craft production in a mass society,
should not be regarded as beneficial in
itself, particularly where such methods
lead, through an abstract optimization,
to a manifest impoverishment of the
environment. And here, in this
hypothetical confrontation between
the macro-scaled environmental
desirability of urban containment and
micro-scaled environmental
undesirability of high-rise
construction, we have perhaps a
convenient if highly schematic example
of what one might regard as an
environmental dialectic of production,
that is, a state of affairs wherein the
quantitative and qualitative gains at



one level should be evaluated against
the quantitative and qualitative losses
at another.

The necessary relations obtaining
between place, production, and nature
implacably suggest the biological
concept of the “homeostatic plateau,”
wherein the energy feedback loops of
an organic metabolism serve to sustain
the steady state of its overall system —
the “zero-growth” feedback syndrome
in nature. Comparable structural
models in the field of the built
environment have long since been
posited at varying levels of detail from
N.A. Miliutin’s linear agro-industrial
city to Ralph Knowles’ metabolic
profiling of the built environment, as
though it were a climatic and
topographic extension of the landscape
itself. The rooted ecological nature of
such otherwise abstract models finds
its reflection in the direct recycling of
body-waste for the purpose of
horticultural production, or in the
conservation of the overall energy
required for the tasks of heating and
cooling. It should come as no surprise
that up to now, despite the current fad
for solar energy studies, short-term
interests have effectively inhibited
anything but the most limited
application of such models and one may
take it as a reflection of these interests
that architectural schools have largely
ceased to concern themselves with such
matters.

This aloof critique of current design
praxis and its pedagogical substance
brings us to the question once again of
the full nature of the art of building.

The present tendency to polarize the
quintessence of built form as though it
were of necessity one single thing
appears to my mind to be nothing other
than an ideological refusal to confront
historical reality. The building task
intrinsically resists such polarization.
It remains fatally situated at that
phenomenological interface between
the infrastructural and
superstructural realms of human
production. There it ministers to the
self-realization of man in nature and
mediates as an essential catalyst
between the three states of his
existence: first, his status as an
organism of primal need; second, his
status as a sensate, hedonistic being;
and finally, his status as a cognitive,
self-affirmative consciousness.
Autonomous artistic production
certainly has many provinces but the
task of place creation, in its broadest
sense, is not necessarily one of them.
The compensatory drive of autonomous
art tends to remove it from the
concrete realization of man in the
world and to the extent that
architecture seeks to preempt all
culture it consciously divorces itself
from both building and the realm of
historical reality. This much Adolf
Loos has already intimated by 1910,
when he wrote with characteristic but
understandable overstatement: “Only
a very small part of architecture
belongs to art: the tomb and the
monument.”

Kenneth Frampton






The impious maintain that nonsense is
normal in the Library and that the
reasonable (and even humble and pure
coherence) is an almost miraculous
exception. They speak (I know) of the
“feverish Library whose chance
volumes are constantly in danger of
changing into others and affirm,
negate and confuse everything like a
delirious divinity.”

Jose Luis Borges
The Library of Babel
1945

George Wittenborn, 1905-1974

Kenneth Frampton

Like many others whose destiny it was
to migrate to the States in the 1930s,
George Wittenborn was very much a
man of his time, conscious always of
the period he had lived through and of
how he had been shaped, so to speak,
by the vicissitudes of history. The most
casual of conversations with George
always led at once back to the past.
The present, with which he struggled
like Sisyphus, the books piling ever
higher about his head, was always read
by him, without nostalgia, in terms
that were largely retrospective. For
George the crucial past was always
that period between the late 1920s and
early 1940s, in which his own
essentially obdurate personality had
been finally formed. He was and
always remained, despite his
migration, a man of continental
Europe—an eulenspiegelich figure
drawn from the prime port of the
Hanseatic League, Hamburg, the city
in which he had been born in 1905, as
heir to two generations of booksellers
who had traded there under the name
of Wittenborn & Sohne since 1871.

To continue in the style and pace of a
traditional family textbook and
stationery business was not a cut to
suit the young (then Otto)
Wittenborn’s self-image, and following
an apprenticeship in Altenau, Prussia,
in what he later described as “a very
aristocratic bookstore where only the
military people came from the garrison
there”; a store wherein he learnt the
trade, “from packing to serving
generals. .., he went, via a brief stay
in Bremen, to Berlin which was to be
for him, as for many others in the

Kenneth Frampton is a Fellow of the
Institute for Architecture and Urban
Studies, New York, and Associate
Professor at Columbia University, New
York.

twenties, the cultural matrix of its
time. There, Wittenborn, working for
the bookseller Carl Buchholz, became
at once immersed in the avant-garde
artistic milieu of the capital city;
acquainted with the circles of Der
Sturm and Der Blaue Reiter, and
frequenting the famous Romanische
Café on the Kurfiirstendamm, where,
in his own words, one ‘“played either
chess or discussed love affairs, art or
literature.’

Literature, in any event, seems to have
been George’s instinctive first love. In
reminiscence he was to confess to
having had a youthful taste for Rilke
and Hesse, while later he seems to have
turned, no doubt very casually, to read
the celebrated authors of the
twenties—amongst them Gide,
Lawrence and Ehrenburg. Apart from
his personal tastes, these were the
authors that later he vividly recalled
as having prominently arranged, along
with Chekhov and Joyce, in the
Buchholz window on
Kurfiirstendamm —a shop window that
always displayed Das Kapital to the
left-hand side and Mein Kampfto the
right.

This consciously provocative display, in
an overheated political climate, found
its reflection in the street hooliganism
of the period and the forces of grass
roots reaction, which had long since
conspired to murder Liebknecht,
Luxemburg and Rathenau, and which
were equally disposed to smash the
Buchholz window or to give a “liber-
ated cosmopolitan” like Wittenborn
the fortuitous beating of his life.



These experiences in the fall of 1932
were sufficient to drive Wittenborn
out of Berlin, first to Leipzig where he
initially toyed with the notion of
printing and publishing books, and
then to Paris where he joined forces
with Ferdinand Ostertag in opening a
bookstore near the Rue Vignon bearing
the name Au Pont de I'Europe—a
phrase that consciously alluded to the
ideal of a united Europe. This
bookstore, with its small art gallery
above, brought Wittenborn into
contact with the then-already famous
Parisian école of Braque, Picasso and
Léger, and many others from this
circle who frequented the store. Some
of these men, such as Jean Arp and
Max Ernst, were later to become his
lifelong friends. This store was also the
occasion of his meeting with the young
English writer and translator Joyce
Phillips, whom he married in 1934. A
year later, fearful once again of the
rising wave of political reaction, the
Wittenborns left Paris, and after a
brief stay in Portugal, migrated to the
States, where Wittenborn turned
naturally to his vocation, working first
for the international department of
Brentano’s, and then organizing his
own mail order business out of his
apartment near Columbia University.

This, for Wittenborn, was the
pioneering period, when there was still
a relatively small market for art books
and when the only other outlets were
Brentano’s or Wittenborn'’s colleague
and fellow countryman, Erhard
Weyhe, whose Magdeburg “arts and
crafts’ shopfront still adorns
Lexington Avenue above Sixtieth

Street. In the late thirties Wittenborn
spent a good deal of his time travelling
up and down the East Coast selling
books out of the back of an old car. Soon
after, however, through his friendship
with the art dealer Curt Valentin, he
became reunited with a former
colleague and friend from his Berlin
days, Heinz Schultz, with whom he was
to form Wittenborn/Schultz, Inc., a
firm which opened in the early forties
at 38 Bast Fifty-seventh Street and
continued to trade there under that
name, until Schultz’s untimely death in
an air crash in 1952.

Throughout the war and its immediate
aftermath Wittenborn/Schultz was the
New York refuge for a displaced
intelligentsia, and men such as Piet
Mondrian, Max Ernst, Joan Miro,
Edgar Varese, Richard Huelsenbeck,
Josef Albers, Pierre Chareau and
Hans Richter frequented on a regular
basis the Fifty-seventh Street store
with its famous “one-wall” gallery.
There they mingled with the habitués
of The Club in Cedar Street; with
those bibliophiles of the abstract
expressionist generation —men such as
Stuart Davis, Barnett Newman, Mark
Rothko and Robert Motherwell. And it
was, according to Wittenborn,
Motherwell’s incessant complaints
about not being able to read German
material that led to the translation and
publication of a series of mostly foreign
texts. These, issued as the Documents
of Modern Art from 1947 on, ran finally
to some seventeen volumes with most
of the covers by Paul Rand. Included
within this pioneering venture,
directed by Motherwell with assistance

from Bernard Karpel, was a series of
original and by then, seminal, texts by
Apollinaire, Mondrian, Moholy-Nagy,

Kandinsky, Arp, Ernst and

Kahnweiler. To cap it all, in the heyday
Wittenborn started another rather ad
hocseries entitled Problems of
Contemporary Art with texts by
Vantongerloo, Herbert Read and
Alexander Dorner; it was a venture
that included the one and only issue of
the magazine Possibilities, edited by
Robert Motherwell, Harold Rosenberg,
Pierre Chareau and John Cage, with
other contributions not only from
“insiders” but also from Joan Miro,
David Smith, Mark Rothko, Richard
Huelsenbeck, Edgar Vareése, and Paul
Goodman. This overall pioneering
effort in documentary and critical
publication was suspended in the early
sixties and taken over and extended at
the close of the decade by the current
Viking series, now issued as the
Documents of 20th Century Art.

The late forties was without doubt the
climax of Wittenborn'’s career for he
had at this one moment realized his
double ambition of being both
publisher and bookseller, and his desire
of running both a bookstore and
gallery at the same time. This was the
golden moment that was only to be
broken by the sudden curtailment of
his association with Schultz, who was
as much a bosom friend as he was a
business partner. The rest seems in
many respects to have been a long
journey out. The removal of the store
in 1956 to Madison Avenue was in a
sense a move closer to the library of
Babel, to that point where the traveler
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crossing after centuries sees, “the
same volumes repeated in the same
disorder .. that order which, for
Wittenborn as for Borges, was
“organically disordered.”

To even the most casual visitor in the
mid-sixties, it was at once clear that
the proprietor was as complex and
unfathomable as the contents of his
store. Wittenborn & Co. was a
labyrinthine world, ever resounding
faintly or loudly with a discourse of
Dadaesque confusion; conversations
that lapsed from French, to German, to
English and back again for no evident
reason save ironic effect; telephonic
forays with a stone deaf external
universe that always seemed to be on
the verge of having or not having
dialed the “wrong number”; sotto voce
incantations, enriched with obscene
invective (but sufficiently audible for
the browsing customer) that
ritualistically proceeded George’s
arduous search for that arcane
magazine or definitive work of seven
years standing —a Pavlovian rite that
sent the appointed members of the
staff to their arbitrary battle stations
like the crew of some grounded
submarine. All the while this “rite”
was in process, and it was for the best
part of any working day, George would
continue to administer like Vishnu,
with more arms and heads than the
average human, to the needs of more
than one client at once. Homme du
thédtre par excellence, replete with
bow tie and an ever changing mask, the
air of a Berlin cabaret from the Schall
und Rauch era never quite left
Wittenborn’s, and with it of course

came the essence of the art, the
deliberate but casual “alienation” of
the clientele. For the proprietor was,
as he once confessed, an “ironist.”” How
else could one go on stocking the output
of a complex international industry and
continue to hold it for years, against
the day that some cryptic soul should
ask for an arbitrary fragment of an
infinite repository.

Fate accords to the bookseller as to the
librarian a Faustian destiny, that is, of
giving one’s life to books but never
reading them. For the professional
bookseller, to whom bookselling is an
obsession rather than a vocation, to
enter once into the substance of the
merchandise would be to arrive at an
instant prejudicial dead end. In the
event the bookseller fortunately only
has the time to scan the headings,
glance at the illustrations, the author
and the index, and race on into the
vortex of the world. Such was the
destiny of Wittenborn, citizen of
Hamburg, and such was his gift to the
port city that crowned his career. For
great cities, in the end, stand and fall
by their institutions —their culture
forged by those unique individuals that
only they in their grandeur have the
necessary cultural gravity to attract.
This law applies as much to
antiquarianism and fashion as it does
to bookselling and haute cuisine and
one cannot appraise a “‘capital” city
without looking to those individuals
and institutions that are the essence of
its spiritual fabric. For a brief instant
(and brevity is all that is left when
death finally seals the past),
Wittenborn & Co. summed up the

culture of Manhattan and none who
came to this city could miss its
presence for long; just as none who
worked here in the visual field could
fail finally to know George. For
Wittenborn & Co. was always more
than a bookstore. It had, in the end, all
the attributes of a miniature galleria, a
secluded res publica one floor up from
the bustle of the city, presided over by
a generous, irascible, but always ironie,
Kapellmeister. As Rudolf Arnheim
wrote shortly after Wittenborn’s death
in October last year, “It was only days
ago that George sent me one of his
cheerfully scribbled notes, by which he
made even a bill for books into a human
document of good fellowship.”

Figure Credit
Photograph by Jane Frank



Oppositions

In this painstaking analysis of an
apparent architectural syntax, the
author offers a fresh interpretation of
one of the canonical works of the
Brutalist movement —the Stirling and
Gowan Leicester Engineering
Building, completed in 1963.
Responding independently to one
aspect of a theme broached by
Manfredo Tafuri in Oppositions 3,
Eisenman attempts to uncover the
precise manner in which Stirling has
rewritten the “words” of modern
architecture.

By concentrating on mass, surface and
volume —to the willful exclusion of any
adequate consideration of the plan and
its spatial system — Eisenman
demonstrates that we may well regard
Leicester as a reactionary exercise in
the manipulation of a received
tradition; a tradition compounded as
much out of the compositional sets of
Cubism and Constructivism, as it is out
of specific syntactical references to
either the industrial past or to the
rationalism of the Modern movement.

It is clear from references within the
text that this analysis has been made in
conscious opposition to the so-called
culturalist interpretations of Stirling’s
work, and there is little doubt but that
this point is well taken and that such an
analysis can only serve to enrich our
understanding of the expressive range
of form and its potential for rigorous
development.

There are however a number of
occasions in this text when the fatal
nature of a reductionist exclusion

Real and English: The Destruction of the Box. 1. -

Peter Eisenman

becomes transparent and the process is
revealed whereby a self-conscious
modernism, in seeking to reestablish an
autonomous field for architecture,
finally succeeds only in sequestering
itself. Thus, despite the apparent
claims of the opening paragraph, we
are nowhere to be enlightened as to the
way in which an iconography or, for
that matter, an iconic structure may be
seen as reflecting prevailing social
attitudes, nor later are we to be
informed as to the overall cultural
context within which the various
rewritings of the language of modern
architecture (first Stirling’s and then
Eisenman’s) have been made.

Not to put a fine point on it, the
processes of mannerism (although
never mentioned as such) are here
blindly asserted as the sole universal
procedure by which any architecture
worthy of the name is to be made. All
¢élse, we are assured, directly or by
implication, is the mere trivia of
circumstance—the categorical
opposite, we may take it, of Umberto
Eco’s argument that what imparts
meaning to architecture “does not
belong to architecture.”

And here once again we have the crux
of the issue—the deliberate self-
isolating sophistries of the
intelligentsia versus the cultural and
economic production of the world. How
can one impute, either as architect or
critic, a monumental role to a building
in a given society when its place in that
society is so manifestly non-
monumental? How may one
convineingly invoke the existence of a

“Gesamtmonument” when the
processal nature of the program so
explicitly excludes (save for the
lecture halls) any sympathetic
representation of the public realm?
These questions return us to the
subterranean issue of production, not
only to the forbidden topic exhumed
from the ground by Tafuri, namely
production as the implacable
transformation of physical reality, but
also in that other sense of determining
significant, sensate relations in space,
as the realm of an enacted hedonism
open to all.

K.F

Peter Eisenman is an architect and
Director of the Institute for
Architecture and Urban Studies in
New York City. He has taught at the
University of Cambridge, Princeton
University and at present at the
Cooper Union. In addition to a series of
single family houses which he has
designed and built, he has worked on
several urban design projects —one for
the Manhattan waterfront which was
exhibited at the Museum of Modern
Art in 1967. He also collaborated in the
design of a low-rise housing prototype
for the New York State Urban
Development Corporation.

The article was first presented in
lecture form at Cooper Union in the
spring of 1973 and again at Yale
during the spring of 1974.



Figure 1. Bristol Warehouse by
Edward Reynolds. Architectural
Association student project, 4th year,
1957 Roof plan.
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Throughout the history of architecture it has been possible to
identify certain contemporary cultural phenomena through
the examination of individual buildings. From the many
building campaigns of Notre Dame in Paris to Le Corbusier’s
Villa Savoye at Poissy, there are examples of buildings with a
level of concern for iconography which, because this concern
transcends the idea of a building as either a functional con-
tainer or an aesthetic object, provides a mirror for prevailing
social attitudes, often more revealing than the written word.

It is more than ten years since many people were struck with
the simultaneous appearance in the professional press of the
Leicester University Engineering Building! and Paul
Rudolph’s Yale University Art and Architecture Building.
Both were seen to be counter to the Modern movement, and
since both were one-off buildings—one very European and
the other very American—they could be seen as examples of
a return to the nineteenth-century idea of a building as a
Gesamtkunstwerk. However this term in itself is hardly suffi-
cient for our purposes here, since it fails to account for the
contradictory nature of these buildings with respect to the
Modern movement. For while a Gesamtkunstwerk in the
literal sense had pictorial and sculptural components, it
represented a more comprehensive and more totally environ-
mental attitude than that displayed at Yale or Leicester. It
will, as I hope to demonstrate, be more to my purposes if we
think of both of these buildings as “gesamtmonuments’?;
first, because they are both self-referential, that is, their
system of signs and gestures has its own internal structure
which gives their particular forms meaning and significance
and second, because they both have an extraordinarily con-
densed iconic impact, necessary to the very idea of a monu-
ment.

Because of the need to create an iconic charge which can be
recognized and in a sense known, a monument is often forced
to draw on references stemming from previous periods; thus
a monument has been by definition eclectic ever since the six-
teenth century. It is in this context that Leicester is most cer-
tainly a monument—an eclectic assemblage which the initi-
ated have recognized. The lecture halls suggest Melnikov’s
Rusakov Club in Moscow; the roof structure over the shed
space pays a certain homage to Brunel’s Paddington Station;



Figure 2. Sketch, “I am a monument.”
Robert Venturi.

the banded towers recall Frank Lloyd Wright’s Johnson Wax
Building; the battered brick bases have been compared to
medieval bastions and Scottish castles; the axonometric with
its gantry-like elements to Cape Kennedy and early
Archigram and, with slight adjustments in the glazing pat-
tern, to aspects of Edward Reynolds’s project for a
warehouse (fig.1).? And because so much has been written
and said during the intervening decade, the weight of this
iconographic interpretation has almost obscured the build-
ing’s particular critical validity; so that today it seems neces-
sary to reexamine the evidence itself.

Any building with so conspicuous a pedigree must in due
course face up to a series of comparative judgments which
could be leveled at it. One of these is its “‘eclecticism.” As with
the word “monument,’ this term should not be taken as a
term of abuse, for in a period where one is inundated with
novelty for novelty’s sake, it may be argued that it is this
very eclecticism that may serve to consolidate and enrich the
vocabulary of a tradition. And it is exactly the eclecticism of
Leicester which both reveals what can be best described as a
predicament of modern architecture today, and at the same
time might at least be considered a valid alternative if not a
necessary antidote for that predicament.

