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Other Views

To the Editor:

Without entering the forum of the Vidler-Jencks debate,
permit me a comment or two.

Both men seem wholly unaware of what the classical is.
May [ offer the definition proposed by Classical America,
the society founded to promote the classical tradition in
the arts of the United States? It accepts the classical in
art as being a generalized and idealized interpretation of
nature, which, as the main artistic current of Western
civilization, began with the Greeks and Romans and
continued and developed in the Renaissance. In
architecture the tradition accepts ornament as an essential
ingredient, even to making use of the human figure. And
its empire extends over all the arts from painting to
woodcarving. In its best examples, painting and sculpture
are in honor. I should add that the acanthus leaf is its
symbol much as the chrysanthemum is in Japanese art.

For a detailed examination, I can only recommend the
several titles in the Classical America Series in Art and
Architecture, of which the latest is Albert E.
Richardson’s Monumental Classical Architecture in Great
Britain and Ireland.

My name, by the way, is misspelled in the Jencks letter
(Skyline, November, 1981).

Truly yours,
Henry Hope Reed
President ,Classical America

To the Editor:

In reading Barbara Miller Lane’s “assessment” of Albert
Speer that appeared in the December issue of Skyline, 1
wondered if the fact that he was a “mediocre” architect of
“selective vision” was, for the readership of Skyline,
particularly revealing or even, at this point in time,
especially relevant.

It is apparent, not only in her article, but elsewhere as
well, that it is still difficult for the historian to come to
terms with the Third Reich, despite the passage of close
to half a century since its inception. Yet, despite the pain
that never seems to subside completely, it is time to face
certain issues squarely and without embarrassment: to
avoid them is to abnegate historical responsibility.

First of all, it must be remembered that Hitler—for all
his excesses and foolishness — was initially and broadly
perceived as the only viable political leader capable of
lifting Germany out of the harrowing threat of anarchy and
political chaos, memories of which were all too vivid in
the minds of those who had lived through the postwar
years. Given such widespread support and doubts as to
the regime’s longevity, as well as the desperate economic
circumstances of the éarly thirties that effectively
precluded private commissions, it is not surprising to
discover that many of Germany’s most renowned
architects, including such famed Modernists as Walter
Gropius and Mies van der Rohe, would have been only
too happy to receive commissions from the regime, which
they pointedly kept separate from their country.

When we “condemn” Speer for his participation in such
an unholy enterprise, we must recognize that, but for a
quirk of fate (i.e., the depth of Hitler’s penchant for
architecture), we “condemn” those architects we most
respect as well. Ultimately, Speer’s “crime” seems to be
his mediocrity.

Secondly, it is difficult to evaluate Speer the architect, as
he built nothing prior to his involvement with the Nazi
party. Although he never swayed in his assertion that he
was d’accord with Hitler’s view of architecture, Hitler’s
habit of total involvement in all major governmental
commissions precludes any valid assessment of Speer’s
architectural talents. Nothing the young architect ever did
was devoid of Hitler’s input.

Thirdly, Hitler's complaint about Modernism —apart from
the public rhetoric about “cultural bolshevism” — most
notably, his contention that it was inappropriate for all
types of construction, especially public buildings of state
—is eerily similar to the current review of Modernism.

22 Mitchell/Giurgola: C.W. Post Theater
23 New Buildings by Polshek and Bond
24 Insider’s Guide to Architecture Schools
235 Books

28 History: They Should Be Landmarks
30 Dateline: January 1982

Hitler was surely not unique in his opposition to the
claims of “universality” heralded by the Modernists, then
or now. In fact, Hitler appreciated, even expected, use of
the “Modernist” style in factory construction, which,
thanks to the priorities of such construction, far exceeded
in numbers the more publicized “official” buildings in the
so-called Nazi style. While I am certain that Tom Wolfe,
Charles Jencks, and other critics of Modernism would be
uncomfortable at the thought of their repugnant bedfellow,
recognition should nonetheless be properly accorded.

The fascination and historical significance of Albert Speer
lies in the very normalcy of his person, his architecture,
and his “crime.” It seems to me that any “assessment” of
Speer at this point in history should go beyond merely
proclaiming the “mediocrity” of his architecture and the
“selectivity” of his vision—all of which is hardly
unknown —and ask the questions that should be asked,
no matter how embarrassing or lifficult they may be to
answer.

Sincerely yours,

Elaine Hochman

To the Editor:

I don’t understand why you told us where we can buy the
left-wing Italian intellectual loden coat and not where we
can buy the Late Capitalist-Marxist [AUS navy cashmere
overcoat? This is an egregious omission.

Ellsworth Tuchy

We omitted this tip-off because we found out that the these
coats were purchased at Bloomingdale’s and we were
afraid that the news would seriously undermine the IAUS
image.—Ed.

To the Editor:

Aha! You forgot to list where Charlie Gwathmey buys his
workout gear, where Michael Graves gets sweaters to
match his specially-mixed architectural colors, or where
Richard Meier gets shirts even whiter than his porcelain
paneled buildings.

Babs Beistegui

We have had so many requests for this information, we
suggest that readers write the architects directly. —Ed.

In the Ooops-we-missed-it Department: apologies to
John Andrews, responsible for Gund Hall at Harvard,
who was mis-referred to as “Anderson” in Peter
Papademetriou’s article on the opening at Rice
(December, page 17); and to all for a reversal of captions
on the work of Eleanor Raymond (December, page 15):
the top photo is of the Rachel Raymond House; the
bottom of the TZE Society House.

The opinions expressed in Skyline do not necessarily
reflect those of the publishers or the sponsors.

Editorial offices: Skyline, 8 West 40th Street, New York,
New York 10018 phone: (212) 398-9474
Changes of address, subscription, sales, and advertising

inquiries should be sent to: Rizzoli Communications,
Inc., 712 Fifth Avenue, New York, New York 10019

Skyline is published ten times a year by Rizzoli
Communications, Inc. for the Institute for Architecture
and Urban Studies. ISSN 0612-6981 (©) 1982 by The
Institute for Architecture and Urban Studies
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CityReports: Los Angeles

R R S B S R e L SRS T

Finding a Downtown

Joseph Giovannini

a orms/Steve Andre. Sun Tech Townhouses, Santa

Monica. Photograph © Glen Allison.

The best way to visit L.A. is simply to “Rent-a-Wreck,”
to cruise it as a state of mind rather than as a place: sushi
on the Pacific Coast Highway; the show-biz billboards
along Sunset; the skybound interchange south, from the
Santa Monica Freeway to the San Diego; the tunnels of
the Pasadena Freeway, driven to the sounds of KRLA.

But segments of this movement are being sedentarized.
The current building boom has taken on surprisingly
traditional, carless urban patterns. Currently, 3.9
million s.f. of highrise office space are under construction
downtown on Bunker Hill; another 3.2 million s.f. are
planned in the mega-project being done by Arthur
Erickson. On Wilshire Boulevard, on the fringes of
Beverly Hills, a two-mile Gold Coast of condominiums
forms one of L.A.’s few highrise canyons, bringing a
sense of visual urbanity to the city. At the airport, Mayor
Tom Bradley recently launched the asphalt detour road
that marks $750,000,000 worth of LAX
renovation/expansion. A new city of hotels, parking
structures, and office buildings next to the airport creates
an urban gateway for new arrivals. L.A. still sprawls, and
the infrastructure nourishing sprawl continues to exist,
but now more intensive development has coalesced
separate parts of the city. Old myths die hard. Los
Angeles was founded on the orange, and Angelenos have
always thought of their town as a garden city. Apartment
houses were not street-oriented walk-ups, but garden
apartments, where you skirted rows of calla lilies to reach
your entry. Even recent redevelopment downtown features
rooftop gardens, as though Angelenos could have their
orange and eat it too. But the quality of architecture in
the new redevelopment is disappointing: the airport
buildings are little more than hard-lined diagrams; the
glitzy condos have address and price, but only occasional
architectural value; nothing much has been ventured —
except capital —and little gained in the downtown
corporate highrise. But it all looks urban. L.A.’s
proverbial 40 suburbs in search of a city are at last
finding the “city,” and more of a physical focus.

Stephen Ehrlich. Kalkus Studio, Los Angeles. hotograph
by Julius Shulman.

There is also greater cultural focus, and architecture is its
instrument. Hardy Holzman Pfeiffer Associates is
adaptively restoring the erstwhile Immaculate Heart
campus for use by the ex-Beverly Hills American Film
Institute. Designs for L.A.’s two new museums of
modern/contemporary art are now underway. Hardy
Holzman Pfeiffer (also) is designing the modern-art
extension for the Los Angeles County Museum of Art, and
will present the scheme to the museum in mid-December.
Arata Isozaki is designing the building for the L.A.
Museum of Contemporary Art, which will be situated on
Bunker Hill in the Erickson complex. Developers for
Bunker Hill, Cadillac Fairview of Canada, signed the
basic disposition and development agreement with the
L.A. Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) in
October. Construction of Phase One of the
near-billion-dollar project, which includes the
100,000-s.f. museum, will start in September, 1982.
Given negotiation delays so far, the 1984 Olympic target
date for museum completion seems iffy.

As buildings, the two modern art museums make a
symbolic announcement that Architecture has arrived in
Los Angeles, and is a subject of public interest. The
deputy director of the Museum of Contemporary Art,
Richard Koshalek (former director of the Hudson River
Museum) has also already initiated development of an
extensive show of Louis Kahn’s drawings, which will tour
internationally, probably opening in New York in 1983
and arriving, finally, at MoCA in 1986. (Max Protetch’s
Kahn show opened in late October at L. A.’s Otis-Parsons
Art Institute; the opening coincided with the first day of
the four-day conference of the California Council of the
American Institute of Architects convention. )

The Museum of Contemporary Art itself promises to have
some architecture/design components in its regular
museum programming. Not only do Koshalek and Director
Pontus Hulten seem predisposed to it, but architects and
designers have joined together into an advisory group,
recognized by MoCA'’s Board of Directors, to lobby for
architecture-design shows. The Architecture and Design
Support Group for MoCA (ADSG), on its own initiative,
has already (co)sponsored a major Michael Graves show
and an Arata Isozaki lecture, and has discussed starting
an architecture and design endowment with its Board of
Directors. Hulten, who does not want to departmentalize
MoCA, rejects the idea of a separate architecture-design
department within the museum, but the ADSG feels that

it needs some way of committing the museum of
architecture and design, and that its contribution should
come in the form of a specified fund attached to
architecture and design. The group elegantly launched its
fundraising drive in the J.Paul Getty Museum in
November, at a reception honoring directors Hulten and
Koshalek. ADSG’s own fundraising scenario has yet to be
determined, and the museum community is waiting to see
whether or not architecture and design have the charisma
to attract the major donations that “fine” arts apparently
command in L.A.

