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1.1 In the beginning was the phrase . . .

One of the more ironical aspects of the recent his-
tory of architecture is that the invention of the term
‘The New Brutalism’ should already be shrouded in
historical mystery, in spite of the fact that it occur-
red as recently as the early nineteen-fifties and un-
der conditions which should have rendered the whole
process visible to any historian who was interested.
The mystification derives from two simple circum-
stances: one, that the term was coined, in essence
before there existed any architectural movement fo;
it tr? describe; two, that it was then re-minted to de-
scribe a particular movement, to which it adhered for
reasons that were, in part, so trivial and ridiculous
that tbey could not be taken seriously until later. By
that time the term ‘The New Brutalism' had com;a to
stand for something so portentous that the explana-

tion “It’s somebody's nickname"
ame”,
b il st would have seemed

' The originator of the word
certainly to have been Hans
Asplund. He gave his accou
term in a letter to Eric de

in the ‘Architectural Rev
__Seems no reason t

‘Brutalist’ seems fairly
Asplund, son of Gunnar
nt of the invention of the
Maré which was reprinted

iew' in 1956' and there
0 doubt his version: ’

that it had spread like wildfire, and

what astoundin
. gly, been ag
tion of younger English B

the invent;
curate, the version o ention of the term is ac-

; fits s i
leading (thoy Pread in Eng|a d is mi
gh Aspl dland is mis.
Brutalist’ is ot Plund could ng

t know this) ¢
tholsarhe as i is). ‘Neo-
and it was the latter phrage ch? Lo Brutalism,

Neverthless, the term ‘Brutalist undoubtedly was
brought back to England by the three architects
named by Asplund, and from them passed into the
common colloquial vocabulary at the two main cen-
tres of architectural discussion in London at that
time: the Architectural Association (a professional
club with an attached school) and the Architect’s
Department of the London County Council, which
was just about to embark on its period of greatest
productivity. Within this context of professiondl gos-
sip and discussion, however, the word ‘Brutalist’
was used in a‘rather specialised sense (for polemi-
cal reasons which will appear later). Whatever As-
plund meant by it, the Cox-Shankland connection
seem to have used it almost exclusively to mean
Modern Architecture of the more pure forms then
current, especially the work of Mies van der Rohe.
The most obstinate protagonists of that type of ar-
chitecture at the time in London were Alison and
Peter Smithson, designers of the Miesian school at
Hunstanton which is generally taken to be the first
Brutalist building. The term ‘Brutalist’ was dotibtless
applied to their ideas lightly and in passing, but it
stuck to them for two reasons: firstly, because they
Wwere prepared to make something serious of it; and,
secondly, because Peter Smithson was known to his
friends during his student days as ‘Brutus’ from a sup-

Eosed resemblance to classical busts of the Roman
ero. ;

This last circumstance seemed so ridiculous that it
spread about the world as fast as the Smithsons’
arChl‘tetl:turaI reputation: even before Peter Smith-
son’s first visit to America, Sigfried Giedion's stu-
dfnts Were in possession of a garbled version
(“Brutalism equals Brutus plus Alison”), but the sa-
tirical correspondent in ‘Architectural Design’ who

wrote “... had Peter's n; ido, i
ickn t would
surely have besn ame been Fido, i

: "The New Fidelity' ” had missed the
point. When PeterDSmithSOn ﬁn:”y committed the
Lot in December 1953 “|n fact, had this
:)}SEPNEI:IS L W?u“f{_ha"e been the first exponent of
already deru:ahsm In England...” 2 the situation had
could hay veloped so far that no word but ‘Brutalism’
and man e isrwd to express what the Smithsons
they musfez AR the'" generation urgently felt
tecture to express, even if they had, as yet, no archi-
such did not s lt-Ev.en if The New Brutalism as
A i mre;lly_ exist in December 1953, the situa-
Wwhich needs ?oi 't necessary did exist, a situation
how it was t € €xamined in order to understand
as that g Swedish phrase dropped into an

English contex
t
Wide echoes, should become 4 slogan with world-

phrase to print

) <
‘Architectyral Review’, Augus

: : st 1958
Architectural Design’, December 1953

& il ___,_r et e St

porters

 commonly loose use of th

1.2 Polemic before Kruschev

The English context into which the Swedish phrase
was dropped was a violent and sustained polemi? on
style, such as England had not seen since the nine-
teenth century, though very little of this polemic
reached the public print at the time. In part, this was
a classic quarrel of the generations, but the qua-rrel
was focussed and concentrated almost entirely with-
in one organisation, the Architect's Department of
the London County Council, which was almost the
only place where newly-graduated architects could
find work in London in the early Fifties, :.:tnd the quar-
rel was kept open and alive by one domlnant.factor'—
that the social conscience of the older archlttlacts in
the Department had, in many cas'es,ahardened into an
acceptance of Communist doctrine. o
Such a deveélopment might well 'have be.en antici-
pated — social conscience in archl’lfef:ture is an Eng-
lish tradition that goes back to William Morrt:s, and
the very earliest works of the LCC Archltec’Fs De-
partment after its foundation had"r.)een mosl’dy in such
isocial' fields as housing. In addition, .th.e rise of Mo-
dern Architecture in England in the thlrhes had beer;
greatly influenced both by. the S(?Cl&‘ a‘ttn‘l.udes od
distinguished refugee-archl"tects like Grop!us, Ca-n-|
by the ‘Popular Front' politics of the Spanish 1E|
War (an event which left perma}nent §cars on the
conscience of the English Intelllgen’tsm). M‘any ar-
chitects who returned to their calling (or their train-
ing) after World War 11, had fought that war to méke
the world safe for some form of benevolent social-
ism, and they were heavily committed to the Welfafe—
State ideology of the Labour Governn?en'tl which
swept to power in the first post—\{var glec_’non in 1945.
Not unnaturally they looked for inspiration to coun-
tries that could offer examples of advanced Welfare-
State architecture — and this was one of the reasons
why architects like Oliver Cox and Graeme Shank-
land were in Sweden ta1kiEg ‘:o Hans Asplund, as
‘oned in the previous chapter.
gjtr,]?:[;ddition tcfthis interest in S\fveden, therelwas
also a conscious attempt, by architects cc‘;mmitte.d
to the Communist line, toﬁﬂ,@i@@ﬂﬂw'
of the Socialist-Realist architecture pro-
sia by Zhdanov's architectural sup-
_Within the LCC Architect’s Department, at-
tempts to enforce an Anglo~?hdancv line were con-
ducted with a grotesque mixture of Stahnls.t. co:n-
spiratorial techniques (as was also the oppfasmon bc>
them) and the traditional methods. of Brlhsh sno ;
bery. Thus, disapproval of the architectural views o

(o]

is di ion, ‘Communist’ is taken to
3 the purposes of this discussio ) i .

Forrm an :)ccgptance of Marxist doctrine on aest.hetics, wm‘wut
mE’aessariiy implying membership of the Communist Party, since
::C were a number of purely stylistic fellow-iravellelrjs tal'T;-ongs

i i ; le's Detailing

i . the phrase ‘Peop
:tish architects at the time; : :
.BrsiI:_:.es the sentimentally Marxist archltectur‘e of this trendl.a:d
et i es its purely superficial character. It is a better stylistic
ol igocialist-realist’ in the British context, because ?he
el e word ‘socialist’ in Britain (meaning
the ‘non’-revo|uiio‘p,ar Left) made Socialist-Real-

any member of 57 English.

ism an almost meaningless concei,

1

'Colin A St John Wilson (working in the LCC Hous-

ing Division at that time, like many other architects
who will appear in this book) was expressed through
the time-honoured technique of snubbing — one of
the senior architects who had always previously ad-
dressed him by his nick-name of ‘Sandy’, took care
to address him after the hardening of the party line
as Colin, the first name by which he is never ad-
dressed by his intimates.

This hardening of the ‘architectural line by the Com-
munists occupying the middle ranks of the LCC archi-
tectural hierarchy stemmed partly from a genuine
conviction that something related to English nine-
teenth-century brick-building was the correct ap-
proach (for which they produced William Morris’s
‘Red House' by Philip Webb as justification) and
partly from a defensive response to their own worse-
ning situation. The post-war years had disappointed
the hopes of everybody, but for the Welfare archi-
tects further disappointments followed with the fall
of the Labour Government in 1951, and the ridiculous
anti-Communist witch-hunts which were pursued into
all walks of life, even architecture. About the closing
stages of the People’s-Architecture period at the
LCC there hangs the unmistakable atmosphere of a
grand old British lost cause hurling its gentlemanly
defiance to the world. Early in December 1954 the
entrenched Communist members of the hierarchy
gave out the formal line on architecture in such detail
as the following: Buildings of four storeys or less
are to be considered as domestic in scale, and must
have pitched roofs, but those of greater height are
not domestic, and the form of roof is to be settled
by discussion in the department. Several younger"
members of the Housing Division to whom this
‘ukase’ was directed, seriously considered giving in
their resignations, but they were saved from the
need for such action by no less a péerson than Mr
Kruschev himself, who — only a few days later — first

_entered the world headlines with his intervention at

the All-Union Congress of Architects, an interven-

tion that brought the Zhdanov line into official dis-

favour, marked the beginning of the cultural thaw

in the USSR, and left advocates of Socialist-Realist

architecture all over the world without ideological .
support.

But before Kruschev brought this architectural po-

lemic to a sudden and unexpected close, a clear

and distinctive character had appeared in both par-

ties, each with its array of fighting slogans, hero-

figures and cult-object buildings. The negative as-

pects of the younger generation’s attitude may best
be summed up in the exasperated statement by
James Stirling: “Let’s face it, William Morris was a
Swede”. The factual accuracy of this statement
need not detain us here, it is its emotional truth as a
total rejection of the style of all forms of Welfare

_ architecture that is of consequence. The William
| Morris revival, or People’s Detailing, or whatever

‘term was commonly employed to satirise attempts

| to revive nineteenth-century brick-building techni-

ques, complete with small, shoulder-arched win

; e dows,
etc, was occasionally dignified by the grandios

e title
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sion); Roehampton (Londo

Terrace-housing and low-

Architect's Department (Housing Divi-

» England), Alton East Housing, 1953-5
3 ’ tHousing. _56
rise apartments e

\ on its merits”,

‘-The New Humanism’, which was in itself a rework-
ing of a title invented (by the ‘Architectural Review')
for the Swedish retreat from Modern A%éhitecture:
The New Empiricism. Given the polemical circum-
stance, the phrase The New Brutalism clearly has
strong elements of parody of both the other move-
ments, which — in practice —are often very difficult
to tcjsll apart when built. Both exhibited cottage-sized
,asplfat:ons,, a style based on a sentimerﬁal regard
for nineteenth-century vernacular usages, with pitch-
ed r‘oofs,,brick or rendered walls, window-,boxes bal-
conies, pretty paintwork, a tendency to elabé)rate
woodwork detailing, and freely picturesque grouping
on the ground. The smaller housing in the Alton East
:‘.:tctliz of the LF)C‘S now-famous Roehampton Es-
7 e, | ough designed by Zhdanov precepts (albeit
ompleted after Kruschev's revisions) could equally
well be a demonstration of the New Empiricism —

as Nikolaus P el ST ;
Swodish. evsner observed, its inspiration is

The introduction of Pevsner's name at this point is .

;EE;Opg?:f,ﬁhe kind of architecture to which the
Suppgﬁ e ?lsts objected had another ideological
nunciation:- :Vhas POt swept away by Kruschev's de-
ke fo- 1) Architectural Review’, whose en-
till not beer pf'Ct”_resq“e planning at this time has
Hear Thn orgiven by some of the Brutalist ge-
G ‘ i roughout the war years Pevsner, and

such as H F Clark, had been researching into

the origins and practice of Engl

planning * ish picturesque

Al R ;:dthe e[ghiegnth and early nineteenth
nym of one fon th'(s basis ‘lvor de Wolfe' (pseudo-
e At fu;)l the ‘Review’s’ editors) was later to
i o -scale theory of ‘Townscape'! Such a

Y was to proceed from the Yound' or ‘given’

elem i

2 h?;:fegtf anly planning problem, and by awarding

e v.a uation to these elements, was even

b Sp hmst than Swedish housing-design of the
- Such an approach, which “judges every case

B etc, stands on a firm tradition of

; alism, democracy and common law, but

it seemed of abs
ol ivi
\ generation to Whomutely trivial value to a younger

- the given

in ; . elements of 2
\NIng situation seemed to be ; of the plan
| social chaos, a world

|in ruins, the
\ ' Prospe Tty
IWhat appeared top ¢t of nuclear annihilation, and

L - be a co
ar mplete ab
‘Thc.hltectural standards on the art of an.donment of
is last was the part of their elders.

turbed t

mand ofhE?;tTQSt Profoundly. The fundamental com-

of the place inreTI('q’ue fheor, to “consult the genius
all”, (a tag from Alexander Pope that

S sense L

ing landr:!:;:i: soinally to the pursly visual
“Parks;” model-vi ;

enes resembling thoge inot{i:zl gt geta, In

doctrine (1903)

a ; %
most distinguish nd the Smithsong’ 9es as a conscioug

ed o : ‘Economist’ .
*ample discussed in tp;q bclik (ifeh;me is the
section 9).