Certainly one of the most unique aspects of the Modern move-
ment was the intensely polemical dimension of its iconogra-
phy. And it is the particular nature of that polemic which has
created a situation whereby the movement may be now seen
as being a self-fulfilling dead end. Firstly, because the
polemic was anti-academic, it required the abolition of pre-
cisely those inherent rules which ultimately must provide for
the basic continuity of any vocabulary. Secondly, because the
polemic invested the machine imagery of the period with ethi-
cal value. With the elimination of any academic rule and the
disassociation of ethical content from machine form, any
eclecticism involving a reuse of such rules or forms is divested
of that polemic and thus cannot by definition be considered an
aspect of the Modern movement.

Given the polemical iconography of the Modern movement, it
is possible to make a monument today by drawing on these
iconic references and perverting them, thus in a sense making

2.

the idea, monument, polemical. Such an attitude would not
have been possible prior to, say, 1880. But now it is possible to
take an eclectic repertoire and invert it, so that by virtue of a
contradictory use of the iconic elements by which a monu-
ment is constituted in the first place, invest it with a good
deal more than the intended meaning or surface significance.
For example, Robert Venturi’s sketch of a building with a
sign “I am a monument” is at a very simple level exemplary
of such an attitude. Here he reverses or distorts the tradi-
tional notion of the appropriate form for the iconic content of
a monument (fig. 2).

It is within this context that the difference between the Stir-
ling and Rudolph buildings becomes clear. Where the Art and
Architecture Building is merely iconic, the Engineering
Building is polemical in that its self-referential iconography
is critical; its particular internal system being a commentary
on other similar systems of signification. It is precisely
because of this critical dimension that the Leicester Univer-
sity Engineering Building affords such an excellent vehicle
for the examination of a more general situation, for it seems
to reveal an attitude towards the Modern movement which up
to now has not been evident. The thrust of the argument
below will be that the Leicester Engineering Building in-
vokes a similar critical and thus, polemical, intention as Ven-
turi, but does so in a different and perhaps less traditional
manner—by distorting the form of the iconic structure as op-
posed to perverting the form of the iconic content, as is the
case with Venturi. It will be argued here that Stirling pro-
duced this building as a very definite though less-than-con-
scious reaction to the mainstream Modern movement and in
particular to Le Corbusier. In his need to clear a kind of
“turf” for himself, Stirling had to take on not only Le Cor-
busier but also the received interpretation of Le Corbusier
provided by Stirling’s own tutor, Colin Rowe; and he wanted
to take them on, on their own ground —that is, in the vertical
plane.®

In order to understand the depth and consequences of such a
seemingly aberrant statement in light of Stirling’s buildings,
it might be necessary to fabricate an historical fantasy about
Leicester, to speculate on another interpretation of its re-
ceived history and in doing so, of the Modern movement.®One



Figure 3. Maison Dom-ino. Le Figure 5. Maison Dom-ino. Diagram

Corbusier and Pierre Jeanneret, showing vertical slot.

architects, 191}. Diagram showing

horizontal extension. Figure 6. Villa Stein, Garches. Le
Corbusier and Pierre Jeanneret,

Figure 4. Maison Citrohan. Le architects, 1927. Diagram showing

Corbusier and Pierre Jeanneret, relationship of deep and shallow space.

architects, 1920. Diagram showing
vertical datum.

8 of the most crucial documents of the Modern movement, Le
Corbusier’s Five Points of Architecture, clearly affected the
organization of the canonical modern building of the 1930s.
These points contain two apparently contradictory proposi-
tions: the free plan and the free facade. In the first instance
the horizontal plane is a reference for an infinite extension of
space in lateral vectors (fig. 3), and in the other, the vertical
plane is a datum for layered, frontal space (fig. 4). Colin
Rowe, in some unpublished notes, given as a lecture under the
title “The Wall,” describes the free plan postulated in the
Maison Dom-ino as being “one of the basic data of modern

architecture, . . . a memorable abstraction . . . which seems to
establish the idea that space is built in horizontal layers . . .
and seems to invalidate the idea of walls.” Yet this seems to be
not quite the case, for while Dom-ino placed primary empha-
sis on the floor, it inferred, as did the Five Points, the counter
proposition of the vertical datum (fig. 5). Setting the column
grid back from the edge of the horizontal plane, and providing
a dominant sandwich-like characteristic to the space, also
freed the vertical surface from the structural unit, and
allowed it to be seen potentially as a pure conceptual referent, 4.

that is, as a plane which records or structures the formal
strategies employed in deep space. No longer was the vertical
section restricted by the need to support the horizontal floor
slab. This separation of wall and column allowed for the space
in some instances to be layered in the vertical section, and
thus for a dialectic between deep and shallow space to be
recorded on the frontal plane (fig. 6). If Dom-ino was to serve
as a model of horizontal spatial layering in architecture,
Maison Citrohan could be seen as its opposite. In the same lec-
ture Rowe said, if Dom-ino was a floor style, Citrohan was a
wall style—the principal datum being the vertical surface. Le 5.
Corbusier himself said, “with this house one turns one’s back
on architectural conceptions of academicizing schools as well
as modern ones.”” Although such ideal constructs were never
realized fully in built form, sufficiently powerful approxima-
tions may be found in Le Corbusier’s work —in the Villa Sch-
wob at La Chaux-de-Fonds, the Villa Stein at Garches, and
the Salvation Army Building in Paris—to sustain Rowe’s
argument. Within such an interpretation it might be possible
to say that one canon of the orthodox Modern movement was
concerned with the latent or virtual capacity of the vertical
plane to imply space, and to the extent that previous architec- 6




tures could be seen as block-like and volumetric, modern
architecture proposed not only a stylistic but also a concep-
tual challenge to such an orthodoxy.

The reaction over the last twenty years to Le Corbusier’s
zonception of frontal, vertically layered space, by many post-
World War II architects who never fully understood its im-
plications, has taken many forms. The basis for their critique
was that they could not accept the neutrality of structure
which, although patently more technologically rational, was,
with the spatial flexibility provided through the introduction
of the frame, an anathema to their sense of architectural in-
tegrity, formulated in terms of sectional clarity and struc-
tural consistency. It was an argument which said that there
must be spatial recognition and definition of the horizontal
plane, with a section defined by a real display of structure.
Underlying their complaint, in many instances, was a basic
distrust of any construct which could be thought of as an
ideal, and their retreat was from the utopianism of this model
which was thought to be a rather wistful reminder of this
prewar idealism. Instead, this group was looking for what
was real—something they could get their hands on, tough and
corporeal —as opposed to the cool, Platonic abstractions of the
International Style.

Much of the work of Louis Kahn, which proposes a classical
alternative to a modern eclecticism, can surely be seen in this
light. Kahn takes modern forms and uses them in a classical
manner. His was a return to a form of Beaux Arts planning in
its use of a plaid grid (fig. 7), where the interstices of the grid
are taken up as circulation elements between the main
spaces; the column is no longer neutral but is used to delimit
space and ultimately function in a very rigid way. The
development of the “pavilion-type” space articulation must
be seen as the primary plan influence on the paired towers at
Leicester, via the De Vore and Adler houses, the Trenton
Bath Houses and the Richards Medical Research Building. In
essence, Kahn proposes a condition of almost pre-modern
architecture; a return to the structure as the order and
definition of the spatial unit.

Beneath the many stylistic variations represented by
Leicester and other buildings by Stirling is a similar

Figure 7. First Unitarian Church,
Rochester, N.Y. Louis Kahn, architect,
1959-63. Plan showing plaid grid.

response, which may be seen initially as a return to what the
free plan and the free facade challenged some forty years
earlier. However, any building such as Leicester, which may
at first seem to summarily dismiss two of the basic canons of
modern architecture, must be carefully examined. It will be
argued that Leicester implies the potential for presenting the
vertical plane as a dominant spatial datum, while using a
vocabulary which runs counter to the by-now-traditional
dematerialized cubist aesthetic. Leicester no longer conceives
of planes as datum referents, such as the white, tautly
stretched surfaces of Poissy or the frontal intensity and
peripheral stress of the thin layers of both Garches and the
Salvation Army Building. Rather than dismiss this architec-
ture, as might be thought on first impression, Stirling in fact
provokes a head-to-head confrontation. He poses an alterna-
tive that without literally destroying the volumetric box in
the manner, say, of a Van Doesburg, and more recently in the
wall decompositions of John Hejduk, destroys it conceptually.
Stirling does not begin from a single box, but rather from an
essentially multi-volumetric composition. He erodes this con-
ception in such a way that it produces a datum plane, as a
fulerum element that implies not the original multi-
volumetric conception but rather a single box. The conception
of the resultant box is neither a dematerialized object in the
cubist sense nor a series of volumes in the constructivist
sense. Rather the actual boxes are conceptually “destroyed,’
and at the same time the virtual quality of a single box is pro-
duced by the way the object itself is eroded.?

Such a procedure seems to reverse Le Corbusier’s notion of
the implied or virtual referent, which relates objects in deep
space to a frontal plane. This is revealed in Stirling’s almost
meticulous preoccupation with articulating a vertical surface
in a building that otherwise exhibits no concern for space in
the cubist sense of the word. This is not to say that Leicester
was either conceived of by Stirling in the manner just
described, nor is it to say that the building exists in fact in
this way. It is rather to present an alternative interpretation,
a way of seeing this building within another conceptual
framework, which in turn may act as a means to stretch
one’s capacity to conceive of any architecture.

Our attention is drawn to this contrasting attitude by the way



Figure 8. Leicester University
Engineering Building. James Stirling
and James Gowan, architects, 1963.
Laboratory tower, view from the
southeast. The tower can be conceived
of as a solid brick block with no frontal
datum —no preferred viewpoint —it is
to be seen in the round.

in which Stirling seems to be almost uninterested in an:
abstraction using a vertical plane. Yet, one can point to s
many instances, specifically in his pairing of materials an:
their volumetric juxtaposition, which must be considere
either curiously contradictory or almost incomprehensible i
one clings to an identification of a traditional role fo
materials, that one is led to pursue this apparent disinteres
further.

Clearly the most striking and consistent factor abou
Leicester is the use of glass,?and in particular the oppositior
of opaque and transparent glazing. It keys the reading of th
other elements of the building. Since the transparent glas:
will often seem substantial, and opaque glass as the reverse
the nature and meaning of the other dominant pair o
materials—brick and tile—is called into question.1

Brick, a dense solid material, is traditionally used in Englanc
to support loads, not as a surface. Thus, even when Le Cor
busier, who rarely used brick, employs it at Maison Jaoul, it i
used not as a surface or planar material, but rather as :
structural wall, where its function is real rather thar
metaphoric.!! At Leicester the brick and tile are presented ir
such a way that their respective load bearing and surface
qualities, while apparently functional,’? are actually ofter
reversed; their real substance is suppressed for their rea
value as a metaphorical substance. But let us examine the
building itself to see how Stirling challenges the conception o:
the vertical plane, received from the Modern movement
through his inverted use of these two pairs of materials.

In the laboratory tower there is a very careful concern fo:
detail which initiates this idea (fig. 8). On first appearance
this tower, especially when seen against the office tower
seems to be a brick block. But Stirling is not content to have
the tower remain a solid volume of brick, to appear bott
literally and conceptually as solid. He first cuts into the solic
with thin horizontal windows, thus turning the brick intc
Mendelsohnian bands that are still read as solid because they
actually seem to be compressing the glass. But this conceptior
is reversed, and the surface nature of this plane is restored by
projecting the glass beyond the brick and treating it as ¢
prism, making the glass seem solid, crystalline, horizontal anc



Figure 9. The laboratory tower, view
from the southeast showing the
relationship of the columns to the edge

Figure 11. Low shed block. Detail. View

from the east showing the chamfered

corner and the raking course at the

of the brick. base. T
1

Figure 10. Low shed block, view from Figure 12. Laboratory tower.

the south showing the mass-like brick Diagrammatic conception of a second 'l

wall at the base. reversal where the brick acts as a 1

membrane which contains and
compresses the space inside.

12.
non-planar. It can be argued that now that which appears to 11
be the most volumetrie, solid, and formed, are the windows.
By virtue of their projecting raked shape, they appear to
have material substance as opposed to being merely a
membrane or even a void—yet they are literally transparent.
And as these glass prisms become the dominant elements, the
brick takes on characteristics of a continuous yet partially
suppressed vertical plane. Not only does the brick take on
planar characteristics because of this shift, but it also
becomes recessive or negative (fig. 12).13 So the brick, which
was first seen as literally solid, positive and horizontal, can
now be read as the negative segments or residue of a vertical
plane, sliding behind the glass.

But there is a further reversal of the traditional notation. In
all cases except for one—where solid meets ground—solid is
rendered in brick, and when it is elevated, it is rendered as
tile—the one iconically load bearing, the other obviously a
surface material. The one exception when brick appears
where it is not in contact with the ground is in the laboratory
tower. Here is a second cue to the idea that the brick is to be
seen iconically as something other than a load bearing
material. The brick is reduced from its solid mass-like
volumetric quality to something which is paper-thin by the
fact that it is discontinuous with the ground, ending on a
series of vertical columns which are suppressed within the
volume of the tower (fig. 9).

This reverse notation will appear in many different forms
throughout the building. For example in the low laboratory
block the same reversal occurs, but through a different set of
juxtapositions. In Figure 10 there is what appears to be at
first a mass-like brick wall. It is chamfered at the corner (fig.
11) in a way that one associates with something solid. It also
recalls the raking of the glass on the laboratory tower, which
cued a solid reading and in a similar fashion will also cue the
chamfered corners of the office tower.!* Instead of repeating
the layered motif of glass and brick, the base element of the
shed is continuous brick, articulated by a canting course at
ground level. While Stirling seems to be saying that the brick
in the tower is merely a skin of little depth and volume, here
in the low shed the substance of brick is made obvious. But
again this initial reading is reversed. We are asked to aban-
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Figure 13. Leicester University
Engineering Building. James Stirling
and James Gowan, architects, 1963.
Early study model, ca. 1959.

don our predisposition to look for metaphoric imagery—to
forgo an assessment or a comparison to the battlements of a
medieval bastion. Instead, the entire proposition of the bear-
ing nature of the wall is undercut by a deep and continuous
horizontal slot which separates the brick mass from the con-
crete beam and the roof superstructure, which it is sup-
posedly supporting. Again the slot is not.so much a stylistic
gesture as an iconic cueing device. Once the gap in the con-
tinuity from brick to concrete is accepted, when the concept
of mass, i.e. as support, which is cued by the brick volume, the
chamfered corner, and the canted base is undercut, the brick
is no longer seen as mass-like and supporting; one must
revert to a previous cue, recalling the brick in the tower, to
brick as a surface skin, and thus conceptually as a plane.

The idea of brick as skin is reinforced by the reading given by
the roof system over the shed. It is glazed and greenhouse-
like, but instead of being planar and transparent as the tradi-
tional glass enclosure of such structures, the glass is treated
in a prismatic, volumetric and opaque manner. The first read-
ing is of a series of mass-like crystalline solids. The intention
to have the glass read as the most volumetric and most solid
element can be seen in the way the lateral edge of the
skylights is developed from the early studies.

In the model of an early scheme there is no diagonal gridding
(fig. 13). In a subsequent drawing there is diagonal gridding
in the skylight truss system (fig. 14), but two cases which will
be seen to change later—the second story overhang on the
shed space and the lateral edge of the skylights—are still
brought into the orthogonal plane; in the former case, by a
column which continues the line of the upper, overhanging
plane to the ground; and in the latter case, by shearing the
diagonal of the skylights at the facade. One must also note the
plane supporting the lower tower which reinforces the still-
dominant cubist conception of frontal, layered space. In the
axonometric drawing (fig. 15) and the perspective sketch
(fig. 16), the vertical columnar and planar supports are gone.
Instead there is a cantilevered strut supporting the upper
portion of the shed, introducing a diagonal in a facade which
is now no longer layered vertically. And the plane supporting
the tower has turned into a horizontal podium element with
two cross walls now supporting the tower. Still the skylight



Figure 14. Axonometric drawing
showing an early stage of design, ca.
1959-1960.

Figure 15. Axonometric drawing
showing a later stage of design, ca.
1960. Note the relationship of the plane
of the wall which engages the volume of
the skylights in a more traditional
“sawtooth” fashion.

Figure 16. Perspective drawing dated 9
May 1960. This drawing places the
date of the two axonometrics (figs.
14,15) at an earlier time because of the

further development of the shed roof

glazing. While it is still flush to the
plane of the facade it is now detached

from the solid base system.
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Figure 17. A community center by
James Stirling. Liverpool University
School of Architecture, Thesis, 1950.
Facade drawing.

Figure 18. Sheffield University
competition. James Stirling, architect,
1953. Facade drawing.

Figure 19. Leicester University

Engineering Building. James Stirling
and James Gowan, architects, 1963.
Roof plan of an early scheme. Note
comparison to the E. Reynolds roof
plan (fig. 1).

Figure 20. Low shed block, view from
south. Here the slot is seen to separate
the brick base from the skylight
superstructure.




'oof elements are cut flush to the facade, giving in the
erspective sketch a reminder of the incipient diagonals
vhich appear in Stirling’s thesis in the form of cross bracing
fig. 17), and in his Sheffield University competition drawing
n the form of lecture theaters (fig. 18). However, the lecture
heater volumes at Sheffield are not expressed as projecting
rom the facade but rather are contained and compressed by
he virtual nature of an implied vertical surface. It is in-
eresting to note that this is conceptually similar to the origi-
1al disposition of the lecture theaters at Leicester (fig. 14). In
his early study both volumes turn their diagonal thrust in-
vard, contained again by a vertical surface. In the perspec-
ive drawing (fig. 16), the volumetric nature of the skylights
s still caged in a vertical plane. It is only in the plan (fig. 19)
ind in the axonometric (fig. 21) that the skylights become
rolumetric and break out of the vertical plane. This
rolumetric projection will be seen to be crucial to the concept
if the vertical plane as a fulecrum which will be deveioped
relow. The volumetric development of glass further reduces
he brick planes to non-volumetric applique forms even
hough their surfaces are not rendered in tile. Through this
‘eduction an implied vertical plane is established. When the
otion of bearing—and thus volume—is undercut by the
iteral slot (fig. 20), the concept of an abstract plane as op-
vosed to a literal volume is introduced. Thus one has induced
n brick volumes a conceptual vertical datum which was prev-
ously only made apparent in Le Corbusier's white surfaces.

(here is a third interpretation of the vertical plane presented
hrough a dialectic of materials which can be seen in the office
ower. Our received idea of a glass box from the orthodox
odern movement is of a transparent surface containing a
jositive spatial void which is in turn pressuring the surface,
ausing it to be seen as a membrane. However, studying the
ffice tower indicates that no such traditional enclosure of
pace is intended. There is no space in the conceptual sense.
Che office tower can be conceived of as a solid chunk of
rlass—a conceptual solid.!® In this sense it is possible to see
his tower as having existed in some pre-physical or concep-
ual state as a primitive crystalline solid; a glass cube which
vas eroded and chipped away to reveal its present configura-
ion—which is merely some fragmentary or partial state in
ts evolution in time. And because the glass is placed outside

Figure 21. Axonometric drawing
showing volumetric development of the
skylights.
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Figure 22. Leicester University
Engineering Building. James Stirling
and James Gowan, architects, 1963.
Diagram showing an alternative
conception of the office tower with
horizontal banding similar to the
laboratory tower.

