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On Wednesday the sixteenth of September a glow came
over New York’s Forty-second Street— the Chrysler
Building was alight! Apparently the scheme was the idea
of the tower’s architect, William van Alen, but was
“undiscovered” until the building changed hands two
years ago. In refurbishing the 1930 Art Deco classic, new
owners, J.K.C. Realty, Inc., found lighting channels
within some of the spire windows which had never been
connected to power lines. To realize the project, the
owners had steel frames fabricated to hold specially made
fluorescent tubes; these were fitted within all the spire
windows and are now turned on nightly.
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On the topic of what happens next in architecture;
Is there a need for another revolution like the
Modern Movement? If so, what form should it take?:

T.W.: I don’t think it is-necessary to have a revolution for
a start, but it is true that people are quite properly going
to applaud new ideas with more vigor than old ones.
There’s going to be more applause for an exciting new
form —a new declaration—than there is going to be for a
perfect re-creation or a perfect interpretation of something
that Corbusier or Mies has already done. That’s just a fact
of competition.

If you want to talk about revolution and change, it seems
to me the only revolutionary direction that architects can
move in now (and this is not to say that it is therefore
good) is likely to include two elements: one is some
completely new system of decoration, which is quite
different from drawing an Adam decoration on plastic;
and two, it’s also going to be something that in some way
seems to tie in with the ideals and aspirations of a large
number of clients. Now, what this would be, I don’t know,
but I can tell you what it would not be: It would not be
buildings such as Number One Chase Manhattan Plaza. I
love that place! Here you have the Rockefellers erecting
their great post—World War II architectural monument.
But what’s it a monument to? The building itself is
composed of worker-housing forms imported from the
rubble of post—World War I Germany. Out front is a
cluster of abstract toadstools by Dubuffet. The piece is
entitled Four Trees. Not “Four Rockefellers” — not
David, Lawrence, Nelson, and John—but Four Trees.
Not four Benedum-trees, either— four Dubuffet trees.
The sculpture, like the style of the building itself, is not
an hommage to the Rockefellers’ Wall Street, capitalism,
or convertible debentures, but to European modernism.
The day we see large public buildings built with statues
out front paying hommage to the client—or to anything
other than modernism itself — that day we can bother to
look around with the hope of seeing something new in
architecture.

Regarding the accusations that Wolfe is
anti-intellectual, anti-ideological and a populist:

T.W.: But obviously I am interested in ideology. Why
else would I write about it at such length in From
Bauhaus to Our House? As for being a “populist” — I
think the word being sought is “philistine.” I was often
called that after The Painted Word came out. Very few
people who use that epithet are aware of its origins. It was
coined by Matthew Arnold, who also coined the terms
“sweetness and light” and “culture,” meaning the arts,
and for that matter, “commuters.” Persons of “sweetness
and light” were those members of the middle class who
had attained salvation through their worship of “culture.”
(Today, of course, we call them “intellectuals”.) The

bulk of the middle class—the unsaved, the unwashed —
were “philistines.” The upper classes Arnold called “the
barbarians,” although he obviously rather admired them,
and the working classes he called “the populace.” You
notice he chose a neutral term for the working classes
because it was already unfashionable to speak sneeringly
of the working classes as the “mob.” He coined the word
“philistine” to represent those members of the middle
classes who did not worship culture—who were not in the
compound, as it were. That’s what it means.

So, in that sense, I certainly am a philistine. My whole
viewpoint is one established outside the compound,
whether in painting or in architecture. That’s what the
word “philistine” means: outside the monastery wall.

I honestly think it’s the duty of the historian or’the critic
to stand outside the walls, describe the walls, and then
try to lead you inside for an irreverent tour. You know that
people in the world of literature, painting, architecture —
the arts generally —when looking at the world of
outsiders, whether businessmen, or policemen, or
members of the armed forces, or whatever, quite properly
have an irreverent attitude. But when the very same
attitude is turned toward them, they tend to scream like
weenies over a wood fire.

My approach is sociological. If someone were going to
lead me by the hand through the world of “culture,” I
would like for it to be Max Weber and not Bernard
Berenson. Now, I have scrupulously avoided being
pinned down, and saying what I like in painting or
architecture, because the point I want to make is social.
not aesthetic. If you start going on about what you like
and don’t like, you immediately give people a convenient
means of ignoring what you are saying. They say, “Oh,
he’s one of those.” In fact, I must laugh when someone in
the world of journalism or literature writes a piece
attacking this, this, this, and this, and then tells you what
he likes, and you say, “Oh my God!” and then disregard
everything he has said, because you hate what he likes.

On the critic’s role with regard to architectural
exploration:

T.W.: What we tend to have today in the popular press
are not “critics” in the old sense, but messenger boys
(and girls). I'm thinking of people like Ada Louise
Huxtable of The New York Times, or Robert Hughes of
Time. or Douglas Davis of Newsweek. They all seem to
think that Modernism arrived like some sort of Bermuda
high located over Cambridge, Massachusetts, and that
this great meteorological event created the spirit of the
age. They haven’t the faintest notion of what actually
happened, because they have no real interest in history,
let alone sociology. Their jobs depend completely on their
conveying the tastes and opinions of the compounds —

In the October issue of Skyline, Tom
Wolfe and Peter Eisenman debated some
of the points raised in the book From
Bauhaus to Our House (Farrar Straus &
Giroux, $10.95). In this issue, Skyline
has decided to print Wolfe’s comments
made at that time and later.

whether in painting or architecture—to the outside
world. When has anyone of the critics for the major
popular organs discussed and championed an obscure
artist and made a name for him? When has one of them
taken it upon himself even to revive the reputation of a
known, but out-of-fashion artist? It hasn’t happened, and
it won’t happen. That’s not the messenger boy’s province.
Therefore, they shrug and believe in the weather.

Ada Louise Huxtable once wrote that “the great art
movements, which convey awful and wonderful truths
about ourselves and our times, come about whether
anyone likes them or not.” I love that!— “whether anyone
likes them or not” — There you are. They come from the
sky. They’re like a big shift in the weather; they’re like
Hurricane Edna. A critic in a popular publication like
The New York Times. or any of the news magazines, is
never a leader of opinion, never one who steps out ahead
of the world of art or of architecture. The critic is a
messenger — like those people you see carrying envelopes
from office to office in New York City on the subway.

Ada Louise Huxtable is now worried sick over what to

do about post-modernism— and everyone from Venturi to
Peter Eisenman. She just doesn’t know what to do about
it. She’s much more at home with “the Whites,” in that
there’s a similarity to Corbusier and pure Modernism. She
knows she must change, become Ada Louise Flexible, but
she is finding it almost impossible. I would say to her, if
it would be of any help to her, “Forget flexibility.” If you
believe in Mies (sounds like a song), in Corbu, or
Gropius, terrific. Say so, but at the same time give your
readers either original research, some original
scholarship, or give them insights into something about
the field you are dealing with. Or give them a new theory
that would enable them to see the whole subject in a new
way.

What I'm saying is that it doesn’t really matter what you
like. It’s perfectly O.K. with me for a critic to like
anything, if the critic will bring original scholarship and
insights, or new and provocative theories to the subject.
But just think of people like Ada Louise Huxtable, or
Robert Hughes, or Douglas Davis, or any of the rest of
them. Just ask yourself: which of them has even done a
piece of original research—or enunciated a provocative
theory — or even an arresting insight? You'll draw a
complete blank. Imagine working ten, twenty, thirty years
in a field and coming up absolutely empty. It’s not from
lack of brain power. It’s because they’ve capitulated to
the role of messenger boy, to being worshipful couriers
of other people’s tastes and opinions. My advice to them
is to forget fashionable taste as an ideal and to start
studying the actual processes through which tastes
change. Become reporters, or, at the very least,
historians. Incidentally, if they did that, the artists and
architects might actually begin to respect them.
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Interview, Part II

"My approach is sociological. If someone
were going to lead me by the hand through

the world of ‘culture; I would like it to be
Max Weber and not Bernard Berenson.”