°
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Sir Hugh Casson (architektonische
Leitung): Festival of Britain,
London/England, 1951

Blick auf die Abteilung »Downstream

4
Frederick Gibberd; Harlow New Town

Lawn. 1952

(England), Housing at The

was much employed by the ‘Architectural Review’)
seemed to be employed to justify, even sanctify, a
willingness to compromise away every ‘real’ archi-
tectural value, to surrender to all that was most pro-
vincial and second-rate in British social and intel-
lectual life. There were, of course, understandable
historical reasons for this ‘soft’ attitude on the part
of the middle-aged generation. They had been de-
fending some version of the British way of life from
points all over the globe in World War Il, but the
quality of that way of life was being steadily reduced
(especially in the arts) by isolation from those cen-
tres, such as Paris, which had traditionally exercised
both a stimulating and a steadying influence on the
British Intelligentsia. .3
Thus, in England, there had grown up during the war
a romantic and fashionably morbid school of land-
scape/townscape painting, exemplified by the work
of John Piper and Graham Sutherland, and the vision
of this school was influential in preparing a mood
of elegant despair that affected many branches of
British culture in the ensuing peace. Thus Piper, who
contributed a dust-jacket to the classic monument
of post-war intellectual seli-pity, Cyril Conolly’s ‘The
Unquiet Grave', also executed both the dust-jacket
and the illustrations to ‘The Castle's on the Ground’,
a specimen example of wartime ‘home thoughts from
abroad’, a sentimental evocation (written in Cairo)
of the virtues and less damaging vices of Victorian
Suburbia, composed by the distinguished critic J M
Richards, also an editor of the ‘Architectural Review’,
like Pevsner. This book in particular was regarded
by the young as a blank betrayal of everything that
Modern Architecture was supposed to stand for, and
a worse act of treachery in that it had been written
by the man whose ‘Introduction to Modern Architec-
ture', had indeed served to introduce many of them
to the art of architecture.
There can be no doubt that these wartime experien-
ces had serveddo confuse the aims and blunt éhe
intellectual attack of the men to whom were entrust-

. ed such major enterprises as the design of the first

|
|

generation of New Towns, or the Festival of Britain

| in 1951. The younger generation, viewing these works,

| had the depressing sense that the drive was going

' out of Modern Architecture, its pure dogma being di-
luted by politicians and compromisers who had lost
their intellectual nerve. Young architects, of course,
were not the only members of their generation to
feel sentiments like this. Their revolt has been com-
pared to the rise of the ‘Red-Brick’ novelists® and
the ‘Angry Young Men' in the British theatre, but
while it is true that many of the Brutalists hail from
‘Red-Brick' universities and hold the kind of absolute
and uncompromising views that characterise the
Angry Young Men, the fact remains that the first

5 ‘Red-Brick’ universities (so-called because of their preferred
building-material) are mainly of 19C origin, unlike the ancient
universities in Britain, such as Oxford or Cambridge, which are
mostly built of stone. The new universities have never enjoyed
the social status and political prestige of the ancient founda-
tions, and they are therefore one of the main breeding grounds
of social, political and intellectual protest in Britain,
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Sir Hugh Casson (Director of Architecture); London (England),
Festival of Britain, 1951

6

The Sea-and-Ships Pavilion (designer: Sir Basil Spence) seen
from the Dome of Discovery (Ralph Tubbs)

appearance of the New Brutalist attitude precedes
by some years the first ‘Angry’ play, ‘Look Back in
Anger’, and they flatly rejected the provincial back-
ground of which novelists like John Wain and Kings-
ley Amis made so much.

Instead, they deliberately sought out non-provincial
standards and measured themselves against Inter-
national figures. Refusing empiricist compromise or
picturesque traditionalism, they set up as their stan-

' dards men like Le Corbusier, Mies van der Rohe,

_ Philip Johnson (still in his Miesian phase), Alvar
!/Aalto or Ernesto Rogers. They rejected their im-
. mediate predecessors in Britain, except perhaps
| Wells Coates, always true to a Parisian aesthetic,
" and Berthold Lubetkin, the distinguished Russian re-
fugee whose political convictions had never led him
to compromise with vernacular standards, much-to
the embarrassment of other Communist architects
in Britain. As early as CIAM VIII in 1951, the young
had invaded the congress in order to sit at the feet
of ‘grands maitres’ whose views they could respect

- (whatever may have happened later) in preference

to listening to their English seniors whom they were
fast coming to despise.

At the same time they seemed to be setting out 0
find a historical basis for their architectural convic-
tions outside the Eriglish tradition. Here again, Pevs-
ner was an authority they had to reject. Not only did
his ‘Pioneers of the Modern Movement' place a very
high valuation on the English contribution to the

rise of Modern Architecture, but he had also, in an

essay published in April 1954, made a strong case
for the continuing use of picturesque methods even
in architects like Le Corbusiers This article was
consciously intended as a contribution to the public
debate on the Picturesque then in process: it was
written in reply to a radio talk in which Basil Taylor
(an aesthetic philosopher then in vogue) had at-
tacked the corrosive influence of picturesque prac
tice, and Pevsner provoked a spirited reply from
Alan Colquhoun, an important, though largely un-
published, contributor to the architectural ideas ©
the younger generation.?

What this generation sought was historical justifi-
cations for its own attitudes, and it sought them
in two main areas of history — the traditions of Mo-
dern Architecture itself, and the far longer traditions
of classicism. In the first tradition, they laid particu-
lar emphasis on the form-givers — not only on Le
Corbusier and Mies van der Rohe, but also on such
figures as Rietveld (whose Schréder house was de-
scribed by Peter Smithson as “the only truly canoni-
cal modern building in Europe” — a striking and
suggestive turn of phrase) or Hugo Héring, whose
farm at Garkau they knew only through a tiny illus-
tration in a relatively obscure book, Bruno Taut's
‘Modern Architecture’, of 1930. Their degree of so-
phistication about the history of Modern Architec-
ture was remarkable by world standards at the time;

* Taylor's radio text was never printed. Pevsner's article ap-
peared in ‘Architectural Review’, April 1954, a correction from

~ Taylor in the June issue, and Colquhoun's letter (with Pevsner's

reply) in ‘Architectural Review’, July 1954,

their sophistication about classicism was remarkable
for its peculiar interests rather than its extent. Most
of this generation had passed through some form
of rundown Beaux-Arts training (though Peter Smith-
son enrolled deliberately at the Royal Academy
schools in'London, in the hope of acquiring a more
convincing form of classical expertise), all had had
their interest in classicism confirmed by their read-
ings in Le Corbusier, but all came very directly under
the influence of the brilliant revival of Palladian
studies in England in the late Forties, either directly

' through Rudolf Wittkower and his book ‘Architectural
. Principles in the Age of Humanism', or through the
| teaching of his outstanding pupil, Colin Rowe.

Like many others among them, Rowe believed that
there was direct architectural relevance between the
classical past and the work of twentieth-century

masters. Thus, while Ruth Olitsky and John Voelcker

could say (in ‘Architectural Design'?): “It is seldom

that chance timing in the publication of two books
has been so fortunate as in the case of Dr Wittko-
wer's ‘Architectural Principles in the Age of Human-

| ism’ and Le Corbusier's ‘Modulor’ ... each book il-

luminates the significance of the other, and through
them both it becomes possible to see the origins of
many issues which are very much alive among archi-
tects at the present time,”

Rowe was taking this bridge-building technique be-
tween ancw__‘_ﬁgﬁf“—@—gh_f!dhﬂ._m two in-
fluential essays (published, ironically enough, in ‘The
Architectural Review') entitled, ‘The Mathematics
of the Ideal Villa' (comparing Palladio and Le
Corbusier) and ‘Mannerism and Modern Architec-
ture’ (a wider search for precedents in what was
then an intellectually fashionable period of art

. history). Somewhere in this amalgamation of ancient
| and modern exemplars of architectural order, there

was thought to lie the one real and true architecture

' implied in the title of Le Corbusier’s first book ‘Vers
" une architecture’, the image of a convincing and

coherent architecture that their elders had lost, and
their teachers could no longer find. In spite of the
accusations of Formalism levelled at them by their
elders (some seemed to revel in the label — a small
house by John Voelcker was published as an exam-
ple of ‘The New Formalism’, with his approval, and
a garland of references to Wittkower, Palladio and
the Modulor) this generation of architects just ap-
proaching the age of thirty at the: moment when the
Smithsons accepted the title Brutalist, turned con-
sciously to the great form-givers of their time for
inspiration — to Frank Lloyd Wright, but above all to
Mies van der Rohe and Le Corbusier.

7 'Architectural Design', October 1954 — the tendency to combine
all sorts of disparate ‘Classical’ authorities exemplified here, is
entirely typical of the British attitude to ‘The Classical Tradi-
tion'. In the British view, the importance of that tradition lay in
its abstract intellectual disciplines (proportion, symmetry) and
habits of mind (clarity, rationalism) far more than matters of de-
tailed style. Thus, the revival of interest in the primitive Neo-
Classicism of Lord Burlington’s Palladian Revival (1716 — 1760) led
Voelcker to propose 'Palladian’ plans for electrical generating
stations, but the Palladianism was restricted to an abstract plan-
ning diagram, and did not involve even room-shapes, let alone
the detailing of the elevations.
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For illustrations see page 21-27

2.1 Unité d’Habitation, Marseilles

Behind all aspects of the New Brutalism, in Britain
and elsewhere, lies one undisputed architectural
fact: the concrete-work of Le Corbusier's ‘Unité
d’Habitation’ at Marseilles. And if there is one single
" verbal formula that has made the concept of Bru-
talism admissible in most of the world's western
languages, it is that Le Corbusier himself described
that concrete-work as ‘béton brut'. Word and build-
ing stand together in the psychological history of
post-war architecture, with an authority granted to
few others concepts. In the early years of the fifties,
few buildings anywhere in the world had such a hold
on the imagination of younger architects, especially
in the English-speaking countries, and — above all —
in England itself. It was the largest single building
of architectural importance in course of erection in
. Europe at the time, and it was the first genuinely
{ post-war building, in the sense that its innovations
| separated it definitively from Modern Architecture
before 1939.
However naively Le Corbusier may have played into
the hands of Marxist critics like André Lurgat by
saying “It is the building | have wanted to create
| for thirty years”, the ‘Unit&’ was unmistakably a build-
ing of the fifties; it was not conceived in some re-
I worked version of a pre-war style (as were, for in-
| stance, the various second-hand ‘exercices de style’
¢ of the buildings for the Festival of Britain). The cru-
cial innovation of the ‘Unité’ was not its heroic scale,
nor its originalities in sectional organisation, nor its
sociological pretensions — it was, more than any-
thing else, the fact that Le Corbusier had abandoned
, the pre-war fiction that reinforced concrete was a
| precise, ‘machine-age’ material. g
That fiction had been maintained, even in the thir-
ties, by two main devices: either by rendering over
the roughness and inaccuracies of concrete with
plaster and paint; or by lavishing on it skilled labour
and specialised equipment beyond anything the
economics of the building industry normally permit-
ted ... and even this did not always succeed, as
faults and errors of execution in the work of Auguste
Perret can show. Le Corbusier at Marseilles, under
the pressure of economic and political circumstan-
ces that forced him to abandon his original steel-
framed design for the ‘Unité’, reacted with his custo-
mary originality and acute sense of the mood of the
hour, and decided to recognise that concrete starts

life as a messy soup of suspended dusts, grits and -

| slumpy aggregate, mixed and poured under condi-
tions subject to the vagaries of weather and human
fallibility, and left to harden in formwork whose car-
pentry rarely (in France) attained the level of preci-
sion required in the construction of a garden fence.
Perret, or Freyssinet, under their specially favourable
circumstances, might have been able to make it
otherwise, but for Le Corbusier to expect anything
better on an open site in southern France in the late

forties, would have been an idle and irresponsible
dream.
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Yet his appraisal and resolution of this problem was
the very opposite of defeatist. Out of a superficially
discouraging situation, Le Corbusier conjured con-
crete almost as a new material, exploiting its crudi-
ties, and those of the wooden formwork, to produce
an architectural surface of a rugged grandeur that
seems to echo that of the well-weathered Doric col-
umns of temples in Magna Graecia — it was not a
question of “Architecture is that which makes mag-
nificent ruins”, the concrete work at Marseilles start-
ed as a magnificent ruin even before the building
was completed. Nor was it simply a matter of ex-
ploiting happy accident: the rough wooden form-
work which was allowed to impress its grain, knots
and blemishes on the face of the concrete was laid
in carefully-planned patterns of planking, which
broke the surface into large squares and thus cre-

| ated a kind of modern equivalent for rustication. The

coarseness of the surface, the pattern of the plank-
work and the scale of the building produced an ar-
chitectural texture that was not only interesting in
itself but, under the hard glare of the Mediterranean
sun gave something of the effect of the coarse tra-
vertine and giant scale of the apses of Michelange-
lo’s St Peter's in Rome, on which Le Corbusier had
written some of the most emotional prose in ‘Vers
une architecture’.

The Brutalists were not alone in seeing that in this
building, modern architecture had finally come to
terms with what northern Europe loosely calls ‘The
Mediterranean tradition’, a consummation humor-
ously expressed in the form “the first modern build-
ing that has room for cockroaches”. Without doubt,
itis one of the buildings in which Le Corbusier enters

il most convincingly into the great and true tradition of

architecture as he understands it; the building in
which all the rhetorical consonances between mo-
dern technology and ancient architecture in ‘Vers

' une architecture’ most nearly come true. Indeed, Mar-

seilles is where the promise of that book's title is
fulfilled. The Brutalist generation in Britain never
tired of pointing out the title given to the English
translation — ‘Towards a New Architecture’ — falsi-
fied Le Corbusier's intentions (as did the original
title of the German translation also; ‘Kommende Bau-
kunst'). Reading ‘Vers une architecture’ as a sacred
text, they knew that it promised not a new architec-
ture, but simply architecture as it had always
been and always would be, as Le Corbusier believed
the term had been understood by Perret, by Phidias,
by Mansart or Michelangelo. Right or wrong, Le Cor-
busier had vouchsafed his younger readers a vision
of a grandiose Mediterranean architectural tradition.
An historian might object that they were in error in
interpreting the ‘Unité’ in the light of a book written
twenty years earlier, and yet that book offered a
phrase that seemed a veritable key to the majestic
and magisterial authority of Marseilles (and of all
other good architecture as well): “L'Architecture,
c'est, avec des matiéres brutes établir des rapports
émouvants”, To construct moving relationships out
of brute materials was to be the central ambition of
Brutalism.