Figure 23. Diagram showing the glass
i the office tower set back from the face
of the tile cornice.

Figure 24. Diagram showing the office
tower expressed as a cage with equal
horizontal and vertical structural
elements on the same surface as the
glass.

Figure 25. Office tower from the
northwest. The transparent glazing is
here reading as a solid.

Figure 26. The base of the office tower

Sfrom the northwest showing the

columns marking a void.
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of the exposed concrete floors (fig. 25), it seems to be a more
substantial material even though it is obviously transparent.
[t takes on the appearance of being some solid piece which is
sither pushed forward of the concrete frames or wrapped
around them. One could imagine that the glass plane could
also have been continued on the same surface as the tile cor-
aice rather than projecting slightly beyond it (fig. 27), or that
:he floor slabs might have been faced with brick, or brought
forward and turned up into spandrel panels (fig. 22). Another
alternative would have been to set the glass back from the tile
zornice so as to be literally recessive and conceptually void
(fig. 23). Or finally the entire tower could have been treated
1s a plane; the columns could have been brought forward to
:he surface and expressed as a cage (fig. 24). But none of
-hese alternatives was chosen. In fact, the only place where
:he concrete frame is brought into line with the exterior sur-
face is at the base of the tower (fig. 26) where it marks an ac-
:ual void. In this situation the columns are a positive mark.
When they disappear behind the glass above they become
regative. This reinforces the reversal in the conception of the
ylass from void to solid. So it is not only when the frame is ac-
:ually expressed on the surface of the building, marking and
lefining a void that this reversal is conceptually active, but
1lso when it is suppressed behind the glass. It is interesting to
10te that both the glass and the tile cornice are chamfered in
-he office tower, as opposed to the laboratory tower where
nly the glass is treated in this way (fig. 32). In both cases the
zlass is read as solid but the brick and tile readings are
reversed. In the office tower, tile, the surface material, is
:hamfered and reads as a volume. Conversely, in the laborato-
*y tower, brick, the volumetric material, is banded and
‘inished square at the corners, and reads as a surface. Again,
n the view of the office tower from the northwest, the glass
;akes on the quality of a solid (fig. 31), primarily because of
ts relationship to the diagonal form of the haunch. This form
ippears initially to be the most mass-like, but when the
1aunch is seen in relationship to the glass, which is
leliberately set forward, the haunch seems flat and planar.

This conception seems similar to the play of solid and glass at
‘he Salvation Army Building (figs. 28,29).16 Yet there is no
juestion that Le Corbusier’s conception of the vertical plane
s absent from the vocabulary of Leicester. In fact, each of

Figure 27. Office tower from the west
showing the profile of the glass
projecting forward of the tile cornice.
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Figure 28. Salvation Army Building.
Le Corbusier and Pierre Jeanneret,

architects, 1932. Diagram, early study.

Figure 29. Diagram, final project.

Figure 30. Villa Savoye, Poissy, Le
Corbusier and Pierre Jeanneret,
architects, 1929. Diagram showing the
lateral extension of glass.

28.

29.

30.

Figure 31. Leicester University
Engineering Building. James Stirling
and James Gowan, architects, 1963.
Office tower from the north showing
glass projecting forward of the haunch.




Stirling’s devices seems to be an attempt to both destroy our
received notion of the vertical datum as a paper-thin surface
and to suggest another conception of a vertical plane. For, in
many respects, each visual cue is drawn from a mass-like
architecture which is conceptually volumetric as opposed to
planar. In fact there is hardly any presentation of an unar-
ticulated vertical plane. All such potential planes are cut,
chamfered, or splayed to imply depth in volume. When Le
Corbusier is concerned with a vertical datum, he postulates it
as a literal analog—in a flat, tenuous surface, made visually
available, for example at Garches and Poissy, through the
location of banded windows and their extension to the lateral
edges (fig. 30). Thus the abstract construct-plane is set with-
in a very literal plane, its virtual sense being established in a
frontal, and dematerialized vertical referent. In contrast, at
Leicester, there is no literal analog—the plane is never real.
It emerges for us only in a conceptual process by an elaborate
unravelling of a series of visual clues. In this context,
Leicester is a commentary on the Le Corbusier/Rowe concep-
tion of the vertical plane, and ultimately an assault on any
modernist conceptions of plane.!” This attack on modernist
sensibilities also brings us face-to-face with Leicester as a
critique of Constructivism;'® the direct constructivist
references in Leicester being more difficult to refute.

First, constructivist architecture can be seen literally as a
series of solids—solid volumes juxtaposed about a vertical
axis (as opposed to a vertical plane), which acts as a fulcrum
for these volumes which are seemingly in collision or strain-
ing to pull apart from a centralized vortex of dense,
centripetal pressure; the whole creating dynamic visual con-
figurations (fig. 34). Second, these solid volumes, while
literally containing real space, exhibit no tension between the
bounding surfaces of volume and the contained space. No vir-
tual pressure is exhibited on the exterior plane which would
imply an intention to confer positive animating charac-
teristics to the space inside; they seem as a limp mass of air
maintained by four walls (fig. 33). Third, Constructivism is
an architecture of articulation. It uses these solids in an addi-
tive, as opposed to a subtractive, compositional mode (fig. 37).
All three of these dispositions display a common attitude
toward a subtle yet unmistakable concern for total figural
composition. In a certain sense, these asymmetric balances

Figure 32. Detail view from the east,
laboratory tower on the left, office
tower on the right.

19



Figure 33. Palace of the Soviets
competition, 3rd prize. A. and V,
Vesnin, architects, 1923. The
fenestration, the engaged columns, and
the protruding floor slabs seem to deny
any dynamic between the internal
space and the surface.

Figure 34. Pravda Tower, project. A.,
L., and V. Vesnin, architects, 1923. The
project displays an asymmetric anti-
gravitational dynamic, between
balance and collapse. A reverse
pyramidal composition which appeals
to the sensorial as opposed to the

rational.

serve only to conceal a more traditional attitude to the ob-
ject.!?

If there is any link in Stirling’s work to the first of these
aspects of constructivist architecture, it lies in the fact that
he takes the compositional attitude of Constructivism, rather
than its vocabulary and brings it into some sort of dialectic
with the conception of layered space and ultimately with the
concept of the vertical plane in Le Corbusier. Naturally such
a process involves a transformation of the Corbusian
paradigm since unlike, say, the Dom-ino or Citrohan houses,
, the vertical plane is used as a fulerum for both vertical and
iy horizontal elements. This can best be seen in the southwest
‘ elevation of the shed building (fig. 35).

Y
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Here we again have a simultaneous sequence of reversal upon
reversal; a play between the diagonal facets of the glass
skylights, the vertical planes of glass, and the diagonal, can-
tilevered struts which support the overhanging volume. Ob-
viously the most void-like and spatial aspect of this facade is
the particular triangular void that is bounded and marked by
the diagonal struts (fig. 36). In one interpretation, we can
read the diagonal braces as solid and supporting. Yet since
their angle corresponds to the angle of the glass skylights
above and since we have already read these particular trun-
cated shapes as solid in the lower shed, then, in another read-
ing, this long triangular space can be read as a solid piece,
especially when seen as a continuation of the diagonal ele-
ments of the triangulated roof. In this context, the vertical
glass plane of the cantilevered rectilinear volume reads as a
void in the relationship solid-void-solid (fig. 38). However,
the reverse condition can be posited if the triangular space is
read in its literal condition as void. Then the vertical plane
which is glass, and opaque, can be read as a conceptual solid;
the truncated skylights in this interpretation are read as
void. In other words, because of the particular juxtaposition
of triangular-vertical-triangular elements, the triangular
space can be read either way. Thus we can read, simulta-
neously, literal void and conceptual solid. If the space is con-
ceptually a solid, then the vertical plane, which is literal solid,
becomes conceptually void (fig. 39). And the lower vertical
plane, which is recessed but is also opaque glass, is read as
void when it is read against the conceptual solid of the actual




Figure 35. Leicester University
Engineering Building. James Stirling
and James Gowan, architects, 1963.
View from the south of the shed
building.

Figure 36. Detail view from the
northwest looking up under the shed
building.

Figure 37. Planetarium, Moscow. M.
Barsch and M. Siniavski, architects,
1927-1929. Elements added to a central

form type in such a way as to foreclose

any reading of erosion.
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Figure 38. Leicester University
Engineering Building. James Stirling
and James Gowan, architects, 1963.
Diagram showing first reversal —
solid-void-solid reading.

Figure 39. Diagram showing second

solid-void-solid reversal with the
diagonal plane as the datum.
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void. In both cases the ambivalent reading is produced by a
vertical plane acting as a fulerum element to the two triangu-
lar volumes, or conversely by a diagonal plane (of the struts)
acting as a fulerum for the vertical volumes. Thus a planar
datum is articulated as a fulerum element, oscillating be-
tween a vertical and diagonal position.

At this juncture there is a second conceptual fulecrum
developed, using the horizontal plane; a device that is in fact
closer to the neo-plastic horizontal datum than it is to the
pivotal and frontal concerns of Constructivism and Cubism.
This datum appears in the podium element which acts as a
plane of reference for the contrapuntal diagonal vectors of
the underside of the auditorium and the entry ramp (fig. 41).
In, this case the three elements function in much the same
manner as the angled roof, the courtyard plane, and the slop-
ing site of Aalto’s Civic Center at Saynatsalo (fig. 40).20In its
use of both vertical and horizontal fulecrums, Leicester em-
bodies a dual relationship of planes to volumes absent in Le
Corbusier’s work.

The two lecture theaters, which seem to be most construc-
tivist in their mass-like volumetric form, are in fact the occa-
sion of another major distinction between Leicester and
orthodox Constructivism. Expressed as diagonally projecting
forms set at right angles to each other under the asymmetric
towers, they are reminiscent of Melnikov’s Rusakov Club in
Moscow. However, the mass-like elements of the Rusakov
Club in no way seem to compress or extend the external space
by the influence of their bounding surfaces (fig. 44); in es-
sence there is no vertical or frontal plane as in the Maison
Citrohan, and without such a frontal datum there is no im-
plied or virtual depth in space. While the lecture theaters at
Leicester are obviously volumetric elements, they are tile-
clad in such a way as to read as surfaces containing space.
Furthermore through their relationship to the vertical ele-
ments they begin to activate the external space in a way
which is absent from the Rusakov Club. At Leicester there is
a further play between space and surface which serves to
augment the idea of fulerum. The larger volume on the left
(fig. 43) appears to be restrained under the weight of the
brick tower. The following relationship between surface and
the space contained seems to be operative in this juxtaposi-

Figure 40. Saynatsalo Civic Center.
Alvar Aalto, architect, 1952. Diagram
showing the courtyard level which acts
as a horizontal datum mediating the
slope of the site and the pitch of the roof.

Figure 41. View from the north at the
base of the entry ramp showing the
relationship of the auditorium and the
ramp about the podium level.
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Figure 42. Leicester University
Engineering Building. James Stirling
and James Gowan, architects, 1963.
Lower level entry from the northwest.
The night view shows the glass
elements reading as conceptual solids.

Figure }3. View of auditorium volumes

from above the entry ramp.

Figure }4. Rusakov Workers’ Club,
Moscow. K. Melnikov, architect, 1928.
Solids juxtaposed about a dominant
central axis, the vertical datum
referent can be seen as external to the
object.

Figure 45. View from southeast to rear
of entry lobby.




.ion. First there is the literal dialectic between the towers,
which we have discussed above. Against this we have to con-
ront a glass tower which is transparent but conceptually
solid and the brick tower which is solid but conceptually void.
[t follows that the brick tower which apparently rests on the
ecture theater (fig. 45) cannot fully express itself as a coun-
:erweight because it is conceptually void and therefore
weightless. The reverse is true of the glass tower, which is
:onceptually solid but appears to be held up by the
;ransparent glass box.?! Thus it is not the towers but an un-
seen vertical axis which acts as the stabilizer of the composi-
:ion—as a kind of fulerum stabilizing the cantilevering
volumes.

The relationship of the pair of columns to these volumes is
also foreign to any constructivist articulation (fig. 42). These
2olumns that support the canted underside of the auditorium
10 so in such a way as to establish the vertical edge of this
volume as the first of a series of vertical layers. A second
layer is established by the plane of the lower level entrance
lobby. However, since the entire thrust of the diagonal under-
side of the tiled volume appears to come down on this plane
which is literally transparent and planar, this plane is read
metaphorically as a solid supporting the brick. But further,
since the first layer in the sequence is a void with no glass, the
rear plane with glass is again read as a conceptual solid.

We have a further set of contradictions (fig. 47) which refer
to a third break with a basic lexical attitude of constructivist
architecture—its additive mode. While Constructivism uses
solid elements — volumes which appear solid and are aggre-
zated in time, ultimately displacing space—the office tower
was seen above to reverse this strategy, and because of the
visual evidence we saw an eroding or chipping from some
larger solid enclosure. The spiral staircases—a motif which is
repeated three times at Leicester—are a second key to the
conceptual difference between additive and subtractive
volumetric articulation at Leicester and in Constructivism.?
The spiral stair, in and of itself, is the essence of an additive
element because it visually connects two horizontal planes
through the device of a non-planar, volumetric element. The
spiral staircases at Leicester seem to come directly out of
Golosov’s Workers’ Club in Moscow (fig. 46). However, in the




26

Figure },6. Workers’ Club, Moscow. 1.
Golosov, architect, 1928.

Figure }7. Leicester University
Engineering Building. James Stivling
and James Gowan, architects, 1963.
View from northwest showing the
spiral stair in the cutout volume of the
shed.




Golosov building no dialectic or ambiguity seems intended. In
fact everything is almost doubly, but literally, articulated.
The square horizontal elements are distinguished from the
circular vertical elements. And further, the horizontal ele-
ment is solid; the vertical element is glass. Rather than com-
pressing the readings so that there is a visual ambiguity, the
elements are purposely pulled apart.

In both the west (as shown in Figure 47) and the south cor-
ners of the shed, the rectilinear form seems initially cut in
such a way so that the resultant volume of opaque glass
panels are read as conceptually solid. This creates the first
reversal—a glass plane, albeit opaque, being read as solid.
Within the cut out volume a very solid looking spiral stair
baluster is revealed. However, upon -closer inspection,
because the baluster is treated in the same material as the
glass panels of the vertical surfaces, it creates the condition
for a second reversal. The glass planes of the rectilinear
volumes are literally opaque; they can be read as solid. Since
the spiral stair, which is both literally volumetric and concep-
tually volumetric, is treated in the same material as the glass
volumes, it causes the rectilinear volume, which is less
literally volumetric than the cylinder of the stair, to be read
as planar. In other words, because the glass of the rectilinear
volumes is not treated initially as a skin, it reads as a solid
block which is cut out and eroded. The rectangles are not seen
initially as plane or surface but as a “chunk of stuff)” Thus,
the object-like cylinder stairs can appear to have pre-existed
in the block and to have been revealed by some subtractive
process. In this conception, two disparate form masses are
given initial object-like properties. And then because one
form—the stair—is more object-like and is treated in the
same materials as the volumes, then these block-like volumes
reverse and become planer. If, for example, the stair were
treated with a brick facing or with clear glass, there would be
no ambiguity. But because both are in the same material —
and opaque glass at that—there exists the possibility for a
reversal. So that far from treating glass as dematerialized
and transparent in either the literal or virtual sense, glass is
here again found to be conceptually solid (fig. 48).2

The third spiral staircase (fig. 49), that connecting the
podium to the underside of the auditorium volume (seen at the

left of the picture), also works in a similar fashion. It plays
with the reading of the stairs in the shed space as well as with
the tiled volume above. This spiral staircase is treated in
transparent glass; the other two spirals are in opaque glass.
Since the latter two are read as conceptually solid, the former
must be a conceptual void. Yet two aspects of the way this
staircase is detailed mediate against this simple interpreta-
tion. First, it has a faceted geometric form which tends to
give a solid reading to its surface; second, it is the only one of
the three circular stairs which is actually fully enclosed (i.e.,
solid) albeit in totally transparent glass (i.e., void). Further,
while the tiled volume above is actually supported by two col-
umns, they seem to have had their supportive material, the
brick, stripped away. They seem very thin when compared to
the faceted circular stair which in this context seems to be the
more substantial of the elements. However, there is a further
reversal; for the stair, far from supporting the auditorium
volume, seems to punch through it.

In both cases where glass is presented as offering a literal
transparency —in the circular stair and in the lower entrance
foyer, as at the main block of the Bauhaus—we find it to be
conceptually considered as a solid, that is, it is virtually opa-
que. Thus it can be seen that this dialectical play of opaque
glass to transparent glass becomes a dominant reference in a
marking system, which reverses the additive and volumetric
canon of Constructivism. In fact, in essence, Leicester
reverses the notational or cueing system of the Modern move-
ment in which glass was rendered as transparent, thin and
layered, to one where glass can be seen as solid and opaque;
where instead of being layered, it is eroded. To understand
the referent system proposed at Leicester, one must first
detach Stirling’s notation from its historical context, to begin
as it were with a notational zero and attempt to build a new
lexicon. Rather than attempting this, many of the critics
merely reduce Leicester to a set of metaphors, and minimize
in such a judgment the significant distinctions between
Leicester and its two sister buildings, the Cambridge History
Faculty Building and the Oxford Florey Building.

Despite these recent critical pronouncements, which would
have us place Leicester, Cambridge and Oxford in an histori-
cal continuum, it is my contention that Leicester remains
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Figure }8. Leicester University
Engineering Building. James Stirling
and James Gowan, architects, 1963.
Detail view of shed from the south. The
night view gives a further dimension to
the ambiguity between solid conception
as a property of shape as opposed to an
aspect of materials. Here similar
materials and dissimilar shapes play

together to produce opposite readings of
solid and void.

Figure }9. View from the northwest.
The base of the auditorium showing the
relationship of the circular stairto the
underside of the auditorium and to the
columnms.
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seminal and singular in this context. In all three we are pres-
ented with a too-easy similarity —a lineage in brick and glass
developed in a repertoire of molded, pyramidal and canted
shapes. And while it is unfair to the quality of both
Cambridge and Oxford to dismiss them summarily, within the
limited context of this discussion they do not seem to be ad-
dressing the same issues critically. That is to say, the gestures
at Leicester seem to be invested with a rationale and the sug-
gestion of an alternative position that a similar analysis of
materials and volume relationships at Cambridge and Oxford
might not reveal .

For example, if we compare the small cant strips in the brick
surfaces at Cambridge or the pyramidal glass roof over the
reading room, they do not have the same conceptual value as
at Leicester. They seem to exist as perceptual embellish-
ment—as the marks of a personal, albeit evocative, style—
rather than as a challenge to the conceptual heritage of the
Modern movement. And in the context of my initial remarks,
Cambridge and Oxford are not polemical. They seem to be
merely borrowing on the iconic charge given by the use of
similar materials and building methods developed at
Leicester, and collaging them in a way which in and of itself
deprives them of their polemical quality. While one can argue
that every first gesture will always be deprived of this funda-
mental quality of originality by being repeated, and thus de-
prived of the polemic of the initial moment, one should not ex-
cuse Cambridge and Oxford on these grounds. Nor should one
say that it is not possible to continue putting forth polemical
imagery in the monumental type. It is simply that Cambridge
and Oxford are not in their compositional attitude invested
with the same relational structure. And if one need make a
further point to clarify the earlier comparison, one might say
that Leicester is European and Cambridge is American.?
Leicester demands the existence of the Modern movement,
confronts a major tenet of its theoretical base and transcends
it. Cambridge pretends, as does much recent American archi-
tecture, that the Modern movement did not exist; that the
nineteenth century without any formal caesura can continue
into the future.?