On The New York Review of Books and its tendency
to ask academics to review literature, and not
architecture; in other words, to go to the
“compound” in one area, but not in another:

T.W.: They understand how the game works in the world
of literature, but they don’t understand how it works in
the world of architecture and painting. Someone like Ada
Louise Huxtable is visible and accessible. The other part
of it is that The New York Review of Books is really a
species of what the French call “high vulgarization.” You
write in a popular lowbrow form and you give it overtones
of intellectual elegance and make your readers feel good
—as if they are getting some very deep stuff. I don’t think
the readers of The New York Review of Books could make
heads or tails of Complexity and Contradiction, much less
the writings of Peter Eisenman, or Graves’ explanations. |

think they would be completely baffled.

On Wolfe’s view of his role in writing about
architecture:

T.W.: My approach is very specific. I try to describe the
actual, competitive process through which styles in
architecture change. The International Style didn’t come
to American architecture from out of the sky. It came here
in the hands of a sect, intellectual Moonies, you might
say. How it caught on makes it one of the most delightful
social comedies of our time. I'm perfectly content to
record the comedy. I have no aesthetic preferences to put
across. I'm a great fan of Balzac.

Balzac was perfectly content to be known as “the
secretary of French society” —the one who records the
minutes of the meeting, so to speak, and who tells you
what is going on in society at a given time. Today
novelists and writers generally tend to have a much more
romantic conception of themselves as Promethean figures
who are going to argue for a certain position, whereas I
would feel perfectly content in Balzac’s role of the
secretary of the society. My intention is to record and
discover and describe.

Now, the results can be quite different from what a writer
intends, and Balzac is a perfect example. Balzac was
himself a monarchist and he wrote many pamphlets in
support of the old monarchy and the old regime, yet
ironically, through his own work, he probably had more to
do than any other French writer with the revolution of
1848. The picture he presented of the rising bourgeoisie
—a term that does have some meaning in French—

was devastating.

On the subject of power and architecture; that is,
the seeming inability of ‘““‘theoretical’’ architects like
Robert Venturi to capture the imagination of the
corporations, which instead prefer good design,
packaging, and marketing; on the lack of popular
success of architects or of architecture:

T.W.: I would really separate the so-called “pop”
architecture from actual popular architecture. As far as [
know, nowhere does Venturi, or Denise Scott Brown, or
Steve Izenour mention the names of the architects of the
Las Vegas hotels that they find so exciting. These
buildings were not designed by developers or contractors.
They were designed by registered architects who no doubt
went to architecture school. But it becomes important not
to mention the names of these people if you want to treat
their work like primitive art, like Easter Island icons. You
have to leave them out of the game — otherwise they are
in competition with you.

Photo: Dorothy Alexander

On the subject o, -compou.nds having as much power
in the future as they had in the modernist era:

There is an impulse toward revivalism now, not so much
(interestingly enough) as Venturi played the game, but
more as Moore plaved the game and now Stern and
Graves play it. This impulse toward revivalism means
there are going to be all sorts of younger architects who
don’t understand it, and, finally, who don’t care about it
that much. They are just going to be indulging in straight
revivalism that could cause the compounds to
disintegrate.

I haven’t seen what Peter Eisenman has done lately, but
he’s still very much within the compound as far as [
know. He is sticking to a rather pure position, so is in no
danger of being sniggered at. But events may pass him
by. He rebuts the charge of repeating Corbusier, but
nevertheless the charge is there. And that charge seemed
to have flustered some of the people whe were known as
“the Whites.” It seemed to-have flustered Graves more
than a little bit.

On the topic of whether a modernist sensibility can
endure or has been subsumed under a general
historicist type of nostalgia:

T.W.: I think we are still in a period in architecture
that’s like the Paris Review period of American literature.
The Paris Review was started by some young Harvard
writers who went to Paris after the Second World War
with the idea of recreating the Lost Generation ethos of
the post—World War I period. They started The Paris
Review. They were people like Peter Matthiesen and John
Train. George Plimpton was part of that group. After
about five or six vears, they began to realize that you can’t
re-live such an epoch. Well, this business of re-living a
period has been going on in architecture for much longer.
There are still architects in America who act as if they
think they’re in Weimar in 1919.

On the similarity between literary figures and
architects in developing their own points of view
with regard to their work; particularly the example
of someone like the writer John Barth, who is
perceived as writing the way he always has,
regardless of what new “mode” of literature is
currently fashionable:

T.W.: Barth certainly is somebody who has gone in a
particular direction, and is in fact highly regarded in the
world of literature because he has done that. It should be
added that his particular type of work fits in very well
with the fashion of fabulism. which is a European fashion
adopted by contemporary American writers. I don’t think
Barth did it because it was a fashion. He’s very much in
fashion. But I do agree that if I were an architect, I would
hope to have the strength and the determination to follow
my own vision of what form should be or what decoration
should be, and not constantly have to assess my own
position in the momentary politics of architecture. Now,
that’s obviously easier said than done. I do think we are
in an age in which monomaniacs prevail. Today people
tend to be so unsure of their own moral or aesthetic
grounds that if they are confronted by someone who is
absolutely sure, they tend to waver and say, “My God,
he’s so sure. he must be right.”

When challenged with the accusation that Wolfe
and his books are “part of the game’; that is, if the
architects or artist he has written about didn’t exist,
Wolfe would have to invent them.

T.W.: I doubt it. If you have a taste for the human
comedy, you're not likely to run short of dramatis
personae.
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City Report: New York

Portman Hotel:

The resistance movement continues to mount against the
demolition of the Helen Hayes and Morosco theaters to
make way for the Portman hotel at 45th and Broadway. As
reported last month in Skyline, the hotel has obtained
$22.5 million in UDAG money and New York City Board
of Estimate approvals for tax abatements, before
submitting its Environmental Impact Statement.

Two lawsuits were filed in October in the State Supreme
Court for New York County and the Federal District Court
in Manhattan. One lawsuit questions the legality of New
York City’s giving its Board of Estimate approval to the
hotel before the Environmental Impact Statement was
submitted. The other suit contends that the approvals did
not proceed in a manner complying with preservation
laws, as is required to obtain UDAG funding and tax
abatements. Properties on the site the hotel covers merit
identification for eligibility on the National Register of
Historic Places, but did not receive sufficient attention,
the suit maintains. (The Helen Hayes Theater had been
previously determined eligible —which meant that
Portman can tear it down, but first had to submit
extensive architectural drawings to the Historic American
Buildings Service.)

At issue in the suit is the contention that the entire
theater district is eligible for the listing and should be
subject to federal review. If both lawsuits were upheld,
the whole process of city and state approvals would have
to be conducted again.

The lawsuits would be dropped if a proposal for the
Portman hotel building over the Helen Hayes and the
Morosco theaters were accepted by Portman and by the
city. The proposal, submitted by Actors’ Equity and its
architect, Leason Pomeroy, with the assistance of David
Todd, demands that Portman drop his own 1500-seat
theater, located two flights above street level, and keep
the smaller, more venerable, and more accessible
street-level theaters. (The third theater, the Bijou, would
be torn down). To save the theaters, Portman would have
to redesign his eight-year-old scheme. However, it

Portman scheme; 1973.

Vive la Resistance!

wouldn’t be impossible: he would have to “flop” the
middle portion of the hotel, a stepped section, and rotate
it 180 degrees so that the obligatory atrium and revolving
restaurant would face west, and the trademark elevator
core with its lights and capsule cabs would face
Broadway. The redesign does sound like extra work and
money, and would require 88-foot beams spanning the
Helen Hayes. But redesigns shouldn’t be too alien to
architects, and long-span beams are certainly not foreign
to Portman: there are 120-foot spans required in his own
projected theater.