For illustrations see page 28-31

2.2 lllinois Institute of Technology, Chicago

Yet the first completed building to carry the title of
‘New Brutalist' was not Corbusian; rather, it was the
most precise imitation of the building style of Mies
van der Rohe to have appeared outside the USA by
that time, and in view of importance accorded in
later developments to the presence of béton brut
and other naturally surfaced materials, this puri-
tanical exercise in the assembly of highly finished
synthetic materials such as glass and steel, the
‘Technological' materials, may seem a surprising be-
ginning. Yet the morality that approved the raw con-
crete of the ‘Unité’ could equally well approve the
use that Mies van der Rohe had made of steel, glass
and brick in the campus buildings for the lllinois In-
stitute of Technology at Chicago.
In spite of what is commonly regarded as the ‘fine-
drawn fastidiousness' of Mies's detailing, the hon-
esty with which he handles steel for the solid mate-
rial it is, can be compared with Le Corbusier's
honesty in demythologising concrete and recog-
nising it for what it is. In spite of the rhetoric about
steel that had been ringing in the ears of modern
architects from the time of the Futurists onwards,
very little of it had actually been made manifest to
the eye in Modern Architecture. Apart from glazing
bars, visible steel — and visible structural steel
above all — had been restricted to a few very spe-
cialised settings like Chareau’s ‘Maison de Verre'
in Paris. Under normal circumstances, the steel-
work lurked invisibly behind the fireproofing required
by local building ordinances.
By an astute and casuistical reading of the local
fire-regulations, Mies had been able to give an ex-
posed frame to nearly all his structures on the IIT
campus, and thus offer the outlines of a grammar of
visible steel framing. This grammar was, inevitably, as
refined as that of the ‘Unite’ was coarse. Further-
more, wheré the ‘Unité' had, perforce, to glory in its
technical imperfections, the buildings at IIT were
full of flourishes of precision-craftsmanship, espec-
ially in the welding. However, it should be remem-
bered that welding is as natural to this concept of
steelwork as is shuttering to concrete, and that fine
craftsmanship in welding is readily available in the
USA, where welding is as widely distributed a. skill
as are peasant crafts in Europe. It is doubtful if this
aspect of IIT was fully understood in Europe at the
time, because the welding does not register very
noticeably in the book and magazine illustrations
that were virtually the only source of information to
European architectural students, to whom currency
restrictions still made the USA as remote and in-
accessible as the moon.
But they could still see that Mies had made an hon-
est use of steel as a builders’ material, employing
it, not as an abstract ideal of structural stiffness, but
as a real substance having a surface, substance and
character of its own, and structural habits as reliable
and comprehensible as those of brick or masonry.
And the steel is not only made visible, but the man-
ner of its assembly is made manifest, so that the out-
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line grammar of it is filled out with detailed usages.
As Mark Hartland Thomas wrote in 'Architectural De-
sign’® (at that time the preferred magazine of the
younger generation) “Mies takes the elements in a
piece of building, and sets them together in a man-
ner that is most characteristic of themselves, and in
these positions they make spaces and architecture”.
Hartland Thomas had seen the buildings for himself
and could appreciate the importance of their purely
material qualities even in the details, but very few
other contributors to the English architectural po-
lemic had. Faced with usages such as Mies's man-
ner of turning the corners of the building with a
nch‘ly plastic incident, they did not see the structural
logic and material ingenuity of this detail. Instead
they saw a philosophical problem in abstract aes-
thetics: did the failure of the two wall planes to meet
at the corner mean that Mies's facades were to be
read as endless, indeterminate?
This question (meaningful, surely, only to those who
kn?w the buildings through such abstract represen-
tations as plans and photographs, but not in the
|real?) was first raised by Richard Llewelyn-Davies
In a paper given at the Architectural Association?,
a‘nd could only have been propounded in the histo-
rically sophisticated mental atmosphere of English
architectural debate at the time, involving (as it
does) reference to Mondriaan's concept of the rec-
?angle as an impure form bounded by lines which
|nFersect but do not stop at the intersection. From
this proposition, Llewelyn-Davies, like Gerhard Kall-
man in an influential article on the impact of techno-
logy which had appaearedi in a special issue of the
'.Architectural Review’ on America, went on to the
|de.a of an endless or indeterminate architecture, in
which units of accomodation could be added or sub-
’ tracted without altering the aesthetic quality.
- Though the Brutalists (and their even younger suc-
cessors) have always been ready to flirt with this
idea, t.hegf scouted its application to Mies van der
Roh.e., insisting on the regular symmetry of the com-
position of the facades of the buildings at IIT, and
their .axial planning. They also — and this was \"vish-
ful thinking — believed that Mies made conscious
use of the Golden Section in designing his build-
ings. There has never been any convincing evidence
from the Mies office to support this proposition, it
was purely the transposition to one esteemed m;IS-
E;r, of th‘e ‘Modulor’ mystique of the other. For the
| odL'llor was an e.xtremely lively topic at the time.
n spite of the difficulties of using it in practice, it
seemed to stand for a principle of reliable maﬂ;e—
me'ltrcal order against a sea of compromise and ar-
chltectural irresponsibility, and it was easier to visu-
alise such a proportional system against the back-
ground of a seemingly flat and diagrammatic facade
of the type found at IIT, than to bend and fold it to
fit ’fhe deeply modelled plasticity of the ‘Unité’. The
fusion of the Mies-image with the Corb-image was
an understandable, if philosophically reprehensible
step towards the creation of the kind of single vi:

sion of a real and convincing architecture that this
generation sought.
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Lle‘welyn-Dawes' paper was reprinted in the ‘Journal of the
Architectural Association’, November 1951, and Kallman’s article
appeared in ‘Architectural Review' December 1950.

For illustrations see page 32-40
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3 Secondary School, Hunstanton

The first building completed in the world to be cal-
led ‘New Brutalist’ by its architects, was the school
at Hunstanton in Norfolk. In chronological fact, it
had been designed even before Hans Asplund first
uttered the words ‘Neo-Brutalist’ since it was the
winning entry in a competition held in 1949. Not only
was the award of the first prize to architects as young
as the Smithsons then were, a remarkable event, but
that it should go to so extreme a design was equally
remarkable, since Denis Clarke-Hall, the assessor,
was no extremist himself, although he had been one
of the pioneers of modern school design in Britain.
But, by the time the school was completed in 1954,
the Smithsons had become avowed Brutalists,' and
the term New Brutalism was rapidly gaining cur-
rency outside Britain — a circumstance which clear-
ly disturbed some of those who were prepared to
admire the school, but not the Brutalist programme
which had subsequently become attached to it. The
reason for the long delay between design and com-
pletion was one of those spasmodic steel-shortages
of the post-war epoch which constantly interrupted
building-work; but whereas Le Corbusier had turned
such a crisis to advantage at the ‘Unité' the Smith-
sons were too young and absolutist to consider
scrapping the deeply pondelred work that had been
put into the steel-framed design for Hunstanton. It
would be visible steel or nothing.

While this insistence on visible steel gives a clear
indication of the stylistic affiliations of Hunstanton,
there are some striking and important differences
from the buildings at IIT, differences which were
largely, and understandably, overlooked at the time.
To begin with, there is no risk of the facades being
read as endless, in the Llewelyn-Davies sense. At
the expense of some of Mies van der Rohe's intel-
lectual clarity, the building makes neat and unargu-
able corners, and the closed symmetry of the com-
position of the main elevations of both the school
proper and its off-lying gymnasium is immediatly
striking to the eye. This is particularly so in the
gymnasium which, being a single volume, reveals
the more clearly its symmetry inside and out.

In the larger block housing the school proper, sym-
metry persists, even if it is less obvious. The central
multi-purpose hall is placed across the shorter axis,
and is flanked by two open light-courts. The rest of
the accommodation — service rooms, heavy and dirty
areas, on the ground floor; classrooms on the floor
above — is disposed in a large rectangular loop em-
bracing these three central voids. The main eleva-
tions are expressed in terms of room-sized areas of
total glazing, or room-sized panels of blank white
brickwork, either for privacy or to act as wind-brac-
ing for the structure. However, the symmetry of the
plan and of the elevational pattern, should not be
seen as major architectural objectives of the design,
however full the architects’ minds may have been of
Wittkowerian or Palladian ideas. The formal clarity,
like the insistence on almost total glazing of work-
ing areas, is to be seen as part of a determination
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to make the whole conception of the building plain
and comprehensible. No mystery, no romanticism,
no obscurities about function or circulation. In this,
it succeeded almost too well for a large section of
architectural opinion in England that had become
.committed to empiricist romanticism — in spite of
its manifest importance in the development of Eng-
lish architectural ideas (the ‘Architectural Review’
called it ‘the most truly modern building in Britain')
it does not form part of the collection of slides as-
sembled by J M Richards for the use of official lec-
turers sent abroad by the British Council.

But what caused even more profound shock, not only
to architectural romantics but to educational senti-
mentalists as well, was the attitude of the architects
to the materials of which the school is constructed.
The basic framing is of partly prewelded steel fra-
mes, calculated according to the Plastic Theory
(then an innovation in itself) for extreme economy.

 The floors and roof-slabs are built up of pre-cast
| concrete slabs, and these are left as exposed con-
| erete on the underside. Walls that are brick on the

outside are brick (the same bricks) on the inside,
fairfaced on both sides. Wherever one stands within
the school one sees its actual structural materials
exposed, without plaster and frequently without paint.

! The electrical conduits, pipe-runs and other services

are exposed with equal frankness. This, indeed, is
an attempt to make architecture out of the relation-
ships of brute materials, but it is done with the very
greatest self-denying restraint.

. Nothing is done to ‘dramatise’ the services (as was

done in some of the open-ceilinged committee rooms

| at the United Nations building, New York, for in-

'stance) and the standard metal sections of which the
frame and window-framing are assembled do not
repay intense study in the ways that those of Mies's
work at IIT do. Whereas Mies builds up rich and
complex mouldings, the Smithsons assemble their
standard sections with a conspicuous understate-
ment that makes it seem that it must have been they,
and not Mies, who had said “I don’t want to be inter-
esting, | want to be good”.

In this, as in other aspects of the building, the
Smithsons might be said to be conforming to basic
_patterns in English architectural psychology. In im-
porting the Miesian style, and then appearing to of-

| fer to correct it (in some ways, Hunstanton is more
'frank about its materials and structure than any-

thing by Mies) they may be compared to Colin
Campbell offering to remove certain ‘irregularities’
from the style of Pailadio at the beginning of the
Anglo-Palladian movement of the eighteenth cen-
tury. But even more securely within engrained Eng-
.lish traditions is the insistence on a pure geometri-
cal grid of horizontals and verticals, and an air of
suppressed extremism, of gentlemanly ‘bloody-mind-
edness’ imprisoned within the grid. Not long after
the building was completed, Nikolaus Pevsner gave
a series of radio talks on ‘The Englishness of Eng-
lish Art’, in which he drew attention to this barely
suppressed geometrical extremism in both Gothic
and Renaissance architecture in England, and cited
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Hardwick Hall (1590—1597) as a prime example of
this tendency. He did not go on to note that Hard-
wick’s architect had the same name as Hunstanton's
— though spelled Smythson — but other commenta-

. tors were not so slow off the mark.

Those who damned the Hunstanton School for mer-

ely ‘importing a foreign style” missed its intense Eng- e

lishness. Those who damned — or praised — it for.
its Brutalism were on more secure ground. Even so,
some influential critics doubted whether it was really

an example of The New Brutalism. Thus Philip John- :
. son, who probably knew the Smithsons and their

background as well as anyone on' the international
scene, observed in the ‘Architectural Review' at the
end of a glowing critique of Hunstanton: 1°

“Now that the Smithsons have turned against such
formalistic and ‘composed’ designs toward an Adolf
Loos type of Anti-Design which they call the New
‘Brutalism (a phrase which is already being picked
up by the Smithsons’ contemporaries to defend

- atrocities)...”

while the ‘Review’ added in a footnote:

“The architects themselves would certainly disagree
with Mr Johnson’s separation of Hunstanton -from
the New Brutalist canon, even though the term had
not been coined when the school was designed.”

The situation was becoming confused by the many
things that happened to the Smithsons, to architec-
ture in Britain and the world, and the word Brutalist
itself, which was being heavily overworked already.