The MoCA building is being financed by a CRA-required
art fund (1Y% percent of construction costs). Inspired, no
doubt, by CRA’s idea of getting a free building at the
developer’s expense, Los Angeles City Librarian Wyman
Jones proposes leveraging city-owned real estate to
finance the construction of a new city-owned building by
turning over the downtown library site to private
development, in return for a 400,000-s.-f. new library
building. Unfortunately, the distinguished Bertram
Goodhue library building, built in the late *30s, would
have to be destroyed to create a land base sufficient for
the development necessary to carry the costs of a new
library. Boston’s Arthur D. Little and Co., retained by an
unlikely but powerful coalition of downtown businessmen
and preservationists, has researched the library as a
system, and has recommended the library system be
updated and reorganized, without the demolition of the
building. The library building has been defended, against
the money-changers in the temple, as the “Gutenberg
Bible” of L.A. buildings. The city has only three other
civic buildings of comparable stature: City Hall itself,
Union Station, and the Griffith Observatory.

If Los Angeles is beginning to appear more urban, and if
cultural institutions such as its museums have a stronger
presence tying L.A. together, there is also a new
publication that may give Los Angeles, and the western
United States, much more cohesiveness as an image: Arts
and Architecture. The magazine, long a leading voice in
the west under the editorships of John Entenza and David
Travers, and featuring such writers as Esther McCoy,
ceased publication in 1967. Barbara Goldstein, editor of
L A. Architect, and a L.A. correspondent for Progressive
Architecture, has produced a very credible comeback issue
—a bit thin on editorial message, but certainly full of
promise, and a voice necessary for arts and architecture
in what has been for too long the laryngitic West. The
subscriber and advertiser responses have been
enthusiastic.

This fall, the Los Angeles chapter of the American
Institute of Architects held its annual design awards
competition, and what turned out to be a remarkably
nonpartisan jury— Barton Myers of Toronto and Los
Angeles, Norman Pfeiffer of HHP, and Robert S. Harris,
Dean of the USC School of Architecture— chose ten
winners, to which few attending architects objected. The
Jurors negotiated their way through a mine-field of
pluralism by looking for a high degree of resolution in
mainstream projects, while forgiving those buildings that
broke new ground for not being fully or elegantly
resolved. The jurors also isolated a building category —
the house/studio—for the first time here: three of the
winners were suburban infill projects involving
living-working spaces of less than 1000 s.f., built on
already developed property. The jurors cited the following
projects:

Frank O. Gehry and Associates: Indiana Avenue Studios,
Venice and Santa Monica Place, Santa Monica;

Stephen D. Ehrlich: the Kalkus Studio, Los Angeles;
Morphosis: the Sedlak House Addition, Venice;

Bissell Associates: Peter’s Landing, Huntington Harbour;
Rob Wellington Quigley: the QBM Theme Building, Palos
Verdes;

Charles Kober Associates: Northrop Corporation’s Flight
Simulator Lab, Hawthorn;

John Carl Warnecke and Associates: Harbor Department
Administration Building, San Pedro;

Urban Forms/Steve Andre: Sun Tech Townhomes, Santa
Monica;

Charles Moore/Urban Innovations Group and
Bobrow/Thomas: Kings Road Housing, Los Angeles.
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Renzo Piano, the Italian architect who worked with
Richard Rogers on the design for Centre George
Pompidou in Paris (1977), has just released his design for
the Menil Collection Museum in Houston. The 70,000
s.f. museum, planned to house the collection assembled
by Dominique de Menil and her late husband John de
Menil, will make use of an intricate natural daylighting
method for its gallery spaces. The system is based on a
lightweight truss integral with a ferro-cement curved beam
section that acts as a light-diffuser. It also is designed
with boomerang-shaped mounts to hold various kinds of
incandescent lighting. The rest of the modular building,
with steel-framed bays, will accommodate a number of
museum functions. Special facilities are to be located
nearby in houses owned by the Menil Foundation. The
museum, on the same site as the Rothko Chapel, is
expected to open in 1984. Associated architects are
Richard Fitzgerald & Partners in Houston.

Richard Meter. High Muse

In Atlanta, the High Museum of Art unveiled last month a
model for their new Richard Meier-designed building,
now under construction. Located at Peachtree and 16th
Streets, the site is adjacent to the Atlanta Memorial Arts
Center, which currently houses the museum’s collection.
The Meier design, of enameled steel and glass with a
concrete frame, is six levels—the same height as the
Arts Center. Its 135,000 s.f. will provide ample space for
the permanent collection of European and American art,
photographs, prints, and decorative arts objects, as well
as gallery space for special exhibitions; also included are

Piano in Houston

Meier in Atlanta

um of Art, Atlanta, Georgia; 1981 . Entrance elevation. Photographs © Ezra Stoller | ESTO.

the expected support facilities: auditorium, educational
and office spaces, a café. The museum expects to be open
in the new building during the fall of 1983.

In the new building, a semi-detached auditorium
establishes its own functional identity, while acting as a
portico to the museum proper. There spaces are curved
around an atrium, with a ramp system providing both
circulation and visual connections between layers.

New museum projects by Renzo Piano in
Houston and Richard Meier in Atlanta
illustrate different approaches

toward cultural institutions today.

Renzo Piano

Piano & Fitzgerald. Menil Collection Museum,
Houston; 1981 . Rendering of site.

North elevation
South elevation
Transverse section

Richard Meier

Elevation looking from the corner of
Peachtree and 16th Streets.
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Notes & Comm

Projects & People

Columbia projects

The Physical Chemistry building known as Chandler
North and designed by James Stirling is still under
wraps. All Dean James Polshek will say is that it is “large
and dramatic” and an “extremely radical mixture of the
old and the new.” The nine-story building is expected to
cost about $25-to-$40 million. Funds are currently being
raised for the project . . . . The Computer Science
Department for Columbia University being designed by
Robert Kliment and Frances Halsband has gotten the
go-ahead. The addition will be constructed on the
Engineering Terrace north of he Schermerhorn extension,
and east of Fairchild Hall, overlooking Amsterdam
Avenue.

Columbia notes

Michael I. Sovern, president of Columbia University,
has just announced the creation of The Paul Milstein
Professorship in American Architecture and Urban
Design. The chair is part of the new Center for the
Study of American Architecture, now being
developed, and scheduled to open in 1982. The Center’s
administrative director is Catha Rambusch; its Board of
Advisors is composed of Henry-Russell Hitchcock, Ada

Short Takes

Louise Huxtable, Edgar Kaufmann, Jr., Phillis Lambert,
I.M. Pei, Adolf Placzek, James Stewart Polshek, and
Vincent Scully.

Odds

Taft Associates of Houston won the commission for an
elementary school in Columbus, Indiana, plus additions
to two other schools. The school, designed for the Flat
Rock School Corporation, is part of the renowned
Columbus, Indiana, architectural program whereby The
Cummins Foundation pays for architectural fees . . . .
Nearing completion in Columbus is another elementary
school by Richard Meier, of white tile and gray concrete
block, which is scheduled to open this fall.

Romaldo Giurgola of the firm Mitchell/Giurgola will
receive the AIA Gold Medal at this year’s convention.
Gwathmey/Siegel is the AIA Firm of the Year.
Emilio Ambasz and Giancarlo Piretti were awarded
the Compasso d’Oro for 1981 for their Vertebra chair. The
prestigious design prize is sponsored by the Association of
Industrial Designers in Milan.

Patrick Hodgkinson is now in practice in Bath as well
as London, where he is teaching architecture at Bath
University.

Drawing on the Classical Heritage

According to members of Classical America, the classical
style continues to be the most appropriate for architecture
in the Western world and America in particular. The
society, founded in 1968 by Henry Hope

Reed, supports publications, exhibits, classes, and
symposia to encourage the tradition. Enthusiasts ready to
carry the torch may take advantage of two drawing classes
beginning this January in Philadelphia and New York.
[For information call (215) 963-0747 or (212) 753-4376.]

“Classical Drawing: Instruction in Composition and
Perspective” is taught by Pierce Rice, whose approach
emphasizes the integration of all the arts, with
architecture as the ideal summation. Appropriately
enough, Mr. Rice is working with Ulrich Franzen
Architects in designing a medallion for the new Phillip
Morris building on 42nd Street and Park.

Alvin Holm, Jr., AIA, who has himself recently proposed
a handsome amphitheatre on axis with the entrance to the
Philadelphia Museum of Art is taking charge of “Drafting
the Orders and Classical Ornament.” Equipped with
William Ware’s text, The American Vignola (a recent
reissue by Classical America and W.W. Norton), students
may be found executing quoins, nosings and winders.
Considering the current revival of classical vocabulary
and the renewed effort at a synthesis of art and
architecture, Classical America is a society who’s time

has come. H.C.

Jewish Museum and its Tower

The Felix Warburg Mansion in which the Jewish Museum
is housed in New York was designated a landmark by the
New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission last
month. The Francois I-style chateau, faced in Indiana
limestone, was designed by Charles P.H. Gilbert in 1906.
Its landmark designation will have some effect on pending

plans by the owners, the Jewish Theological Seminary,
who want to build an apartment tower immediately
adjacent to the mansion. The tower, designed by The
Gruzen Partnership, is planned to be about 23 stories tall,
or approximately 280 feet in height. The architects are
proceeding on an as-of-right basis with the New York City
Planning Department so the building will qualify under
both present zoning and the revised zoning (see Skyline,
December 1981, p. 6). Since the tower does involve a
cantilever of about 8 feet in length at the 12th floor, the
New York City Landmarks Commission will be looking
very closely at the scheme.

s

Feeling Poor

When the Wall Street Journal published its profile on
Perkins & Will on December 7, 1981, some gruesome
facts once again came to light, just to remind architects
how they rate in the economic picture. The Journal, using
AlA statistics, reported that the starting salary for
architects, even those holding a master’s, is about
$12,500 a year, as compared with the $22,500 that
graduate engineers make. This salary is lower than
starting pay of most bachelor’s degree-holders. Principals
make less than $37,000, on the average.

Ornament and Safety

Because of the well-publicized danger to the public from
ornamental parts and pieces dropping off of older
buildings, a law is to take effect on F. ebruary 1, 1982, in
New York City. Local Law 10 will require that all
decorative elements be proved structurally sound within a
two-year inspection period. Preservationists and
architects, however, are seriously worried that the effort
will encourage building owners to strip trim and shaky
cornices off of nonlandmark buildings rather than
replacing them. Recently a group from the New

York Chapter of the AIA approached the Buildings
Department with its concerns.