The Portman hotel has been a problem child of Times
Square for a long time, and its supporters and architect
are caught in a time warp. When the city-planning
officials first wanted the hotel in 1973, the area looked
hopeless: Broadway theaters were not doing a brisk
business. Portman and his hotel atria loomed on the
horizon as the salvation of downtowns everywhere. In the
next few years, desire grew, but the funding got shakier
as the recession came and New York City nearly went
bankrupt.

Now things are different. New York is looking up, and
more remarkably, theaters are thriving, even in sleazy old
Times Square. Times Square could, of course, still be
cleaned up. But in the intervening years more observers
have had a chance to see what the Portman formula— the
internalized entertainment city congealed in reflective
glass — has done to other cities, and wonder why it
should be plopped down in one of the most characteristic
sections of New York City. In fact, if architectural
reputations were traded on the stock market, the time to
sell your Portman stock would have been before the

Detroit and Los Angeles hotels were finished in the late
1970s.

Roy Scheider. protesting theater demolition.
Photograph bv Joe Cordo.

Nevertheless, Portman still attracts developers. His
planner-supporters apparently see his and Harry
Helmsley’s reported interest in Times Square as well
worth the trade-off for the hotel. Maybe so. The only
trouble with the game of trade-offs is that it works best in
boardrooms — not always out on the street.

Speaking of the street, the mall on Broadway in front of
Portman’s extravaganza has drawn criticism from the New-
York Times and other groups for potentially slowing down
traffic and attracting more pushers and vagrants.

Whitney

Meanwhile, the resistance mounts among architects,
engineers, actors, and citizens’ organizations. As Joan
Davidson (Save Our Broadway Committee) recently wrote
in the New York Times. it is not too late to make that
compromise.

to Graves

S.S.

The Whitney Museum of American Art has chosen
Michael Graves as the architect for the extension to its
building on Madison Avenue and 75th Street; the new
building will complete the block on Madison to 74th
Street, replacing some smaller commercial buildings.
Apparently the addition will not include a residential
tower, as once speculated, but will be a smaller scale
building doubling the museum’s exhibition space, with
several levels of commercial space possible at ground
level.

Mr. Graves has not yet done a schematic for the project,
nor has the program been finalized. Since the search
began last spring the museum’s selection committee had
narrowed the list of architects interviewed to six before
naming Graves. Other finalists reportedly were: Richard
Meier, Mitchell/Giurgola, Helmut Jahn, Hardy Holzman
Pfeiffer Associates, and SO M. The New York Times
cited Graves as viewing the task of adding to the
Breuer-designed Whitney Museum as “a struggle and an
incredible challenge.”
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City Report: New York

Air Thickens Over St. Bart’s

New York City’s controversial
developments and demolitions are
reported and commented on as they

unfold.

The idea of seeing a tower on the site of St. Bartholomew’s
—the Bertram Goodhue—designed, 63-year-old landmark
church at Park Avenue and 50th Street— appeals to very
few people. The idea of having a tower next to the church,
on the site of St. Bart’s community house, appeals to a
few more people — including the pastor of the church, a
group in the congregation who want to get the church
financially secure, plus a handful of architects who would
like to get the commission.

Architects, when faced with a preservation issue of this
kind—a tower next to or over a treasured landmark —
usually offer a rationalization for taking the job

because otherwise it will go automatically to someone who
will design a worse building. While hard to prove, one
can see the reasoning. However, the point is that in some
cases no building is better than a good building. St. Bart’s
is one of them. The issue at hand relates to the context:
so much large-scale building has been done on Park
Avenue that the low-scale architecture and its open space

becomes that much more sacrosanct in urban-design terms.

Therefore, we see a conflict still looming over St. Bart’s.
Robert Geddes, asked by the rector to consult on the
tower proposed for the terrace, community house, and
garden site next to the church, has submitted a report
about development criteria and guidelines.

Meanwhile the Municipal Arts Society and the New York
Landmarks Conservancy just announced the formation of
a committee called “Save St. Bartholomew’s: The
Landmark Sanctuary, Community House, Terrace and
Garden.” The committee opposes the sale of the site, and,
dedicated to upholding the landmarks law, is supported
by the New York chapters of the AIA, the Victorian
Society, the ASLA; and by the Friends of Cast-Iron
Architecture.

S.S.

A Better End

We left the Biltmore Hotel last month with its insides in
various states of deconstruction and the focus of a number
of unresolved debates on the nature of the landmark
conservation movement in general, and the value of the
Biltmore in particular. To recap: the owners (the Milstein
family) having filed plans and in possession of most of the
requisite permits, began to demolish the hotel (stripping it
and turning it into offices for the Bank of America) to the
surprise of the New York Landmarks Commission and
several private preservation groups. A hastily scheduled
Landmarks hearing on September 9 was to focus on
preserving the still intact exterior and the nineteenth-floor
ballroom.

Meanwhile, the New York Landmarks Conservancy —a
private group that acts as a consultant, providing advice
and technical services to preservation efforts —struck a
deal with the owners that was announced at the hearing.
The Conservancy extracted from the Milsteins an
agreement that they would save the 43rd-Street entrance,
lobby, and stairway; public access from Grand Central
Terminal; and restore the Palm Court (avec clock) to a
“reasonable approximation” of its former self as an
element of the Bank’s interior circulation system. The

agreement — made independently of the Commission and
negotiated by Donald Oresman, lawyer and member of the
Conservancy, with John Zucotti, lawyer for the Milsteins
—was contingent on the Commission’s not designating
the exterior and ballroom as landmarks. One way or
another, something would remain— the Commission’s
last-ditch salvage protection or the Conservancy’s
seemingly more realistic proposal, which integrates the
best public spaces into the restructured building.

In the (almost) end, the Commission, considering the
exterior and ballroom “on their merits alone,” voted
(almost unanimously) not to designate. The Commission
had no jurisdiction over the spaces covered in the
Conservancy agreement, since they had already been
destroyed.

As part of the private arrangements now in effect, the
Conservancy has choice and final approval of an architect
to work with the Milstein firm, Environmetrics, on the
restoration/preservation work. Discussions are nearly
concluded between the Conservancy and the Milsteins,
refining the responsibilities this architect will have, and
between the Conservancy and several of the architects in
New York deemed most appropriate for the job.

M.G.J.

Photograph by Steven Zane

Upper East
Side Debate

In late September, New York City’s Board of Estimate
voted unanimously to make the Upper East Side an
historic district. The designation, involving over 1000
buildings from 61st Street to 79th Street and Fifth Avenue
and to parts of Lexington Avenue, represented quite a
coup for the Landmarks Preservation Commission and for
its director, Kent Barwick.

The Real Estate Board, long against the plan, did not
oppose it. Nor did a lot of other development interests
carefully eyeing the upper stretch of Madison Avenue —
the next-hottest piece of property after Midtown. What
happened? Some maintain that it is because the
Landmarks designation, which means the Landmarks
Commission must pass on changes on existing buildings,
will be followed by a series of new zoning amendments
that would allow developers to build higher—but skinnier
—towers on Madison. The new developments would obey
street-wall lines and incorporate intricate setbacks and
step-downs in the towers in response to scale changes in
the neighborhood.

The zoning proposals must now go to Community Planning
Board 8 and then to the Board of Estimate for approval.
More details in the December Skyline.
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Notes & Comment

Quick Takes

Paul Rudolph was in Atlanta in early October for the
dedication of his William R. Cannon chapel at Emory
University. The chapel has a rough, wood-formed
concrete exterior intended to blend with the
pink-and-gray marble of surrounding structures at the
Candler School of Theology; the red tile roof is a gesture
to the Italian Renaissance styling common on Emory’s
campus. The 60,000-s.{. interior is of equally rough,
“honest” surfaces; the main element is the 450-seat
sanctuary, lit by clerestory windows and modulated by
four different vault levels and ascending seating levels.
The chapel building also contains a commons, and
outside a red brick courtyard connecting with other
theology buildings; a long entry ramp leads to the main
campus quadrangle.