The point that is being made is that the Leicester Engineer-
ing Building operates on the level of what might be called the

archetypal “stuff” of architecture, in the same manner that
any gesture does that moves away from a rigid, stylistic or
classical vocabulary. What is being argued is that one of the
ways one operates as a designer is to explore and expand the
potential of space to be manipulated in different ways in
order to develop a lexicon out of the innate—rather than the
proscriptive—intrinsic formal vocabulary of architecture. In
one sense this is an activity of architecture that can be seen to
be continuously an internal critique of architecture; the
nature of such a critique being: one, the examination of the
essential nature of architecture itself; and two, the examina-
tion of the nature of our predispositions in the way we look at
that essence. Such a critique questions how much of our per-
ception is culturally conditioned and thus not open to any ex-
ploration beyond what we know, that is, beyond what is iden-
tifiable and easy for us to grasp. And I believe that it was
precisely Stirling’s subconscious reaction to Le Corbusier and
Constructivism that produced what must be called an aper-
turain the predicament described at the beginning; that is, as
an alternative to an eclecticism using cubist and construec-
tivist elements as the vocabulary of the fundamental modes —
subtractive and additive—of forming space. Stirling has pro-
duced a potential form-giving process that had been neither
manifest nor realized before. In Leicester this process is
brought to a level of conscious concern in the vertical plane.
First, by bringing together the vertical plane and the
volumetric displacement of space into some sort of dialectic,
he introduces the concept of the vertical plane as a fulerum,
as something other than a datum for layered space or as a
surface membrane containing space. Le Corbusier used the
vertical plane to define and contain; Stirling uses the vertical
plane to displace space. Second, by using the juxtaposition of
mass elements in a second dialectic mediated by the horizon-
tal plane, Stirling again uses this element to displace rather
than to mold or to form space.

Leicester stands some ten years on as an example of the la-
tent potential in architecture to make manifest in physical
form certain ideas which in themselves stand continually as
critical agents to all of our activity. It challenges us to throw
over the way we want to see in favor of what we might see.
And in an era where functionalism was offered up as a
substitution for ideal content, Leicester reaffirms the need



for the continuity in the evolution of the formal vocabulary of
architecture.

But further, Leicester stands against an increasingly vocal
group of architects concerned with hard data, recycling
materials, and inflatable structures, who would think of this
building (and this criticism) as irrelevant, precisely because
of its manifest lack of involvement with the positivism of
these technologies or the apparent social commitment of such
an empirical attitude. But from these, this building must be
defended. And while this is not to suggest the opposite, that
the polemics and the visions of the 1920s are either applicable
or relevant today, and therefore should be resurrected, it is
rather to say that the theoretical implications of modern
architecture, which must ultimately affect any architecture,
and the implications of the abstract logic inherent in space
and form, must yet again be a subject of investigation. Even
fifty years after Maison Citrohan, the lessons inherent in
such conceptions can still he learned and explored.
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Notes

32 1. While I have no intention of continuing the Stirling and

Gowan debate over the paternity of certain drawings, it
seems quite clear from the record of projects completed since
the dissolution of their partnership—in particular the Histo-
ry Library at Cambridge and the Florey Building at Ox-
ford —that the compositional attitude being discussed in this
article seems to be a continuing preoccupation of James Stir-
ling’s (as it had been in his Sheffield University project of
1953). I will therefore only refer to Stirling in the remainder
of the text, while acknowledging that the Leicester Engineer-
ing Building was a product of their partnership.

2. This term, which combines both the nineteenth-century
idea in the use of the term “gesamt” with the iconic intention
of the term “monument,” was first suggested to me by Kurt
Forster in conversation.

3. While a range of such metaphorical attributions are com-
monly placed on buildings of this temperament, one must ask
how they help us to understand what will be seen to be a
rather unique exploration of a formal vocabulary present in
this work. If we are to believe Manfredo Tafuri, that Stirling
rejects such analogies as “fishing for references” (Tafuri,
“L’Architecture dans le Boudoir,” Oppositions 3, May 1974),
it is possible that such metaphorical attribution tends to
obscure such an understanding. It is in fact possible to sort
through the visual evidence to build an entirely different
pedigree, iconography and ideology for this building.

4. This argument was developed with Kurt Forster in con-
versation.

5. It has been argued that this emphasis on the vertical plane
can be seen to be culturally determined, that is, as a northern
European as opposed to a Mediterranean manifestation. My
argument is based on an opposing notion, not concerned with
vertical emphasis, but rather on the use of the vertical plane
as a datum and as a conceptual necessity in architecture (see
my “Notes on Conceptual Architecture III”” Unpublished.).
Equally there are enough culturally based examples which
tend to contradict the former assertion. Maison Citrohan is
nothing if it is not Mediterranean and when comparing two
similar interior spaces, Gunnar Asplund’s Stockholm Town
Hall and Giuseppe Terragni’s Casa del Fascio at Como, the
former (which is northern) is horizontally layered; the latter
(which is Mediterranean) is vertically layered.

6. Manfredo Tafuri has also speculated on a possible in-
terpretation of Stirling’s work in “L’Architecture dans le
Boudoir” “The parabola which Stirling has followed has a
high degree of internal consistency. It indeed reveals the con-
sequence of a reduction of the architectural object to pure
language, yet it wishes to be compared to the tradition of the
Modern movement, to be measured against a body of work
strongly compromised, in an antilinguistic sense. Stirling has
‘rewritten’ the ‘words’ of modern architecture, building a

true ‘archaeology of the present’’” The operative idea for
what will follow is Tafuri’s concept of “rewritten” In my
terms there will be two rewritings: Stirling’s rewriting of
modern architecture and my rewriting of this received in-
terpretation of Stirling’s work.

7. Le Corbusier and Pierre Jeanneret, Oeuvre compléte,
1910-1929, vol. 1, ninth edition (Zurich: Les Editions
d’Architecture, 1967), p. 31.

8. Kenneth Frampton caught this same idea when he said
that “Stirling’s reaction of 1959 from mass to light was ac-
companied by a strong feeling for the erosion and disillusion
of form per se.”” (Kenneth Frampton, “Stirling’s Building,’
Avrchitectural Forum, November 1968.) His use of the term
“erosion” applies to the actual shape of the building; my use
of the term is concerned with the conception of that shape.
9. Here Kenneth Frampton speaks of Stirling as having
“consistently exploited patent glazing as a matiére whose
spectacular qualities are to be most effectively revealed,
through draping it like a giant curtain over a configurated
shell; a seductive form of material expression on occasion, . . .
irrelevant to the intrinsic syntax of a particular structure.”
(Frampton, “Stirling’s Building,” p. 45.) The problem for me
in Frampton’s prose stems from his attempt to place the idea
of an “intrinsic syntax” in a cultural context by his use of the
term ‘“irrelevant.)” Since relevancy does not seem to be a
quality of “intrinsic,” there is a suggestion in his use of “ir-
relevant” of a certain attitude, for example, with respect to
the relationship of surface to structure—which may not be in-
trinsic but merely an attitude of modern architecture.
Something which may not seem within the canon of the Mod-
ern movement may not be irrelevant to the idea of an intrinsic

syntax.
10. Stirling himself seems ambivalent on his intentions vis-a-
vis brick and tile. At one time he says, ... bricks are low in

cost, need little maintenance, and can also be the structural
support. These seem to me to be very good practical reasons
for using brick. I never select materials emotionally; they are
chosen entirely at a practical level. . . ” (James Stirling, “An
Architect’s Approach to Architecture,” RIBA Journal, May
1965, p. 240.) This seems to contradict the architect’s own
statements to me about the need to send to Holland to find a
tile with a color which would match the particular brick that
was being used.

11. It should be pointed out that when Le Corbusier used or
expressed “natural” materials before the war, he did so in a
way which questioned their “natural” qualities. For example,
the rubble stone in the house for Madame de Mandrot and the
Pavillon Suisse is framed in concrete and thereby made to ap-
pear paper thin.

Crities, such as John Jacobus, who now argue that Stirling’s
use of brick is a return to English tradition or to a pure Mod-



ern movement functionalism, forget that the white rendered
walls were never intended to be so much functional as they
were symbolic. In the degree that Le Corbusier’s work was
not so much a style, or a set of abstractions, but an attitude
toward building, he did not use natural materials in a natural
way because it was thought iconically to represent a return to
the soil, and to something which was very close to the German
Expressionist ideology. As Le Corbusier commented on stone
in the de Mandrot House and in the Pavillon Suisse, so does
Stirling comment on brick here. It has nothing to do with
Stirling’s own smokescreen concerning his use of brick.

12. Stirling himself makes an argument something like this:
that the particular use of brick in one place and tile in another
is based on purely functional reasons; that the tile is used as a
veneer only on structural in-situ concrete surfaces. To dis-
tinguish these from other conditions of concrete, he uses
brick. Again, the use of tiles with the same coloration as the
brick seems to suggest an ambiguous or dual reading, beyond
one of mere functional distinction.

13. It is also possible to imagine the brick continuing ver-
tically up and down at the corners or the skeletal column-slab
structure brought to the vertical surface which in both cases
would have literally restored the vertical surface.

14. In this context it must be remembered that the readings
are simultaneous. None are held more strongly than any other
and they do not have to be read in any particular sequence.
For the chamfered brick can be seen as the initial cue to read-
ing the glass in the laboratory building as solid or vice versa.
15. While Frampton has correctly pointed to the obvious
dialectic of the brick tower and the glass tower (Frampton,
“Stirling’s Building,” p. 46), he does not comment on a second
and more subtle opposition. The brick tower volume can be
seen to be conceptually a membrane, and conversely the glass
tower “membrane” is read as volumetric.

16. Two attitudes toward the vertical plane as a datum seem
operative at the Salvation Army Building. One is the concept
of a shifting or ambiguous vertical datum; the other is the
concept of the vertical datum as a potential fulerum. This can
be seen in the changes made by Le Corbusier from the early
project to the final project. In the early project the vertical
datum is not clearly established but neither is it purposely
ambiguous. There are three possible locations for such a
datum. The rear plane of the slab block; the rear raised por-
tion of the slab (this conception is particularly active if one
reads the lower front portion as a volume); or the front plane
of the slab. When the roof level storey is changed from a flat
plane to a serrated volumetric form, it provides for two read-
ings: first, it fixes the front plane and the rear plane as shift-
ing references; second, it causes the front plane of the slab
block to be read as both a proscenium and a fulerum relating
the ground level volumes to the roof projections. (See my un-

published Ph.D. thesis “The Formal Basis of Modern Archi-
tecture,” Univ. of Cambridge, 1963, p. 81.)

17. It should be understood that the attempt here in the dis-
cussion of Leicester is to speculate on formal conceptions em-
bedded in the nature of architecture other than those notions
such as phenomenal transparency developed by Colin Rowe
and Robert Slutzky in their Perspecta articles. (Colin Rowe
and Robert Slutzky, “Transparency: Literal and Phenomenal.
Part 1,V Perspecta 8, 1963; idem, ‘“‘Transparency: Literal and
Phenomenal. Part I1,” Perspecta 13/14, 1971.)

18. See among others Alvin Boyarsky’s penetrating article,
“Stirling ‘Dimostrationi’)” Architectural Design, November
1968. If Constructivism is an architecture of mass and form
and if Kenneth Frampton is correct when he said of Leicester
that it was “a deliberate turning away from an architecture
of mass and form, to one composed of the dynamics of reflec-
tion and the luminosity of light” (Frampton, “Stirling’s
Building,” p. 45), then we must see Leicester with some other
litmus. In this context Frampton is of little help, for in fact he
traps us in a metaphorical web with his pronouncement that
Leicester is an architecture of “literal transparency”” For, as
we shall see, it is possible to build an argument for its
pedigree which inyolves a totally opposite interpretation and
conception of the glass. And in the end while it has the tex-
ture of Constructivism it is conceptually more Corbusian. It
should be pointed out that one is here talking about Construc-
tivism in its formal as opposed to its iconographic sense. For
the differences between Cubism, De Stijl, Constructivism,
and this building are not so much in their social rhetoric as in
their formal strategy.

19. In this sense, constructivist architecture shares a similar
set of preferences to De Stijl in its concern for asymmetric
balances and its overall tendency to pose a set of outward ex-
ploding yet composed vectors. But it differs from De Stijl in
that its formal components were not planes so much as they
were solids made all the more mass-like through the introduc-
tion of diagonal shapes. It should be noted that in De Stijl the
diagonal is only implied in the juxtaposition of planar ele-
ments and never made literal as in Constructivism.

20. See my unpublished Ph.D. thesis, “The Formal Basis of
Modern Architecture,” p. 110.

21. A similar argument is developed by Joseph Rykwert in
“Un Episodio Inglese,” Domus, June 1964.

22. For example, the circular stair in Constructivism seems a
vehicle for a literal expression of articulation. Stirling’s use of
the same element, while for similar expository purposes, pro-
duces different results. Both of these attitudes can be dis-
tinguished from Le Corbusier’s use of the circular stair
which, as Colin Rowe has noted, is often the central animating
and organizing deviee for the space. See, for example, the
Spiral Museum or the Pavillon Suisse, where, as Rowe says,

33



34 the stair acts as “a spiral or turbine eroding a plane and

reducing it to a turbine.” (Colin Rowe, unpublished notes.)
23. This kind of potential reversal within the physical data
again points up the fallacy of the too-literal, easy, perceptual
analogy. In this context one must question the usefulness of
such metaphors as “over the heavy teaching labs there foams,
like suds from some cubist detergent, a good head of angular
north-light glazing. . .” (Reyner Banham, “The Style for the
Job,” New Statesman, 14 February 1964.) Or again as .. . a
crystalline sea flooding across the top of the heavy lab area
and erupting in diamond breakers over the solid walls on ev-
ery side of the podium.” (Reyner Banham, “The Word in Bri-
tain: Character,” Architectural Forum, Aug.-Sept. 1964.)
24. Stirling himself contends that this is not so. He says that
the difference is not so much in the architecture but in the
limitations which are placed on the architecture by the inten-
tion of the program which is different for Leicester than it is
for Cambridge and Oxford.

25. This conflicts with Kenneth Frampton’s argument when
he says that “its true spiritual affinity lies well within that
great romantic American tradition that stems from Frank
Lloyd Wright and remains most vividly alive today in the
work of Louis Kahn” (Kenneth Frampton, ‘“Leicester
University Engineering Laboratory,” Architectural Design,
February 1964.) Even the pairing of Wright and Kahn is an
oversimplification. In the context of my argument, Wright
could be seen as European and Kahn as American.

26. If an historical precedent for such a conceptual gap is
necessary then one only need compare Frank Lloyd Wright’s
work after the success of the Wasmuth Publication of 1910
with his houses of the previous decade.
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History

Yale 1950-1965

Robert Stern

This article is the first in a series which
will attempt to uncover the major
philosophical currents in American
architectural education over the past
twenty-five years. Other articles on
similar themes,such as the “Philadelphia
School”, the “Texas Rangers,” Harvard,
and The Cooper Union, will follow.

What is apparent from Robert Stern’s
very careful research is the curious
absence at Yale of any polemical bias
either for or against the Modern
movement. When compared with some
of its academic counterparts during
the fifties and sixties, Yale seems to
have been strangely placid,
particularly in light of the fact that its
graduates from that period seem to
have achieved a certain hegemony in
the professional world of the East
Coast. For these graduates and
presumably the Yale School at that
time, the question of the relevance of
any European notion of modernism, or
conversely the deficiencies in any
“pure” American position, did not
seem to be at issue. Stern’s own
format, relying heavily on quotations,
seems to be indicative of a rather self-
indulgent Yale, disengaged equally from
polemics and theoretical speculation.

Mimi Lobell’s comments, originally
written for a different context,add a
further dimension to this judgment and
as such make a fitting and reflective
postseript to Stern’s piece. Its
inclusion here also sheds light on the
so-called ‘“Yale-Philadelphia axis,” a
superficial term which tends to blur
rather than sharpen certain necessary
distinctions which have to be made vis-

a-vis Yale and other East Coast
educational institutions.

This initial and highly partisan view of
a particular American school is surely
sufficient to open up a retrospective
dialogue about American architectural
education as a whole. It may well be
that this nostalgic and exclusive
account is after all an accurate portrait
of Yale during these years. If this is so,
then are we not prompted to question,
for the future, the effect of such a
picaresque approach to both
architecture and architects on the
vigor of American architecture as a
whole?

PD.E.

Robert Stern was born in New York in
1939 and received his M.A. in
architecture at Yale University in
1965. He has taught at Columbia
University since 1970, at Yale
University during 1972-73, at the
University of Houston and Mississippi
State University in 1974. He has been
in private practice with John S.
Hagmann since 1969 and their built
works include a residence in Montauk,
New York (1972); a duplex apartment
in New York City (1973); a
remodelling of a roof-top apartment in
New York City (1973); and a residence
in Washington, Connecticut (1974). His
published works include New
Directions in Architecture (1969) and
George Howe: Toward a Modern
American Architecture (1975). He has
been President of the Architectural
League of New York since 1973 and is
a Director of the Society of
Architectural Historians.
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Figure 1. Hypothetical beach house by
James Jarrett. 1st Year, 1950.

36 This account of the Yale School of Architecture between 1950

and 1965 covers the period between the respective arrival
and departure of the most significant heads of the depart-
ment, namely George Howe at the beginning and Paul
Rudolph at the end.! Prior to this era, that is, throughout the
twenties and thirties, the leading American schools of archi-
tecture, namely those at Yale and at the University of Penn-
sylvania, organised their courses after the Beaux Arts
model.? Yet, while Penn possessed a solid core of distinguished
teachers focused around the great progressive classicist Paul
Cret, Yale, always hardpressed to obtain first-class architects
who would be willing or able to teach and practice in New
Haven, developed under Dean Everett V. Meeks a visiting
critic system which brought a continuously changing succes-
sion of distinguished practitioners to the university.? Thus,
the school’s attitude to stylistic issues was to remain flexible
and between 1920 and 1940 it was to shift from the
progressive historicism of Otto Faelton (chief designer for
the James Gamble Rogers office who reigned in association
with Lloyd Morgan), through the “Art Deco” modernism of
Raymond Hood (who dominated the school from 1930 until his
death in 1934), to the “International Style” modernism in-
troduced by Wallace Harrison during his tenure between
1937 and 1940.¢ Within the framework of a curriculum closely
modeled on that of the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, the school was
able to shift the emphasis of its design philosophy during the
1930s from that of an archaeologically-based eclecticism to
one more closely tied to the Modern movement in general,
though not always to the orthodox International Style.