1

In Memoriam

Wallace K. Harrison 1895-1981

Wallace Kirkman Harrison died on December 2,

1981, at the age of 86.

Harrison, who never received a formal degree in
architecture, was one of the few architects of the period
immediately before and after World War I who received
most of his training by actually working in architectural
firms. He studied in the atelier of Harvey Wiley Corbett
(1916-17), later becoming a partner in the firm of
Corbett, MacMurray/Harrison (1929-34); and in
Bertram Goodhue’s office (1920-21). He also worked in
the office of McKim, Mead & White as a draftsman
(1916-17; 1919), studied in the Paris atelier of Gustave
Umdenstock(1919-20), and at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts
(1923-24).

Harrison taught at the Columbia School of Architecture
(1926-27), where he staunchly supported the architecture
of the Modern Movement, and at Yale (1939—41). As a
member of the Rockefeller Center team of architects,
which included Corbett, Raymond Hood, William H.
MacMurray, and André Fouilhoux (with whom Harrison
was in partnership from 1935 to 1941), Harrison met
Nelson A. Rockefeller, who was assigned to work with the
center’s planning team by his father, John D. Rockefeller,
Jr. The Rockefeller-Harrison association brought about
numerous Harrison commissions, including the
Rockefeller Apartments at 17 West 54th Street (with
André Fouilhoux, 1936), an early example of the
“romantic Harrison”; and Empire State Plaza in Albany
(1962-78, now known as Nelson A. Rockefeller Plaza),
criticized for its overblown monumentality.

Harrison formed a partnership in 1946 with Max
Abramovitz, with whom he designed Lincoln Center:
Abramovitz designed Philharmonic Hall, later known as
Avery Fisher Hall; Harrison designed the Metropolitan
Opera, which opened in 1966. Harrison retired from the
firm in 1976, and from that time until his death worked
alone in his Rockefeller Center office.

In recent years, Wallace Harrison’s reputation became
somewhat tarnished as the public grew disenchanted with
his megalithic brand of modernism. Rem Koolhaas,
however, a Dutch architect who wrote the book (more like
a screenplay) Delirious New York (Oxford, 1978), has
slowly begun to focus attention on Harrison’s
accomplishments as a modern architect of a certain
(surreal) bent. In the book, Koolhaas muses

“Harrison’s oeuvre is a secret— and perhaps even
agonized — dialectic between the rectangle and the
kidney shape, between rigidity and freedom.” This
“curvilinear antithesis to the rigidity of Manhattan” was
seen in the “City of Light,” the Con Edison Pavilion for
the 1939 World’s Fair, and in the lobby of the
International Building at 630 Fifth Avenue, which
Koolhaas called a “truly Harrisonian space.”

An exhibition of Harrison’s work was held at the Institute
for Architecture and Urban Studies, New York, in
December and January of 1980. Entitled “Wallace K.
Harrison: New York Architect,” the show was the first
retrospective of Harrison’s architecture, and was directed

by Koolhaas. M.N.

Richard Llewelyn-Davies 19121981

Lord Llewelyn-Davies, British city planner and architect,
died on October 26, 1981 at the age of 68. Richard
Llewelyn-Davies, who held degrees from Trinity College,
Cambridge, the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, and the
Architectural Association, London, headed the firm of
Llewelyn-Davies Weeks Forestier-Walker & Bor, an
architectural and planning firm that also served as
consultant and research organization on economic, social,
strategic, and environmental issues. His works included
numerous hospitals and medical buildings in Britain and
throughout the world, plus the controversial 1963
extension of the Tate Gallery, London: housing at Milton
Keynes, Buckinghamshire; and the famed 1975— 78
project of Shahestan Pahlevi.
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Interview

Peter Eisenman talks with Paul
Goldberger about his role as a journalist
and architecture critic, and his recent
book, The Skyscraper (Alfred A. Knopf,
New York, 1981; 165 pages, 217
illustrations; $25.00).

P.E.: Thisisthethirdin a

series of interviews with
architectural journalists
and critics. As in the

others, I would like to begin with a
discussion of the role of the
journalist and of criticism, and then

discuss your book.

You are credited

as the architecture critic of The New
York Times and you often do write
criticism, as well as merely
reporting. Could you define for me

the difference, as you see it, between criticism and
reporting? Is there a difference between reporting,
criticism, and editorializing?

P.G.: Criticism and reporting are not really fully separate
functions or fully separate kinds of journalism. In
general, editorials are the opinion of the newspaper at
large, generally on significant issues of public policy.
Criticism is the individual opinion of one of those writers
at The New York Times who has been designated a “critic”
—who is entitled, indeed required, to express his opinion
on a particular event of cultural importance. With film,
theater, literature, or music, there is really no ambiguity;
events of cultural importance and public policy tend not
to intersect.

P.E.: But a theater critic can close a show down. This
certainly affects economic policy.

P.G.: It affects not broad economic policy, but the
economics of that particular show, which is quite a
different thing. Architecture criticism has no such
specific effect; people do not tear down buildings that
have gotten negative reviews from me. But, more
important than that kind of raw power is the fact that
architecture criticism does have a more distant kind of
authority, especially in the pages of The Times. And often
this authority can come into play in the shaping of public
policy. So here we return to the problem I mentioned a
moment ago—the fact that architecture is different from
other fields of criticism, because it so clearly involves the
public realm. This was true in the case of St.
Bartholomew’s; we also saw it with the 22 East 71st Street
tower by Diana Agrest and Mario Gandelsonas. It is an
overlap that is never going to disappear. At The Times we
generally resolve it by trying to make sure that any piece
is still clearly perceived by the reader as architecture

criticism, and not a directive of public policy. For
example, I could say that building X, which is being
considered by the Landmarks Commission at this time, is
a building of unusual or special distinction, or that
building Y is not a building of special distinction. The
editorial page might go one step further and say that the
Commission should designate building X, or should not
designate building Y. It is a fine distinction—you might
argue, in fact, that it is more a semantic one than a real
one —vyet it is one that we feel we have to hold on to. The
alternative —if we allow the distinction to grow bigger—
would be to require the architecture critic to remain silent
on public isSues because it would be too close to
editorializing. I think this would be irresponsible. How
can you have a newspaper like this, in a town like this, at
a time like this, in which the architecture critic does not
take a position on St. Bart’s?

P.E.: You have defined “editorial,” but you have not yet
defined “criticism.” How does architecture criticism differ
from film criticism, or literary criticism?

P.G.: All criticism is partly educational; I tend to think
that the ratio of education to judgment in architecture
criticism is a little bit higher than in film or literature. In
criticism of the theater, film, books, whatever—1I am
talking about extended essays—the role of the critic is,
at least in part, to tell me, the general lay reader, whether
this new show is worth a visit or not; whether this movie is
worth five dollars and my time.

P.E.: Really? I thought it was to tell you about the movie.

P.G.: Sure it is. But why do I want to know about that
movie? I want to know two things: how that movie fits into
the larger trend of what cinema is doing right now; and,
do I want to see it. A good critic is not a People guide to
thumbs-up or thumbs-down, but that is a part of his job.

P.E.: You don'’t really believe that? It is too simple.
Vincent Canby will review a film for commercial
distribution, in a certain way, and then when he goes to
the New York Film Festival he writes differently.

P.G.: Doesn’t that bear out what I am saying?

P.E.: No. He is writing for the same audience in either
case.

P.G.: But the Film Festival is an unusual situation.
Generally his daily criticism, when a commercial film
opens, is to assist the lay reader in making, first, an
intellectual judgment, and then, a secondary consumer
judgment.

P.E.: I would argue that you make the same distinction.

P.G.: I probably do, but the meaning of those judgments
is very different in architecture. Let’s take Citicorp as an
example —to stay away from the brand-new. Although
people will go to shop and eat there, it is not a building
that the average reader will enter into a consumer
relationship with. On the other hand, it will affect his life
in a gradual and subtle way. Therefore, I think that the
obligation is there for the critic to explain a little more
and to point out precisely how this building will or will
not affect the life of the average reader; what it means and
what it suggests about the nature of the physical
environment; what it suggests for architecture in general;
and so forth. The relationship of a building to the average
reader is a more subtle one than the relationship of a film
to the average reader.

P.E.: If you were doing a general critical essay, like the
two Ada Louise Huxtable has done in The New York
Review of Books, would you feel your role to be different,
even though you are still addressing a lay audience?

P.G.: Sure, although it would not change as it might if I
were writing for an architectural publication: I would be
writing for a smaller subsection of the lay world. The New
York Review of Books has a much more educated,
scholarly readership, which is interested fundamentally in
the history of ideas and their application to present-day
events. While the readership of The New York Times is
better educated and more intellectually disposed than that
of any other general newspaper, it is not a readership that
can be described in those terms.

P.E.: What would be the difference in the way you would
write? Are you saying it would be less educational?

P.G.: I am not sure that the judgments would be any
different, but I think that I would deal in a more extended
form with ideas.

P.E.: If you had an opportunity to be a critic for some
other journal, say, Time, or The New Yorker, would you
still prefer to be at The New York Times?

P.G.: There are two separate issues here, and I want to
say something about both: First, The New York Times’
influence is vastly greater than that of Time in New York.
There may be two or three million more readers of Time,
but they are all in Nebraska. New York means a lot to me,
so I am willing to trade certain numbers for greater
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influence. Second, the nature of the demographics of
Time is such that it is not that easy to use it as a vehicle
for much impact anywhere. Robert Hughes is the only
critic in the visual arts to have made a substantial
national reputation through a news magazine. He remains
an anomaly. It seems to me as though the balance
somehow works out better at The New York Times. The
“authority,” to repeat a word I used a moment ago, is both
established and potent there — criticism can have an
impact.

P.E.: Say you were asked to take over Lewis Mumford’s
role at The New Yorker—why might you say yes?

P.G.: If I were to say yes, it would be because the chance
to write extended essays in a-reasonably leisurely format
would be very tempting. Although I do not admire
everything that Mumford has done throughout his career
by any means, his essays for The New Yorker and the
“Skyline” column were super. They may be the best
things he ever did.

P.E.: If I were to compare the last chapter of your book
with the article in The New York Times Sunday Magazine
[November 8, “The New American Skyscraper”]— one,
an essay written with more time, at a greater distance; the
other, a piece of journalism written without that leisure —
what would I see as the difference?

P.G.: [ don’t think that there are substantial differences.
It is not really a fair comparison, because the essay in
The Times Magazine was essentially taken from the last
chapter of the book, fiddled with to lighten it up slightly.