Video Prospects

Vincent Scully has recently completed a 15-minute film
on Pueblo architecture. Directed by David Kennard of
Pan-Technicon Productions, Hollvwood, the film was
produced by St. Ruby Productions of Dallas. The
producers are hoping that this quarter-hour pilot will be
exer to a one-hour film, the first in a series of
television programs on architecture conceived and written
by Mr. Scully. If the pilot flies, expect to see others
planned for the series on Greek, Gothic, and modern
architecture.

The National Building Museum in Washington is finishing
a three-to-four-minute “news spot” on Michael Graves’
nearly completed Portland Building. This is one of the
first in the Museum’s planned “On Site” spots introducing
innovative building projects throughout the country. The
documentary, narrated by Graves and including his
drawings and scenes of the building under construction,
will be ready for viewing at the Museum in December; a
video cassette will also be available for purchase. Other
“On Site” films in progress are on the Quaker Oats Hilton
in Akron, Ohio: the Waterfront Center in Seattle,
Washington; and the rehabilitation of the Tivoli Gardens
in Denver. The Museum is hoping eventually to have
news reports ready to be shown regularly on national
television.

Also in partial progress— while funds continue to be
sought—is a film series entitled “New York Between the
Wars,” by the New York Center for Visual History. A
collaborative work by Lawrence Pitkethly, Anson
Rabinbach, and Weiland Schulz-Keil, the four-part
documentary will present a social, political, and built
history of the city in the "20s and "30s, examining such
issues as immigration, public housing, and the
development projects of Robert Moses. A composite of
personal observations and anecdotes, as well as archival
footage and excerpts from films and plays, the films will
become a unique record of the period. “New York
Between the Wars™ will be made available through the
Center to television and to public organizations.

New Dean at M.1.T.

On September 1, William Porter left his position as
Dean of the School of Architecture and Planning at
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. The new Dean.
chosen after a long and arduous search, is John de
Monchaux, an architect and planner who was with Ken
Hill, Ltd., in Svdney, Australia. Mr. Porter will remain
on the faculty at M.L.T., co-directing, with Oleg Grabar of
Harvard, the Aga Khan Program for Islamic Architecture
at Harvard and M.L.T. In addition, Mr. Porter is a
member of the steering committee of the Aga Khan
Awards Program.

Coming

Still in the design stage is Arata Isozaki’s scheme for his
first building in the United States, the Museum of
Contemporary Art in Los Angeles. When reached by
telephone, the director of the new museum, Pontus
Hulten (ex of Beaubourg), explained that they were
expecting finalized plans by the end of the year and hope
to start building late in 1982. The design has been in the
works for almost a year with much time spent on solving
difficult site problems.

Aalto-Rations for travelers: The balconies of the ward block
of the famed Sanatorium at Paimo by Alvar Aalto, 1933,
have recently been glassed in and rendered into office
space.

Architectural Cruise

An evening cruise around Manhattan with inspired
commentary by Brendan Gill was the fall fundraising
event sponsored jointly by the Royal Oak Foundation,
The Victorian Society in America, and the Society for the
Preservation of Long Island Antiquities.

Members and guests packed the decks fore and aft,
drawing from hampers full of cold chicken, pate, and
Stilton cheese, as the ship made her way through a gentle
drizzle around the tip of Manhattan.

The city seemed to shimmer and float. Around by
“deadmans curve” and back past the Statue of Liberty
anglophiles, antiquarians and building buffs celebrated
with great good cheer, the rich and varied history of
Manhattan architecture.

o
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Books

The American Institute of Graphic Arts has published a
portfolio of repro art and use guidelines for the 50 Symbol
Signs. It was developed for the U.S. Department of
Transportation to bring order to proliferating international
signage systems. The signs have been available to
designers and architects for years, but until this portfolio
arrived, accurate and consistent reproduction was

difficult.

The portfolio is available from the AIGA, 1059

Third Avenue, NYC 10021; $40 members, $50
nonmembers, plus $1.25 postage (NYC residents add
applicable sales tax).

26 Water Transportation
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New Arrivals

Glasshouses and Wintergardens of the Nineteenth
Century. Stefan Kopplekann. 112 pages, 157
illustrations, 6 in color. Rizzoli International, New York.

$29.95

New Chicago Architecture. Essays by Charles Jencks,
Christian Norberg-Schulz, Nory Miller, John Zukowsky,
Heinrich Klotz. Rizzoli International, New York. $14.50

The Jonsonian Masque. By Stephen Orgel. 240 pages,
illustrated. Columbia University Press. $22.50 cloth:
$8.50 paper

Three Centuries of Notable American Architects.
Edited by Joseph Thorndike, Jr., with an introduction by
Vincent Scully. 348 pages, 300 illustrations, 52 in color.
American Heritage Publishing Company New York.
$39.95

William Burges and the High Victorian Dream. by J.
Mordaunt Crook. 632 pages, 272 illustrations, 70 in
color. University of Chicago Press, Chicago. $55.00

Building the Dream: A Social History of Housing in
America By Gwendolyn Wright. 352 pages, 81
illustrations. Pantheon Books, New York. $18.50

American Furniture: 1620 to the Present. By
Jonathan Fairbanks and Elizabeth Bidwell Bates. 576
pages, over 1,300 illustrations, 100 in color. Richard
Mareck Publishers (Putnam), New York. $50.00

Knoll Design. By Erick Larrabee and Massimo Vignelli.
381 illustrations, 217 in full color. Harry N. Abrams,
Inc., New York. $65.00

GA Special Issue 2: Modern Architecture
1851-1919. Text by Kenneth Frampton; ed. and photos
by Yukio Futagawa. Approx. 218 pages, many
illustrations, most in color. $35.00
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Pari

Heélene Lipstadt

A travers champ: literally, a diagonal across a field; most
often, the image for a short cut. My letter from Paris is a
travers champ. for it cuts short, as letters must. But it is
also a travers un champ, a sociological explanation of a
cultural field, afforded by almost ten years of affectionate
participation.

A generation —that useful demographic fiction—is
formed every ten years. The ten years of my bicontinental
life spent in France witnessed the formation of a
generation of architects, the so-called “milieu,” whose
actual age may vary today from twenty-eight to fifty-six.
Some are of 68, many are post-'68; the coherence that
binds them has little to do with the supposed “death” of
the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, which current architectural
historians take as the benchmark of modern architectural
education in France. Neither a style nor a doctrine—
although the latter abounded — unites the milieu; no
single magazine or unique charismatic or elder statesman
loaned them its or his authority.

In the past five years, the milieu has become —in the
sociological terms of Pierre Bourdieu, my guide to French
society—a “field.” Its characteristics are those of social
age and professional trajectories and result from the
dynamics of shared experience; often of generous aid;
sometimes of inoffensive or frankly disloyal opposition.
None are post-modernist— the word is generally eschewed
—and some are flagrant modernists.

Many of my guides a travers champ since 1975 were from
the Giscardian ancien regime. Now heads roll

ministers leave of their own accord, and directors are
“thanked,” and the young fonctionnaires, the body of
France — bereft of head — have just kept on walking.
Jean-Louis Cohen, for example, is an architect and
specialist in twentieth-century Russian architecture,
works he knows almost from birth. Bear-like, more teddy
now than Russian, Cohen distributes the research money
for the studies that keep the members of the milieu alive
during the years of un-building, and even permit them to
acquire distinctive and distinguishable intellectual traits.
Cohen is optimistic, placing his hope in the improved and
improving quality of the ministry magazine, Cahiers de la
recherche architecturale, which he intends to fashion into
a major cultural and critical journal. At the offices of
Recherche architecturale, under the direction of Cohen
and others, tout va tres bien.