1% "Architectural Review', September 1954
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Le Corbusier; Marseilles (France),
Unité d'Habitation. 1948—54
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Sections and plans of basic apartment type (scale 1:200)
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Ramps and play-areas on roof
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Detail of pilotis
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Ludwig Mies van der Rohe; Chicago (lllinois, USA), Alumni

Memorial Hall (lllinois Institute of Technology). 1945-47
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Close up of window-frames and brickwork
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The Hall seen as part of the campus with
the Metallurgy Building (centre) and the
Chemistry Building (right)
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Stairs and stairwell of the Alumni
Memarial Hall
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Alison and Peter Smithson; Hunstanton (England),
Secondary School. 1949-54
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Interior of the central hall
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2 Staircases an r
Water-tower and service rooms d entrance area
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Ground floor plan (scale 1:500)
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Upper floor
1 library

book store
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classrooms

preparation room
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Gymnasium, ground floor plan
47 instructor’s room

48 general store
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50 gymnasium space
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6 laboratory

7 crafts room
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Gymnasium, upper floor plan (scale 1:500)
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4.1 Progress to a-formalism led a centralised plan, its intense for-

mality reveals the direct influence of Wittkower’s
Palladian studies, and the use of a simplified geo-
metrical grid to dispose the parts suggests also a
study of Le Corbusier's ‘Tracés régulateurs’. Al-
though no-direct influence from European ‘liturgical’
thinking is likely at such an early date, this project
is much admired by the Liturgicalist school of church
architects, even outside Britain, and appears to have

had-some considerable influence on the entries sub-
tition for the Roman Cath-

hardly be cal
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W .
ashbasins in cloakroom

As has been said, Hunstanton School ‘was finally
published ina situation in which the words ‘The New
Brutalism’ were already circulating and had acquir-
ed some depth of h things said and

done, over and a gnised con-
nection with ‘béton ase still ‘belonged’

to the Smithsons, however, and it was their activities
distinctive quali-

For illustrations see page 42-53

above all others that were giving
ties to the concept of Brutalism. Outstanding among mitted for the later compe
these activities was the exhibition parallel of Life olic.Cathedral at Liverpool. But, as far as the devel-
and Art’, and three more competition projects, none | opment of the Smithsons was concerned, the im-
oved successful. portance of the design is purely negative — it was
|V or Palladian scheme, and their

of which had pr
fe and Art' was a

xhibition of s©
ich was stage

title chosen after their last, forma
me hundred photo- || defection at this ear
d in 1953 by the | 'the support of that
oration with the photographer promising and empiri
d the sculptor Edouardo Pao- 1 Britain had been merely to fall back on the rules of
said about this exhibition ina | classical symmetry. Even as late as 1957 bafflement
| |ater chapter, since it- al first indications and confusion on this subject persisted in some

of the connections between The New Brutalism and | quarters, and 2 contributor to a discussion on The
analogous manifestations in the other arts. Suffice it New Brutalism in ‘Architectural Design’ ' could de-
to say here that ‘parallel’ dealt almost exclusively in clare that he and many others had thought that the

images drawn from anthropology and technology New Brutalism:
and that, as objects to be exhibited in an art gallery a represented Ll

(The Institute of Contemporary Arts): they were 2 and clear thinking, the
deliberate flouting: Festival of Britain, and

not only of conventional ideas
of 'beauty’; but also of the common concept of a cal manner derived from
‘good photograph of prefabricated elements in wor

'. Many offered scenes of violence
i i-aesthetic views of tordshire schools. | imagined that t

ly date (1951) was to cost them
action whose reply to the com-
cal mood of the Festival of

| 'Parallel of Li
| much debate forane
graphic images wh
Smithsons in collab
| Nigel Henderson an
! lozzi. More must be

|t against ... the lack of rigour
romantic pasticheries of the
its offspring, the free empiri-
Sweden and loose handling
ks like the Hert-
he Brutalists op-

and destruction distorted or ant i
the human figure, all had a coarse grainy texture posed to all this 2 recall to the basic classical orga-
arded Y {jfe caljsboratcls 52 nisation of the parts of the building into an organic
whole ..."

which was clearly reg

one of their main virtues. These coarse textures

were, obviously, easy for superﬁcial critics t.o relate

to the exposed concrete and brick surfaces in Huns-
that the other quali-

tanton, and thence to suppose th .
ties of the exhibition were an m’tentlonai part of

Hunstanton’s architecture whid"l was damned as
ve and ‘prutal’ in the sense of sub-

How far the Smithsons were from regarding Beaux-—
| Arts classicism as the only antidote to lack of rigour
and clear thinking, was to become clear — for those
. who cared to look — in their next two major pro-
jects. :
Golden Lane housing development for the city of
London was put out to competition in 1952, and was

pulsi

antihuman, ré A A
human. Although 2 Zhdanov-line parti-pris lcan be

h of this onslaught on the Smithsons, won by Chamberlin Powell and Bon. It was the first

criticism in architec- major competition for a housing scheme for some

detected in muc )
f Ang|o-marxns’t

every case C
is still da

|eared the vision of years and attracted a great number of entries, of

the collapse ©
mned out-of-hand considerable variety both in quality and architectu-

ture has not in

42
View into garde i
n court ‘: critics, and Hunstanton
‘ i these terms (especially by those who have never ‘al method — there was even one strict Zhdanov-line
L Furthermore, similar criticallobjectlons were exercise in '‘People’s Detailing’. The winning design
projected forward onto other Smithson schemes, was a fairly routine exercise in Mainstream Modern-
however irrelevantly, and also retrospectively on to ism, with the usual mixture of high and low blocks
the three competition designs about to be discus- rather elegantly styled in a formalistic manner, bu;.'
S the Smithsons and some of the other younger en-
as is well-known, trants againrevealed a much more radical approach.

athedral competition,

Coventry C
ce with a modernised

was won by Sir Basil Spen
i iti ong-plan cathedral. A large .
version of a tradihonal 1 . o ,EJ . Britain sub 'ttgd '_" It will be observed that ‘Formal’ has two different antonyms
number of younsgr prohitoc 5 iy Britel mye in this argument: ‘Informal’ and 'A-formal’. The meanings to be
designs of a much more radical tendency, though allocated to the three words in the context of the present argu-
| few were as radical as that submitted by the Smith- mert\t_ can be crudely distinguished as follows = ‘Eomnall, Y-
| sons. Basically, they offered a vast square space ;“:strr‘:::léez;z{’r‘i’::]d&°f‘ f;_rdeff’d by some other very explicit
t 1 Hou iscipline;
‘\ J covered by a saddle-‘shaped anhclz‘lstluc 1’?0{] sup- Informal’, asymmetrical and subject to some less strict visual
| ported at two opposite corners: Within this space discipline (such as Picturesque et o,
‘f the Hiurgical functions were laid out with Qfeat for- ‘A'f°r_“"a|', unconcerned with geometrica| or visual compositional
mality and symmetry around two ‘axes given by the ‘(ZC::“}UES of t:\py [;r:)-cunceived type.
. also section 2.
an. Though this could ™ ‘Architectural Design, April 1957

diagonals of the square pl

al



| The radicalism lies in an attempt to see what they

[

- were designing as a complete environment for hu-

man beings, not just the provision of a certain num-
ber of bedrooms, living rooms, kitchens and so forth,
packaged into an acceptable architectural composi-

‘ tion. An awakening interest in the real life of the

cities, something of an ecologist's approach to urban
man (though they were not yet using the word
‘habitat’) influenced by the work of sociologists like
Wilmot and Young, was eventually to become one
of the mainstays of Brutalist planning theory, but at
Golden Lane it is still subservient to the manifest
influence of Le Corbusier and the ‘Unité’ at Marseil-
les. This appears clearly enough in the roof-struc-
t"r‘?s of the Smithson project, but what is equally
noticeable is the attempt to ‘rectify’ the errors of
the _°ld9" master. The ‘rue intérieure’ — that dark
corridor without natural lighting — was always the
weakest point of the ‘Unité’ section, and at Golden
Lane the Smithsons moved it to the exterior of the
block, enlarged it to a sizable pedestrian walk twelve

(.feet wide, and denominated it ‘street deck’. This

concept was not the Smithson’s private property —
't appears in one or two student projects of the time
(possibly under Smithson influence) including anoth-
‘er entry for Golden Lane, which was to be, in the

.e“:‘: of greater consequence than the Smithson
‘entry. This was the scheme submitted by Jack Lyn"

THf; Certain philoso

|
i

5; socially and

itional playgro
!

'sociability. If it

The full implic
to compositio

:;lc(lglvor Smith which, though equally unsuccesfoI
olden Lane, was instrumental in their appoint”

\ment to the staff of the City Architect in Sheffield:

:: dted to the design and construction of the largest
street-deck building completed to date at Park Hill.
phical, psychological and architectura| .
s of the street deck concept need t°
re: the deck was intended to functio”
street which P?Whologically in the manner .of t[-!e
the maj — In working class areas in Britain — I8
main public :lorum of communication, the trztli_:
und for children only publl
Space available for mass mee’ﬁ,?;: ;:: Iargye-sca e
ingly, the str was to fulfil these functions canl":;
and reach e eet deck would have to be corjfll."'uo ;
necessa t\fﬁtfy part of the development — if |t.wf:1.t
would rerg © go down to ground level at any point |
merely of 4 th.e def:ks psychologically, to the s:tat_':s
was gain Z?"'dof inside a building. This continu! y
tion into ©d by putting the whole of the accommoda-
be bent oOn; single building, which perforce had 1©
sult inev‘rt l:&ﬂched to get it on to the site. The re”
app'rec' tl ably, was not a building that could -be
iy 0|.a ed or understood from any single outs!dP:
at M‘;rmt'i as could an isolated block like the ‘Un't:'
better seilles, and street-deck schemes are usually
eth regarded as a serial composition, held to-
gether by the continuity of the circulation routes.
ations of this ‘topological’ approach
n by means of the circulation route®

CDnseq UencB
be noted he

jb:iame very clear in the Smithsons’ next major pro”
| iect.

The extensions to Sheffield University were the sub-

lect of a competition (won by a routine modern

glass-box style entry from Gollins Melvin Ward and

-

{
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Alison and Peter Smithson,

Edouardo Paolozzi and Nigel Henderson;
London (England), Exhibition 'Parallel of
Life and Art'. 1953

Three views of the version at the Institute

of Contemporary Arts

Partners) which also attracted a number of very ex-
treme entries from younger architects, including a
compact and sophisticated variation on Corbusian
themes by James Stirling and a project by the
Smithsons that seemed to be a deliberate affront to
everything that was commonly regarded as archi-
tecture. At first sight the grouping of the blocks of
accommodation is as loose and unrigorous as any
Picturesque composition by the Brutalists’ despised
elders, but whereas Picturesque compositional tech-
niques were normally used to build up images of
rich and confusing abundance, the effect of the ar-

' rangement offered by the Smithsons appears in the

drawing to be aloof, rebarbative and deliberately
anti-graceful, replacing the sweetness and senti-
mentality of the Picturesque with a blunt and un-
compromising statement of structure and function in
every part. Above all, it made a plain statement of
the facts of circulation at ground level, on elevated
street-decks, or on pedestrian bridges spanning be-
tween one building and the next (usually in conjunc-
tion with duct-bridges for service-runs, thus empha-
sising that human beings are not the only bodies that
circulate). Because of this flourishing display of the
circulation system, the unifying principle of the de-
sign — in the absence of any comprehensible visual
aesthetic, — becomes the connectivity of the circula-
tion. Hence the use of the term ‘topological’ to
characterise the design, a term not applied by the
Smithsons themselves, though Smithson himself

| admitted more than once at this period that he found

topological considerations of this sort a growing
‘preoccupation in his larger designs. :
The extremism of this Sheffield project was widely
felt at the time — it has no conceivable precedent,
except that the relationship of structure to glazing
may have been remotely suggested by the one of the
works of that great British anti-aesthete — Sir Owen
Williams — the ‘Dry’ manufacturing block (butnetthe
well-known ‘Wet' factory alongside) of the Boots
chemical plant at Beeston, Nottinghamshire. For the
Smithsons, the anti-formalism of Sheffield was also
an extreme point; nothing later from their drawing
board has quite the same ‘je-m’en-foutiste' quality,
as if they had completed some private voyage of
exploration into the anti-architectural and were now
turning back. Nevertheless, the extremism of the
gesture was profoundly appreciated by the more
dissatisfied members of the generation of students
who were beginning to look to the Brutalists for
leadership, and there ensued a tradition of wild
visionary town-planning projects, cast in this topolo-
gical mode, and even one or two major building de-
signs, such as the Fun Palace project of Cedric
Price™®, one of the most complete ‘anti’-buildings
ever projected in Europe. But this was not the di-
rection in which the New Brutalism as an interna-
tional movement was now headed. That direction
| was obscurely suggested by the first building out-
' side Britain of which anyone felt required to ask ‘Is
| it Brutalist?' — Louis Kahn’s art-gallery building for
Yale University.
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" The ‘Fun Palace', promoted by the left-wing impresario and
theatrical producer, Joan Littlewood, is essentially a project for
a gigantic machine fulfilling the functions of a number of build-
ing types in the realm of entertainment and community activities.
Operationally it consists of a system of cranes, which can draw
from stock a variety of components (mechanical, structural, en-
vironmental) from which are assembled covered or open spaces
for all types of spectacles, sports, artistic and recreational acti-
vities, These structures are then dismantled when the ground-
space is required for other spaces for other activities, and new
ones are built, on a day-to-day basis. There are thus no perma-
nent architectural spaces inside, and no permanent architectural
volumes inside, the structure for the gantry cranes and mechani-
cal services being the only constant element.