P.E.: So, that is not a good comparison. But you are
saying that you would like, or potentially like, the
distance and the time that writing for The New Yorker
makes possible. I have always thought that that is exactly
what critics needed—time and distance — because that
is what I thought criticism was. You have said so far that
criticism is three things, admittedly within a context:
opinion, cultural judgment, and education. In fact, in
another context, I believe you have said that the role of
criticism is to educate the taste of the public in terms of
how to see. That does not sound like distance to me.

If we were to accept a definition of criticism for this
argument, it might involve the idea of distance. That is,
regardless of personal culture, tastes, and preferences,
criticism requires a distance, both positive and negative,
from the object under discussion. You may not have been
given the time to develop such a distance, given the
exigencies of your career; nevertheless, there is not much
distance in most of your articles or in your book. In
addition, you have not yet established your own critical
position. If you were to state beforehand, “I like romantic
buildings, I like amiability, I like stone better than glass;
these are my preferences,” then any judgment you made
about a glass building could be understood in that
context. My problem is that you have never set out to
define that context or your position. The baggage that you
bring with you is masked in a laconic style, pretending to
be criticism.

P.G.: Is it generally preferable for criticism to emerge out
of dogma or ideology? I don’t think things come in such
neat ideological packages—the world does not work that
way. But, you have just summarized a number of
positions that I generally do hold. If my critical values
emerge out of the work rather than having been presented
a priori, as a neat little package, why is that less
preferable?

P.E.: It is not a question of “preferable”; it is a question
of integrity. If people knew where you were coming from,
then when you criticize someone, it would be understood
in a context. When someone gets hit for being a modernist
as opposed to being a post-modemnist, your reader would
understand that it was not necessarily because the
building was good or bad, but that you happen to prefer
post-modernism. You often disguise your own position and
say it is criticism. It is much better to have your critical
position clear than to make it seem that a building is
deficient because it happens to be sheathed in glass. For
me, your book and your day-to-day writing do not have
the distance necessary to develop such a position.
Equally, I do not believe your position is clear enough to
allow you to have that distance.

P.G.: I think that the position is clear, and to talk of a
lack of integrity is ridiculous, and, frankly, not a little
patronizing. I do not see myself as a member of a club,
but we are talking about architecture and not about sports
teams. But of course I have a critical position. I am far
more a post-modernist than a modernist. On the other
hand, I am neither an exclusive post-modernist, nor at the
vanguard of post-moderism. The general principles that
underlie post-modernism are ones that I am more
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comfortable with than those underlying modernism. My
criticism does, in fact, reflect this. I do not think that one
has to wear it on one’s sleeve, however.

P.E.: Absolutely not. I would like to argue, however, that
you are trapped by the power of The Times, and are
therefore unable to be critical of your own principles; to
deal with post-modernism critically. Because of the
situation of power, you have got to either support or reject
something rather than keep your distance and look at it
objectively. For example, the Agrest/Gandelsonas
building: your comments on their project did not come
from or define a position. The issue in that particular case
is what preservation means in a Landmark District, rather
than the merits of a particular building.

P.G.: Absolutely.

P.E.: I do not think your column addressed that issue
sufficiently. Rather, it talked about the specific building
in such a way that the reader was able to understand your
personal aesthetic, as opposed to political bias, in the
context of the issue.

P.G.: Once again you are wrong. I think that a position
came through clearly in that story: that you can build
judiciously, intelligently, and respectfully. A Landmark
District is not frozen in time. That is my position. I think
the fact that architects and preservationists were squared
off against one another was clearly stated in that piece.

In this particular case, I think—by giving so much
attention to the issue of context—my bias, which is in
favor of contextual architecture, did come through. Once
again, we are dealing with the physical limitations of
daily journalism. Considering that what was available was
somewhere in the vicinity of one thousand words, these
issues were dealt with more than they might have been.
This is a good example of some of the differences between
publications: The Times dealt with it rapidly and
forthrightly, if too briefly; in The New Yorker, I think there
would have been great interest in serious discussion of the

very issues we have been talking about— which certainly
could bear more extended discussion; Time would
probably not want a piece on the building under any
circumstances, believing it to be too specific, and too
local.

P.E.: My hope is that Skyline will be able to cover that
kind of issue in a critical context. My anxiety about the
future of Skyline is that while there needs to be a balance
between news and criticism, it is just this in-depth kind
of criticism that is not being done in your newspaper, or
in other professional journals. With particular reference
to the Agrest/Gandelsonas controversy, we are talking
about an issue that is fascinating, and one that needs
more than the one thousand words that The New York
Times can give to it.

P.G.: I think that Skyline is still very much finding its
way. Getting back to The Times, it is possible within the
context of one of our Sunday Arts and Leisure columns to
go into somewhat more detail because that column, by its
very format, seems to suggest a little more distance. Also,
if one could write one daily column that was very specific,
and then follow with a Sunday column that had a little bit
more distance, the two together might constitute
something appropriate.

P.E.: Tuming to your book rather than your newspaper
articles, I find that it does reveal a more distinct position.

P.G.: It is not stated explicitly. There is no question,
however, that it is there. Sure.

P.E.: Tell me what your intention was in writing the

book.

P.G.: What was asked of me was a text of roughly fifty
thousand words that would be, in effect, a history and
commentary on the skyscraper. As the preface says, it “is
a history and commentary . . . but it is commentary more
than it is history.”
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P.E.: What is interesting is
that you are obviously more

at home with commentary
than history. The later

chapters, which deal less with
history, are where the book gets

stronger.

P. G.: I think consistent with this
was the slightly unusual twist in the
decision not to organize the book
chronologically, but to start with
the issue of the skyscraper as an

urban problem, to set out a kind of urban theme that is
returned to later. In fact, if the book makes any kind of
contribution beyond the sheer act of assemblage—itself
important, given the surprising absence of a book like this—
it is in the relationship of the theme of urbanism to the
continuing evolution of the skyscraper form.

P.E.: One major fault I find is that there is not a plan in
the entire book.

P.G.: With the exception of ground floors and
elevator-bank layouts, I am not sure that the plan of a
skyscraper teaches us very much. If plans of skyscrapers
meant as much to an understanding of these buildings as
they do to houses, of course they would have been
included.

P.E.: You say in your introduction to the book that your
concerns are primarily aesthetic, and that the subject of
planning cannot be fully separated from the aesthetics of
skyscrapers. I would like to take exception with you on
this issue. You talk about skyscrapers, both in the book
and in The Times, as project-oriented, as opposed to
planning-oriented. That is, they derive not so much from
planning, but from whatever aesthetic purpose is
necessary to make them commercially viable.

P.G.: There is no conflict here. That the origin of the
design of individual skyscrapers has not been in the realm
of planning does not contradict the fact that the shape of
the city overall is clearly the result of planning
legislation, at least as much as anything else.

P.E.: If you do profess a concern for planning and a
concern for context, why do you not talk about one of the
criticisms that can be leveled at the Seagram Building:
that it broke the vertical face of the idea of the avenue —
and a specific and glorious avenue at that? In the past,
only churches or public buildings would have been
allowed by the society to make such a break with the
structure of the city. Here private commerce takes
advantage, because of zoning, of the public well-being.
No matter how great Seagram is in comparison with Lever

House, it opened up a crucial issue of private versus
public well-being.

P.G.: Of course it did.
P.E.: But you do not even talk about it.

P.G.: Untrue. There is a line in the book that says:
“Seagram, although a great work of art, was a poor
model” (p. 113), and then goes on to discuss its effects in
the next chapter. So, I am not ignorant of that point or
indifferent to it.

P.E.: For me, that is like saying, “Oh, well, yes, it did

break the face of the avenue, but it is such a marvelous
aesthetic object that it is worth it.”

P.G.: Well, Seagram may well indeed have been worth it;
as the Guggenheim Museum is worth it.

P.E.: But the Guggenheim is a public building.

P.G.: But, while Seagram is not a public building, it
broke the rules for essentially public purposes —the
provision of public space—as well as for its own
glorification and narcissism. It has, in fact, turned out to
have considerable public benefits.

P.E.: I introduced this argument because you argue for
context, or whatever post-modernism means to you—
whether in the form of historicism, or romanticism. . . .

P.G.: Historicism and romanticism are other things.

P.E.: Historicism, first of all, is a modernist notion.
Modern architecture, even though it was supposedly
ahistorical, used the propelling force of history as one of
its ideological vehicles. I am always interested in
post-modernists who would like to forget that modernism
ever existed, but who use the same historicist imperative
—only it is a different kind of history that we must now
follow. Second —and this is where I would like some

clarification —you said recently that you were against too
much theorizing, architects saying too much about what
they are doing.

P.G.: No, [ am not against theorizing. I am against glib
phraseology. I said that in response to an offensive
argument that suggested the proposed tower for St.
Bartholomew’s was a contextual building.

P.E.: But modern architecture, and modernism, were
against speaking buildings. They were for buildings being
mute objects—they were against having meaning
ascribed to them. What I find so interesting is that the
critics who are arguing on the one hand for less talking,
meaning, and theory are the same critics—i.e., Paul
Goldberger— who would argue against the muteness of
buildings. So, I do not know where you stand.

P.G.: By “muteness of buildings,” do you mean absence
of semiotics?

P.E.: I mean buildings that talk about architecture and
not about society.

P.G.: That is a different matter. I was saying that a
building should be permitted to speak for itself, and not
come in a rhetorical box that we have to take all the
ribbons off of before we can get to the building. That does
not mean that the building cannot be abstract, or
representational, or romantic, or what have you, once you
get to it. I don’t see that one has anything to do with the
other. I am also not at all against theory in general. You
are right in the sense that there is something very
pleasing about the early modern period, when there was a
great deal of serious writing and theorizing of a general
sort not directly connected to specific buildings.

The question of whether buildings themselves should be
abstract or should not be abstract is another issue
altogether, because you can surround any building with
rhetoric. Let the abstraction speak for itself. A narrative
building that works well will not require a libretto .

P.E.: On another subject, the buildings of Roche and
Dinkeloo seem significant. You say that a weakness
common to their contemporaries— you do not cite them
necessarily, but one can infer from your text—is that
their buildings need to stand alone, that they are not
contextual buildings. I would argue that the buildings you
praise later are hardly examples of good contextual
buildings, but because they are so full of romantic energy
you would allow them to ignore the context.

P.G.: Not quite. I do feel that the United Nations Plaza
by Roche and Dinkeloo does not relate to context in
traditional ways at street level. But the form and color of
the tower do relate strongly to the UN Secretariat
Building, so it is contextualism at a large scale.