The field in 1975 was fertile. But now the field is
fundamentally changed. The talent-discovering magazines
are going; the venerable Architecture d’Aujourd’hui (lost to
the milieu with the dismissal of Bernard Huet’s team in
1977) is for sale; AMC (Architecture, mouvement,
continuite) is no more. The lectures and conferences are
fewer; the social reunions, the mondanites, stiff. The
family quarrels within the different schools are pitched as
full-scale battles; the necessary betrayals are perhaps
more frequent and certainly less frequently forgiven. The
sympathetic and sympathique field I knew is barren, for it
has become one vast building site: As architects get more
work, they become more competitive and less likely to
have the time or inclination to engage in the discussion,
debates, and general camaraderie of yesteryear.

Another paradox, not to be forgotten, is that the new
architecture rarely comes from the City of Paris, the
State, or the University. Most of the new commissions are
semi-public and are embedded in the banal landscape of
the New Towns or the quarters of the “red belt” of worker
dormitory suburbs. Those who have passed intramuros, to
Paris, will be represented by the large exhibition on Paris
architecture being prepared for the Salon d’Automne by
the City of Paris (November 1-30, 1981, Grand Palais).
Simple equivalence does not exist between leftist
municipalities and commissions handed out to younger
members of the milieu. The New Towns have refused to
become Pessac, and have sought to spread the risk by
engaging a plethora of young talents, and many only once.

Behind these commissions stand a similar generation of
young men of goodwill—civil servants and impresarios of
the special economics of land speculation in New Towns.

The I.F.A.

The government finances research. It also supports a
para-educational architectural institutional, which assures
communication between the schools, the profession, and
the general world of the arts. Ministerial transformations
and changes of name did not fundamentally alter this
institution (the ex-CERA, née Institut de
I’Environnement), until last year, when it became the
Institut Francais d’Architecture. The IFA, as it is called,
housed in an 18th-century hotel, was to be—it was
thought — an architectural Centre Pompidou, but more in
keeping with Giscard’s nobler taste for the classical arts.
The president’s intentions were indeed regal, for in truth
he destined the IFA to train super-architects; to serve as a
Villa Medici at home. Until the elections of May, the
IFA’s existence depended on pleasing the presidential
will; its legitimacy upon thwarting it. It was secretly
sworn to its initial mission of extending architectural
culture to a wider public. Socialism might have chosen to
destroy this perfect example of ancien regime splendor,
undoing ten years of exemplary activity. The IFA and its
staff (of which Maurice Culot and Bertrand Lemoine, the
historian of Les Halles, will be the best known outside of
France) were in danger of becoming ci-devants, deposed
nobles. In the last weeks of my stay, the IFA was granted
a year of grace, though with a budget barely large enough
to keep its newly restored roof above its head. Its first
major contribution, a conference on the profession
(October), may be its last. Not surprisingly, the most
pessimistic young architect I met in France was Bruno
Fortier, a department director at the IFA. This
distinguished historian is the eminence grise of the milieu,
although his predilection for blue suits and catastrophic
predictions make more of an eminence bleue. By various
means — exhibitions, conferences, reviews and the
publication, under the direction of Mlle G. Querrian, of
the precious Bulletin— Fortier has guaranteed that the
baseline of architectural culture be high, and highly
literate as well. As if waiting for the roof to fall, he has
installed his office under the rafters, in a former servant’s
room, barren, except for a desk, a chair, and a phone
(blue, bien sur). According to Fortier, the success of the
milieu, the formation of a cultural field, has put an end to
the goodwill that assured architectural culture. Small fees
for smaller articles will no longer tempt the members,
busy on their construction sites. The unquestioned
maturation of the projet, design, into realisation, cement,
signals the end of para-educational exchange, at least in
the enthusiastic and voluntary form I knew it. The
thinkers-now-builders have established their line; and the
milieu looks more to the building than to the speech for
confirmation or contradiction.

Photographs by Francois Chaslin.

s: Since 1968
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From Anarchy to Institute

The Institut Francais d’Architecture.

Francois Chaslin, whose ground-floor office at the IFA,
one is told, is “to the right, to the left, and then to the
center,” is a happier man, and has every reason to be so.
He is, in fact, right, left, and center: the newest
architectural critic at Le Monde; the editor of Macadam,
the independent review that has assured that every good
building, whatever its “tendency,” be given its due; as
well as director of exhibitions for the IFA. “Architecture
in France 1970-1980” opening November 17 will be his
first major production. Francois also gives reason, as a
historian of the press and criticism in France, for
optimism. He has a central —and centrist— position,
from which he has developed an astute and undoctrinaire
architectural criticism. His optimism is, however,
nuanced by the fear that the field will jell or solidify; that
the new socialism, with its taste for imposing manifest
and showy equality, might put an end to the very diversity
that characterizes the field.
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Two reports from Paris survey the
architectural milieu. One, a general
overview, analyzes its overall cultural
organizations; the other, the work of its
young practitioners.

L e e e e e e e )
From Barricade to Atelier

Olivier Boissiere

ollege. Antony: 1979.

ean Nouvel.

“It must not be easy having parents of genuis!” James
Wines remarked one day in reference to the situation of
architects in Europe. This is particularly apt in France,
where all architectural production since the beginning of
the century has beenparalyzed on one hand by a strong
historical past, and, on the other, by the hegemony of two
great French figures, Auguste Perret and Le Corbusier,
who for fifty years made the rules. The death of Le
Corbusier in 1968 marked the end of one era and the
emergence of a new generation of architects. Our age is
obsessed with the inventories of history, a compulsion
reminiscent of the habit Raymond Roussel had of taking
breakfast, lunch, high tea, dinner, and supper all at
once. In the same way the exhibit at the recently formed
Institut Frangais d’Architecture is certainly ambitious,
but, one thinks, a bit premature. Most of the architects
invited to participate can present nothing but works that
are just getting off the ground, or projects that may never
be realized at all. The food offered risks being barely
cooked, but nouvelle cuisine is like that!

The period of reconstruction in France that followed the
Second World War allowed the widespread application of
the principles advocated by CIAM (zoning, separation of
functions) and produced on the periphery of the cities that
peculiar phenomenon baptised “grand ensemble.”

This observation may be commonplace, but it is good to
remember that the architectural objects of which these
were composed —the block, the tower— became the rigid
archetypes for architectural production in all other areas
of construction. As a result of heavy industrialization,
offices. hospitals, and public buildings all assumed the
same undifferentiated aesthetic of monotony and
indifference.

All the values of a consumer society were again put into
question in ’68. The generation of young architects that
arose was able, at one stroke, to rid itself of the system of
the Beaux Arts (a syllabus that was still very much alive)
and of the International Style. Today there are again
Architects in France: they are taking positions, and,
above all, after several years of psychosociological

babble, they are building.

Most surprising, in one sense, is that we owe this to
public power. De Gaulle, everyone knows, was not
interested in making his mark through large projects;
Pompidou, more a lover of art than of architecture,
sponsored Beaubourg only reluctantly (he would, he said,
have preferred a French architect); Giscard and his
entourage were the first to understand the political value
of a willingness to build better, to mark the landscape
with monuments that would be noticed by voters. They
lacked time, but the push was started.

A wide-ranging exhibition entitled “Architecture in
France 1970-1980” is the inaugural show at the Institut
Frangais d’Architecture, 6 rue de Tournon in Paris. It is
sponsored by the Centre de Création Industriel at
Beaubourg in collaboration with the [.F.A. and I'Ordre
National des Architects. The exhibition was curated by
Frangois Chaslin, and will be on view from November 17
until February 6, 1982.

translated by Margot Jacdz

Py

Numerous competitions, architectural politics applied in
new towns, and the PAN (Programme architecture
nouvelle), initiated by the Ministries concerned, not to
mention the polemical contribution made by Bernard
Huet at the head of Architecture d’Aujourd’hui., had
revived the architectural debate. More than that, they
established a new climate and provoked a diversification
of construction. On a spectrum between loyalty to the
Modern Movement and independent distance from it, one
can locate the tendencies of today.