For illustrations see page 54-55

4.2 Yale Art Gallery, New Haven

;ﬂ;e introduction of the Yale Art Gallery into the Bru-
alist canon 'was first suggested by lan McCally
(the]m .ex?g;;we editor of the ‘Architectural Reviewl:n
early in , but it had alread
. y caught th
:P;e Bn.l’;alls-:}t1 connection in England, alot o:lyei?dﬁ:
pear to share their preoccupati
: pations and inte
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n image that the ming assembl it
memory after one has left the building beczz ffcf""
mysterious a,nd muds;;:is
t be a better term thar;
cts of the design. For in-
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r?ventlveness of the rest of
tionally adequate and honest
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of Kahn's inability to think oﬁ
ng this facade with glass. Th
uctural system s muddle'd be
ons of simplifying the engineers-,
apparent space-frame of the
€, as built, a system of braced

Perhaps ‘irresolute’ migh
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stance, the glazing of th
below the quality and j
the building. It is a func
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the fact that, for reas
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beams instead,
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space-frames to the eye, aniie\::eunczj;?;o?}?: ?:I” =
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drum of concrete, hei:}’::
€ experience of ascend-
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ens one’s awareness of th
ing the stairs, three sho
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tween. sheer walls of concrete, unmodulated by
anything beyond the vertically planked shutter-pat-
tern of the concrete, the impress of the fixing studs
that held the shuttering together, and the horizontal
Joint at each floor-level, marking the height of one
lift of the shuttering. It is a classic demonstration of
absolute .Brutalist truth to a particular method of
f:::;m?m'?’ and has the added historical impor-
date E being the most extended demonstration to
» DY anyone other than Le Corbusier, of the

aesthetics of ‘béton brut', '
E:Lnt,};e fact remains that this, the high point of
conduct:&chltectural achievement at that time, is
nothing to tlr? SE‘:Cret,.so to speak, and contributes
ing. In a some V!Sual',n?age of the rest of the build-
thalbln reme)”hat slslmllar manner, the axial parti of
it is totall ains a 'secret’. On the street elevation
muddled by once2ed: on the courtyard side it i
y the asymmetrical central panel of the

fa(:ad .

art gaEI!iear;dt}llg the normal use of the building as an
A exact e H i s

tributes |itt|e to its fuzz;partltlon of the plan con

; ; ional organisation or the
\_I'_lEUaI experience of the visitor ganisetiar
€se matters ma j
good buj

; Y make Kahn's Yale Art Gallery 2
the pFES:j]Lnsgt:f a bad one, but this is not the point at
cern is this: if ag}':,e -Of-the argument. What is of con-
to the grol;nd_rurlldang that is so deviously devoted

© assimilated t ®s of academic classicism could
that now inciudec:j a concept of The New Brutalism
the Sheffield oo that anti-academic a-formality of
mean? The an'?-,em’ what could the concept now
tributed the ele;esncizs’ conveniently enough, con-

1955 0 of an
ISsue of Architectural D::i;:.er teithe dandary

For illustrations see page 56-60, 78-79

4.3 Manifesto

The Smithsons had been contributing statements
and letters on The New Brutalism to the English
architectural magazines ever since the publication
of their projected house in Scho, and continued to
do so well into 1956. Although these miscellaneous
literary activities had contributed some resounding
rhetorical phrases — “We live on moron-made cit-
jes!" etc — to the discussion, there had been no
extended statement of aims and orientation until the
effects of a change in the editorial staff of 'Archi-
tectural Design’ began to take full effect in 1954.
During the course of the previous year Theo Crosby,
who had been associated with the Smithsons and
friends of theirs, such as Edouardo Paolozzi, joined
the staff of 'Architectural Design’, and was able to
swing the magazine's policy toward the interests of
the younger generation, with a conscious appeal to
student opinion. The Brutalist/Palladian wing of opin-
ion benefited in the creation of a publishing outlet
for their views, and none profited better than the
Smithsons.

The first major manifestation was in August 1954,
when Peter Smithson contributed a study of recent
architecture in Holland. In view of his predilections,
it is not surprising that van den Broek and Bakema
emerged as the heroes of this piece, with illustra-
tions of van den Broek’s house and the Lijnbaan
scheme. But equally conspicuous is the fact that
Smithson was far more familiar with the history of
Modern Architecture than were the more senior mem-
bers of the profession who had previously contributed
to the magazine. Not only is Mondriaan discussed
(familiar to British architects in this connection be-
cause of his sojourn in London) but also less well-
publicised figures such as van Doesburg and Kurt
Schwitters (the latter's stay in Britain had left him as
unknown as when he arrived) and, above all, Gerrit
Thomas Rietveld is given an importance strikingly at
variance with the general opinion of him in the bulk
of architectural writing at the time. There were
specific local and contemporary reasons for this:
Rietveld was cast in the role of the guiding father-
figure so painfully absent from the British scene.

« . Rietveld created the incomparable house at
Utrecht 1923—24 — the only truly canonical modern
building in Europe. Holland has therefore a living
great master.”

Smithson here spoke for all the young architects in
Britain, left leaderless by the failure of nerve of an
elder generation psychologically more separated

from them than was the case in any continental

country where invasion and occupation had created
more obvious rifts between generations. Almost un-
intentionally, the Brutalists had to fill this vacuum
of leadership, and assume the role of guides and
mentors that was almost thrust upon them by stu-
dents, who could write '*:

“For myself, and nearly all the young architects |
meet, 'New Brutalism' stands for an architectural

1 Lptter from William Cowburn in ‘Architectural Design’,
June 1957
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ideal which is very acceptable: we would have to
say these things (ourselves) if the Smithsons did
notdoso...”
But the Smithsons would have to say a good deal
more than the things that were contained in the
statement of January 1955 before they could fulfil
the role of leaders. Like all their public statements
it represents almost exclusively their personal pre-
occupations at the moment of putting pen to paper,
and was virtually incapable of standing by itself with-
out gloss or explanation, and in this case a pre-
amble was provided (apparently by Crosby himself)
which attempted to fix an historical context that
would establish the relevance of their views. The
complete document reads as follows.
The New Brutalism
“|n 1954 a new and long overdue explosion took
place in architectural theory. For many years since
the war we have continued in our habit of debasing
the coinage of M Le Corbusier, and had created a
style — ‘Contemporary’ — easily recognisable by its
misuse of traditional materials and its veneer of
‘modern’ details, frames, recessed plinths, decora-
tive piloti (sic). The reaction appeared at last in
the shape of Hunstanton School (by Alison and Pe-
ter Smithson) an illustration of the ‘New Brutalism’.
The name is new: the method, a revaluation of
those advanced buildings of the twenties and thirt-
ies whose lessons (because of a few plaster-cracks)
have been forgotten. As well as this, there are
certain lessons of the formal use of proportion (from
Professor Wittkower) and a respect for the sensuous
use of each material (from the Japanese). Naturally,
a theory which takes the props from the generally
accepted and easily produced ‘Contemporary’ has
generated a lot of opposition. All over the country
we have been asked to explain the new message.
In the hope of provoking as many readers as pos-
sible to think more deeply about the form and pur-
pose of their art, we asked the Smithsons, as pro-
phets of the movement, to supply a definition or
statement which, somethat edited, appears below.”
“Our belief that the New Brutalism is the only pos-
sible development forthis moment from the Mo-
dern Movement, stems not only from the knowledge
that Le Corbusier is one of its practitioners (start-
ing with the 'béton brut’ of the Unité) but because
fundamentally both movements have used as their
lyardstick Japanese architecture, its underlying idea,
principles and spirit.
Japanese architecture seduced the generation span-
ning 1900, producing, in Frank Lloyd Wright, the
open plan and an odd sort of constructed decora-
tion; in Le Corbusier the purist aesthetic — the slid-
ing screens, continuous space, the power of white
and earth-colours; in Mies, the structure and screens
as absolutes. Through Japanese architecture the
longings of the generation of Garnier and Behrens
found FORM.
But, for the Japanese, their FORM was only part of
a general conception of Life, a sort of reverence
for the natural world and, from that, for the materials
of the built world.
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tWEen. sheer walls of concrete, unmodulated by
?:fy:};??h:ecy:nd the vert.ically planked s.hL‘Jtter-pat-
that held the n:rete,‘the impress of the flxmt_:{ studs
joint at each il uttering tOQEth'er, and tht? horizontal
lift of the s(}:1 ttocl'r—leve!, marking the height o‘f one
abeaiut uttering. It is a classic demonstration of
5 .Brutahst truth to a particular method of
f:nn::u?éor." and has the added historical impor-
date E eing the most extended demonstration to
» by anyone other than Le Corbusier, of the
aesthetics of ‘béton brut’, '
i:’;mt,:eafaﬁ remains that this, the high point of
c:cmc!ue.te:ic-!’Eectural achievement at that time, IS
nothing to tll: SEICret,‘SO to speak, and contributes
ing. In a so J wsual_'":'age of the rest of the build-
the plan remej'vhat ?Imllar manner, the axial parti of
it is totall mains a ‘secret’. On the street elevation
muddled g ct?\ncealed’ on the courtyard side it is
oo R © asymmetrical central panel of the
art gallery thn i nOrma! use of the building as an
tributes [ity 1 ex‘act equipartition of the plan con-
fooat, i e to its functional o isati or the
al ex rganisation
These mZﬁl’lence of the visitor.
good b”ildiﬁésomay make Kahn's Yale Art Gallery 2
the present staé: b?d one, but this is not the point at
cern is this: if bui?d'the argument. What is of con-
to the ground-rules In? that is s0 deviously devoted
© assimilated to 4 co academic classicism co.uld
that now included th oncept of The New Brutalism
the Sheffielg ol at anti-academic a-formality of
Project, what could the concept now
conveniently enough, con-

m
triﬁ:thl.:]e Smithsons,

€ elements of ap answer to the January
ral Design’.

1955 issue of ‘Architectu

For illustrations see page 56-60, 78-T9

4.3 Manifesto

The Smithsons had been contributing statements
and letters on The New Brutalism to the English
architectural magazines ever since the publication
of their projected house in Soho, and continued to
do so well into 1956. Although these miscellaneous
literary activities had contributed some resounding
rhetorical phrases — “We live on moron-made cit-
ies!” etc — to the discussion, there had been no
extended statement of aims and orientation until the
effects of a change in the editorial staff of ‘Archi-
tectural Design' began to take full effect in 1954.
During the course of the previous year Theo Crosby,
who had been associated with the Smithsons and
friends of theirs, such as Edouardo Paclozzi, joined
the staff of ‘Architectural Design’, and was able to
swing the magazine's policy toward the interests of
the younger generation, with a conscious appeal to
student opinion. The Brutalist/Palladian wing of opin-
ion benefited in the creation of a publishing outlet
for their views, and none profited better than the
Smithsons.
The first major manifestation was in August 1954,
when Peter Smithson contributed a study of recent
architecture in Holland. In view of his predilections,
it is not surprising that van den Broek and Bakema
emerged as the heroes of this piece, with illustra-
tions of van den Broek's house and the Lijnbaan
scheme. But equally conspicuous is the fact that
Smithson was far more familiar with the history of
Modern Architecture than were the more senior mem-
bers of the profession who had previously contributed
to the magazine. Not only is Mondriaan discussed
(familiar to British architects in this connection be-
cause of his sojourn in London) but also less well-
publicised figures such as van Doesburg and Kurt
Schwitters (the latter's stay in Britain had left him as
unknown as when he arrived) and, above all, Gerrit
Thomas Rietveld is given an importance strikingly at
variance with the general opinion of him in the bulk
of architectural writing at the time. There were
specific local and contemporary reasons for this:
Rietveld was cast in the role of the guiding father-
figure so painfully absent from the British scene.
« . Rietveld created the incomparable house at
Utrecht 1923—24 — the only truly canonical modern
building in Europe. Holland has therefore a living
great master.”
Smithson here spoke for all the young architects in
Britain, left leaderless by the failure of nerve of an
elder generation psychologically more separated
from them than was the case in any continental
country where invasion and occupation had created
more obvious rifts between generations. Almost un-
intentionally, the Brutalists had to fill this vacuum
of leadership, and assume the role of guides and
mentors that was almost thrust upon them by stu-
dents, who could write *:
“For myself, and nearly all the young architects |
meet, ‘New Brutalism’ stands for an architectural

1 Letter from William Cowburn in ‘Architectural Design’,
June 1957
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ideal which is very acceptable: we would have to
say these things (ourselves) if the Smithsons did
notdoso...”
But the Smithsons would have to say a good deal
more than the things that were contained in the
statement of January 1955 before they could fulfil
the role of leaders. Like all their public statements
it represents almost exclusively their personal pre-
occupations at the moment of putting pen to paper,
and was virtually incapable of standing by itself with-
out gloss or explanation, and in this case a pre-
amble was provided (apparently by Crosby himself)
which attempted to fix an historical context that
would establish the relevance of their views. The
complete document reads as follows.
The New Brutalism
“In 1954 a new and long overdue explosion took
place in architectural theory. For many years since
the war we have continued in our habit of debasing
the coinage of M Le Corbusier, and had created a
style — ‘Contemporary’ — easily recognisable by its
misuse of traditional materials and its veneer of
‘modern’ details, frames, recessed plinths, decora-
tive piloti (sic). The reaction appeared at last in
the shape of Hunstanton School (by Alison and Pe-
ter Smithson) an illustration of the ‘New Brutalism’.
The name is new: the method, a revaluation of
those advanced buildings of the twenties and thirt-
ies whose lessons (because of a few plaster-cracks)
have been forgotten. As well as this, there are
lcertain lessons of the formal use of proportion (from
Professor Wittkower) and a respect forthe sensuous
use of each material (from the Japanese). Naturally,
a theory which takes the props from the generally
accepted and easily produced ‘Contemporary’ has
generated a lot of opposition. All over the country
we have been asked to explain the new message.
In the hope of provoking as many readers as pos-
sible to think more deeply about the form and pur-
pose of their art, we asked the Smithsons, as pro-
phets of the movement, to supply a definition or
statement which, somethat edited, appears below.”
“«Qur belief that the New Brutalism is the only pos-
sible development forthis moment from the Mo-
dern Movement, stems not only from the knowledge
that Le Corbusier is one of its practitioners (start-
ing with the ‘béton brut’ of the Unité) but because
fundamentally both movements have used as their
yardstick Japanese architecture, its underlying idea,
principles and spirit.
Japanese architecture seduced the generation span-
ning 1900, producing, in Frank Lloyd Wright, the
open plan and an odd sort of constructed decora-
tion; in Le Corbusier the purist aesthetic — the slid-
ing screens, continuous space, the power of white
and earth-colours: in Mies, the structure and screens
as absolutes. Through Japanese architecture the
longings of the generation of Garnier and Behrens
found FORM.
But, for the Japanese, their FORM was only part of
a general conception of Life, a sort of reverence
for the natural world and, from that, for the materials
of the built world.