The manpower demands of World War II naturally disrupted
the normal processes of the school, more so than at Harvard,
where Walter Gropius and Marcel Breuer continued to teach
(owing to their ages and nationality) and where women were
encouraged to fill the places normally occupied by male stu-
dents.? By the end of the war, Harvard’s Graduate School of
Design® had become the preeminent American school because
of its brilliant design program which was firmly rooted in the
esthetic and philosophical preferences of the Modern move-
ment. On the surface at least, Harvard was heir to the
brilliant Bauhaus scene of the mid-1920s. Yale, on the other
hand, like so many other schools at the time, was pretty much
without direction in design; Dean Meeks, while he tolerated

innovation, had never really accepted anything more than
stylistic variation within the continually evolving context of
post-Renaissance architectural form-making.

1

Charles Sawyer, Meek’s successor on his retirement in 1947,
was not an architect.” A new post, that of chairman of the
department, was therefore created and this was awarded to
Harold Hauf, a professor of architectural engineering.?
Although Hauf was admired for his administrative abilities
he was not a designer and criticism in the design studios, the
core of any architectural program based on the Beaux-Arts
model, as Yale’s continued to be, was put in the hands of a suc-
cession of senior critics, including Edward D. Stone, who was
associated with the school as chief critic in architectural
design from 1947-1950.° Despite the presence of such strong
personalities, the program failed to enjoy the esteem of Har-
vard’s, probably because there was no strong design talent at
the head to provide a focus for the department.!® Nonetheless,
one should note that the idea of a strong administration com-
prising the dean and his senior critics, first under Meeks, then
under Sawyer and Hauf in 1947, and then under Hauf’s suc-
cessor Gibson Danes in 1958, was to become the established
tradition at the school. These critics and chairmen were to be
more specifically responsible than the dean for the teaching
and the staffing of the various disciplines.!!

Student work at Yale in the late 1940s derived its form and
philosophy partly from Gropius and Breuer and partly from
Frank Lloyd Wright. As Herbert McLaughlin wrote in 1958,
it largely featured ‘“irregular angles, within the buildings
themselves and in their layout as groups. There was a definite
sense of the building as being a series of related but separated
functional areas, each to be expressed individually. This was
often done by actually separating these ‘zones’ but usually by
fenestrating them differently. This style was influential in the
school to the point that the type of project selected was gen-
erally domestic in scale and thus favorable to this type of
work.’12 James Jarrett’s first-year project of 1950 for a beach
house shows this clearly in its combination of Marcel Breuer’s
so-called butterfly house, then recently displayed in the
garden of The Museum of Modern Art in New York, with a
circular pavilion of vaguely Wrightian origins (fig. 1).1?



On Hauf’s resignation in the spring of 1949, George Howe,
then sixty-three years old and residing at the American
Academy in Rome, was called out of his semi-retirement by
Dean Sawyer to assume the chairmanship. Louis Kahn, who
as senior critic had instigated this move, felt that the luster of
Howe’s reputation would establish a new tone, bringing to
Yale an American architect of first rank who had been associ-
ated with the Modern movement. Howe was an architect with
an international reputation and, though a confirmed mod-
ernist, he was not in any specific way associated with the
Bauhaus scene, neither in Germany nor in its various Ameri-
can transplantations at Harvard, at the Institute for Design
in Chicago or at Black Mountain College in North Carolina.
Yet Howe did in fact command the respect and friendship of
the Bauhaus “set” as well as that of Mies van der Rohe and
Frank Lloyd Wright. With the appointment of Howe, then, it
seems clear that the Yale School was destined to carve out a
pedagogical position for itself that was different from Har-
vard’s but of equal caliber. In selecting as its chairman an
American-born, Beaux-Arts trained convert to modernism,
Yale seemed to be not only making a solid commitment to
modernism but also to be departing from Harvard’s specific
direction. Howe represented, in a sense, a reaffirmation of
that eclectic pluralist outlook that had characterized the
school under Meeks.

Part I: 1950-1955

George Howe was the first major American architect of the
Modern movement to be offered a position of administrative
and philosophical importance in American architectural
education.!” He came to Yale not only as the first modernist
architect to have influenced governmental policy from within
but also as the designer of a handful of remarkable buildings,
including the Philadelphia Savings Fund Society of
1926-1933 (designed in association with William Lescaze),
Fortune Rock of 1938-39, and the Carver Court housing of
1942-44 designed in partnership with Louis Kahn and Oscar
Stonorov.

Howe not only brought to Yale the extraordinary benefits of
his experience as traditionalist turned modernist, but also his

wisdom, his experience, his charm, and what Wilder Green, a 37

former student, has described as his “constructive cynicism
and sophistication’1¢ To a faculty rent by conflict, much of it
reflective of the indecisive state of American architecture at
the time, he was able to apply the soothing balm of
aristocratic geniality —often at the expense of a genuine solu-
tion to the problems at hand.

Coincident with Howe’s arrival, came a series of events in the
school which assured its preeminent position. One of these
was the recognition, under Christopher Tunnard’s direction,
of city planning as a degree-giving program housed in the
architecture department.!” Another was the appointment, in
June 1950, of Josef Albers as chairman of the art department
(Albers had been a visiting critic since October, 1949). Albers
reorganized the department of fine arts as the department of
design, a title which, like Gropius’ creation of the Graduate
School of Design at Harvard, was filled with anti-fine art
references like those programs with which Albers had al-
ready been associated both at the Bauhaus and Black Moun-
tain. Albers, in turn, appointed Alvin Eisenman to the faculty
in September of 1950 and initiated Yale’s program in graphic
design under the leadership of Eisenman, with Norman Ives
and Alvin Lustig playing important roles.!

The excitement of Albers’ new teaching techniques and the
hostile reaction of the vestigial Beaux-Arts faculty in the
design department were complemented, less dramatically, by
Howe’s innovations in the department of architecture. As he
subsequently indicated, Howe was critical of the state of the
department as he found it on his arrival in 1950. He found
that “the first-year students were being neglected” and that
they “were working under great difficulties” within the con-
straints of a program of the ‘“direst and most unimaginative
kind” At the same time, “the second-year students were
being projected into a planning program of the crassest two-
dimensional nature,” and their discontent was spreading to
the first year to such a degree that many of them, in 1951,
declared “they would rather go to another school than into
the second year at Yale.” In the third and fourth years, things
were even worse, with students “incapable of three-dimen-
sional thinking and prone to slap on an elevation at the last
minute.’® The sheer magnetism of Howe's presence seemed to
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infuse new life into the school. After lectures or juries he
would usually invite a group of students to his rooms for an
informal session of conversation and drinking. These he called
“meetings of the Digressionist Club.” Wilder Green, Peter
Millard, James Jarrett, and Earl Carlin were among the stu-
dents who constituted its membership. Avery Faulkner,
whose career as a student paralleled Howe’s tenure as chair-
man, regarded Howe as being an “effective and powerful
[influence] as a ‘design master’ [His] experience in
Philadelphia . . . and his experience at the American Academy
in Rome gave us a scholarly and ‘fatherly’ chairman of great
critical abilities. His historical reference for contemporary
design was clearly the Italian Renaissance and Italian Baro-
que. He stressed the role of history as a reference for all
design.’20

Howe’s preferred method of communication with the students
was the formal lecture, delivered from time to time during
the school year.?! Shortly after taking office, Howe addressed
the alumni as to the duality of imagination and intellect and
as to the conflicting roles of the architect as artist and as
technician. Howe’s talk established the basis of his program
at Yale—a program that insisted that architecture was an ar-
tistic discipline involved with issues of administration, plan-
ning, technological competence and simple problem-solving.
He said, “We must not lose sight of the fact that the primary
purpose of architectural schools is to create architects, not to
prepare draftsmen for office work.’?2 Howe went on to argue
that an architectural school had to find a mean between tech-
nical studies and design.

Thus, as under Meeks, Yale’s architectural program was to
remain firmly based in the humanities and not in the natural
or social sciences. Yale’s department of architecture, reflect-
ing the character of the university as a whole, was to be a
place in which abstract theory was always to give way to
pragmatic observation, in which social concern was to be
assumed to be the responsibility of an individual’s life experi-
ence and not something to be taught in a classroom. Howe
elaborated his empirical non-utopian approach to architec-
tural education in a talk delivered before the department of
architecture in September 1951, and reprinted in the first
issue of the student magazine, Perspecta, the Yale Architec-

tural Journal, which Howe helped found in the same year.
Using the same title that Charles Herbert Moore, his teacher
at Harvard, had used thirty years before, “Training for the
Practice of Architecture,” Howe spoke of his intention to
develop a “course of training . .. peculiarly Yale’s, based on no
doctrine or theory but worked out from day to day by experi-
ence.” Howe reiterated his belief in the duality of imagination
and intellect, going on to define the practice of architecture as
“the occupation, with intent to create significant form, of pro-
ducing designs for and producing the execution of, any and
every sort of work constructed for the use of man.’2¢ For
Howe, style was not to be made but discovered. Another lec-
ture, possibly his most important, was delivered before the
third-year class on 5 October 1953 as an introduction to their
first major design problem (a bank) that term. It contained
the key to that philosophy of design which he had been
developing since the 1930s and which he came to describe as
“the path of the feet and the eyes.” This doctrine was an ex-
plicit criticism of Giedion’s conceptual emphasis on spatial
flow, the core of the G.S.D’s philosophy of architectural com-
position under Gropius. It, and Howe’s philosophy as a whole,
were soundly based on faith in the perceptual capabilities of
architects and ordinary people alike.

In order to more fully inculcate the students with the notion
of the “path of the feet and the eyes”, Howe, together with
Eugene Nalle, whom he chose as the principal focus of his
teaching program, devised a problem in which a pavilion was
to be designed as an expression of clearly articulated spatial
sequence along a route (figs. 2,3). Nalle had worked as an
architect and as a general contractor in Texas. He was recog-
nized at once for his almost obsessive dedication to architec-
tural education, with the result that Howe made him “the
foundation stone” of this “teaching structure.’? Nalle’s
method has been recently credited by William Huff, a former
student, as a way of keeping the students “innocent and
open.’? Unfortunately, his Zen-like primitivism of approach
seemed slowly to degenerate into a somewhat mindless aping
of Frank Lloyd Wright, although throughout his tenure Howe
continued to rank his support of Nalle as among his most im-
portant contributions to the school. In retrospect Howe
claimed a certain responsibility for initiating both the tenor
and the subject matter of Nalle’s first-year course.



Figure 2. Pavilion by James Jarrett.
1st Year, 1950.

Figure 3. Plan.

Figure 4. Open-air market by Harold
Fredenburgh. 1st Year, 1954. Section.

Figure 5. Pavilion by James Stewart
Polshek. 1st Year, 1951.

Yet Howe’s dependence on Nalle, with his obsessive teaching 39
techniques, which seem so alien to his own aristocratic view of
life, may well have been an expression of his own desperate
inability to go beyond his own words in this direction, to
translate his concerns into a program of his own.

In his teaching, Nalle placed tremendous emphasis on the in-
terrelationship between small elements of building fabric.
The expression of joinery became a fundamental concern in
the design process. The emphasis of Nalle’s method was in
what Harold Fredenburgh, a first-year student in 1954-55,
recalls as “stick and stone architecture.” Thus, as can be seen
in drawings made by Fredenburgh for Nalle’s studio, build-
ings were seen as “built things, an articulate assemblage of
elements” (fig. 4). There seems little doubt that Nalle’s
method was a compulsive one—but it was, as Fredenburgh
recalls, “a remarkable discipline. . . . Almost from the start
we drafted (ever so precisely) details of materials being put
together. This is quite different in approach, say, than design-
ing a house with 2 x 4s and wood siding wherein, however
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simple the program, the structure is obscure.

While Nalle’s inarticulateness and uncommunicative nature
were regarded by some as indications of remarkable depth,
his mystical devotion, to quote Tim Prentice, “did not so much
involve the students in a craft or art or service to society, as
in a religion.”

In addition to Nalle’s specific strengths and limitations in the
studio, his and Howe'’s attitude toward the relationship be-
tween a professional program in a university and the univer-
sity as a whole was a critical one. Howe and Nalle sought to
mediate the exposure of architecture students to disciplines
outside design by establishing special courses in which these
disciplines would be presented to students in the context of an
overall architectural approach. Their position, which many
regarded as fundamentally anti-intellectual, was articulated
by Howe in his final report to President Griswold wherein he
argued for a highly individualistic approach to the teaching of
design; a Dewey-like program close, at least in principle, to
that of the early Bauhaus whereby “. .. the student is freed
from the excessive number of variables . . . and can develop
his own interpretation without reference to precedent of any




Figure 6. Park shelter, Baldwin, Long Figure 8. Wiley House, New Canaan,

Island. James Stewart Polshek, Connecticut. Philip Johnson, architect,
architect, 1966. 1953. Section.

Figure 7. House project by James Figure 9. Communications center by
Jarrett. 2nd Year, 1951. Section James Jarrett. jth Year, 195).

through the living room.

40 kind, as his own personality unfolds.”?® As a number of Nalle’s
students have since testified, the course with its obsessive
elliptical terminology, such as referring to a post office as a
“mail depository,” was designed to eliminate as far as possible
“all traces of memory overlay” And yet, despite all the criti-
cism of Nalle, for some students such as James Polshek he was
a remarkable and powerful influence. One of Polshek’s stu-
dent projects (fig. 5) and an early building (fig. 6) by him
rely, by his own admission, heavily on Nalle’s teaching. While
testifying to the importance of Nalle in his education, Polshek
recalls Nalle’s first year as combining the mysticism of
Taliesin with the Prussian rigor of Mies at L.I.T.

There was an unbalanced set of allegiances with practically
all my energies, attentions, and loyalties revolving around
Eugene Nalle . . . who was the super guru of the student
avant-garde. The various sets of experiments that were un-
dertaken centered around our class. It should be stressed
that these were not random or irresponsible and each was
tested during the summer preceding our coming by Nalle.?
Aside from this, the Nalle method not only had the effect of
eliminating the need for separate courses in drafting and
perspective but was also oriented towards the immediate in-
volvement of students in the principles of wood and masonry
construction—an aspect of the course which many regarded
as being prematurely pragmatic.

Equally radical and completely opposite to Howe's en-
couragement of Nalle was his decision to appoint Philip
Johnson as visiting critic. Following hard on the completion of
his Glass House, Johnson was still very much the enfant terri-
ble of the architectural establishment and he certainly had no
reservations about “memory overlay” Johnson proceeded to
assign a house design problem in a daring, provocative way —
limiting the students’ freedom of formal expression to the
personal styles of either Wright, Mies, or Le Corbusier; in
other words, contradicting Nalle completely. According to
William Huff, Johnson came to Yale and ‘“‘demolished” the
Wrightian bias and romanticism of the school “overnight,”
answering the lackluster spirit of the late 1940s and the pri-
mitivism of Nalle with a personal advocacy not only of Mies
but also of Le Corbusier, thereby returning architectural
education to the “realm of design.” At the same time, Johnson
advanced Kahn’s reputation and urged him to greater
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achlevement all the while encouraging Howe to back Kahn
for the Art Gallery commission of 1951.° Johnson called the
attention of students, architects and critics alike to Kahn’s
work, and in1960 he was instrumental in The Museum of Mod-
ern Art’s decision to have a one-man show of Kahn’s Richards
Medical Laboratories. Johnson’s implicit opposition to Nalle
manifested itself in a display of erudition which ranged over a
wide area from classical philosophy to political, cultural and
architectural history. Employing his remarkable cultivation
as a means for assessing the work of both his students and his
contemporaries, Johnson brought to Yale a concern for
classicism in design and an impulse to reintegrate the com-
positional theories of the International Style within the tradi-
tion of western classicism.

Johnson’s impact can be seen in the work of James Jarrett,
probablyone of Yale’s most sophisticated students of the
period Jarrett’s house project of fall 1951 (fig. 7) is remarka-
bly similar to Johnson’s Wiley House, then under design (fig.
8), while his thesis, a high-rise office building, is involved
with the same Miesian issues as an unbuilt project of
Johnson’s for an apartment house in New York.

Aside from introducing such critics into the school as
Johnson, Kahn, Kiesler and Buckminster Fuller, Howe also
encouraged Vincent Scully, then just beginning his teaching
career, to participate actively in the life of the department.
Thereafter Scully, with his passionate concern for American
(as well as other) architects, was fated to become for many
students the single strongest influence in the school; a force
which, within Howe’s permissiveness, was to encourage in
many students, such as Evans Woolen, “a degree of freedom
from formal, personal, stylistic pressures in favor of social,
programmatic, and environmental issues as a basis for archi-
tecture.’s!

Although Kahn had preceeded Howe to Yale, Howe was now
in a position to not only advance Kahn's role in the school but
also his career.?? It can be claimed, as Scully did at an informal
talk at the Architectural League on 1 May 1974, that in
Kahn’s writing and work of the period all the disparate ideas
then prevalent at Yale came together—Nalle's obsessive
dedication and his tremendous enthusiasm for the relation-

Figure 10. Art Gallery and Design
Center, Yale University, New Haven,
Connecticut. Louis Kahn, architect,

ship of each part of the building fabric to the next, Howe’s
firm insistence on the reliability of direct personal observa-
tion, Johnson’s reverence for classicizing form, and Fuller’s
persuasive explorations into large-scale structural decision-
making.?® All these can be seen as well in Jarrett’s com-
munications center project, done under Kahn’s direction in

1954 (fig. 9). Here the struggle in Kahn’s own work between

particularization of shape and strong geometry is brilliantly
reflected in a startlingly mature student project.

Certain of Howe’s achievements at Yale were to enjoy a last-
ing influence: among them, the founding of Perspecta, and the
securing of the Art Gallery commission for Louis Kahn (fig.
10). Perspecta’s first issue appeared in the summer of 1952.
Generously underwritten by Howe and others, it immediately
exhibited a professionalism that has come to distinguish it
from other student magazines and even from the so-called
professional journals.?® Perspecta’s origin, according to
Howe’s preface to the first issue, seems to have grown out of a
need, first expressed in his “‘digressionist”’ meetings, for the
students to have a medium of expression for themselves. In
his preface Howe wrote: ‘“The first number of Perspecta is
but a beginning. It proposes to establish the arguments that
revolve around the axis of contemporary architecture on a
broader table, encompassing the past as well as the present,
and extendable to the future. To all architects, teachers, stu-
dents, Perspecta offers a place on the merry-go-round.’ This
reference to the “merry-go-round” was, of course, a conscious
reiteration of the pluralism which had since become Yale’s
most valuable asset in architectural education. And it is in-
teresting to note in this regard that no other architecture
school has been able to succeed for so long in the publication
of a first-rate journal of ideas, presumably for want of this
pluralism of approach leading to a broad outlook, and for
want of students of sufficient brightness and sound basis in
humanistic education to assemble and edit material on so high
a level. Perspecta enabled the school to take some public
measure of itself. This was never more marked than in the
second issue, where an article entitled “On the Responsibility
of the Architect” recorded fragments from a series of infor-
mal seminars, involving such figures as Louis Kahn, Paul
Weiss and Vincent Scully. These sessions soon became a regu-
lar feature of the school and on various occasions one might
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42 find any of a number of the school’s visiting or permanent

luminaries, men such as Scully, Johnson, Pietro Belluschi and
Eliot Noyes, locked in highly animated and often heated
debate.