J.M. Meunier. Project for the Guernica museum; 1981 .
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Ricardo Bofill/Taller de Arquitectura. Les Arcades du Lac. Saint-Quentin-en-Yvelines; 1981 . Photo: Deidi Von Schaewen

J.N. Gris. Thests project: 1980.
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coherent, yet at times a little severe. More recently,

1972

Nemours:

Francots Deslaugiers. Centre de Calcul

who is also part of
one must wait

’

never came forward. This

”

public. The “new man” whom Le Corbusier called on to

inhabit the “machine

29

their form together with an exacerbated rationalized order
where one can read accidents and anecdotes in certain

places.
until the first projects now underway are completed before

with the urban context is less convincing. Yves Lion must
also be mentioned —but for this architect who is the
forming an opinion.

notion of the free plan. His effort to associate the block
youngest and most radical in his intentions,

One of the most well-founded objections to the Modern
Movement is its incapability to communicate with the

however, his buildings have shown a greater flexibility in
trademarks of the Modern Movement, in particular to the

A.U.A., one notes a stubborn attachment to the

In the work of Enrique Ciriani

preoccupation with the relationship between user and
architecture is being explored again, along different

routes, by architects in France and elsewhere. According

to accepted labels, Alain Sarfati would be a sort of

contextualist. Starting with reflections on the memory of
places and with a repertory of elements drawn from rural
and working-class traditions, Sarfati has developed an
architecture that is both vernacular and original, with

sources traceable to Aalto and the architecture of northern

Europe. Far from indulging in neoregionalism and its
components picked from catalogues, but assembled in a

pastiches, he puts together a complex web of industrial
deliberately popular manner and coupled with a-

sophisticated treatment of textures and covering

materials. The misunderstanding evident in a remark by a

Alain Saati. Housing at Evry; 1981.
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Yves Lion

Bruno Fortier

Paul Chemetov
Alain Sarfati

Jean Nouvel. Clinique du Plateau Bezons; 1978.

noted American architect when visiting Sarfati’s housing
at Evry recently (“I could do the same thing, but I would
choose them better”) is understandable; it is due to a
certain ignorance of the French situation, analogous to the
contempt Leon Krier shows for the Strip. Undoubtedly he
was also unfamiliar with the economic constraints and the
starved budgets of social housing within which Sarfati
moves. The essence of his work is carried out on the
construction site itself, ameliorating and modifying the
building day after day, in the manner of a circus
performer.

Stanislas Fiszer belongs to the same school. But, while
Sarfati sees himself as a populist and applies literal

Alain Sarfati. Housing at Evry; 1981.

Ricardo Bofill

Lucien Kroll

Stanislas Fiszer

allusions, Fiszer (is it his Polish origins or the fact that he
has worked a little all over the world from Africa to
Indonesia?) maintains a greater distance, an irony barely
veiled in his building-collages where he deliberately piles
up all the demands of future users—in one of his recent
buildings, a school in a new town near Paris, he uses a
log cabin for a game room and a small Japanese temple as
a library!

This complicity with the public guides Sarfati and Fiszer’s
search into the “spirit of the place” or into popular
stereotypes. Others are attempting to renew architecture
by investigating the history of the city, carefully forgotten
by modern urbanism. Such is the case with Ricardo
Bofill, whose recent work springs from a new visit to the
classical city and its typology. The rigorous arrangement
set out in his most recent work, the “Arcades du Lac” in
the new town of Saint Quentin en Yvelines, is a tentative
attempt to restore an urban territory, a fabric immediately
perceptible and identifiable to the city-dweller where the
street, the square, and the arcade again play their correct
roles. The project that Bofill is developing with the
Socialist district of Montpellier is the most ambitious yet;
but is there such a thing as his claimed “socialist city”?

The participation of the user in the elaboration of his own
space has been a veritable unicorn hunt since the end of
the ’60s. If advocacy-planning appears to be at a dead
end in the U.S., the work accomplished by Lucien Kroll
in Belgium and France is on the way toward becoming
exemplary. Kroll assigns a primordial role to the future
inhabitants or users and presents himself as the simple
executor of the project. The results can be surprising—
as, for example, the giant collage Méme at the University
of Woluvé near Brussels or the one at the college of
Alencon, in which the overall massing, with its
constructions arranged haphazardly in opposition to two
existing blocks, has Gehryesque overtones —or
imperceptible —as in the ensemble of individual houses,
“Les Vignes Blanches,” at Cergy Pontoise, where the
absolute banality results in a work that is
quasi-conceptual.

Philippe Robert

Christian de Porzamparc

Jean Nouvel

The rehabilitation and recycling of older buildings is
championed by Bernard Reichen and Philippe Robert,
whose efforts in saving nineteenth-century industrial
buildings from destruction have already gained attention.
The Le Blan factory in Lille, a textile mill in what is now
the center of the city, is an example of ihe finesse of their
work; another mill and a converted station in Nice are
among their current projects,which combine the struggle
with the city, a search for financial solutions, and
architectural intentions. But they may risk becoming
frozen in their systematic ways.

So-called post-modernism does not yet appear to have laid
waste to France. Only one architect could possibly be
accused of it. He is also the wildest and most brilliant
member of the younger generation. Jean Nouvel is 35; he
was 1n the field at 21 and received his license at 25.
Today he can count several of the most successful and
spectacular buildings of the past decade among his
achievements: individual houses, the renovation of the
Gaite Lyrique theater, a quasi-streamlined clinic, and a
college in which the impassioned rationalism approaches
caricature. Gifted with fierce appetites and a relentless
humor; without complexes, and with a rare talent for
construction, Nouvel will make himself heard. He is,
along with Richard Meier, Norman Foster, Jean Prouve,
and Richard Vasconi, one of the architects to whom
Renault has given commissions in their ambitious plans
for the future. The interest of the large industrial
companies is another indication of a possible upswing in
French architecture.

We have discussed several architects of the younger
generation; one must also mention the presence of
Christian Porzamparc and of Antoine Grumbach, who is
building his first work; or the younger still who do not
figure in the exhibition at the I.F.A. but whose first
attempts are promising—J.N. Gris, J.M. Meunier, Jef

Desalle. . . .
The 1980s will be fun.
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Periodicals

Several special issues of various
architectural periodicals have recently
appeared that specifically warrant
discussion.

American Architecture: After Modernism. An
Architecture and Urbanism Extra Edition. Guest Edited
by Robert A.M. Stern; with articles by Michael Sorkin
and Suzanne Stephens, and contributions from Thomas
Beeby, Diana Agrest, and Mario Gandelsonas, Coy
Howard, Susana Torre, Fred Koetter, Richard Oliver and
others. A & U publishing Co. Ltd., Tokyo, 1981, 336
pages, $40.00

Three Decades of Architecture

Michael Lauber and Jeffrey Horowitz

The term has been paraded before us for some time now,
to the delight of some, the derision of many:
post-modernism. It has been the subject of numerous
conferences, publications, and lecture series, and
debated all the way from Oppositions to Newsweek. While g
it has lacked a conclusive characterization, it has
prospered by its very malleability, as theorists and
practitioners alike have felt free to redefine it on their own
terms, according to personal predilections and delights.
But whatever one may say about it, one fact remains
indisputable: this loose agglomeration of ideas has made
an impact on the profession, and it is showing.
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American Architecture: After Modernism promises to be a
progress report on this impact. Neither comprehensive nor
single-mindedly polemical, it is a collection of works,
mostly built by architects living in America, selected and
edited for A & U by Robert Stern, ever the post-modernist
propagandist. In addition, there are articles by Stern,
Michael Sorkin, and Suzanne Stephens.