P.E.: On the one hand, you will criticize a building
because it needs to stand alone —that is, it is not
contextual, nor does it lend itself to context— and on the
other hand, you will praise buildings that equally need to
be standing alone, because they are so ebullient in some
other way. Are you saying that there are different kinds of
context?

P.G.: Certainly.

P.E.: I would argue that Yamasaki’s World Trade Center
is a contextual building. It is about a different context for
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New York, however. It is about a framing of a series of
existing romantic skyscrapers. You could argue that it is a
very imposing model for a way of looking at New York.

P.G.: In fact, I have said that it is provocative, and
rather successful, as a minimalist sculpture; the way that
the two towers play off against each other is very good.
Thank God there were two of them and not one.

P.E.: But minimalist sculpture has an ideology. It is not
narrative. It is not romantic, yet you are treating it as a
romantic, and as such you are turning it against itself; you
are consuming it.

P.G.: That is right. But what happens if I like both of
them? It is possible to admire certain things that are not
consistent with one another at all. I agree with you about
the Trade Center, although I find that the arguments
against it and the failures of the buildings are so powerful
as to overwhelm its successes.

P.E.: But they are aesthetic failures, not contextual
failures.

P.G.: No, I think they are contextual. You are taking
“context” to mean respect for the notion that there is some
sort of larger picture beyond the borders of this building.
I believe that this must imply within it respect for what
preexists within that physical context. In fact, the Trade
Center succeeds on the first and fails on the second.
Therefore, while you are right in one sense, suggesting
that this building is not contextually ignorant, it is
nonetheless contextually a failure in spite of the fact that
it may be informed by some contextual impulse; that
impulse is so grotesque and unresponsive that ultimately
it does not have much meaning. The profile of lower
Manhattan, which the World Trade Center shattered, was
something of quality that did call for a response to
context.

P.E.: But it was not conceived of as contextual; it only
happened to be that way.

P.G.: It should have been seen as a context, though. That
the lower Manhattan skyline happened by accident makes
respect for it no less urgent.

P.E.: No, you are getting into ideological issues. For
example, King’s College Chapel and James Gibbs’
Fellows Building at Cambridge are juxtaposed in a
Victorian background that makes the whole ensemble
better than any of its parts. If Mr. Gibbs had been a
contextualist, he would have built a Gothic building
rather than a neo-Palladian one.

P.G.: If you buy the Brent Brolin or Allan Greenberg
view of contextualism, yes. Mine is not so narrow.

P.E.: If I wanted to put up a twelve-story building on the
Ludwigstrasse in Munich, a great street that derives its
greatness from the fact that all buildings are the same
six-story height, have the same scale opening, have the
same material —that is, its context— you would say, “It
depends if it’s a good building”?

P.G.: That is exactly what I would say.

P.E.: But that is not a contextual criticism. It is said that
modern architecture destroyed context, that it had no real
interest in history, that it saw context as a tabula rasa.
You purport to be against that position, yet your argument
for the “good skyscraper” on the Ludwigstrasse certainly
sounds like modern architecture.

P.G.: I have increasingly come to believe that the
essential problem of modem architecture was not that. It
was its inability to create a workable, humane, and
visually pleasing vernacular. But modernism’s ability to
create good buildings, whether they violated context or
not, I have never held in question.

P.E.: My question would be, “What about SOM?” They
do very good buildings as background buildings. Every
building you have chosen for the last chapters of your
book is a foreground building. To me, a city full of
foreground buildings would have no context at all.

P.G.: In fact, that is one of the things that the last
chapter deals with: the problems of everyone trying to do
foreground buildings.

P.E.: But you do not really come out and say that the
question of foreground buildings is problematic.

P.G.: We have a désperate need for some kind of
balance. We are beginning to achieve, in some cases, a
middle ground. The aesthetic of the strip window being
put into a flush facade, a la Citicorp, or 535 Madison, is
beginning to establish a certain kind of background for
this time. I react against particularly extreme positions
and [ react against the extremity of universal

contextualism above all; just as I react against its natural
and obvious opposite. You make a city out of some kind of
civilized middle.

P.E.: I would have thought that the projects of John
Portman could define an anticontextual position, yet you
are not critical of them in the book.

P.G.: John Portman is barely mentioned in the book. In
The New York Times, I have criticized his lack of
contextualism, however. I violently attacked the
Renaissance Center on just those grounds. I decided, in
doing the book, as I looked back on that decade, that the
Portman buildings had less of an impact than one might
have thought some years before; therefore, I gave them
relatively little attention. They bespeak an artificial,
interior urbanism —which is not the same as real
urbanism.

P.E.: Again, about context, you talk about AT&T. . .

P.G.: The discussion in the book of the AT&T Building
is that it is, by any conventional measure, a violator of
context. Johnson has been somewhat disingenuous in
presenting it as a contextual building. It may be
“contextual” in the loosest sense of responding to the
traditional aesthetic of the Manhattan skyline, but it is
hardly responsive to its immediate context. It is a kind of
“conceptual contextualism,” if I may invent a phrase I
hope is never repeated, and as such, it is not particularly
contextual at all.

P.E.: When you really get down to it, the importance of
that building is going to be the internal street-level
arcade.

P.G.: I believe 1 say so: The bottom may well appear
noble. Its scale and details suggest the possibility of a kind
of cvic grandeur seen in no private commercial building in
half a century. (p. 153).

P.E.: If we did not have that arcade, Madison Avenue
would be intolerable.

P.G.: Yes. I can only direct you to the preface, which
ends: . . . whatever the serious architectural intent of any
new construction, in New York and elsewhere, it may not
matter very much if the insistence upon forcing one
[ifty-story tower next to another continues much longer.

P.E.: In spite of this [ believe because of the power of The
Times, you are in a situation where often you pull your
punches. It keeps you from saying certain things. Now,
whether I agree with what you say or not is not at issue. I
agree with your right to say these things and I sometimes
feel that you do not.

P.G.: I don’t agree. As an example, look at St.
Bartholomew’s. We certainly didn’t pull back there: “the
wrong building in the wrong place, at the wrong time” is
what I said on the front page of The Times [October 30,
1981].

P.E.: Although if it were a different architect . . .

P.G.: If it were another architect and precisely that
design, I cannot conceive of saying anything different.

P.E.: In the book, you say of the Johnson/Burgee Maiden
Lane building that “the romanticism is too easy, too
sentimental.” In fact, you say that about the PPG
Building, and add that the same may be said about
Maiden Lane: But as much as the recognition behind both
of these designs that skyscrapers belong to the art of
composition and the art of symbol making is welcome

-« . The romanticism is too sentimental, too easy—
architecture made by Tchaikovsky. (p. 154).

P.G.: That says that the impulse is welcome, but its
specific manifestation at PPG is a little too weak and a
little too glib. The fact of romanticism is not the problem.
The problem is whether the romanticism is any good or
not. The issue is that you have got to do this well, the way
you have got to do everything else well.

P.E.: i1l through this discussion there seems to be an
allusion to absolute standards. What do you mean by
“well”? By what standards are you judging?

P.G.: I do not think you can offer a set of standards in a
vacuum any more than you can say what makes a good
painting. Standards in a vacuum tend to take on a kind of
vacuous air.

P.E.: You could say it has internal consistency.

P.G.: Any work of art must have internal consistency. I
think these two particular buildings do have internal
consistency. On the other hand, they are also more
sentimental than buildings should be. Sentimentality is
really what is being talked about— an overly easy, glib

appeal to the emotions. In any work of art, any work of
architecture, there is a balance between the intellectual
and emotional response evoked. When that balance goes
out of kilter, there is something wrong.

P.E.: It is more likely to go out of kilter in romantic
movements.

P.G.: Which is why that warning is there in that very
paragraph.

P.E.: But you would agree, by and large, that the
romanticism of the later work intrigues you. Do you
believe that there is a new zeitgeist, or even a bourgeois
avant-garde? Do you think they represent a last gasp of
Western society trying to restore order to a chaotic world,
a world that has no certainty, no hierarchy, no value
system, or do you truly feel that we can put the world
back together the way it was in “the good old days”?

P.G.: A lot of those movies are movies about movies. A
lot of this is architecture about architecture.

P.E.: But architecture about architecture is not a
romantic view. In one sense, you are quite distant from
that.

P.G.: I do not think that the romanticism I am responding
to is itself an indication of any particular moral stance.
Indeed, it is in many ways self-indulgent. And it certainly
is sensual — it is advocating a kind of accessible, sensual
pleasure that modernism was unwilling to provide. Now,
how to provide such a sensual architecture without falling
into the trap of Johnson and Burgee at PPG, of becoming
too sentimental —this is the dilemma.

P.E.: Is it not a romanticism about the ideal that the
modernists had? Has it nothing to do with ideal worlds?

P.G.: Not at all.
P.E.: It could be considered amoral.

P.G.: That is right, up to a point. I respond to a great
deal of romantic and post-modern work on purely formal
terms. But of course the decision to emphasize certain
formal values is itself not without moral implications. It
would be naive to suggest that a “sensual architecture,” to
use my term of a moment ago, did not imply a certain set
of values. But I certainly do not hold the view that the
movement toward romanticism in architecture is in any
way connected to a desperate striving for moral values in
our culture, or to a pure order for a disordered world. To
the extent that it emerges from a recognition that
historical architecture is more visually pleasing, more
sensual than modernist forms. The romanticism we see
today does yearn for the past. But that does not mean that
it is simply a cry for order.

P.E.: Does it have anything to do with urbanism or is it
anti-urban?

P.G.: If anything, it is a pro-urban movement.. First,
because of its commitment to the idea that the city is
visually interesting, and second — and these must go
hand-in-hand even though most pracititioners do not put
them together— because of its commitment to the idea of
the city as a social presence.

P.E.: If there seems to be one deficiency in your criticism
it would be a lack of social concern.

P.G.: Absolutely not. In fact, the Magazine article, and
the book to some extent, deal

of the skyscraper as a social entity. The reason I consider
Citicorp important is that it attempted to integrate the
notion of minimalist sculpture and the abstract skyscraper
with the idea of the large-scaled skyscraper as a social
presence. That this is not what the social critics of two
decades ago thought we were getting into goes without
saying. It is one of the ironies of modern American
culture that the large corporate state can co-opt anything
it wishes to; in fact, it has co-opted Jane Jacobs. The
irony of Rouse’s celebrated debate with Jane Jacobs in
Boston a year or two ago is profound. Everything Rouse is
doing is essentially what would naturally happen if you
crossbred Jane Jacobs and a modern, marketing-oriented
corporation.