Howe’s tenure as chairman was circumscribed by Yale’s com-
pulsory retirement age of sixty-eight, and in 1952, two years
before he was to retire in February 1954, he suggested that
Paul Schweikher, who had taught intermittently under Hauf
and Howe, be invited to succeed him. Schweikher rejoined the
faculty in 1953, first as critic and then in 1954 as chairman.?
Schweikher was a man of very different temperament from
Howe. He was at once brusque and impatient, formidable and
dogmatic. Schweikher’s complex personality did not take
easily to the faculty that Howe had assembled. He was capa-
ble at one and the same time of being in awe of Albers and in
competition with a man like Kahn. At the same time his prac-
tice was growing and he was out of New Haven a great deal
of the time. Nonetheless, given the interest of Schweikher’s
work at this time, Howe’s choice of his successor seems to
have had a certain validity.

No one was more appreciative of the interesting challenge
offered by Schweikher’s move away from his Wrightian
origins towards a more structural Miesian approach than
Scully, when he wrote that:
Beyond the superficial level . . . it becomes clear that Sch-
weikher’s present work represents a more integrated stage
of the kind of design toward which he had apparently al-
ways been moving. His experiments with plank and beam
construction in wood during the thirties—experiments
strongly influenced by Japanese architecture—were con-
cerned in essence with values rather apart from those of
Wright, although many of his houses certainly owed much
to Wright’s example. Yet the plank and beam system’s
skeletal insistence, like that of the nineteenth-century
“stick-style,” is basically different from the ‘‘flesh-
covered’ continuities of most of Wright’s work.*”

William Huff’s thesis project, an urban church (figs. 11,12),
completed in the spring of 1952, not only reflects many of
these developments in the work of Kahn and Schweikher, but
also suggests the nature of their separate influence, the one

Figure 11. Urban church by William S.
Huff. Baccalaureate thests, 1952.
Rectory, ground floor.

Figure 12. Site plan and west elevation.

Figure 13. Church project, Teaneck,
New Jersey. Paul Schweikher,
architect, 1955.
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poetic the other pragmatie, on such students as were willing
and able to be subject to it. Huff’s completed design, with its
references to Piranesi and to the neo-Palladian classicism of
Johnson, was extremely assured and sophisticated, anticipat-
ing Schweikher’s church project for Teaneck, New Jersey of
1955 (fig. 13), Johnson’s roofless church at New Harmony,
Indiana, and his nuclear reactor at Rehovot, Israel (fig. 14),
both of the early sixties.

While Schweikher continued to rely on Nalle to run the
studios, he lacked Howe's ability to modify Nalle’s single-
mindedness. Not surprisingly, in November 1954, just five
months after his retirement at Philadelphia and in response
to a general decline within the department, Howe was asked
by Dean Sawyer to come back to New Haven to prepare an
independent report on the state of the school. The principal
criticism voiced by Carroll Meeks and King-Lui Wu amongst
others, was focused on Nalle, whom, according to Howe’s re-
port, the faculty regarded as “dictatorial, unfair and vindic-
tive, confused, narrow, psychopathic.” In response to these
charges, Howe cited instances of student enthusiasm for
Nalle, although he did not dignify the accusations with a
direct refutation. As to claims that the ‘“whole method of in-
struction evolved by Mr. Nalle, at my suggestion, is too
analytical, not free enough, distorted, unhumanistic, contrary
to the Yale ideal of the free exchange of ideas,” Howe ven-
tured total disagreement, going on to claim that the principle
of “integrated teaching in various fields, under the leadership
of architecture, in an architectural school” is thoroughly
sound and should be continued by whatever means possible.?®

Howe knew, of course, whereof he spoke. It had been his
charm and commitment to excellence which acted as the
bonding agent. Now, with it gone, everything began to fall
apart.® Bickering among the faculty was a reflection of the
limitations of Howe’s pragmatism, dependent as it was on his
personality. It was also a reflection of the limitations of the
resident design faculty which lacked the obsessive focus
which characterized Nalle, whose temperament made him in-
flexible and intolerant toward his colleagues.

More importantly, I think, Nalle’s attitude toward the studio
as the focus of all education in architecture was in conflict

Figure 14. Nuclear reactor, Rehovot,
Israel. Philip Johnson, architect, 1960.
Plan.

with the diversity of experience generally deemed appropri-
ate for the undergraduate in Yale College. Thus, the introduc-
tion of Nalle’s methods to undergraduates appeared to com-
promise the humanistic basis of architectural education at
Yale as Howe and others had outlined it earlier, although
Howe himself failed to see this. If Nalle’s methods had been
confined to graduate students, much of this might not have
happened. But, as reported in the Yale Daily News, the criti-
cism made by the undergraduate majors of Nalle’s first- and
second-year design program was fourfold: “(1) inadequate
criticism by instructors; (2) arbitrary grading of creative
projects by one man; (3) absence of diversity and depth
within the course; and (4) insufficient number of instruc-
tors.’#0

In the 1955-56 academic year, the National Architectural Ac-
crediting Board visited the department and cast a disapprov-
ing eye on the entire situation and especially on the undue
scope of Nalle’s teaching responsibility. The Board’s reaction
to the situation left university provost Edgar Furness “with
the impression that more funds should be directed to the
department.’*! Despite Schweikher’s implied support of Nalle,
the students and some of the faculty demanded administra-
tive reform, which was to include reinstatement of the open-
jury system in the third and fourth years and use of a grading
committee in the first and second years. In addition, more in-
structors were to be hired as a matter of university policy,
thereby reducing Nalle’s teaching load and his influence as
well.#2 Thus the issue of the mystique of Nalle’s teaching, like
that of Johannes Itten at the Bauhaus thirty years earlier,
was never openly aired and the real reasons for his departure
from Yale became camouflaged by administrative reform.*

The desire of the university to gloss over departmental con-
flicts was aided by Howe’s death on 16 April 1955. Without a
champion, Schweikher’s position was immeasurably
weakened. For Nalle, the agony of reflection must have
become almost unbearable when his authority over the first-
and second-year program was ended. In 1956 Schweikher
resigned and Nalle was to depart shortly afterwards.*
Schweikher’s fall from grace led to Charles Sawyer’s resig-
nation in September 1956 to accept a post at the University of
Michigan, and by 1958 the School of Fine Arts was com-
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Figure 15. Low-rise high-density

urban housing by Giovanni Pasanella.

Baccalaureate thesis, 1958. Plan.
Figure 16. Sections.

Figure 17. Grain exchange by Harold
Roth. Baccalaureate thesis, 1957,
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pletely reorganized, emerging as the School of Art and Arch-
itecture with a new dean, Gibson A. Danes, and a new chair-
man for architecture, Paul Rudolph, under whose direction
Yale was propelled into a position of international prominence
in architectural education.#

Possibly the most beneficial outcome of the Schweikher/Nalle
controversy was the establishment of Yale’s architectural
program at a graduate level, ultimately making it possible to
shorten the course from four to three years and to raise the
status of the degree granted from Baccalaureate to that of a
Master’s in Architecture. Given a higher initial level of un-
dergraduate education it was not possible to enlarge on the
idea of architecture as a humanistic discipline.

The ensuing void between the departure of Schweikher and
the arrival of Rudolph was filled by the acting chairmanship
of Henry Pfisterer presiding over an executive committee
that was nominally responsible for the direction of the school
throughout the period of the interregnum. Under the aegis of
this faculty committee, the school not only recovered its
status with the Accrediting Board, but also assumed an air of
professionalism that had been absent throughout the previous
decade. This aspect found expression through a renewed in-
terest in the rigors of programmatic design; particularly
with the incorporation into the studio curriculum of the Mag-
nus T. Hopper Fellowship in hospital design. Aaron N. Kiff,
the visiting critic in charge of the 1957 hospital problem,
could write with some amazement of the positive reception he
received in that year, where contrary to his expectations, he
not only found an intense interest “in the hospital as a plan-
ning problem” but also the proof of this interest in a level of
studio work which one would normally expect “from experi-
enced and specialized designers.’4

Harold Roth and Gio Pasanella who were students at the time
characteristically combine the attitudes instituted by both
Nalle and Schweikher (that is, love for the building as a con-
structed object) with a concern for big scale urban problems
that were then to be more closely associated with Kahn and
Rudolph, men who became dominant towards the end of their
careers at Yale. Pasanella’s thesis was an ‘“unfashionable” one
for the period—a low-rise, high-density urban housing



scheme. His drawings of it (figs. 15,16) were in the manner
established by Nalle yet, probably because of the influence of
King-Lui Wu and Edward Larrabee Barnes, his thesis crit-
ics, Pasanella seems to have given as much attention to the
design of the house/apartment as to that of the architectural
composition. On the other hand, Roth’s project for an office/
exchange building (fig. 17), with its emphasis on the form of
giant prefabricated structure and an ambivalence towards
the user, already reflects the influence of Paul Rudolph.

Despite this professionalism and this new found “maturity,’
which Clovis Heinsath has attributed to the presence of a
large number of veterans from the Korean war, there is little
question but that this was a time of great richness and unset-
tling transition. For many students, such as Roth, Pasa-
nella, Jaquelin Robertson and Robert Kliment, it was a
period in which, to quote one of their colleagues, Harold Fre-
denburgh, “. . . not much was learned after that first year
(under Nalle). The emphasis afterwards (1955-1958) was not
in teaching, but on critique. I can’t exclude, however, the im-
pact of Scully’s lectures. . . . That perception of a singular and
powerful relationship between landscape and temple had
oerhaps metamorphasized [sic] itself into the concern to see
ouildings as an active part of a framework layer other than
hemselves.’¥?

Fredenburgh’s observations serve to emphasize once again
-he unique importance Vincent Scully has had, not so much on
‘he day-to-day running of the school —though he has been in-
fluential there—but on the intellectual lives of the students
soth in the college and in the department itself. Much more
:han the “Architectural Spellbinder” he was characterized as
seing by David McCullough in his 1959 article for Architec-
tural Forum, Scully has been an inspiring scholar and critic.48
[n the late fifties he embarked on that career as historian and
'ritic that has done so much to recast our view of American
irchitecture not only in terms of its own history but also in
;erms of its interaction with Europe. His researches in Amer-
can domestic architecture have not only given us an enduring
lescriptive term and image for a period of unique importance
;0 the history of American architecture, namely the “Shingle
Style,” but have also spawned an attitude among an entire
zeneration of his former students which affects every aspect

of their work and which Scully himself discusses in a recent
long essay. In addition, Scully’s writings about Greece
brought to life for most students at Yale a subject that had
been previously buried in the dreariest pedantry.>

To a remarkable extent, Scully’s perceptions have influenced
those of all the best Yale graduates. These men have found
Scully’s splendid lecture style, his passionate personality and
his powerful convictions central to their own concerns for
architecture. At a deeper level Scully’s influence is based on
his feeling for the interrelation of man, building, and place. In
seeing architecture whole, Scully is capable of articulating
powerful relationships across the boundaries of time and
culture. Through the richness of his conceptions he ex-
emplifies the pluralism that has long since been Yale’s
strength.

Nowhere has the particular pluralism of this period been bet-

ter characterized than in the words of Jaquelin Robertson:
... you could in a day experience young Vincent Scully, a
kind of demonic Irish firefly darting back and forth before
huge flickering images of White and Sullivan and Peter
Harrison, and Richardson and Wright —literally, a man on
fire; or discover the mystery of seeing for the first time
your own hand at work exploring (with eraserless pencil)
the differences between paper and stone, under that
hawklike unrelenting gaze of Albers, always half afraid of
your own clumsiness yet excited at the magic of self-
revelation and the power of the teacher; or wander into one
of those paper-strewn late afternoon sessions high above
the glowing reddish court and listen to the funny, little,
white-haired, pock-marked man, Louis Kahn, sometimes so
clear, sometimes opaque, who talked so lovingly with his
hands about the “idea of architecture”; and showed you by
the building you were in that he had built, that somehow
that idea could survive, at least in part, its translation
“from becoming into being” Kahn also reinjected into
architecture the “sense of place” —long before we’d heard
of Aldo van Eyck—and a profound respect for history. He
was a cultured man.!

The richness of the architecture teaching program at this
time cannot be separated from the university’s building
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46 program or, for that matter, from the astonishing urban

renewal activities of the City of New Haven, spearheaded by
its mayor, Richard C. Lee, and Edward Logue, its director of
urban renewal. At the same time it should be noted that,
although Howe was the decisive figure in influencing
Griswold’s decision to hire Kahn as architect for the Art Gall-
ery, he was by no means a trusted consultant in these matters
in the way that Saarinen and Rudolph were later to become.

Saarinen became the advisor of Griswold around 1953 and his
own first assignment, executed in association with Douglas
Orr, was the preparation of the site plan and preliminary
designs for the Gibbs Physies Laboratory, which was to
become Paul Schweikher’s only commission at Yale.5?
Regrettably, both Saarinen’s and Schweikher’s work on this
project is quite mediocre, though, as Scully has pointed out,
Schweikher pushed his building to one side of the axis of
Hillhouse Avenue, thereby leaving it open for Johnson to
place the “agora of the Kline Science Center on axis and
thereby permit the space of Hillhouse Avenue to sweep on
uninterrupted.’s?

While Whitney Griswold was a remarkably intelligent and
enthusiastic patron of architecture, he was to rely for advice,
in matters of taste, on a series of consellors drawn from the
alumni or the teaching staff. On occasion Scully became a
prominent advisor to Griswold in these matters; most notably
in an attempt at modification of Douglas Orr’s banal designs
for Helen Hadley Hall and in the defence that he and some of
his colleagues prepared in support of Saarinen’s design for
the Ingalls Hockey Rink.>

By the late 1950s, Griswold had focused a great deal of the
administration’s attention on the building program, thereby
insuring that the distinction of the great campus expansion of
the 1920s and early 1930s would be matched in his adminis-
tration. By the beginning of Paul Rudolph’s career as chair-
man of the architecture department in February 1958, all the
pieces of the mosaic were in place: a university president so
convinced of the role of architecture in the university that he
was prepared to commission the finest architects and to back
them with a well-funded program; a heterogeneous faculty in
the arts comprising superb scholars and practitioners, partic-

ularly in the areas of art and architectural history, painting,
and graphic design; a small tenured faculty in architecture —
a situation which emphasized visiting personnel and a
diversity of viewpoints, with the chairman as intellectual ar-
biter; and, finally, a sophisticated student body, not only at
the undergraduate level but also, and critically so for the
architecture department, in the graduate program.

Part II: 1958-1965

On assuming the duties of chairman in February 1958, Paul
Rudolph was a passionately outspoken and brilliant designer
who was just on the threshold of an incredibly fertile period in
his career. He had been a guest critic at a dozen or more
universities since entering practice in Sarasota, Florida,
in 1947, and was generally regarded as a most inspiring
teacher. His analytical abilities with regard to design
issues were (and continue to be) remarkable. At the age of
forty he was little more than ten years the senior of many of
his students and he shared in their rebellion against business-
man architects, pseudo-functionalism and all other “isms”
which were so often offered up as substitutes for genuine
design insight. Furthermore, Rudolph’s style of administra-
tion and teaching and, indeed, his whole persona were vir-
tually the opposite of Howe’s and Howe’s successor, Sch-
weikher. His style was not the methodical, painstaking drive
for gentlemanly elegance and perfection that prevailed in the
early fifties but a direct, brash, refreshing brusqueness, com-
bined with genuine shyness, ingenuousness and a willingness
to work. Nevertheless like Howe, Rudolph did not have a
theory of architectural education nor, would it appear, was he
intent on developing one. At the same time Rudolph’s prag-
matic approach was able to provide students with that sense
of urgency through which the education process was to
become more stimulating, tense and intense than it had prob-
ably ever been before. Despite Rudolph’s immediate capacity
for balancing the conflicting sensibilities of both the resident
and visiting faculty together with those of an intensely com-
mitted and articulate student body, he was unable to avoid a
conflict with Kahn. Despite this, Kahn continued to teach the
thesis and masters classes until the end of the 1958-59
academic year, when he assumed full teaching responsibilities



18. 19.
at the University of Pennsylvania, where he had been a mem-

ber of the teaching staff since 1956. Although Kahn was
probably hurt by the university’s decision to withhold the
chairmanship from him for a second time, his clash with
Rudolph would surely have arisen out of pedagogical
differences and out of Rudolph’s need to establish himself as
the dominant teaching and administrative force.?

In contradiction to Kahn’s line, Rudolph was to maintain the

Howe legacy of eclecticism of which Craig Whitaker has

written:
Despite his own strong personal style, he was able to teach
one how to design a “Mies” building as opposed to a “Cor-
bu” building or any other current style. The school rejected
an a priori polemical position as a basis for design. In this
sense . . . [this] period at Yale is almost “book-ended” be-
tween the functionalism of the Harvard School of Design of
the late forties and early fifties and the sociological rele-
vance which became the vogue in architecture schools in
the late 1960s; whereas the student at Harvard had first to
learn about back-to-back plumbing and the student of the
late 1960s had to go to live in the ghetto, Yale concentrated
almost exclusively on problems of design. . .. Rudolph’s
greatest contribution was his talent for helping a student
analyze his work purely in formal terms.?

Rudolph’s chosen antidote to his permanent staff was the im-
portation of a certain amount of outside talent, often from
Europe: Wilhelm Holzbauer, James Stirling, Colin St. John
(Sandy) Wilson, Frei Otto and Bernard Rudofsky. All came
and brought a mixture of views. Many other illustrious names
were added to the visiting critic roster throughout Rudolph’s
tenure, including Mies van der Rohe, Ulrich Franzen, Craig
Ellwood, John Johansen, Edward Barnes, Ward Bennett,
Serge Chermayeff, Walter McQuade, Ralph Erskine,
Romaldo Giurgola, Robert Venturi, and Alison and Peter
Smithson. Not surprisingly it was as John Copelin writes,
people, not ideas, that dominated during this period. . . .
Certainly, Vincent Scully championing Wright, Mies, Cor-
busier, and then Louis Kahn and [Scully’s] dramatic lec-
ture on the Parthenon was a catalyst for Yale undergradu-
ates leaning toward architecture. Working in Louis Kahn’s
building, his presence was always felt —inspirational —but

Figure 18. Fourth year jury, 1960.
Front row, left to right: Philip Johnson,
Paul Rudolph, Vincent Scully.

Figure 19. Front row, left to right: Jean
Paul Carlthian, King-Lui Wu, Gordon
Bunshaft, James Baker (student).

somewhat remote (a few dinners, a crit but little personal
contact). It was in the end Paul Rudolph who dominated the
school. So many of the other faculty now sound like a bum-
ble bee with a head cold in comparison. His enthusiasm, the
incredible fertility of his imagination, his love of building,
and his personal honesty made the school. Unlike much of
the other faculty, he built buildings, he made statements—
we hated them or loved them, but we reacted.”