The projects are grouped by region, or really by city (New
York, Princeton, New Haven, Atlanta, Houston, etc.) and
represent a broad range of architects, from the familiar to
the obscure. The work tends to be small-scale —the
private residence, the house addition, the retail store —
with a handful of larger institutional buildings and
urban-design schemes. Much of the work by the familiar
figures has been published elsewhere, but the substantial
quantity of work by lesser-known practitioners offsets any
potential predictability. It is instructive to view such a
large and varied body of work in one volume, all of it
reputedly “After Modernist.” Whether “After Modernism”
is meant to suggest something different from
“post-modernism” is not made clear; one can only
surmise from the language of his essay and the selection
of most of the projects that Mr. Stern considers the terms
to represent similar ideas and criteria.

Regional Concerns

It is difficult of course, to evaluate a book such as this
through criticism of individual works, and the discussion
naturally turns to questions of organization and intent,
and their significance. The regional grouping of the
projects, for instance, is somewhat problematic.
Regionalism, a concern with the recognition and
evocation of local architectural character in new works, is
a plausible and positive tenet of a possible post-modernist
ideology, and one that Mr. Stern himself most assiduously
pursues. But here it is invoked to present the work of a
few noted practitioners, whose work derives from deeply
felt philosophical and formal commitments unrelated to
the character of local custom. The association by city may
be said to suggest more precisely a professional milieu,
but that notion ignores the truly cosmopolitan nature of
architectural practice today, particularly at the level of
sophistication of these practitioners.

One may also question the presumed affinity of all the
works included to some imagined set of shared goals or
principles, no matter how broad. Post-modernism is
certainly no monolithic “movement” with unified
theoretical and formal premises, and, in fact, the work
illustrated often displays the sense of exploration and
revelation that is so encouraged by an undogmatic
atmosphere. But the assemblage of projects does seem to
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lack strength as it lacks focus, or at least a commonly
perceived antagonist. Here, even the most fundamental
qualifier—that of opposition to Modernist-Movement
dogma, is not consistently in evidence. The large-scale
works of Arquitectonica, for instance, though visually
stunning, seem for all the world like monumental
sculpture in the Chandigarh tradition. The institutional
work of Friday Architects, to take another example,
seems again more related to a “traditional” modernist
vocabulary, despite the lavish use of patterned floor tiles
and Venturiesque apologia.

Finally, one questions the overabundance of small
suburban-scaled projects to the exclusion of those of
urban character and concerns. Of course, this omission
may be largely due to the lack of opportunity that attends
any new foray of the avant-garde, yet one can think of
significant urban projects, by Mitchell /Giurgola, for
instance, whose inclusion would more fairly represent the
full range of post-modernist thought. Yet their inclusion
seems preempted by an unblushing and consistent
emphasis on vocabulary, on the language of building,
which is seemingly the ultimate criterion for
consideration, and the only raison d’etre of too much of
the work chosen.

Kemp Mooney. John T. Newton residence. Griffin. Georgia: 1979.

The essays, while intrinsically interesting, offer little
insight into the questions raised above. Mr. Stern uses the
opportunity to address an important, but unrelated,
criticism of post-modernism —that it lacks a social
program or consciousness comparable to that of the
Modernist Movement. He argues that the same concern is
present, yet it is muted now by a more realistic
assessment of architectural possibilities today, and
supports his rebuttal by citing Charles Moore’s Whitman
Village Housing Project, as well as his own and Venturi’s
studies on suburbia. There is precious little in this
volume, however, to reinforce this position—quite the
contrary — which gives his essay a detached presence in
the book as a whole. When he does get around to
introducing the work at hand, he gives this rationale for
his selection: “. . . to focus on the work of the architects
who consistently demonstrate a concern for an
architecture that forges connections between production
and theory in an explicitly acknowledged cultural
context.” Nothing about what that “theory” is, one notes,
or why these projects are in fact “After Modernism.”
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About the regional grouping, Stern writes that he has
employed this organizational method “to give some
coherence to the work of the younger architects,” and to
“reinforce for the readers in Japan the sense of the
diversity of American culture in relationship to geography
that [ think is so important to theory and practice at this
time.” As noted above, the culture at issue is rarely
related to geography, but to a few noted practitioners in
institutions of higher learning.

Historic Context

Suzanne Stephens contributes a carefiil study of
post-modern precedents as traced in the work of Eero
Saarinen, Edward Durell Stone, Minoru Yamasaki, Philip
Johnson, and Louis Kahn. While useful for historical
purposes, the essay again bears little relation to the work
at hand: the architects of post-modernism travel further
back than the 1950s and ’60s for their spiritual and
inspirational forbears, and any causal relationship
between the two, save the obvious ones of Kahn and
Johnson, is tenuous.

Michael Sorkin begins his essay where Stephens left off,
in the America of the ’60s, but he writes from a more
broad-based cultural prespective, almost Wolfeian in
tone. His commentary on the “Multinational” Style of the
’60s and the work of the New York Five in the *70s, while
again not particularly germane here, is fresh, insightful,
and excellent reading. When he does finally level his
sights on the current scene, he is no less on target: The
reigning mode of the moment, the deliberately derivative,
the historicist and vernacularist manners have on the one
hand generated work of imaginative fancy and stylish
exuberance although on the other, it has yielded the
architecture of the tedious detail, of the one liner, a kind of
schtick style practiced by the Rodney Dangerfields of the
profession.

The work here reinforces that criticism, but what is most
telling is neither the excesses of the marginal work nor
the achievements of the good, but the wide disparity
between them, and the fact that they are frequently moved
by similar assumptions and intentions. One is reminded
repeatedly of the early criticism of post-modernism: when
the formal license decreed by the early practitioners was
passed on to the hands of the less gifted, the sins would
be many. The problem, of course, is that the less
successful work tends to devalue the (legitimate) ideas it
shares with other, more successful ventures. One wishes,
then, for a more critical editorial stance, to be assured
that thé book is comprised not merely of the “new,” but of
the “significant.” In Mr. Stern’s defense it must be added
that the collection is ultimately dependent upon actual
production at the time (some two or three years ago), and
as such is highly reflective of the state of the art of the
time. Post-modernism does present serious challenges to
the production of architecture of quality and integrity, in-
sofar as its repudiation of modernism leaves little
remaining infrastructure for future work. It demands from
each practitioner, in effect, the development of a personal
framework of vocabulary and theory, informed, of course,
by current fashions and practice, but lacking the security
of anything like Le Corbusier’s potently formulated “Five
Points” or Mies’ easily emulated high-rise style. As each
architect gropes toward a formulation of satisfactory
intellectual and formal capacity, the failures are bound to
be persistent, and progress difficult.

The End of PM

Perhaps over time we shall see the crystallization of
several important strains within post-modernism, which
will devalue the meaning of the term even more, but will
offer systems of shared values and formal preferences,
and allow the practitioner to proceed to other issues of
production. For one attribute of any architectural ideology
should be its availability to the many, not the few; its
avoidance of the unrealistic reliance on the architect of
consistent brilliance. This is the only way to achieve the
environmental quality of, say, the American Main Street
of the 1890s, or the Rue de Rivoli, and it is perhaps
post-modernism’s next necessary step.