P.E.: But you seem to be saying that it is precisely
because of marketing that these developers have turned to
a more romantic view, and that as long as this marketing
is done with a certain aesthetic sensibility, it is
acceptable to you. I would argue that your book is not
about aesthetics, it is about marketing, and consumerism.

P.G.: Nonsense. It is about architecture. What it is
about, in fact, is what interests me most of all about
twentieth-century architecture: the process by which
serious design and public taste intersect and influence
one another.
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Cracks in the Dwelling
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THE FLORIDA BUILDING

Mark Schimmenti. “The Florida Building,”

Early this spring the Young Architects’ Exhibition
Committee, consisting of Hillary Brown, Thomas
Markunas, Robert Seitz, Roy Strickland, and Kim
Weller, sent out a letter to young architects around New
York soliciting work for an exhibition to be held at the
Architectural League, entitled “Responses to the City.”
About 125 people responded with entries. A jury
consisting of Emilio Ambasz (the League’s president), Max
Bond, Lewis Davis, Malcolm Holzman, Nory Miller, and
two members of the Young Architects’ Committee
convened to select the exhibitors. After being instructed
to pick only those projects that “they really liked,” the
jury’s selection proved severe. Only seven projects were
chosen. Not enough, according to the committee, who
subsequently added seven more projects, including one
by a member of their own group. After compromising its
own selection process, the committee could not really
carry out its original plans, and so three evenings of
presentations were held this fall (October 13, 20, and
27), entitled “Dwelling in the Cracks: Responses to the
City.”

The first of the three evenings (“Recommendations and
Suppositions”), which showed only work originally
chosen, was the most consistent and interesting. The aim
of most of the projects seemed to be to apply and possibly
domesticate the arguments associated with Aldo Rossi
and the School of Venice, which consider the city as a
dialectic between building types and urban form. In a
project for Artists and Writers Housing in Rye, England,
Ralph Lerner and Richard Reid explored an abstracted
image of the traditional row house with a projecting
central bay, localizing the iconic elements of the
architecture in the facade, and leaving a relatively open,
box-like interior. Both as an evocation of collective
memory and as a strategy for urban infill, the project
seemed successful and unassuming. Stephen Forman
presented a project for the Cannaregio Sector of Venice:
an even texture of block and slab elements of housing is
traversed by an “architectural promenade,” a reverie on
the villa and the wall, presented in a series of frontal
views. A collage was formed by attaching fragments of the
15th-century De Barbari plan onto these exquisitely
rendered colored pencil drawings. The luminous effects of
light and water that are ultimately the main concern of the
project seemed even more resonant in slide form.

Steven Holl’s two projects were quite removed from
Forman’s elegiac exercise in architectural sightseeing.
“Alphabet City,” a study published as a pamphlet, is a
typological study of commercial buildings in the
American Grid City and a subtle commentary on
architectural “legibility.” In Holl’s analysis, building
types are reduced to the forms of capital letters: I, B, L,
etc. Seeing them in a grid is somewhat like looking at
sentences in a Cyrillic alphabet. One assumes that they
make sense, but one doesn’t know what they mean or

how. In his project for a “Bridge of Houses,” Holl
proposes an intermediate “urban fact” to keep these
letters in line. A bridge aligns with the courtyard houses,
which occur as a sequence en filade. Adapted to
Manhattan, the houses are situated on abandoned
elevated railroad tracks on the West Side.

The last project presented that evening was entitled
“Bessie Smith Memorial Dance Hall,” by Donna
Robertson. This was the only project whose intent was
solely monumental —a memorial to the black blues
singer. The structure itself was highly ambiguous in
scale, with an exterior made to resemble a Southern
wooden church. Located “somewhere in Harlem,” this
project raised questions as to the appropriation of its
imagery and character. The post-modern manipulation of
cliché, which may well suit the pretensions of the
nouveau riche, struck some members of the audience as
excessively cynical when applied to black culture.
Equally disturbing was the “non-place” aspect of its
location, which relegated the concrete experience of
Harlem to the realm of myth rather than to that of the
streets.

The second evening of the series (“Constructions”) was
devoted to built work, generally of small scale. It proved
to be less interesting than the preceding one, and
unconvincing as “responses to the city,” raising rather
than resolving issues of reference, imagery, and the
“figurative” use of materials. Robert Grzywacz, the first
speaker, took on the difficult task of creating a structure
to act as a background to the altar of a neo-Gothic church
in Connecticut. The piece of scenography that emerged
combined layering, lighting, changes of scale, and

de Stijl-ized religious iconography to create a rather
fantastic, if somewhat overwrought construction. Roy
Strickland and James Sanders sought to gentrify a
“pushers’ pesthole” by putting bookstalls and an open-air
café made of Brunelleschoid bent metal tubing in Bryant
Park. David Spiker, in his “American Honda Government
Relations Office, Washington, D.C.,” put a “high-tech”
architectural look to the service of corporate lobbying.
While many of the elements of this design were powerful
and finely articulated, their total effect, particularly when
painted, raised questions as to the scale and number of
gestures possible when “dwelling in the cracks.”

Architecture and other games were the theme of the third
evening (“Fragments and Figments”). Dodie Acklie
presented costumes for an architectural costume ball,
modeled after the 1931 Beaux-Arts Ball. Perspective
views of buildings transformed them into bulging pants
and bodices, whose claims to allure gently mocked the
pretensions of the well-dressed skyscraper. In his “Soccer

Top: Ralph Lerner and Richard Reid. Artists and Writers
Housing, Rye, England. Front elevation. Center: Robert
Grzywacz. St. Mary of Czestchowa Church, altar screen;
1979. Bottom: Steven Holl. “Bridge of Houses.”

Court,” David Cagle attempted to find a container that
would make soccer available —like the squash court or
covered tennis court—to well-heeled New Yorkers. His
10-foot-wide court ran 110 feet in length.

Mark Schimmenti’s “Florida Building” afforded even
more extreme possibilities of escape. Influenced, of
course, by Rem Koolhaas, as well as by the initiatory
parcours of Ledoux’ Enlightenment projects, Schimmenti’s
gigantic distraction machine on Roosevelt Island would
transport its travelers from a brief bit of nostagia for lost
New York, through a delirious history of Florida’s
development (and that of architecture), from the hypostyle
swamp through the Vehicle Assembly building. While the
Temple of Solomon and the Tower of Babel are familiar
visions, Alexander Gorlin’s attempt to reconstruct
“Ezekiel’s Vision of the City and its Tranformation by Site
and Program: Jerusalem and Union Square” is far more
cabalistic an undertaking, as it was only supposed to have
existed in the prophet’s imagination. Gorlin’s vision is of
a square sacred precinct traversed by slots of space that
are defined by the four gates marking its entries.
Juxtaposed on the “impure” site of Union Square, the
precinct becomes a subway entrance, leading down rather
than up, rotated in relation to the Manhattan grid, and
slightly eroded at the edges.

The complicated relations between a “pure” concept and
the labyrinth of its execution were the theme of the final
presentation. Michael McDonough unraveled a twisted
tale of his dealings with his client, the city agencies, and
other knotty problems that tied up the construction of his
“Rope Building,” a grid of ropes laid upon the exterior of
an apartment building in Greenwhich Village.

“Dwelling in the Cracks” may have been a difficult
assignment, but it should not have opened up even wider
gaps between aspiration and achievement; between
evocation and rhetoric.
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A series of six lectures on “Tall Buildings” was held from
September 30 to November 4 at the Museum of Fine Arts
in Houston. Sponsored by the Rice Design Alliance,
speakers included: Paul Goldberger, Helmut Jahn, Fazlur
Khan, Henry Cobb, Cesar Pelli, and An thony Lumsden.

Tall Tales

Peter Papademetriou

DMJM. Raffles Place office building, Singapore. Project.

Pei & Partners. Parqe Urbano, Torre Real, Madrid,
Spain.

It began as an event in conjunction with ceremonies
surrounding the dedication of the School of Architecture
at Rice University in Houston (see Skyline, October,
November, December), with Paul Goldberger kicking off
the lecture series “Tall Buildings.” Sponsored by the Rice
Design Alliance, a public-awareness group actively
involved in promoting environment/design issues, the
series reviewed the current scene, in a resurgence of
Interest in the design of towers. The series was presented,
after Mr. Goldberger’s intro, by some of the leading
practitioners involved in the shape of things.

And shape is definitely what’s happening in tall buildings.
Houston, among the great metropolitan centers evidencing
some of the more significant manifestations of this trend,
was also an appropriate setting for a series on the subject
because of the continued iconic power the type exerts
within its urban landscape. In other words,
600-square-mile Houston, spread endlessly across the
Texas prairie, is a case in point that our society has tall
buildings to fulfill cultural purposes.

Mr. Goldberger’s remarks have subsequently appeared as
the cover article of The New York Times Sunday Magazine
(November 8). Two points of his appeared quite true as
reasons for architects’ giving way to reformation of the
“box” —that the victory of Modernism was broad, but not
deep; and, furthermore, that rejection of the International
Style was no longer rebellious, but another form of
conformity. There appeared to Goldberger to be three
basic genres: the “social skyscraper,” creating deliberate
public spaces as part of the built form (atria, galleries,
etc.); the “computer esthetic” of the abstract, but often
highly sculpted skin, a thing almost extruded, or made of
one material evoking a “noiseless” quality; and, finally,
the historicist/pictorial —exercises reviewing and
reinterpreting the history of skyscraper form. The diverse
shapes appeared to Mr. Goldberger as a period of
transition, akin to the “flowering” of the Baroque, and
naturally involved with intricate tricks and
self-indulgence; as he characterized it, “excess with a
degree of promise.”

Helmut Jahn, partner in the Chicago firm Murphy/Jahn,
emphasized the constant struggle between art and
technology as well as the abundance of form with the tall
building type, pointing to a range of architecture still
subject to diverse interventions. The urban impact was
perceived by Jahn, as by others, as essentially symbolic,
although that old Chicago-School integrity was clearly
there as he remarked, “We do not construct decoration,
but try to decorate construction.” With a deference to the
works of the 1920s, evidenced by the Northwestern
Terminal or Board of Trade addition, Jahn’s work was to
be seen as a “temporary settlement of the spiritual and
technological.”

Fazlur Khan, the engineering genius behind SOM, added
a sound theoretical dimension by relating social issues to
technological and construction innovation. Khan stated
that society has brought on the need for the concentration
of people, and that in general the phenomenon of tall
buildings was isolated to a few metropolitan areas.
Critical to Khan’s view were the relationships between
tallness and building configuration from construction
process, and between height and weight of steel relative
to floor area. Evolution in the work of SOM addressed
dynamic movement and lightening of the material ratio
through increased rigidity and stiffness. The framed tube,
tube in tube, truss tube, and ultimately “bundled” tubes
led to the Sears Tower and One Magnificent Mile. If the
shapes of Mr. Jahn appear boundless, Mr. Khan
suggested they might well all become accessible.