In a time before so-called student power, it was often the stu-
dents who proposed the visiting faculty and it was always
they who suggested names of guest critics for the thesis and
other important juries. The resident design faculty, by and
large, was used more for its ability to handle the day-to-day
administrative chores of the department than as a source of
guidance.?®

Rudolph’s personal commitment to architectural education at
this time was the result of his
belief that action has indeed outstripped theory and that it
is the unique task and responsibility of great universities
such as Yale to study, not only that which is known, but far
more important to pierce the unknown. My passion is to
participate in this unending search. Theory [Rudolph con-
tinued] must again overtake action. . . . Architectural
education’s first concern is to perpetuate a climate where
the student is acutely and perceptively aware of the crea-
tive process. We must understand that after all the building
committees, the conflicting interests, the budget considera-
tions and the limitations of his fellow man have been taken
into consideration, that his responsibility has just begun.
He must understand that in the exhilarating, awesome mo-
ment when he takes pencil in hand, and holds it poised
above a white sheet of paper, that he has suspended there
all that will ever be. The creative act is all that matters.?
Rudolph’s interest in broadening the bases of education not
only led him to support Perspecta, to which he was a frequent
contributor, but also to encourage student-organized exhibits
such as the ones devoted to the recent work of Mies van der
Rohe and Philip Johnson. It is this attitude of Rudolph’s
together with the university building program that had the
effect in the 1960s of making Yale a major focus for the atten-
tion of architects all over the world.
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Figure 20. Pierson Sage science
complex by Charles Gwathmey. 4th
year, 1962. Model.

Figure 21. Dormitory and dining

facility, S.U.N.Y. at Purchase, New

York. Gwathmey/Siegel, architects,
1973.

Figure 22. Entrance level plan.
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Rudolph invigorated the masters class, sharing respon-
sibilities for it first with Kahn, and then with a succession of
visiting critics. At the same time, in alternate semesters, he
gave criticism in the third- and fourth-year classes of the
baccalaureate program. His approach at both levels was often
to set programs with which he was professionally involved.
Typical of this was Rudolph’s Blue Cross/Blue Shield building
in Boston which he assigned simultaneously to the fourth-
year baccalaureate and masters class students.

While the masters class grew in size under Rudolph, and
often attracted mature students from the profession, the stu-
dents in this program almost inevitably seemed to emulate
their teacher rather than learn from him. Thus, to a consider-
able extent, the masters program of these years may well
have been a failure, particularly as measured against the so-
called undergraduate program leading to a B.Arch degree,
which had been confined since 1957 to students already hold-
ing B.A. degrees.® These baccalaureate candidates were on
the whole more intellectually aware—and therefore more in-
dependent and resourceful —than the masters class students.
They and not the masters class provided the student leader-
ship of the department’s intellectual and artistic life.

However, there were exceptions to this, particularly the
masters class of 1960-61 which included such remarkable stu-
dents as Rurik Ekstron, K. Sam Scheele, Marvin Hatami, and
Stanley Tigerman. While Kempton Mooney and Alexander
Tzonis, amongst others, lent distinction to the masters class
of 1962-63, the 1961-62 masters class was dominated by a
remarkable group of English students including Eldred
Evans, Norman Foster, and Richard Rogers. In the fall of
1961 the Foster/Rogers design for the Pierson-Sage science
complex introduced to Yale and perhaps to America a first
glimpse of that megastructural approach that has come to be
associated with the Archigram group. The astonishing grasp
of urban scale which this scheme (drawings for which are
regrettably lost) embodied can be appreciated if one refers to
Charles Gwathmey’s solution to the same problem (fig. 20)
which is, in itself, a remarkable anticipation of American ten-
dencies in large-scale campus planning in the late 1960s, in-
cluding the work of his own firm at the Purchase campus of
the State University of New York (figs. 21,22).



Figure 23. Luxury housing by Stanley
Tigerman. Baccalaureate thesis, 1960.

Figure 24. Floor plan.

However, of all the masters students of this period, Stanley
Tigerman was probably the most outstanding since, attracted
by Rudolph’s reputation, rather atypically he came to Yale in
his late twenties, after extensive experience with Skidmore
Owings and Merrill, in Chicago. Ironically, it was not his
work in the masters class but that in his one year in the bac-
calaureate program in 1959-60 that is memorable. His bac-
calaureate thesis,®! a luxury housing project for Chicago’s
lake front (figs. 23,24), brought the classicized rectangle of
the mid-fifties, the so-called Yale Box,%?to a new sculptural
level, despite its urbanistic inadequacies, characteristic in
many respects of the department’s philosophical stance at
that time.% Photographs of this project and of the jury
assembled to review it, along with other fourth year projects
mark a return to the practice of the mid-fifties when dis-
tinguished figures would make an annual trip to participate
in what had become the department’s equivalent of the
“Academy Awards” (figs. 18,19).

1960-63 may be seen as the apogee of Rudolph’s positive in-
fluence on the department. The period coincides with the in-
tensive effort Rudolph expended on the design and construc-
tion of the Art and Architecture Building, which was to unite
the various departments of the school under one roof for the
first time.* Throughout this period, the students and Rudolph
were the only constants in the department. The visiting criti-
cs were constantly being changed, since they were usually at
the school for only six weeks. At the same time, the resident
faculty was able to exercise little influence over the design
work in the department. The effect of Rudolph’s charismatic
and highly competitive influence may be readily assessed
from reminiscences of the period. Thus, as Etel Kramer has
written:
... Undoubtedly the richness of exposure we had to the
famous architects of the day was valuable as well as
fascinating. I was very critical of their performances and
found only Rudolph to be consistently astute and enlighten-
ing. I thought that [the] visitors’ work was better than
their words. Our building of Kahn'’s affected me very much
with its loving attention to detail and warmth and anima-
tion of the drafting room, even empty on Sunday morning.
But when Kahn came to speak, his sermons seemed foolish.
The architects I admired were students. I was dazzled by
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D. Sam Scheele’s imagination, by Jaque Robertson’s BCBS
project and by his seemingly two hour preliminary thesis
jury, by Charlie Gwathmey’s slick proficiency, by Der
Scutt’s thesis, and by anything Dave Sellers did. The school
was a hothouse of ingrown energy and personal relation-
ships and a total absorbtion in ourselves.

Kramer is equally informative about the emphasis placed on

the individual act at Yale when she writes:
I arrived at Yale from beneath the waterfall of Henry
Russell Hitchcock’s method of total immersion in all the
building of most of the architects of Europe and America of
the last 150 years. . .. Yale was a shock. Suddenly life was
the drafting room cardboard and yellow paper; and this
was to be taken seriously. The anti-intellectualism I felt
was reinforced everywhere: Scully’s assumption that we
had no critical faculties but wanted to be told what was
good architecture, especially his phrase “act, love or die”
exalting the elemental God-architect; Peter Millard’s at-
titude that nothing was to be learned from the past, we
must learn it all from our own actions; Rudolph’s incredible
intensity and commitment to building bright ideas. These
attitudes delighted me and slowly, feeling guilty, I grew to
assume that it was right to make my own way in as original
a manner as I could. I did not want to design anything
resembling any building I had ever seen before.%

If one looks for an explanation for this competitive self-con-
sciousness, one must look not only to the emphasis on the in-
dividual act, which seems to pervade the Yale attitude (wit-
ness Scully’s insistence that we “act, love or die,” his quota-
tions from Camus) but also, with specific regard to the archi-
tecture department, to that unspoken belief, supported by
Carroll Meeks but tacitly shared, to a varying degree, by
most of the faculty, that the admissions process should include
among its judgments a determination of the candidate’s po-
tential for success as an architect in the marketplace.

Looking at this period, one sees not only Tigerman’s B.Arch
thesis and Robertson’s Blue Cross/Blue Shield project (figs.
25,26) but also a number of other more than merely interest-
ing student efforts. Der Scutt’s thesis project of spring 1961
for a museum adjoining the site of Philip Johnson’s Amon
Carter Museum in Fort Worth (fig. 27) was noteworthy in its

Figure 25. Blue Cross/Blue Shield office
building by Jaquelin Robertson. jth
year, 1960.

Figure 26. Section.

Figure 27. Museum in Fort Worth by
Der Scutt. Baccalaureate thesis, 1961.
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modesty—one of the earliest so-called nonbuildings, all
planted terraces and garden walls, a probable source for
Kevin Roche’s winning entry in the Oakland Museum com-
petition of 1961.% Scutt’s scheme is also notable for its clear
articulation of “servant” and “served” spaces, a reminder
that even among the most devoted of Rudolph’s admirers, as
with Rudolph himself, many of Kahn's most important
lessons, ironically enough stemming from the Beaux-Arts,
were heeded faithfully. Jaquelin Robertson’s thesis for a dor-
mitory on the Old Campus at Yale (figs. 28,29), also of spring
1961, may be seen as a complement to Scutt’s. It took an even
more “nonheroic” stance with regard to its site and
program.’” Robertson, in his very selection of the program,
was departing from the normal building typology of thesis
projects. It was housing, and it was involved with larger
issues of urban design and historical context, issues that had
hitherto been ignored at Yale as in our architecture at large.

In the next year, 1961-62, the conjunction of James Stirling’s
return as a critic (after his first visit at Rudolph’s invitation
in 1959) and the presence of a number of English masters stu-
dents, was remarkably influential on the direction of the
department. The English seemed to offer an alternate way
of looking at things. Despite their admiration for the
uninhibited formal exuberance of the American scene, the
English, according to M.J. Long, afforded the nexus of a
countervailing criticism against that which Long has since
described as “the forced and rather blousy monumentality
prevalent at the school” For many, the arrival of the English
critics at the school was a breath of fresh air; for others it
was reversion to weak, diagrammatic design or to a form of
militant anti-intellectualism.
The English used “humble” materials (brick rather than
concrete) and displayed a natural reticence which
sometimes emerged as anti-monumentality. They talked
about Aalto as much as about Corbu.
They showed that it was not necessary to resort to anaemic
form as an antidote to overblown form—their buildings at
best had a kind of animal toughness and boniness. It was a
set of images which we could use and it took hold, just
before Moore and Venturi pointed to the possibilities in tra-
ditional American wood buildings and gave to others of us a
similarly usable alternative set of images. . . .

They were also interested in issues of planning and saw
them in design terms. . .. And, they were never anti-in-
tellectual; on the contrary, they were highly articulate and
historically conscious.%

In any event it is not clear why such a virulent reaction
against Rudolph should have set in, just at that moment when
his work on the Art and.Architecture Building and his in-
terest and commitment to the university and the department
were at their most intense. M.J. Long writes that “Peter
Millard, the critic most associated with this group of students
in revolt against Rudolph, was more an example, and not nec-
essarily a cause, of this situation. For that offshoot group (or
perhaps it was the majority), ‘gut reaction’ was the cry, even
though the term had not been invented in those days.”%
Millard’s situation at the school was an especially complex
one at this time. He had taught there continuously since his
graduation and while in many ways the opposite of Nalle,
Millard nonetheless brought to the 1960s that mystique-laden
uncommunicativeness and insistence on self-determination
which had added so much to Nalle’s teaching style.”™

Peter Gluck assigns responsibility for the disenchantment of
the students with Kahn and Rudolph not to their philosophical
position, the “basic premises” of their professional positions,
but to the “actual results,” to the buildings which the highly
mobile Yale students were able to see firsthand in the early
sixties. The functional limitations of the Richards Medical
Laboratories and the Art and Architecture Building were
only too well-known to them.

The emergence around 1962 of Edward Barnes, first as a
design force of significance, later as campus planner and as
architectural adviser to Griswold’s successor, Kingman
Brewster, was also related to the shift away from Rudolphian
“heroics” to what appeared to be a lower-keyed, more self-
effacing attitude toward form. Though Barnes’s work ap-
peared to many to be associated with that of the English and
even with certain of the Philadelphia architects, its diagram-
matic quality was firmly rooted in those International Style
orthodoxies first expressed decades before by Gropius and
Breuer at Harvard. Barnes was appointed campus planner in
1964. In that year, Kingman Brewster succeeded Whitney
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Figure 28. Dormitory building on the
Old Campus at Yale by Jaquelin
Robertson. Baccalaureate thestis, 1961.
Section.

Figure 29. Plan.

Figure 30. Tack House, Prickly Mount -
ain, Vermont. David Sellers, architect,
1966. Elevations, section and plan.




Griswold as president, and the direction of the university’s
policy toward building paralleled the shifts in concern of the
faculty and students in the school. As Myles Weintraub puts
it, “the University’s policy of hiring a ‘big name’ firm for each
of its new building commissions . . . was beginning to seem an
inadequate response to the wrong question.”

Irrespective of this, Barnes was uniquely qualified to guide
Yale’s building policy, which included complex town-gown
relations and involved such volatile issues as car parking and
a controversial ring road then threatening to bisect the Yale
campus. Apart from his qualifications as a campus planner
Barnes was able to attract to his office a lion’s share of Yale's
recent graduates including Pasanella, Weintraub, Robertson
and Gwathmey.

The completion of the Art and Architecture Building in 1963
marked “the watershed,” of Rudolph’s career at Yale, as
Craig Whitaker suggests. “For many students, the
camaraderie and spirit of investigation which were fostered
by the spare lean spaces of Kahn’s Art Gallery disappeared in
the new and more extravagant building.”” The succession of
events surrounding the school’s moving into the new Art and
Architecture Building in September 1963 and the formal
opening ceremonies which followed in November, with the
hoopla of the enormous dedication party, took a hard toll on
the energies of the school and on Rudolph. In the weeks pre-
ceding the dedication ceremonies, the painting and sculpture
students picketed in front of the school in protest over the
cramped quarters designed for them at the top and bottom of
the building. These protests, which now seem so mild to us
after the riotous activities of the late sixties, caused no end of
consternation at the school and were screened as far as possi-
ble from the press. The complaints of the painting and
sculpture students about the size, quality, and orientation of
their work spaces were caused, in part, by the fact that since
the building had been programmed there had been a shift in
emphasis not only in the teaching in the art department but
also in the conception of art itself —a shift from the small-size
canvas or sculpture such as was favored by Albers and his
successor as chairman of the art department, Bernard Chaet,
to a gigantism of gesture represented in the work of such
newer faculty members as Jack Tworkov, Al Held, Louis

Finkelstein, and James Rosati.” This new preoccupation with 53

size is reflected in the student as well as subsequent work of
Robert Mangold, Richard Serra, Nancy Graves, and Chuck
Close, all of whom were enrolled in the art department at this
time. The situation was resolved by making available, to the
advanced students, large-scale spaces in early nineteenth-
century houses owned by the university and then being held
for future development. Thus, even at the outset, the unity of
the arts under one roof at the Art and Architecture Building
was not achieved, while as Whitaker notes, “The demon-
strations which attended the opening of the new building
almost presaged the Gotterdammerung which took place in
1969 when the building was burned. .. '™

In the revised edition of his book Modern Architecture Scully
observes that the completion of Rudolph’s Art and Architec-
ture Building, virtually coincidental with the assassination of
President J.F. Kennedy, can be seen as the starting point of a
new, ‘“tragic” age, one of ‘“irony)” Scully writes that
“Rudolph’s mood at that moment was one of heroic confronta-
tion; he was at last ready to take the European masters on.. ..
Over the decade since its completion, most of its students
have rightly or wrongly come to regard it as the prime sym-
bol of an unnecessarily competitive attitude toward people
and things. It clearly demonstrated, at least, some of the
programmatic limitations of the sculpturally-active mode of
building.’™

Rudolph’s shifting attitude toward the department at this
time can be seen in his decision to bring Serge Chermayeff
from Harvard to Yale on a half-time three-year teaching con-
tract. At Harvard, Chermayeff had been a dominant and
highly controversial member of the teaching staff since 1953,
but by the early 1960s it-was clear that his influence in
Cambridge was waning. There seems little doubt that
Rudolph’s decision to bring Chermayeff to New Haven was a
complex one. It was at once a gesture of friendship to a
revered elder colleague whose position at another university
was under considerable attack from both students and
faculty; more significantly it marked a loosening of the reins
on Rudolph’s part, a first indication of a willingness to have
someone else share the focus of debate. What it resulted in
was a growing divisiveness of approach to architecture, an



Figure 31. Pan Am building by Peter
Gluck. Baccalaureate thesis, 1965.

Figure 32. Interior perspective.

Figure 33. Whitney Museum by Robert
A.M. Stern. Baccalaureate thesis,
1965.

54 argument rather than a debate or discourse; worst of all, it B = e B By
implied a blurring of lines between the two schools which had, 3
since Howe, come to stand for different ideas. This debate be-
tween what might be described as “functionalism” versus
“formalism,” as if the two were mutually exclusive and even
of equal measure, reached its fullest expression under
Charles Moore, who surprisingly chose to renew Cher-
mayeff’s contract.
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The fullest enthusiasm for what has been described as Pl |
Rudolph’s “blousy monumentality” was reflected in a number
of thesis designs of the mid-sixties. Most dazzling of these
was Robert Mittelstadt’s thesis for a monastery in 1964;™
while David Sellers’s thesis project for a new Macy’s coming
at the same time embodied a strong reaction against that
very thing. Sellers had taken a year off to design the
prophetic Tack House at Prickly Mountain in Vermont (fig.
30), which was to revolutionize ski house design and, more
importantly, was virtually to give birth in the process of its
making to a whole new lifestyle.™ This act was to be of impor-
tance to the future of the department itself for it set the stage
for a new direction in the school which would prevail in the
late sixties under Rudolph’s successor, Charles Moore. As
Sellers recounts it: “After the 2nd year. .. Itook a year off to
build a house. . . . The remainder of the time at Yale I operated
a construction company simultaneously building two houses,
remodeling a ranch house and building a tree house for some
kids.”” Upon returning to New Haven in the fall of 1964,
Sellers produced as his thesis (a pre-Portman urban vision) a
department store with a great cavernous public space and an
exciting system of escalators, motorized conveyors to connect
rapid transit, existing streets, and shopping floors above.
When I finished my thesis in February, graduation was
four months away. [Sellers continues] I decided to go to
Vermont in the meantime and build a house out of ice
sprayed over weather balloons. I arrived, there was no
snow or ice, so I looked into the possibilities of doing some
building in Vermont. This evolved into lengthy discussions
on the virtues of vacation-house building versus going into
the cities where the action was. The conclusion was that if
continuing education after architecture school involved one
in actual construction (which was my opinion) that elimi-
nated the inner city.

31.



After much discussion and economic forecasting, the Mad
River Valley was selected as the field of action—in fact, “a
nob at the foot of the valley with a fifty-mile view looking up
the valley to a double mountain in the distance (Scully would
have puked when he heard us comparing it with the temple
sites in Greece, though the comparison is real).”” Ultimately,
numerous other Yale students participated in the Prickly
Mountain project, as it came to be known, and after an article
in Progressive Architecture in May 1966 “dozens of students
from all over the country came up to work on the houses.’™

Despite all the apparent anti-intellectualism in his work,

Sellers has deep appreciation for the existential richness of

Yale.
I found myself not being (even now ten years later) in con-
flict with the vibrations and vitality and searching which
started at Yale. In fact, that is what allowed me to get in-
volved in research, politics, education and community
development. The more you have a basic understanding of
what it is to be alive, the more you have a solid foundation
on which to live. The more firm this is, the more you can
venture from it. The real content of the Yale experience for
me wasn’t form or design or structure, but being. Cher-
mayeff, Engman, Millard, Chris Argyris, Paul Weiss,
Kahn, Scully, Woody, all talked about this.®

In the next year, 1965, Peter Gluck was able to pick up on the
direction implied by Sellers and proposed as his thesis a
redesign of the Pan Am Building (figs. 31,32). Gluck’s design,
ironically, brings us back to the complex geometries of Kahn,
not only as manifested in his Art Gallery but as seen in his
tower projects of 1953. My own thesis, the design of the
Whitney Museum (fig. 33) (Breuer’s scheme had not yet been
published), was presented before the same jury as Gluck’s. In
it, I attempted to combine the idea of the museum-as-monu-
ment (the three towers for the permanent collection) with the
museum-as-warehouse, the loft-like background building
which was expandable in two directions. Venturi’s criticism
was invaluable in shaping the design, and refining the argu-
ment and such bold strokes as the single column in the loft
space and the oversized lettering along the diagonal “street”
were the direct result of his suggestions.