T A It is this reverence for materials — a realisation of | tored by Le Corbusier's sketches (and, doubtless, Alloway and others, will be discussed in the next
n @ the affinity which can be established between build- { by the art of Cezanne and Picasso) they saw, in chapter, but an early attempt to face up to a more
’ G ings and man — which is at the root of the so-called Mediterranean peasant buildings, an anonymous primitive society and its ‘way of life' in architecture,
" g T (New Brutalism. architecture of simple, rugged geometrical forms, may be seen by simply turning the page of January
; .,‘llt has been mooted that the Hunstanton School, smooth-walled and small-windowed, unaffectedly 1955 issue of ‘Architectural Design’.
4 \\which probably owes as much to the existence of and immemorially at home in its landscape setting. There, the Smithsons review the work of Vladimir
[Japanese architecture as to Mies, is the first realisa- Discoveringsimilaroranalogous qualities in,say,crof- Bodiansky and Atbat-Afrique, especially the low-

ters’housesinScotland orfarmsinGétland, they trans-
lated this vision of a ‘Basic’ architecture into a ser-
ies of rural housing projects prepared for CIAM-X
in Dubrovnik. They measured against these stand-
ards Aalto’s work at Saynatsalo and Quaroni’s at
La Martella, and finally translated them into built
fact, not through the agency of the Smithsons, but
of Richard Llewelyn-Davies and John Weeks in the
village rebuilding at Rushbrooke, Suffolk. The archi-
tects of this scheme have since become anathema
with the former Brutalist connection, but at the time
the Rushbrooke housing fascinated and provoked
3 them into a lengthy (and largely approving) corre-
spondence in the ‘Architects’ Journal’.

/tion of the New Brutalism in England.
' This particular handling of materials, not in the craft
sense of Frank Lloyd Wright, but in intellectual
appraisal, has been ever present in the Modern
Movement, as, indeed, familiars of the early Ger-
man architects have been prompt to remind us.
What is new about the New Brutalism among mo-
vements is that it finds its closest affinities, not in
past architectural style, but in peasant dwelling
forms. It has nothing to do with craft. We see archi-
tecture as the direct result of a way of life.
1954 has been a key year. |t has seen American
advertising rival Dada in its impact of overlaid im-

e

cost housing in Morocco. They draw a comparison
with their own socio-architectural intentions at Gold-
en Lane and go on:'¢

“What we termed back-yard ... they term ‘patio’,
drawing on their knowledge of Arab needs from the
area of greatest migration ... where the established
collective system includes outdoor living-space.
Whereas the Unité was the summation of a techni-
que of thinking about ‘habitat’ which started forty
years ago, the importance of the Moroccan build-
ings is that they are the first manifestation of a new
way of thinking.”

agerv: 5 3 ;
cgn\x’rtitl?!aet E;al:r?arﬁz;‘!rv?thr:::ergs;: t(l;furcaef;g‘l‘;‘_’ The insistence in the.Smithsons' statements on the To judge from a ‘Statement of principle’ that ap-
tions) classic box on wheels: tﬁe start of a new way importance of matenals.a!most at the expense of pears at the bottom of the same page, but might
of thinking by CIAM: the r:avaluation of the work a[l. oth.er aspects of a.rchutecture may cause no sur- have l?een more effective as part of the preceding
of Gropius; the repaj ; g Garches?” prise in retrospect, since common opinion has al- .Brutahst statement, the new way of thinking was to
2 painting of the villa at Garc ways regarded the New Brutalism as chiefly a mat- include not only a close study of the way people
. : ! ) ; ter of exposed materials and untreated surfaces, actually lived, but also a fair degree of permis-
nc,.ir;admn:,:::{wffjs Points ju.mp out from this te"t':: ;B but this emphasis does. less than j.ustice to what siveness in design as well: 4 5
which JoiaNdEknowngness .of the preaits |:;Zt° (Cspan), the latsilia daiachied e was in the Smithsons’ minds at the time. The extra-
ik ?rrcl)_ss;sn; :s a potted .intellectual btioogfrE;F;TZ # Exf&:’nsa?::ltla;?t:t‘t:::t:lr:rth-East s L orc.linary collec?tion of topics in the last p.aragraph “It is impossible for each man to construct his own
R Brl?talg??p b_ut is already .oul o (with its inexplicable fermmal query) may give some hor-ne. : : )
Hontwas COncernedISAsl attitude to °|f"55'°? ‘garalle| clue to the other things that pre-occupied t}lern: It is for the architect to make it possible for the
47 of Life and Art Peé "eafiy at the t'me_:; TG e preoccup'atlons summed up in the sentence “We man to make the flat his house, the maisonette
i er Sm|thsc.m had sai et see architecture as the direct result of a way of his h'abitat... -
Q / » and it williba hotedor}: Proportion an'd S-Ymmetiin'ed Ilfe”. . . We'alm to provide a framework in which man can
o — 7 in the statements ab Bl oRie 2 o ble — Like many others of their age, t‘hey were trying to again be master of his house. In Morocco they have
=\ l'[ BUt prabably above. It was also a r_egreﬁa Pias see their world whole and see it true, without the made it a principle of ‘habitat’ that each man shall
— L tory that maﬁ;n;wtta?-le — irony of architectural :'t interpositior; of diag.rarf'lmatl.c political categones, be at liberty to adapt for himself.”
i \ T f S l:falj.slusages shou‘fd becomirF;ry’ exhaust-ed progressweThnftlonlsd or dp;ﬁfa:bncated : _ o} \ .
. allye adbai it 1o clicl fés .that kept ‘Contemp e _ e}est.he'hc' preferences, Thaliworld, and thelr Way of The.: thin, stlck-.anc.i_-matchbox aesthetic in which this
‘ this preamble be'r Al .W|th|n three or four year ; life in it, included Gropius as a crumbling repu?atuon ethic of permissiveness was offered in Morocco
- = In the Smiths 'Ng written. s : from the remote past, the works of Le Corbusier as hardly accords with the idea of Brutalism as an
k:\ { ! T ons statefments it is the references i ancient monuments,.CI/‘\M aslacorruptparllamentar.y architecture of massive plasticity and coarse sur-
il B eing and/zfas'ant bt:ulding that are the most conn : body in need of ‘antl—oltgarchlclrfaform - a::nd An:1en— faces, but what the Smithsons meant by Brutalism
r i t:jlsleadmg. Neither of them had' beet ¢ can product-design and advertising as the inheritors at this time certainly included social ethics, to
! that of Mayek Slepgn the architectuto 18 T8 of the drive and adventure that had Jonol aut _°f which they attached quite as much importance as
OO\ o featUreyinaE,a/Tange Sf:hool, largely as.that ¥:: ‘_Modern Art. — and of _n"luch of the skill, in detail- to. form.a! architectural aesthetics. The growth of
i Smithsons’ Ja ae later history of B"Uta"sm_l', ibis ing and formal compozlhon, tha‘lt hald gone out of  this ethic in their minds is inextricably entangled
bl A5 Japar?e:e“]:isu::e (.Ilj\pan of Bdru*g::oplf:3 iy architecture. As was to become clear later: y;ltht-tfhethprc[)\;:esstyt \.Ivhnch c::-,hTr r;:ebop!:! cz;mc:hto
= | s ouses an identify the New Brutalism with ‘I'art brut' and other
5| ' ' ;Z’:::l_:ezc’ky?l 1937) and illustrations of the Katsura 4 “Any discussion.of Brutalism will n.ﬁss the point if expressions of the aesthetic of the time, while the
r ) YeaHe thirdpa ace (A revealing footnote to th_e S‘m'th' { it does nqt take mt? acu:.:ot'.lnt Brutalism's attfampt to attempt to visualise the total environment in which
== m-mmz ot Lair Shc,p.'slragraph reads “The Japanese film Ga’fe " be obj.ectw? about re.allty -Fhe cultural objectives this ethic could be realised involved them in a
. A R ) b fOrth\:f hOl.Jses, a monastery ar]d palace;h’: ¥ of sogiety, its urges, its techniques, and so on. Bru- course of action which led to the destruction of
T S6Nes| oF thi Slrilt t"\‘16-"’) and serves to |Iluc-;tra\tf7t b : t::}lusm” 1’(snes to face up to a mass-production so- | CIAM. These two aspects of the New Brutalism —
— — i i capable of ¢ 2 _de" discovery of a whole cu tua- met){. ) ! . 1 ‘l"art brut’ and the reform of urb.anism — are of such
> . ] ditional arch‘irrymgr as naturally as clotht.aS,_ a t'ron But in 195455 this facmg-ljlp.prccess hac! only just pivotal importance at this point in the argument that
@ = _L g b2 lightj ecture whose spatial ‘sophlstlc\:; lst begun and Iackesi the sophisticated fechmques that | they are worth tackling out of their strict chronologi-
) Somethin s.ye‘?rs beyor}d the capacity of the eta; were to be contributed by th.e‘ I.3rutal|sts’ associates '/ cal position in this historical narrative.
: ! 1\ (Beneant cgJWeller“ ar app’lnes to the refererjc:(%s ¥ ’ in th.e other .arts. Thes'e ac'hvmes, such as the pio-
ik - \ A5 arshitst '”g‘forms. The search folrU\f’\’_ltt;, O:ad Diagram of mat-planning and siiding neering studies of the ‘Pop’ arts made by Lawrence

A been part of it H:aly, F:lnd fof the % ::i't s screens used in traditional Japanese
B a general rediscovery of the Mediter houses 5 ‘Architectural Design’, April 1957 18 ‘Architoctural Design’, January 1955
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ranean basin by that generation. Through eyes tu-
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48 — 50

Alison and Peter Smithson; Coventry Cathedral (England),
competition design. 1951
Section, plan, and model



51-53
Alison and Peter Smithson;
City of London (England), Golden-Lane

L, \ S Housing, competition design. 1952
! L LR 7 :
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52 53

EAST BLOGK LA Y-y
WEST BLOCK Typical apartment plans, elevations, site plan

NORTH ELEVATION SECTTON General plan at street-deck level
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54 /55

Alison and Peter Smithson;
Sheffield University Extensions
(England), competition design. 1953
Isometric view, plan

56 /57
James Stirling and Alan Cordin

gley; Sheffield University

Extensions (England), competition design. 1953

56

Site plan

library
architecture
arts

staff
administration
physics
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57

Elevation of main teaching-block

T XCIO

chemistry

medical

hall

union and refectories
boiler house

car park

58 /59 ingham
Sir Owen Williams; Beeston (Nottingham,

England), Pharmaceutical Factory
(dry processes block). 1932 i
Rear facade, and entrance-hall and stair
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Johannes H van den Broek and Jacob B Bakema; Rotterdam
(Holland), van den Broek House, 1953

Living room, and entrance facade

66 /67

Johannes H van den Broek and Jacob B Bakema; Rotterdam
(Holland), Lijnbaan. 1953

66

Detail of construction of upper facade

67

General view




68 —70
Vladimir Bodiansky and ATBAT-Afrique; Algiers, Mass Housing.

1953 onwards

68 69
: Elevation with patio-balconies
General view




70

General view dur

ing consiruction

L L

tradition (and with it, the dominance of France in -L
European intellectual life) then Pollock was im-
mediately remembered, and became a sort of pa-/
tron saint of anti-art even before his sensational |
and much published death.
. : A picture of Jackson Pollock in his studio — one
Smithsons. Henderson, an expenmen’tal photogra- might almost say ‘a sacred ikon' — was one of the
pher, is little known outside Britain though his in- images in ‘Parallel of Life and Art', but there were ‘-
fluence on the other three was considerable and very few other references to ‘artJ’ in any of the i
admitted by them (if, indeed, it was he who had culturally-accepted senses and the section of the
invented their special use of the word ‘'image’ then exhibition which was labelled ‘architecture’ included
his influence was probably crucial). Paolozzi, on the a Mexican mask and a plate from a book of Vege-
other hand, is nota back-room figure and his sculp- table Anatomy, as well as a number of subjects that
ture is known in Modern Art circles all over the would normally be regarded as engineering struc-
world. As early as 1952 it had earned him a place in tures, or settlements that would normally be regard-
Michel Tapié's book 'Un art autre’, alongside Jack- ed as too primitive to be counted as ‘architecture’
son Pollock, Jean Dubuffet, Jean Fautrier, Georges In all sections, the exhibition dealt primarily witl;
Mathieu and other representative ‘anti-artists' of the bizarre or anti-aesthetic images culled from news-
period. Dubuffet’s work was already (and justifiably) papers, magazines, scientific and anthropological
being described as ‘art brut', and this term ‘could textbooks, or extreme modes of vision such as X-
equally justifiably be applied to the work of Paolozzi rays and micrographs. All had clearly been select-
as, in 1952—54, he moved rapidly away from coarse ed because of some very direct (and often inexpli-
abstraction towards a species of primitive figuration cable) emotional impact on the organisers of the
] he small bronze busts which have the show, and many carried that impact to those who
look of Dubuffet in three dimensions. The Smith- came to see it.
sons were certainly aware of the connection with Although ‘Parallel’ was one of the crucial stages in
the emerging anti-art movement that was establish- the demolition of the intellectual prestige of ab-
ed by their friendship with Paolozzi, but they also stract art in Britain, it is worth noting that it ac-
had a more direct acquaintance with it. Like many cepted one form of abstraction without question
“other young Europeans they had been brought up that of photographic reproduction in two di.men:

against the art of Jackson Pollock for the first time,”  sions, and puta high value on the qualities of grain
.on by the European art- and ‘chiaroscuro’ that resulted from printing-down

and without any preparati _ : 4
press, at the Bjennale di VeneZl.a' of 1950. The. |Im- gross over-enlargements on unglazed photographic
pact of these pictures on the mteHethuaI edmhlce paper. This particular aesthetic was not absolutely
which architects had built around classical theories original — something like it had been seen durin
of measure and proportion was to be extremely 1951 both in the ‘Triennale di Milano’ and an exg-
destructive. But it was delayed, because Pollock’s hibition ‘Growth and Form’ in Londcm, (with which
free-form dribble painting was almost Colmplete|y Henderson had been involved at one stage) but the
incomprehensible to European €yes: Yet it left an faxploitation of these visual qualities to enhance the
impact of subject matter that flouted humanistic

indelible ‘image’ on many minds and when it seem-
ed to be time to try and overthrow the classical conventions of beauty in order to emphasise Y