Henry Cobb, of .M. Pei & Partners, described the
paradox between the tall building and its program,
compared to the high degree of impact it makes on the
urban context. The intrusion on the public realm results

CesrPlli Associates. Cl linic, Cleveland,
Ohio.

from its relative inaccessibility as a private building type.
However, the “poverty of program” provides a neutral
milieu with which to work, one whose muteness supports
a range of symbols. The unbuilt Parque Urbano/Torre
Real, Madrid, in a sense was the richest exercise in a
diversity of plan form, whose 30/60 geometry was
rotational on a double square. Geometry, however, was
meant not only to enrich form, but also to elaborate a
relationship to urban fabric; to be a “good neighbor rather
than unwelcome intruder,” and thereby to be a key to a
resolution of the inherent paradox of the type.

Cesar Pelli suggested that designers of tall buildings have
wrestled with an appropriate formal solution with no
precedent for the type. From the inversion of value
resulting from the Otis elevator, the evolution of form has
gone from palazzo to campanile, through the image of
pure height, from Ferris to the public icons of the 1920s
and 1930s. Mies abstracted form in the ideology of a
platonic ideal, but restated the armature enclosure of the
steel cage — Pelli feels that the newer changes in
construction and technique of surface have led him to a
change in formal system. This includes lightweight
aesthetics, continuity, silhouette, and surface, with
development of “two-dimensional decoration.” His
Cleveland Clinic, rich in silhouette, also exhibits the
interplay of glass and stone as cladding material,
consistent in Pelli’s eyes with the nature of today’s
technology.

Anthony Lumsden, of Daniel, Mann, Johnson &
Mendenhall (DMJM) of Los Angeles, and a former
colleague of Pelli’s, similarly shared a sympathy to
surface. His concepts centered, as Jahn’s had, on the
question of representation in the art of architecture, and
the question of a conflict between the “arty” and the
logical, rational, and “real.” The formal attributes should
be a closer fit, he stated, and a narrowing between
process and intention should occur. His tower at Raffles
Place, Singapore, combines a modeled but clear shape in
the tradition of a skin aesthetic, where form and surface
are one.

The elaborate rationalizations and diverse production
presented in the series demonstrated that the question of
an appropriate definition of a tall building aesthetic is still
an open one, and that the formal possibilities — symbolic
content and technological means —require a tighter
theoretical articulation. Clearly, however, as shown by six
weeks of sell-out audiences for the Rice Design Alliance
series —in Houston, at least—the reality of tall
buildings as a feature of the urban landscape creates a
keen interest even as the phenomenon continues to
emerge.
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“The modes of life that Lutyens enshrined in lake
country seats and mock castles is still a little
problematic for puritan British tastes.”

Lutyens’ Empire

David Dunster

‘ Lutyens exhibition installation, Hayward Gallery, London, 981 . Part of room showing Liverpool Cathedral, War

Memorials, and New Delhi. Photographs by Morley van Sternberg.

Sir Edwin Landseer Lutyens has been hauled into place
as the apogee of quality in twentieth-century English
architecture. The architect, who lived from 1869 to 1944,
stands for a set of values assumed to represent something
akin to eternal verities. And while this exhibition is about
him and his work, it would be a mistake to assume that he
does not represent a larger group of architects. It would
be difficult to actually mount a propagandistic show for
heating up the dying embers of Victorian and Edwardian
architectural eclecticism. That would make the
“objective” historical standing of some of his fans rather
too committed. So instead we find a show that mixes
plans, working drawings, room reconstructions, and
current photographs. It is a regular potpourri that needs
the dominant binder Piers Gough, of Campbell,
Zogolovitch, Wilkinson, Gough, has put into remodeling
the Hayward Gallery, where the Lutyens show is on view.

In truth it was not the English who “rediscovered”
Lutyens, but two Americans: Robert Venturi (Complexity
and Contradiction in Architecture; 1966), and Allen
Greenberg (“Lutyens’ Architecture Restudied,” Perspecta
v. 12; 1969). At that time, it could hardly have been
otherwise. English magazines and architectural
discussions were too concerned with problems of urban
planning, of housing layout, and with the introduction of
industrialized building processes to take note of Lutyens’
work. It must be admitted, even by his staunchest
supporters, that he could bring little of immediate use to
these particular problems; his town planning schemes are
too Beaux-Arts, with no real handling of the demands of
the car. His housing layouts do not describe a world in
which mothers can supervise their toddlers at play; and
he knew more about a craft-based building industry than
the techniques of the production line.

Venturi and Greenberg, however, saw Lutyens as a
sophisticated planner, an architect who understood spatial
sequence and questions of scale, and someone whose
handling of surface was perhaps more akin to American
practice. They never suggested that he could do no
wrong, nor that the path that he trod should be speedily
returned to. But the Americans could learn from Lutyens
because of the distance they enjoyed. The modes of life
that Lutyens enshrined in lake country seats and mock
castles is still a little problematic for puritan British taste.

The Americans could point to the skill and ingenuity of
the problems he set for himself and sometimes solved.
They could show how he advanced techniques of planning
that are possibly the single substantial basis for any
theoretical approach to architecture. Indeed, the
historical categorization of Lutyens’ career taken up by
the Lutyens Exhibition Committee at the Hayward is
hardly to be found in either Venturi or Greenberg’s
writings.

To turn at last to the exhibition: the catalogue is divided
into twenty-nine sections, but the work is displayed in
about ten spaces. Gough, the designer, has created a
walk around these spaces that follows Lutyens’ life, with
each particular space in some way designed to parallel
the prevailing concerns of the architect at that point.
Entry is made via a vestibule with a statue of Lutyens to
one side, and a panel bearing the words “Architecture,
with its love and passion, begins where function is
achieved.” From here, the visitor continues into a larger
room that is crowded by a garden seat set on a stone
plinth. To one corner is a replica of the fireplace of
Munstead Wood, and on the walls, the story of a quiet
childhood and early training. A ramp forms the long wall
of this room and has been sheathed in plasterboard, for it
is that Le Corbusian ramp of many sketches, and now it
appears like the entrance to a movie theater seen from the
side. At the foot of the ramp, however, the sides are
covered with a delicate trompe l'oeil of a garden by
landscape architect Gertrude Jekyll, with whom Lutyens
worked at the beginning of his career. At the top of the
ramp is a replica of Lutyens’ bedroom, behind which a
rather dull collection of furniture lurks. To the right, the
first large room of the show opens up as an overscaled
stable court, whose walls are pasted with photos,
drawings, and pithy texts describing the great houses.
There is bound to be a revelation or two here for all but
the most ardent buff—for me it was the marvelous
pictures of the house at Varengeville, taken by André
Goulancourt, and the remodeling of The Pleasaunce,
which Lutyens apparently disliked. Ultimately this is both
the browsing room and the heart of the exhibition.

From here the visitor passes by a large, triangular red
case commemorating the long association between
Lutyens and Country Life. As part of this structure, a tiny
case that extends back against the gallery wall was made
by Gough; in this is exhibited the miniature copy of that
magazine made for the Queen’s Doll’s House. This neat
touch hardly prepares the visitor for the shock of
descending the staircase and being confronted by the
magnificent photograph of Lanbay (1905) taken, it would
appear, from the roof. The vertiginous reaction almost
takes one’s attention away from the geometrically laid
brickwork in the room that zigzags to the right, where
Gough has successfully evoked the atmosphere of
Lutyens’ “Castles.” From here (mind the slope), one is
catapulted into a sequence of rooms devoted to the later
years, and the architect’s “Wrenaissance.”

The exhibition “The Work of the English Architect Sir
Edwin Lutyens, 1869—1944” opened at the Hayward
Gallery, London, on November 18, 1981, and will be on
view until January 31, 1982. The exhibition was directed
by Colin Amery. The exhibition catalogue, of the same
title, was also written by Colin Amery (The Arts Council
of Great Britain, London, 1981; approx. 240 pages, many
black-and-white and color illustrations; $16.00).

View of Viceroy’s Lodge, New Delhi, as termination of

final sequence of rooms.

One large room is equipped with Lutyens’ deep Indian
cove, white above a pink wall, and streaked with red to
simulate the stone of Delhi. Two models occupy the
center: that of Liverpool Cathedral, and a fine interpretive
model of the Thiepval arch (War Memorial and Cemetery
to the Missing at the Battle of the Somme; 1923 —30), in
which the vaults are revealed. The Cathedral is the
subject of the best essay in the catalogue, a skillful and
rich description by Sir John Summerson. The model,
however, looks not a little like the rest of a slump test
carried out with the components of a Froebel toy set. As
in Delhi, it is almost impossible to apprehend the images.

The work that sticks in the craw is this last period of
classicism. He called it a “high game,” and one hopes
that he was fully aware of all the ambiguities of that
phrase —that when game, like hare or pheasant, is high,
it is just one stage away from inedible putrifaction. The
classicism of Lutyens’ bank buildings is weak, and he
could not break away from it, as his Chicago
contemporaries had already done. The mode of
construction was out of control, and all the geometric
proportions in the world could not enliven the flatness of
his elevations of repetitive windows. Neither was mass
housing his forte: Page Street is grotesque nonsense —the
plans lacking amenity, the courts too tight, and his spirit
only barely perceivable in the gatehouses, which could
have been cribbed from any “great house” project.
Lutyens knew how to build when he was dealing with
craftsmen who also understood what they were doing.
Lutyens’ talent consisted of taking normal expectations,
and then manipulating them. On a smallish scale the
craftsman could understand what this was about. But
those overblown public buildings of his later life suggest
not that he had come to his senses, but that his inventive
powers had left him. Delhi, in another country and
another culture, is an exception. To be a true “classicist”
is, however, to forsake a process of inversion, to search
for an archetype. Lutyens was more concerned with
inversion than that search.

Having said all that, the exhibition as a piece of design, a
mise-en-scene, is parallel to some aspects of Lutyens’
working method, and presents twice—both through his
work and Gough’s—the fun that Lutyens had. In this
respect, whatever reservations one may have about the
work exhibited, the public nature of this show is well
timed. The search for style could appear to be the motive
behind this exhibition, but the designer and organizer
have taken it too seriously to simply let it blow away like
that particular puff of wind. One can only hope that this
will be but the first of many exhibitions that reveal what
architects have and have not been able to do.
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Alexander Jackson Davis. A single-family home, Llewellyn
Park, West Orange, N.J .; ca. 1860.
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Christopher Wilk

Grosvenor Atterbury . Greenway Terrace, Forest Hills

Gardens, N.Y.; 1912. Photo by Marta Gutman.