56 This last thesis jury of Rudolph’s tenure, held in May of 1965,

was in many ways a kind of ritual marking of the shifts tak-
ing place not only in the Yale scene but also in our architec-
ture as well. The critics Venturi, Johnson, Rudolph, Cher-
mayeff, and Cobb, included representatives of both sides of
that debate between heroic form-making of the late Interna-
tional Style and the more semiological architecture that was
emerging.

Within two years everything would be different—students
building community centers in Appalachia in the manner of
Sellers and Charles Moore (fig. 34), Moore and the Venturis
suggesting new formal attitudes or at the very least giving
new ideological focus to old ones, together with students
analyzing Las Vegas and Levittown, and asking architects to
learn to love these places and learn from them as well. And
then in June 1969, fire at the Art and Architecture Building,
the nightmare culmination of the protests of students against
its strong forms, protests which had been a continuous threat
since its opening in 1963.8! What had begun as an issue of form
versus functional accommodation had expanded and matured,
frighteningly, into the deepest ideological controversy of our
time—to the question of elitism in culture (fig. 35).

Charles Moore’s appointment as chairman was announced in
May 1965. Paul Rudolph, by his own cheice and unlike Howe,
had not taken an active role in the selection of his successor.
Robert Venturi and Romaldo Giurgola had also been con-
sidered for the position. Interestingly enough, the work of
all three had formed the collective focus of the double
issue of Perspecta, numbers 9 and 10, which was published in
April 1965. Venturi and Giurgola had each taught in the
school for brief periods in previous years, but neither had
made strong impressions on the students, faculty or adminis-
tration until 1963-64; in fact, the so-called Yale/Penn axis,
which Colin Rowe and others refer to, did not seem to exist at
this time to its presumed participants.’2 It is interesting to
note that the peak of Rudolph’s influence in 1960-63 coincided
with that of G. Holmes Perkins at Penn and that, though the
presumed rivalry between Penn and Yale in the early 1960s
can be compared with that of the 1930s, the tables were
turned after a fashion—Penn having in Perkins a dean whose
strengths like Meeks'’s at Yale thirty years before lay in ad-

ministration, and Yale with a chairman, Rudolph, whose
strengths like Cret’s were in design.

Moore’s arrival brought with it sweeping changes in cur-
riculum as well as dramatic alterations in the Art and Archi-
tecture Building even before the devastating fire of June
1969. In this regard, for example, the celestial visiting critics
suite was converted to a student restaurant; the double-
height exhibition space was turned over to a more-or-less
permanent lighting extravaganza prepared by PULSA, a
group of students interested in electronic communication; and
the chairman’s office was provided with doors, conventional
furniture, and other commonplace paraphenalia of
bureaucratic administration.

While Moore’s tenure as chairman is outside the time frame
of this article, it is important to note that, particularly in its
early years before June 1969, much of what he set out to
achieve in terms of curriculum reform was intended as direct
comment on the department’s direction under Rudolph. Prin-
cipally, Moore attempted to broaden the focus of concern of
the design process. Attempting to be as “inclusive’” in his ap-
proach to design education as Rudolph, he renewed Cher-
mayeff’s contract, encouraged the Venturis and Stirling in
having them share the Charlotte Shepherd Davenport chair,s?
reshuffled the composition of the permanent faculty, and
diversified the thrust of the curriculum. Under Moore the
curriculum ranged from actual building projects, such as the
Community Center at New Zion, Kentucky, which students
designed and built in the spring of 1967,8¢to a conference on
computer technology held in April 1968;8from the Las Vegas
and Levittown studios,® to an ongoing student-designed
renovation of the Art and Architecture Building, which
became one of the decisive monuments of the so-called super-
graphics of the late 1960s.



Figure 84. New Zion community
center, Appalachia, Kentucky, by Yale
architecture students. Class project,
1967.

Figure 85. Art and Architecture
Building, Yale University, New Haven,
Connecticut. Paul Rudolph, architect,
1963. After the fire of June 1969.
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Postscript: Kahn, Penn, and the Philadelphia School

Mimi Lobell

There have been many references lately to a ‘“Yale-Penn
Axis” As a graduate of the Penn coordinate of this alleged
axis, [ must say that the link never occurred to me, nor has it
occurred, to my knowledge, to my fellow colleagues of Penn’s
“golden age” which is generally thought to have ended by the
mid-sixties when many who were teaching there went off to
become deans or heads of other schools.

I think more in terms of the “Penn-Point,” if you will. The
point is that the University of Pennsylvania and the
Philadelphia School were a focus of that once-in-a-lifetime
energy and creative expansion that result from a convergence
of sympathetic minds on all levels: administration, faculty,
students, community, and city government. Not that all was
smooth or that the ambience was without jealousy, political
manipulation and misunderstanding; but there was a synergy
beyond the norm in Philadelphia in the early sixties that can
be seen as a model for architectural education, professional
practice, individual growth, and municipal policy working
together toward achievements in architecture that transcend
the sum of the parts. The dramatic importance and lessons of
this model have, I believe, been overlooked in the attempts to
aggrandize individual architects and universities.

One of Penn’s weaknesses, which is why I haven’t been so
critical of the idea of a ‘““Yale-Penn Axis,” is that Penn people
aren’t very good at promoting themselves (the Venturis and
two editions of VIA notwithstanding). There is a classic story
about Carles Enrique Vallhonrat, a principal in Kahn’s office
and then chairman of the school, who upon being called up by
Progressive Architecture for an interview responded:
“Progressive Architecture? 1 don’t think I know that maga-
zine. . . . No, we don’t give interviews.”

For years Romaldo Giurgola was reluctant to publish his
firm’s work. As yet few people know about Karl Linn’s
pioneering of vest-pocket parks, Robert LeRicolais’s or
August Komendant’s advanced work in engineering, Edmund
Bacon’s ideas and successes in urban design, or the innovative
ways that Venturi and Giurgola taught history. Not to men-
tion the impact of Dr. Humphrey Osmond (the psychiatrist

who introduced psychedelic drugs to Aldous Huxley) as a-

visiting critic in Bob Geddes’s studio, or the interaction of
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coherent philosophical core centered around Kahn, Penn, dur-
ing G. Holmes Perkins’s deanship, was a place of seren-
dipitous meetings, paradoxical insights, and evolutionary fer-
ment.

The Penn architectural education differed greatly from
Yale’s. When I was there we saw no connection between the
two schools whatsoever. A Penn building was evaluated for
the quality of its contribution to human experience and for its
sensitivity to the surrounding contextual fabric, not for its
visual or formal gyrations. A Penn student was encouraged to
become an “anonymous architect” in the best sense. Geddes’s
dormitories at the University of Delaware, Kahn’s Exeter
Library, and Venturi’s Yale Mathematics Building are exam-
ples of visually modest buildings which fit comfortably with
their neighbors while being outstanding works of architec-
ture. Being a great work of architecture has little to do with
short term “user need requirements” (the thrust of Robert
Gutman’s critique of the Richards Medical Research Build-
ing). It has more to do with perceiving the universalities of
being, experience, and institutions as the genesis of architec-
ture—a sensibility that is little understood outside of the
Philadelphia School. Kahn’s ability to sense these univer-
salities and give them form are what made him a great archi-
tect —and his buildings far from mute. Vincent Scully’s insis-
tence on the muteness of Kahn’s buildings attests only to
Scully’s deafness.

While Penn was educating anonymous architects, Yale was
grooming virtuoso formalists and highly visible “stars” like
Paul Rudolph, Charles Moore, Jaquelin Robertson, Bob Stern,
Jonathan Barnett, and Vincent Scully. I think that the cur-
rent attempts to identify a ‘“Yale-Penn Axis” have been
grossly one-sided. They have been attempts to channel Penn’s
unique synergy into Yale’s personalities thereby making very
strange bedfellows of Charles Moore and Louis Kahn, George
Howe and Frank Furness, or Bob Stern and Bob Venturi.
Perhaps all that Penn gets out of it is publicity.

Everytime I go down to Philadelphia and talk to Steve
Izenour, Ed Bacon, Robin Friedenthal, or any of the other
Penn people who have stayed in Philadelphia, I go into a kind



64 of culture shock. The shock is in seeing the parochial con-
centration on politics and promotion in the New York archi-
tectural community while there are extremely important
things going on in the Philadelphia School that will never
reach a larger public or professional awareness simply
because the people involved have neither the gift for, nor the
interest in, the kind of promotion that is cultivated in New
York.

In sum, I think that as an historical phenomenon, as a model
for creative synergy on all levels relevant to architecture,
and as a survey of some of the most important architects,
planners, and engineers of our time—the Philadelphia School
warrants further attention.



Theory

Texts in architecture are not merely a
neutral agency serving as a register of
useful information for the design and
construction of buildings. They are a
primary part of the creative and
productive architectural apparatus
taking a different role according to the
place they have in the process of design
and interpretation of architecture.
Moreover, in extreme cases, these
texts, like architectural drawings,
become entities having their own
theoretical or aesthetic value which
corresponds to their own internal
structure, establishing in this way a
reality that is autonomous from the
building seen as the “natural” product
of architecture.

Emilio Ambasz’s fables neither aim to
be part of the creative process nor to
be theoretical explication. They belong
to aliterary gender characterized by a
particular structure that encourages
the reader to look for meanings hidden
beneath the literal surface of the
fiction. This metaphoric structure, in
its play with the substitution of an
absent meaning that has to be found,
produces an aesthetic pleasure similar
to the one produced by poetic texts. In
this sense, these fables do indeed have
a strong poetic function in that they
form a discourse centered in itself
without any obvious practical function.
However, they do not possess a poetic
structure. This is only discernible in
certain discourses which are
characterized by a play through which
they create, in language, structural
equivalences between expression and
content. In other words, poetic
discourses, unlike these fables, are not

A Selection from Working Fables:

A Collection of Design Tales for Skeptic Children

Emilio Ambasz ©1974

just a new development of meanings or
content but fundamentally a work
centered in the parallel development of
content and expression.

There is another potential role for
texts which may perhaps help us to a
better understanding of these fables;
this is the ideological/political role.
This role, often implicit and
superimposed on the other functions of
text, always has as its goal to maintain
and reproduce the status quo, rather
than to create a new situation. This is
precisely the case of these fables. The
gender “fable” implies that a general
principle of conduct is suggested
through the presentation of specific
examples of behavior. Here, different
ideological utopias developed in the
sixties, be they formal,
communicational or related to a
systems approach, are implicitly
presented as examples for the
interpretation of some specific urban
environments and their institutions.
But this resultant interpretation also
contains important political
implications. In one instance, the
difference between New York —the
imperial metropolis—and Buenos
Aires—the dependent city —seems to
be erased; in another, the political
content of the texts and the reasons for
the violent actions of those living in
“La Citta del Disegno” are suppressed.
Elsewhere we are confrented with the
inevitable conservative role of the
Univercity, which is supposed to
maintain an existent ideology.

Ambasz‘s fables are published here as
an example of the ideological use of

poetics. On the one hand, they might be
seen as a witty and provocative view of
the present; on the other, they might
be seen as a metaphor of the way in
which society uses the seductive force
of poetry as a mask by which to
facilitate the consumption of its
economic, political or ideological
products.

M.G.
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La Citta del Design, 1973

Italy has remained a federation of city-
states. There are museum-cities and
factory-cities. There is a city whose
streets are made of water, and another
where all streets are hollowed walls.
There is one city where all its
inhabitants work on the manufacture
of equipment for amusement parks, a
second where everybody makes shoes,
and a third, where all its dwellers build
Baroque furniture. There are many
cities where people still make a living
by baking bread and bottling wine, and
one where they continue to package
faith and transact with guilt.
Naturally, there is also one city
inhabited solely by architects and
designers. This city is laid out on a
gridiron pattern, all city blocks are
square, and each city-block is totally
occupied by a cubic building. Its walls
are blind, without windows or doors.

The inhabitants of this city pride
themselves in being each radically
different from the other. Visitors to the
city claim, however, that all
inhabitants have one common trait:
they are all unhappy with the city they
inherited; and moreover, concur that it
is possible to divide the citizens into
several distinct groups.

The members of one of the groups live
inside the building blocks. Conscious of
the impossibility of communicating
with others, each of them in the
isolation of his own block, builds and
demolishes a new physical setting
every day. To these constructions the
members sometimes give forms which
they recover from their private
memories; on other occasions, these
constructs are intended to represent
what they envision communal life may
be on the outside.

Another group dwells in the streets.

Either as individuals or as members of
often conflicting sub-groups, they have
one common goal: to destroy the blocks

which define the streets. For that
purpose, they march along chanting
invocations, or write on the walls
words and symbols which they believe
are endowed with the power to bring
about their will.

There is one group whose members sit
on top of the buildings. There they
await the emergence of the first leaf of
grass from the roof that will announce
the arrival of the Millenium.

As of late, rumors have been
circulating that some members of the
group dwelling in the streets have
climbed up to the buildings’ roof-tops,
hoping that from this vantage point
they would be able to see whether the
legendary people of the countryside
have begun their much predicted
march against the city, or whether
they have instead opted for building a
new city outside the boundaries of the
old one.



Anthology for a Spatial Buenos
Aires, 1966

The Mythological Foundation of
Buenos Aires

It seems to me a tale that Buenos Aires
ever started:

I judge her as eternal as the water and
the sky.

Borges, Cuaderno San Martin

Limits

Buenos Aires has as limits the Rio de la
Plata to the East, the Brook to the
South, the Pampa to the West, and the
Viceroyalty to the North. Two sides of
water, one of past, one of future.

Sides? She has only four, for there are
only four cardinal points. Four faces
and two doors. Through the door of
earth the country enters, through that
of water, he goes out.

Martinez Estrada, Las Cuatro Caras

Sky

The Argentine sky? Yes, the sole great
consolation. For I have seen this sky
from the limitless Pampa, punctuated
here and there by a few weeping
willows, unlimited, shimmering in the
day as in the night with a blue
transparent light or swarming with
stars. This celestial countryside is on
the four horizons.

Le Corbusier, Précisions
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Pampa

Pampa, Indian voice for space, land
where man stands alone as an abstract
being who would have to recommence
the history of the species—or to
conclude it.

Martinez Estrada, “Los Senores de la
Nada”

Yearning plain, dematerialized;
Metaphysical peace. Divine geometry

Of abstract horizons and stripped land.

Landscape of the space, dreams of the
firmament

Glory of solitude in savage ambits
Mane, wings, and clouds for the winds’

joy.

Larreta, “La Pampa”

River

First he was believed to be a sea: the
sweet sea; now we know that he is the
estuary where two rivers come
together. Tomorrow, it will be said that
he is still the Pampa that here becomes
water, in the same manner as in other
parts he becomes roofs or sky.

Martinez Estrada, Cabeza de Goliath

Other beautiful rivers
have various colors . ..

Other, are deeper,
other, bluer, run

along delicate gardens
and magnificent forests.

You, sea of dark waters,
wide pampa of copper,
give distance

to man’s daydream . ..

You, Rio de la Plata,
have the horizon.

Yunque, “Loa al Rio de la Plata”

The Memorable Horizontal

All at once, above the first illuminated
beacons, I saw Buenos Aires. The
uniform river, flat, without limits to
the left and to right; above your
Argentine sky so filled with stars; and
Buenos Aires, this phenomenal line of
light beginning on the right at infinity
and fleeing to the left toward infinity.
Nothing else, except, at the center of
the line of light, the electric glitter
which announces the heart of the city.
The simple meeting of the Pampas and
the river in one line, illuminated the
night from one end to the other.

Mirage, miracle of the night, the
simple punctuation regular and infinite
of the lights of the city describes what
Buenos Aires is in the eyes of the
voyageur. This vision remained for me
intense and imperious. I thought:
nothing exists in Buenos Aires; but
what a strong and majestic line.

Le Corbusier, Précisions



Twilight

The hour of Buenos Aires is the
afternoon, the hour of the desert. It is
then when the city acquires her
cosmical aura.

Twilight of the dove
Did the Hebrews call the beginning of
afternoon. . .

In that hour of fine sandy light,

My roaming met with an unknown
street,

Open with the noble ampleness of a
terrace

And revealing on cornices and walls
Colors as soft as that same sky
That stirred in the background.

... and the environs of the twilight!
Gigantic sunsets occur exalting the
depth of the streets, scarcely contained
by the sky. To have our eyes whipped
by the sunsets’ rigorous passion we
must resort to the outskirts which
oppose both “pampas.”’

Faced with the metropolis’ indecision,
the houses at its edge assume a
challenging role in front of that
absolute horizontal, where the sunsets’
promenade gradiosely like wandering
steamers.

Borges, “Fervor de Buenos Aires”

Roofs

London and New York are metropolises
symbolic of two islands. Buenos Aires
has been engendered and conceived by
the plain. Horizontal surface: this is
the key word. New York is all facades.
Buenos Aires is all roofs. From the sky
New York is a honeycomb of masonry
icicles. Buenos Aires is plains and sky.
In the same manner as one has to see
the Pampa from below because it
continues until it fuses with the
firmament (and it can be said that it is
more sky than land), one has to see the
city from 1,500 kilometers high (for
the real facade of Buenos Aires are her
roofs).

The city is an immense roof, carefully
gridded, as if it were a pavement. A
floor was laid over the earth, on top of
this another, and thus the land gets
built resembling the layers of pampean
earth.

Martinez Estrada, “Desde el Cielo”

Streets

Buenos Aires is the faithful image of
the great plain that, encireling her, has
its straightness continued in the
rectitude of the streets and houses. The
horizontal lines overcome the vertical.
The perspectives—of one and two
storey dwellings lined up and facing
one another for miles and miles of
asphalt and stone—are too easy to be
believed. Each crossroad intersected
by four infinites.

Borges, “Las Calles”

Streets of Buenos Aires, designed for
the long vista, all the way to the
horizon. Through those straight
infinite streets, along those gutters,
the country empties into the cities, the
cities empty into Buenos Aires, and all
of them empty into the river.

Martinez Estrada, “Pampa y Techos”
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Plazas

I want to talk about the plazas. In
Buenos Aires the plazas—noble pools
overstocked with freshness, congresses
of patrician trees, stages for romantic
rendezvous—are the stillwaters where
the streets resign their persistent
geometrical flow, break formation, and
joyously disperse.

Borges, “Plazas”

Patio

With the evening

the two or three colors of the patio
grew weary.

The huge candour of the full moon
no longer enchants her habitual
firmament.

Patio, channel of sky.

The patio is the window

through which god watches souls.
The patio is the slope

down which the sky flows into the
house.

Serene.

Eternity waits at the crossroads of
stars.

How beautiful to live in friendship with
the shade

of a porch, eaves, and a well.

Borges, ‘“Patio”

Ideal City

The man of the interior has stripped
Buenos Aires of any materiality and
transformed her into a formidable
emporium of the best that exists in our
reality and in our imagination. Thus,
Buenos Aires is the center of a
circumference formed by the most
populated points and cultivated by the
interior. They are all at the same
distance. They are periphery as she is
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