5.1 Brute, non and other art

The team that assembled the one hundred and
twenty-two Brutalist images that made up the ex-
hibition ‘Parallel of Life and Art' in 1953, consisted
of Nigel Henderson, Edouardo Paolozzi and the two

7
Edouardo Paolozzi; Bronze Head. 1954

72
Jean Dubuffet; Monsieur Macadan. 1945




| automotive technology which Le Corbusier had re-
| jected as un-architectural (notably technical obso-
lescence and physical expendability) were accepted
' by the Smithsons as an inevitable part of the mass-
' production situation, and were fused by them with
one of the most traditional of architectural concep-
| tions, the patio-dwelling. The design had been com- I
missioned for the annual ‘Ideal Home’ exhibition in
London, and what the Smithsons offered to baffled
(but often enthusiastic) visitors to the exhibition was
a simple box without external windows, and a door

the 1955 ‘manifesto’. The sight of such an artefact
could be disturbing for more than one reason.

It was, as has been said, solid testimony of ‘an-
other world', but it was also an affront to ‘good
taste’, and accepted progressive sentiment. Not
only were ‘progressive’ habits of thought still domi-
nated by older, anti-American members of the Left,
but from the time of Sigfried Giedion's book ‘Me-
chanisation takes Command’, or even earlier, the
styling of US commercial products had been specif-

e

.@@

*

would have involved judging the case on its merits
(or rather, dominant factors) such as the land-form,
the accommodation required and the financé aval-
lable, rather than in accordance with some Pré"
established classical or picturesque ‘schema’ in the
usual manner of post-war architecture; and the
execution of the buildings would certainly have
b'een a calculated affront to the accepted conve™
tions of architectural detailing at that time — there

X Tl
i

)
5

fine-drawn

Jackson Pollock in his studio. 1950

le istarti

lhlr‘::;e;‘,udr|sto.r’t||on, obscurity and a certain amo
importang‘:w. was a subversive innovation \:Et :
was not missed. There is no doubt t?nse
S hny Plos.tlle critics' attitude to Brut l'at
Sy when it finally appeared i

y —55 :

e o o:fe tt;ould see at least three different
el e New Brutalism ci i :
ectural gossip and criticism: Vgl
1 Certain thoy :

2 Direct practical experience of t

methods of the Sm;
; t
their collaborators '(hsons had con

that the New Bi'uta

its merits in the b
ism”,

hle business-like

. vinced certajn

lir;?meers and other consultantﬁ
was “judging ever

est traditions of Britishypfzgfn;):

Smithsons, had

h
thetic’ ands of the

€ 'an sthie not an aeg
ely one of the accepted

ff i i
J ield Umversdy project

|| 'Pop Architectyr

would have been no exquisite surfaces,
metal-work or harmonious colours, no integration e
architecture with the other plastic arts, €& el
Constructed, Sheffield University as conceived bY
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Alison and Peter Smithson; House of the
Future (prototype). 1956
Bathroom, and cut-away drawing

ically regarded as ‘bad design’, so that to admire it
in public was to adopt an anti-conformist or ‘angry
young man’, attitude. But for those whose views had
not been polarised by the politics of the Cold War
(or the politics of Modern Architecture) it was pos-
sible to admire the Cadillac or Plymouth for non-
polemical reasons. Unlike European architecture, US
car styling seemed to have tapped an inexhaustible
supply of new forms and new symbols of speed and
power, the sheer aesthetic inventiveness displayed
by Detroit designers in the middle years of the fif-
ties was a constant reproach to the faltering imagi-
nations of European architects -and the industrial
designers they appeared to admire (eg Nizzoli of
Olivetti). But even more unlike British designers
and architects in particular, the American stylists
exhibited a dazzling command of details, joints and
connections, the three dimensional coordination of
different materials, and skill in fitting accessories
and components into the total design (rather than

sticking them on as afterthoughts as in British car-

. design and buildings)-

The House of the Future was, in a sense, a re-
statement of Le Corbusier's Citrohan/Citroén pun;"”
a house built like a motor-car. But those aspects of

7 On the 'Citrohan’ house, see: Le Corbusier, ‘Vers une archi-
tecture' (1923), section on ‘Maisons en série’, his first extended
discussion of prefabrication and mass-production of buildings, in
which the name iCitrohan’ was coined as a deliberate echo of
‘Gitrosn’, already established as the leading mass-produced

French popular car.
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on only one side, so that the three other sides could
be packed hard up against other similar buildings

to give high residential densities even in single-

storey developments. All the rooms were lit from

| continuous glazing looking into a small oval patio in

the centre, the height of the roof being varied in
a continuous curve to give daylight-factors suited
to the use and aspect of the rooms around the
patio.

The level of technical equipment was clearly intend-
ed to surpass even the vision vouchsafed by the

| American advertisements they had been collecting,

and this preoccupation has persisted in later imag-
inative projects for domestic design that the Smith-
sons have produced. The proposed form of struc-
ture represents a different kind of raid into US in-
dustrial design however: the double plastic shell
was conceived as the equivalent of the panelling of
a car body. Thus, no single panel was interchange-
able with any other in the same house, only with its
twin in another house. This situation, long since ac-
cepted in the construction of industrially produced
shells (such as car-bodies, aircraft fuselages etc) of
course runs exactly counter to ideas current in
architectural circles on prefabrication (eg all the
various prefabricating projects associated with the
names of Gropius and Wachsmann) where the at-
tempt has always been to work towards a single
universal element that can fulfill any role the struc-
ture requires. The practical economics of the kind




sity is for a piece of the world, the patio. The second
necessity is for an enclosed space, the pavillon.”
Such an appeal to fundamentals in architecture
nearly always contains an appeal to tradition and
the past — and in this case the historicising tenden-
cy was underlined by the way in which the innumer-
able symbolic objects made or gathered by the
group were laid out on beds of sand in a manner
reminiscent of photographs of archaeological sites
with the finds laid out for display. One or two dis-
cerning critics, who knew their Smithsons and were
acquainted with Henderson's preoccupations with
the folkways of the East London poor, described the
exhibit as ‘the garden-shed aesthetic’ but one could
not help feeling that this particular garden shed,
#eeS! /3 - with its rusted bicycle wheels, a battered trumpet
v/a%i‘/f/"', - ' and other homely junk, had been excavated after

g . b

FRIGIDAIRE BUILT-IN COOKING | i, ' “mrt o e s o
fold-back or counter-fop units— position. The Pop-Art patio-house was not to be,

which one for your new kitchen ?

and when the Smithsons produced another patio-
house mock-up later in that same year of 1956, it
revealed very different intentions and produced a
ivery different effect.

Concurrently with other international avant-gﬂ:rde
activities in the plastic arts, during the early ninCy
teen-fifties, there had been an attempt to establish
an English ‘filiale’ of the Paris-based ‘Groupe es-
pace'. Since British artists like Paolozzi, Turnbull,
Hamilton or McHale had long since abandoned the
rather naive tenets of ‘integration of the arts’ l-.ueld
by the ‘Groupe espace’ at that time, the project

came to nothi t the painters, architects, sculp-
i § d to discuss the

7678 tors and criti ho had gathere | n—— ; i ! :

American advertisements for kitchen- ' ! proposal COI ]f(':s wdc;: mee?t and finally decided to e e the atomic holocaust, and discovered to be part of

appliances and cars. 1953-55 Poh, : s ﬁ;nue o e tar reasons now impos- European tradition of site planning that went back
LB e e S S ge an exhibition (called, to archaic Greece and beyond.

Tomorrow'). The show
r constructions devised
of a painter, ' o

76 sible to reconstruct, ‘This is
consisted of environments o
by groups each consisting (more orless)

The Smithsons were already beginning to exhibit
| that fascination with ancient planning that was to
take them to visit the original sites in Greece, and

i ut there was no over- Alison und f . : ! : ;
a”St;Lllptor and an warchitect; b ring the whole mani- the Futul-:: 15523' A | was ultimately to affect their own ideas of site or-
: RS R COV: as it liked, and as Kitchen area ganisation in a practical manner in the nineteen-

estation. Each group worke ! sixties. Had they abandoned their extreme anti-

Lawrence Alloway wrote in an introduction to the

catalogue:
“The independent competing groupPs do Izot agrie
on any universal design principles o B .\:voE E;%ts?l_-
mit to the dogmatic ideas of synthesis held by ‘La
Groupe espace’.
In ‘This is Tomorrow’ the visitor i exposed to Spé.'icle
effects, play with signs, a wide rande of L:mattenaj
and structures which, taken together make of ar
and architecture a many-chanelled activity as fac-
tual and far from ideal standards as the street out-
side.”

At least one of the group-cons
regarded as an mpt to bring th' /]
the exhibition: ?Jt;fm pVoelcker, Ruchar.d Hamilton
and John McHale put together the first Pop-Art
manifestation to be seen in any art gallery anyw-h?re
in the world, complete with juke box, advertising

tructions could be
the street inside

traditionalist position of 1953? Certainly they had

. made a move in the same general direction as did

many leading figures in the world of Anglo-Saxon
architecture on both sides of the Atlantic as the
neo-Classical revival set in (that is, from Philip
Johnson’s synagogue at Port Chester, completed in
this same year of 1956) but theirs was not Classi-
cism in that sense — the pavilion was not placed
axially in the patio, and the planning ‘grid’ was more
like an irregular version of Japanese mat-planning
than a classical system of modules. Further, when
Peter Smithson came to present the results of his
Greek investigations in public lectures in 1959'%

'8 Reprinted in the ‘Journal of the Architectural Association’,
London, February 1959

ima ; U tions, and made great
of design philosphy exhibited by the Smithsons’ pIafe\?:,t:cLe:;;flcréi:ig:;tiheom topology and
structure implies a volume of production rivalling other topics enl;r;;” associated with the ‘anti-
that c?f a major automobile manufacturer, and (in classical' ap ?oa 4 inyEngland At that time. From
the kind of Open Society to which the Smithsons this extremep th 3 hibits shaded right across to
seem devoted) marketing techniques comparable to the other extlr . e: , derly geometrica| X
those of Detroit. The House of the Future was in the ‘Grouy ol Orrmanner. Although the Hen-
 therefore ‘styled’ as much as it was designed. A dersc’"/PaNg:zi?;Sn?tcheson exhibit cannot be fitted

complete aesthetic of panels and joints (avowedly neatly into thi o at any one point, it must
modelled on automobile practice) was devised, and  be said here t:. stetci’ue?ncwas a traditionalist exhibit,
the exterior even boasted a certain amount of token a very lon ks od from the Pop-Art ex-
brlughtwork that underlined its affinity to the chro- tremism of gowgai rego:,”ton and McHale.
mium styling of a car or, indeed, the domestic ap- Their ‘Patio ae; Per, .[.a » though put together out
pliances inside. Even the possibility of an annual of non-traditi 0 | awtlor"l '[s such as aluminium and
model-change was entertained. corrugated IOI'I? ma T::lbai‘ted an architectural form
In spite of its patio-plan, this was still a very ex- thek wally Eeasd::; e-TJeld owadays by critics like
Mg s i WL (e Ve v treme conception for its time (in many ways much  Vincent Scully as ﬁ”ssentially a megaron in a te- 80/81
more extreme than lonel Schein’s contemporaneous menos-enclosure” ed was described by the group ) Jacques Coulon and lonel Schein; Maison
plastic house designed for the ‘Exposition des Arts- themselves in the 2:hibiti0ﬂ catalogue in terms of Plastique (prototypal). 1956
Menagers') and as so often in the history of Bru- “. .. necessities of human habitat . - - the first neces- Model and general view
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Nigel Henderson;
on of exhibition
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but had proceeded in a manner analogous 10 L
Sheffield University project, the various buildings
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For illustrations see page 77

built houses of the area extracted
entatious effect from the poor
bols that could be contrived
ally possible range of materials,
ber. But he did not accept their
d set out to do as honest a
s of the local ‘reality’, including

mon speculator-
the maximum of ost
stock of status sym
from the economic
chiefly brick and tim
‘cultural objectives’ an

job as the limitation
the same economically possible range of materials,

would permit. The result, like the other houses in
the area, was basically a simple brick box, but with-
in it the Smithsons contrived some more enterpris-
ing spatial arrangements than are common in Brit-
ish suburban architecture, and tried to illuminate
them with windows placed according to internal
need, rather than the outworn suburban conventions
derived from the Arts-and-Crafts tradition of the
nineteenth century. The result has neither the
shameless styling of the House of the Future, nor
the timeless inecessity’ of the Pavilion in the Patio
_ and it received an extraordinarily hostile response
as these two extracts from the the correspondence
columns of the ‘Architectural Review' " will show:
«__ . it seems to me that in their efforts to avoid do-
ing the same (as speculative builders) they have
done not better, or even as well, but worse. Now |
cannot think that this is because they lack ability. .
Can it be that they are not equipped with a sound
theory ...?" (Norman Harrison): ;
«The house at Watford, Hertfordshire, ... is a
shocking piece of architectural illiteracy in plan,
construction and appearance” (Fred Lasserre).
lliteracy', ‘not equipped with a sound theory': had
the Smithsons for once actually achieved anti-archi-
tecture, br even ‘une architecture autre’? They had
certainly flouted the picture-book conventions of
gracious living that had so long circumscribed the
ambitions of modern domestic architecture, and
although ‘the result was not so extreme as, say, the
Sheffield University project, timid souls recognised
that it was a subtly subversive building.