Texas Architect, July/August, 1981

In an issue devoted to regionalism Texas Architect
examines an issue that continually surfaces and
resurfaces in architectural debate, at least since the
architectural profession saw the monolithic implications of
Modern-Movement architecture in the 1930s and 1940s.
Texas Architect defines “regionalism” as an architecture
that evolves over a long time, a product of responses to
local physical and cultural characteristics. This kind of
architecture shows itself to be distinct from both
international stylistic tendencies and idiosyncratic
individual responses. But, as is shown in effect by Peter
Papademetriou’s article, “Texas Regionalism
1925-1959,” the individual and universal responses can
feed into and reinforce the local cultural and natural
ones. For his part, Papademetriou argues that from the
mid-1920s to the 1930s in Texas, a specific movement
emerged to bridge late Revivalist Eclecticism with the
modernist aesthetic. Traditional rural values based on
contact with an indigenous world were to influence the
architecture of firms like McKie & Kamrath, David
Williams, and O’Neil Ford. As O’Neil Ford moved his
own architecture away from allusions to earlier vernacular
work toward a synthesis with modern architecture,
Papademetriou contends, he heralded the transition from
the formally regionalist kind of Texas architecture to the
modified “regionalist functionalism.”

An essay on regionalism in architecture in general by J.B.
Jackson brings up the problem with “regionalism” today:
“. . . the social and economic forces that once produced
it have ceased almost everywhere to operate.” Thus the
regional response seen today is only the commercially
oriented resuscitation of “authentic” Williamsburg, or
“adobe”-style architecture. Jackson optimistically
maintains that “commercial neoregionalism” ought to
have “better press” because in time it might evolve a style
of its own. Since, however, the essence of commercialism
is the knock-off—1i.e., the quick imitation—the form of
commercial regionalism that existed with the
Mom-and-Pop motels and roadside diners is not likely to
evolve as Jackson hopes. The “authentic” regional
responses today are likely to be self-conscious—and
recognize the universality of materials, techniques, and
images, while respecting local traditions and history.
Nevertheless, Jackson’s points are interesting, as are
other articles in the issue such as “The contemporary
Regional Response,” or Stephen Fox’s history of
Brownsville and the Spanish Colonial Revival.

Trace Volume I, number 3

Trace, the new Canadian quarterly covering architecture
and design, has just come out with its third issue. The
Toronto-based publication, edited by George Baird,
appeared rather tentative in its first two issues, largely
due to its interesting but “safe” articles on architectural
tours of various Canadian cities and on historically
significant Canadian architects. If we were wondering
when Trace was going to begin to criticize seriously
current Canadian architecture, the third issue answers the
question.

The lead article, on the Bunker Hill redevelopment
project for downtown Los Angeles, compares the winning
scheme by Canada’s Arthur Erickson with the favored
nonwinners — called the “All-Stars” — composed of
Toronto architect Barton Myers plus Cesar Pelli, Ricardo
Legoretta, Charles Moore and Lawrence Halprin, Hardy
Holzman Pfeiffer, and Robert Kennard. In his Trace
critique, Dutch architect Rem Koolhaas has cleanly
dissected the urban and architectural premises of both
and outlined the problems with the urban design in both
schemes. “The tactics vis-a-vis diversity can be
condensed as follows: Erickson works with repetition, the
All-Stars with uniqueness. But Erickson’s repetition is so
agitated and apolegetic as to be truly boring; neither
restful and serene, nor monotonous and impressive. The
All-Stars’ differences on the other hand are too controlled
to suggest a genuinely anarchic free-enterprise genesis.”

Trace then turns to the Edmonton City Hall Competition
held last December. Here the magazine, dissatisfied with
the results of original jurors Norman Foster, Harry
Weese, and Ray Affleck, among others, flew in its own
jury to review the winners and the losers. Bernard Huet
(Paris), Edward Jones (London) and Peter Rose (Montreal)
were some of the jury who exhaustively reassessed the
results chronicled in this issue, as well as offering a
valuable discussion of the competition procedure itself.
While the length of the second jury debate is a problem
here, the issues raised about monumentality, symbolic
expression, and contextualism speak for the merits of the
post-mortem.

In another tour, Trace also goes to Vancouver and
discusses ten buildings to see— but not without making
clear critical splits among the authors, regarding, for
example, the Robson Square Court House complex by
Arthur Erickson.

33 British Architects: AD 3-4 1981

This survey of British architecture, guest edited by Derek
Walker (of Milton Keynes planning fame), contains
architecture of the same deadliness that has characterized
most such surveys of British architecture over the last
twenty years. In a country known for the high level of
critical thinking and theorizing among its architects, it
has always surprised less articulate Americans that
British architecture does not frequently match that level
of intensity. Of course there are always James Stirling,
Norman Foster, and Richard Rogers, forming the “short
list” of architects whose work is closely watched. Their
work is in this issue. But even their inclusion is not
enough to save the AD from appearing overcast by a
low-hanging gray concrete cloud. Maybe it was the
graphics.

The issue resulted from a jury of AD Project Awards —
the Brit’s answer to Progressive Architecture’s Design
Awards. Since only two projects were selected for awards
(Calverton End Housing by Cliff Nichols and Brian Frost;
the other the Gillingham Industrial Park by Nicholas
Grimshaw & Partners) with three projects “highly
commended” and five “commended,” AD decided to
present the work of the jurors plus other invited
architects. The jurors were Peter Cook, John Darbourne,
Derek Walker, Robert Maxwell, Richard Rogers,
Henning Larsen, Jeremy Dixon, and Jack Zunz.

Guest Editor Derek Walker explained that he wanted to
avoid fashion and the “fey didactic revisionism” he sees
resulting from the debate of recent years. With this
compilation of Brutalist/ Modernist / megastructural /
high-tech persuasion, he has clearly done so.

Just Received

The Chicago Architectural Journal, Volume I,
1981, edited by Anders Nereim. The journal, a
publication of the proceedings of the Chicago
Architectural Club, represents another example of the
renewed interest in architectural debate that has taken
place in this city since the mid-1970s. The Club was
“re-founded” in 1979, and because the original
organization published the ideas of Sullivan, Wright, and
Root, publication of the revived club’s proceedings were
now in order. Contents of the current journal, based on
lectures at the club, are diverse and not necessarily
Chicago-directed: Articles by Judith Wolin on Russian
architecture after the Revolution; by Allan Greenberg on
classicism: and by John McDermott on teaching
supplement the articles by Stuart Cohen and Stanley
Tigerman on Fred Keck, and by SOM’s Fazlur Khan on
structure. The handsome publication, designed by Donna

Rhae Marder, is published by Rizzoli.
S:S.
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Man of

Many Talents

P .B. Wight: stenciling studv “Brooklyn Library”; 1868.

Peter B. Wight’s stunning polychrome gouaches of
Victorian dark greens, deep reds, and vibrant blues, plus
other drawings and watercolors by the 19th-century
architect, should be seen while on view until December 6
at New York’s National Academy of Design. Wight not
only practiced in New York and Chicago, but ran a
contracting business in the latter city, and wrote for
professional journals in his later years. He obviously
deserves recognition for more than his drafting
techniques.

In a historical sense, he is important for having trained
John Wellborn Root in his Chicago office, Carter, Wight
& Drake, as well as for introducing Root to his future
partner, Daniel Burnham.

But Wight’s involvement in the course of U.S.
architectural development had other facets: Wight was
first a proponent of the principles of John Ruskin (an
allegiance that inspired his Venetian-Gothic 1861
competition-winning design for the National Academy of
Design in New York, built on 23rd Street and Fourth
Avenue). He then helped disseminate the rationalist ideas
of Viollet-le-Duc: Wight in fact did his own translation of
Viollet-le-Duc’s Entretiens in 1868, which he read to the
New York Chapter of the AIA and subsequently published
in Manufacturer and Builder Magazine.

The richly polychromed drawings and the other examples
of his drafting technique now belong to the Art Institute of
Chicago. The show, originating in Chicago, was organized
by John Zukowsky, architectural archivist of the Burnham
Library at the Institute. Sarah Bradford Landau, who
wrote much of the accompanying catalogue, P.B. Wight:
Architect, Contractor and Critic, 1835—1925, published
by the Art Institute, was guest-curator.
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