Grosvenor Atterbury. Cul-de-sac homes, Forest Hills
Gardens, N.Y.; 1912-1914.

“Suburbs” is a modest but extremely interesting
exhibition on view through January 24 in the basement
gallery of the Cooper-Hewitt Museum. Assembled by
guest-curators Robert Stern and John Massengale, the
exhibition includes well over 100 site plans, architectural
drawings, photographs, and assorted publicity materials
relating to the development of the American planned
suburb between 1850 and 1940. As visitors to the exhibit
will discover, the subject is one from which architects
should find much to learn.

The typical American planned suburb— a-bedroom
community of free-standing houses in a planned country
setting and located within commuting distance of a town
or city— developed largely as a consequence of
nineteenth-century industrialization. With the rise of a
middle class, an increase in wealth, the expansion of
railroads, and the negative social and domestic
consequences of industrialization, Americans looked to a
better way of life. For over 100 years, many found that
way of life in the planned suburban community.
Well-known architects were involved in suburban design
from the end of the 19th century until the 1930s. From
that point on, with a few notable exceptions, and owing
largely to the influence of the International Style’s focus
on city planning, the design of planned suburbs became
almost exclusively the domain of the real estate developer.

Stern and Massengale very correctly point to the
importance of the suburb in the history of America’s
cities, arguing that it is “perhaps our most characteristic
form of American urbanism, and yet its physical patterns
remain the least charted manifestation of our society and
culture.” We are asked to consider not only the
architecture of these communities (in fact, architectural
form takes a back seat in this show), but also the imagery
of the American suburb.

While the show’s organizers have clearly pointed to a
topic that should be of interest to architectural historians,
their interests as practicing architects run deeper. The
impressive array of visual material unearthed for this

Arthur Cotton Moore[Associates. Foxhall Crescents, Washington, D.C. 1979

exhibition challenges us to consider to what extent the
spurning of the suburb as a design type by so-called
“progressive” architects has narrowed the ability of an
important segment of the profession to come to grips with
contemporary problems of design and planning. Stern’s
lengthy essay, “La Ville Bourgeoise,” in the companion
issue of A.D. that serves as a catalogue, reminds us of the
problems in the “modernist” view of city planning and its
rejection of the possibilities inherent in designing the
suburb. Stern urges architects again to look to the suburb,
which “may well hold the key to the solution of urban
problems that were hitherto deemed insoluble.” In
particular, he advocates the use of planned suburbs
within blighted urban areas, where large open spaces, as
well as easy access to rapid transit, exist.

The exhibit, while avoiding virtually any extended
definition of the term “suburb,” does clearly point out the
different origins and types of American suburbs. Railroad
suburbs, streetcar and subway suburbs, industrial
villages, resort suburbs, and automobile suburbs are all
included. The architecture of these suburbs ranges from
what might be called the garden apartments of Bridgeport
to the elegant free-standing houses of Tuxedo Park. The
crucial issue in the formation of the suburb, also
deserving of further study, is the development of the
railroad. In “La Ville Bourgeoise,” Stern points to the
village of Harlaem (where Harlem stands today) as an
example of a suburb earlier than Llewellyn Park in West
Orange, traditionally described as the first American
suburb. Llewellyn Park (founded in 1853 by Llewellyn
Haskell, who hired architect Alexander Jackson Davis)
was, however, the first romantic suburb, offering “country
homes for city people.” The quality of its asymmetrical,
picturesque houses (represented in the show by lovely
watercolors and hand-tinted engravings) was matched by
the beauty of the landscape. For many, Llewellyn Park,
as well as the writings of its architect, best exemplified
the suburban ideal. As Davis well knew, and as Stern
explains, “Though it is clearly a planning type, the
suburb is perhaps most importantly a state of mind based
on imagery and symbolism.” Although some later
developers and architects eschewed Davis’ style of
architecture and his picturesque approach, there arose in
the nineteenth century a symbolism of lawns, curving
roads, and traditional houses that all spoke, as Stern
writes, “of communities that value the tradition of family,
pride of ownership and rural life.”

One suburb that avoided the irregular, romantic design of
Llewellyn Park was Forest Hills Gardens, developed in
1912 by the Russell Sage Foundation, with Grosvenor
Atterbury as architect, and the Olmsted Brothers as
landscape architects. The contrast in approach was
spelled out from the start, in a prospectus of 1911:
“Fantastically crooked layouts have been abandoned for
the cozy, domestic character of local streets, not perfectly

Coinciding with the exhibition “Suburbs,” held at the
Cooper-Hewitt Museum from November 10, 1981, to
January 24, 1982, guest-curated by Robert A.M. Stern
and John Massengale, was the publication of A.D. Special
Issue Profile #31: The Anglo-American Suburb; also
guest-edited by Robert Stern and John Massengale;
published by Academy Editions, London, and distributed
by St. Martin’s Press, New York, 1981; 96 pages,
illustrated with photographs and drawings; $9.95,
soft-cover

straight for long stretches, but gently curving to avoid
monotony.”

Forest Hills, described in the exhibit as “the most
English of American planned suburbs,” was originally
intended as low-income housing; instead it became the
upper-middle-class suburb that, to a large extent, it
remains today. And although it is no longer the fifteen-
minute rail trip it once was, the IND subway does make it
quite accessible.

Although the exhibit focuses on fourteen suburbs — some
famous, others not so well known—there are a small
number of projects represented only by one or two items.
As an appendage, nine recent suburban projects have
been included, although the brief introductory text offers
no explanation of why they are in the show. One assumes
the nine contemporary projects are supposed to reflect
some lessons from the old suburbs. Among these is
Arthur Cotton Moore’s 1979 Foxhall Crescents, derived
from the crescents at Bath. Oddly enough, its references
to classicism, the proximity of one house to the next, and
the use of unusually large amounts of masonry, make it
seem almost urban. In photographs, at least, it has an
eerie, other-world feeling that one hopes does not bother
its occupants.

The exhibition is, unfortunately, tucked away in the
Cooper-Hewitt’s cramped basement gallery. And although
the arrangement of the visual material on the gallery walls
works well, the space makes the show appear smaller,
and perhaps less significant than it really is.

The A.D. companion issue to the show, entitled The
Anglo-American Suburb, is far wider in scope than the
exhibition, although it does not include illustrations of
many of the most interesting drawings in the “Suburbs”
show. (Much of that material was discovered after the
“catalogue” had been edited and sent to press). What the
accompanying issue of A.D. does have to offer are color
photographs of suburbs that are still extant and
descriptions of a much larger number of projects. The
inclusion of British examples is particularly appropriate,
since the origins of the suburb can be traced back to
English antecedents. The main shortcoming of the
“catalogue” is the generally muddy quality of the black-
and-white reproductions. One might also note that a
reproduction of a colored drawing of one of Mr. Stern’s
projects included in the show somewhat immodestly
adorns the cover of The Anglo-American Suburb.

The suburb is an eminently appropriate subject for an
exhibition and even more worthy of a long and thorough
book. The Cooper-Hewitt exhibition has provided an
excellent beginning, reminding us of the need to look at
the suburb, a way of life favored by millions, but too long
ignored by good architects.
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Between Civic Culture and the Academy:
New York and Columbia in the 19th Century
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McKim, Mead & White. Low Library, Columbia University, Morningside Heights Campus, 1897 .

We are all reasonably familiar, I suppose, with the
tendency over the past quarter-century for more and more
of our writers—and, for that matter, our painters and
performers —to find a home in the university. This
phenomenon represents the end of a particular kind of
literary life characteristic of great cities since the middle
of the nineteenth century. The universities, with aid
from the media, Saul Bellow pointed out in Salmagundt,
have “annihilated” the “literary life this country.” “The
universities were flushed . . . , they had itall . . . ,” and
this left “no extrainstitutional and independent
environment for writers.”

When American writers first began moving into the
universities, Stephen Spender, writing in The Nation in
1949, astutely suggested that the most damaging
consequence of this movement is the transcendence of the
issue of commercial success and failure. What the
university does, what it was organized to do, is to protect
scholars and writers from market failure, and, perhaps,
market success. While some such hedges against the
market are no doubt essential to the integrity of a culture,
if the great mass of serious intellectual work is freed from
the market, it is also in danger of becoming hermetic:
writers writing for fellow writers, scholars writing only for
scholars.

Writers represent a special case, but I mention them here
for two reasons: First of all, no one doubts that great
literature was written before writers were absorbed by the
academy, yet it is often assumed, erroneously, that the
natural and historic home of scholarship has been the
university. Secondly, I think that the difference —which
refers to the superior capacity of writers (as opposed to
scholars) to live off their writing— can be exaggerated.
Not all writers have succeeded in the market, and not all
scholars have failed. Of course, it has been helpful
historically for writers and scholars to have a patron,
personal wealth, or an occupation, particularly one of the
traditional learned professions, which allowed time for the
pursuit of a serious intellectual avocation. But it is also
true that the century following the publication of Dickens’
Sketches by Boz (1836) witnessed the development of
authorship as an independent profession, and the
opportunities provided by this commercialization of the
written word were not restricted to writers of fiction.
While the commercial prospects for novelists have been
better than those for the scholar, one can easily think of
American scholarship of significance published by men
who supported themselves with their pens: Edmund
Wilson’s To the Finland Station, The Patriotic Gore, and
Axel’s Castle; Lewis Mumford’s Culture of Cities, Technics
and Ciwilization, and The Brown Decades.

It is possible, then, to take seriously the possibility not
only of writers but of scholars outside of the academy. In

fact, the identification of the advancement and cultivation
of knowledge with the university in the United States is
fairly recent. We must understand the conditions of
intellectual life before the advent of the research
university one hundred years ago if we are to understand
the transformations in the conditions of urban intellectual
life wrought by the university.

Outside the Academy

Where, then, was the home of intellect during the first
century of our national existence? Primarily, though not
exclusively, it was sustained by a network of local learned
societies, a rather dense complex of urban cultural
institutions founded to sustain and advance learning. The
milieu for scholarship, investigation, and learning in New
York included Columbia College, but the college was only
one of a matrix of institutions nourishing the city’s
intellectual culture. There also were the Lyceum of
Natural History, later to become the New York Academy
of Science; the Academy of Fine Arts; the National
Academy of Design; the Academy of Medicine; the
Century Club; Astor Library; the New-York Historical
Society; and the American Museum of Natural History.

These learned associations were held together—and
gained their cultural legitimacy — by their identification
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