9 2 Architectural Review’, December 1957 and February 1958
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5.2 A note on ‘une architecture autre’

What is a subversive proposition in architecture —
which, as an art, has been forced, by outside cir-
cumstance, to absorb many concepts and usages
felt to be hostile to its best traditions, and yet has
survived? There was something in the air in the
middle of the nineteen-fifties that suggested that a

really subversive trend was emerging, something

that the traditions of architecture could not absorb,
and it was to label the intimations of such a trend
(discemible in the Smithsons’ Sheffield scheme)
that the present author coined the term ‘une archi-
tecture autre’ in December 1955. Whatever | thought
I meant by the term at the time, it was snapped by
Udo Kultermann (‘Baukunst und Werkform’, August
1958) in an article subtitled ‘Ein neugekniipfter Fa-
den der architektonischen Entwicklung’ (A newly-
tied thread of architectural development) but he so
narrowed the meaning of the term, to cover little
beyond the purely formal alternatives to ‘rectangu-
lar architecture, that it is necessary here to re-
establish the full meaning of the phrase in terms of
the New Brutalism.

As has been implied already, the term was coined
by analogy with Tapié's concept of 'un art autre’,
and was intended to stand for something equally
radical. That is, an architecture whose vehemence
transcended the norms of architectural expression
as violently as the paintings of Dubuffet transcend-
ed the norms of pictorial art; an architecture whose
concepts of order were as far removed from those
of ‘architectural composition’ as those of Pollock
were removed from the routines of painterly com-
position (ie balance, congruence or contrast of
forms within a dominant rectangular format — we
argued much whether Pollock paid any regard to
the edges of the canvas when dribbling his action
paintings); an architecture as uninhibited in its re-
sponse to the nature of materials ‘as found’, as were
the composers of ‘musique concréte’ in their re-
sponse to natural sounds ‘as recorded’.

Thus, the final and absolute abandonment by ‘mus!”
que concréte’ of any traditional kind of scale of
even the twelve-tone series, and with it the aban”
donment of any kind of harmony or melody (in {h.e
sense accepted in the theory of music as taud e
the ‘conservatoires’) gave a measure of the exten
to which ‘une architecture autre' could be expecte
to abandon the concepts of composition, symmetr::
order, module, proportion, ‘literacy in plan, c‘:ed
struction and appearance’, in the sense acceP]es
in the theory of architecture as taught in the Eg© -
des Beaux-Arts, and piously preserved in the Mod® 5
Architecture of the International Style and
war successors. By this token, ‘une archite®
autre’ ought also to have abandoned even 0 n-
of structure and space — or rather, it ought t abac-
don the dominance of the idea that the prime funke
tEon of an architect is to employ structure o Tk
spaces. ture/
Many would agree that to abandon this stru¢ i
space synthesis is to abandon architecturé a‘t?ge
er, but all that is really abandoned is the notio”
the art of architecture that has been curre
the Renaissance. Society at large has never £ 2 to
much interest in this notion, because ithas "othm.gty_
do with the architect’s function in relation to s0c!®
What the corporate and private patrons, wh
to represent the desires of society, have
of architects is environments for huma
and symbols of society's cultural obje
most of human history some kind of spac
artefact has been the unquestioned manner 3
satisfying both these desires, but this was nevso
the only possible solution, and it is even '1355. e-
today. A modern example would be 2 drive-in clﬂn’
ma, where the structure above ground level € i
closes no space, and the cultural symbols 2r¢ tra!:e
sient light-play. But one can adduce G2 n':}c:is
primitive and genuinely a-formal examples tha" d
entirely devoid of structural elements OF enclcm?_
volume. The camp fire of a nomadic tribe, for l-nl
stance, creates an environment for human socl:a]a't
activity and marks it with a powerful symbol, BY
the size and shape of the useful environ
defined by no structure, simply by the heat t
fire, the strength and direction of the wind, the PIY-
siology of the individuals involved and the activities
thfay are performing. "bhi
Given a genuinely functional approach such as thlS;
no cultural preconceptions, and the full battery ©F
mfndern mechanical services, an ‘other architecture
might well employ structure merely as & Wa¥ 5
holding up other environmental controls, wnthou.t
endowing it with the monumental Signiﬁcance it
enjoyed when massive construction was almost the
only environmental control mankind Possessed’ ang
with these controls it might or might not happen .to
define a space without endowing that volume W.It
the cultural significance loaded on it by societies
trapped within volumes defined by massive SEHUGH
tures,

Formless (sic) buildings, such as Frederick Kiesler's
Endless House' or Herb Greene's dwelling house

n acti\'ities
ctives- For
o/structur®

at Norman, Oklahoma, only superficially fulfil this
concept of ‘other’. The Sugden House comes nearer
to it, in some senses, precisely because it is put
together out of traditional materials, and this accen-
tuates its underlying deviations from the norms of
constructing environments out of those materials.
So Fred Lasserre observes the Smithsons are ‘illit-
erate’, and have not employed the grammar asso-
ciated with domestic planning in brick and wood,
but seems not to have entertained the possibility
that they might be literate in another language, em-
ploying a different grammar.

But more fundamentally ‘other’ is the approach of
a designer like Buckminster Fuller, especially as
the architectural profession started by mistaking
him for a man preoccupied with creating structures to
envelop spaces. The fact is that, though his domes
may enclose some very seductive-seeming spaces,
the structure is simply a means towards, the space
merely a by-product of, the creation of an environ-
ment, and that given other technical means, Fuller
might have satisfied his quest for ever-higher envi-
ronmental performance in some more ‘other’ way.
The truth of this has been dawning on architects
for some time, and many have come to adopt an
attitude of extreme hostility towards him, usually
couched in the form of ridicule and harping on cer-
tain obvious questions, such as, how do you make
an entrance in a dome? (The answer, curiously
enough, is the same as for a tower-block by Mies
van der Rohe or an Unité by Le Corbusier — you
raise it off the ground and go in underneath.) The
Smithsons are to be included among those who
have adopted this attitude to Fuller, so are practi-
cally all others who could carry the name of Bru-
talist. In the last resort they are dedicated to the
traditions of architecture as the world has come to
know them: their aim is not ‘une architecture autre’
but, as ever, ‘vers une architecture’.
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Frederick Kiesler; ‘Endless House' project. 1957

88

Herb Greene; Norman (Oklahoma, USA), House on the Prairie.
1961
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R. Buckminster Fuller; Carbondale (lllinois, USA), architect's
own house. 1960




For illustrations see page 78-84

5.3 The end of an old urbanism

Even if no slogan or label had emerged sponta-
neously to identify the Smithsons and their inter-
national network of like-thinking friends, it would
still have become necessary to invent a name of
some sort for the purposes of journalism and hi-
story-writing. Firstly because their work represents
a recognisable trend; secondly, and more urgently,
because of the role they played in the politics of
the Modern Movement. In the absence of the name
‘Brutalists’, they would presumably have been known

as ‘Team-X’, and remembered as the destroyers
of CIAM.

' The relationship between Brutalist ideas and the

collapse of the original ‘Congrés Internationaux
d'Architecture Moderne' is direct, the activities of
Team-X in bringing about that collapse deliberate
and conscious — at least in the sense of a deter-

| mination to see their own ideas prevail, no matter

what the cost, because they were convinced that
they were right and their opponents wrong. How-
ever, these ideas were not overnight growths, nor
was the formation of the Team-X alliance a sudden
secret conspiracy; the process by which the grand
old movement was demolished goes back to the
beginnings of CIAM’s post-war activity, and the
creation of Team-X was part of the deliberate
policy of the movement's older members, even
though the outcome was not what they had intended.
To recapitulate briefly: from the seventh congress
(Bergamo, 1949) onwards, it was the custom of
architectural students (especially from Britain) to
flock to CIAM to re-establish contact with the inter-
national Modern Movement, to sit at the feet of its
great masters and to acquire those non-parochial
standards of architectural value that were discussed
in section 1.2 At Hoddesdon in 1951, and above all
at the crucial ninth congress at Aix-en-Provence in
1954, this mass movement of students gained in
strength. Aix, indeed, was almost overwhelmed by
the crush of students and young architects, for
whom it was a kind of consummation to their ‘grande
affaire’ with the Latin South, with the Mediterranean
and, above all, with Le Corbusier. As is well known,
a party organised by Le Corbusier's office on the
roof of the newly completed ‘Unité’ at Marseilles was
both the crowning moment and major scandal of
the Aix congress.

As is so often the case with such emotional occa-
sions as this, the high feelings of Aix were followed
by a kind of post-orgasmic reaction:

“We of the younger generation received a shock at
Aix in seeing how far the wonder of the ‘ville radi-
euse’ had faded from CIAM.” 20

So wrote Team-X in the preamble to their program-
me for the tenth congress at Dubrovnik. The con-
tent of this statement is as symptomatic of the
troubles of CIAM as were the names of it signato-

® Reprinted in: Oscar Newman, ‘CIAM ’59 in Otterlo’, 1st volume
of the ‘Documents of Modern Architecture’ edited by Jiirgen Joe-

dicke, London 1961, which is the best compact source for the re-
ferences and quotations in this section,

70

ries. Looking back now, it is clear that the compo-
sition of Team-X (so called because they were
entrusted with producing a programme for CIAM-X)
represented an alliance of genuinely like minds,
rather than a temporary grouping of dissident ele-
ments: Bakema, Candilis, Gutmann, Howell, van
Eyck, Voelcker and the Smithsons were becoming
increasingly tied by genuine friendship and admira-

tion for one another's work. On the other hand it is -

difficult not to sense an odour of cynicism in the
motives of the older CIAM in entrusting this group
with congress X — some genuinely believed in giv-
ing the young an opportunity to prove themselves,
but for others the only way to silence the tide of
criticism they could feel among the younger mem-
bers was to confront them with the realit'ies and
responsibilities of power, in the hope that this would
tame them.

But, with four British members, Team-X was ha‘lf-
committed to the English view of CIAM and its
future before its meetings ever began, and the es-
sence of that view is contained in the fquotatnon
given above: CIAM was seen as the guardian of the
sacred vision of ‘la ville radieuse’ and the older

| members were censured for having lost faith. In

point of historical fact, of course, this view is a
travesty of what CIAM originally set out to do: Le
Corbusier's vision of ‘la ville radieuse’ was only one
of a number of town-planning concepts and urbam?—
tic philosophies that had been contributed to CIAIYI s
pool of ideas. There were no reasons for expecting
other founder-members to abandon their own urban
visions in order to support Le Corbusier’s, and even
José Luis Sert's ‘Can our Cities Survive?’, the of-
ficial compendium of CIAM -town-plannil:lg, synthe-
sises a number of viewpoints, even though itwas com-
piled after political difficulties in other parts of
Europe had allowed the French group (and, there-
fore, Le Corbusier) to establish a virtual hegemony
over CIAM.

But the war, and other causes, had allowed that
hegemony to become dominant in the minds of the
young, and successive volumes of the ‘Oeuvre com-
pléte’ had taught them to interpret the Athens
Charter through Le Corbusier’s eyes, and to see
some form of ‘ville radieuse’ as the corporate am-
bition of CIAM. Also there is no doubt that the
post-war aspect of the pre-war heroes — middle-
aged, greying, world-weary and wise in the ways of
diplomatic compromise — must have come as a
shock to those who had previously known them only
in glamorous photographs taken during the Athens
congress, or in the fervent writings of their youth.
Now inclined to be a little sceptical of the pos-
Sibillty of app]ying even the simp!e concepfs of the
Athens Charter among the conditions then ruling
in war-ruined Europe, preoccupied with husbanding
the structures and resources still in existence rather
than making ‘tabula rasa’ and starting again, they
must indeed have looked, in the eyes of the young,
like traitors to the great vision.

Soon after Aix, and a few months after their first
Brutalist manifesto, the Smithsons gave their view

of the relations between Team-X and the CIAM
‘establishment’ in their earliest published statement
on town planning *':

“Each generation feels a new dissatisfaction and
conceives a new idea of order. This is architec-
ture.

' Young architects today feel a monumental dissatis-

faction with the buildings they see going up around
them.
| For them, the housing estates, the social centres
\and the blocks of flats are meaningless and irrele-
lvant. They feel that the majority of architects have
llost contact with reality and are building yesterday’s
tdreams when the rest of us have woken up in to-
day.”
They then go on to attack the Garden City concept
(ever a favourite target in Britain) and then the
‘Rational Architecture Movement’ which one knows
from other observations made by them, to mean the
town-planning ideas (on housing in particular) of
Gropius and his followers as set out in ‘Can Our
Cities Survive?":

“The social driving force ‘of that movement was
slum-clearance, the provision of sun, light, air and
green space. This social content was perfectly
matched by the forms of functionalist architecture,
the architecture of the Academic period which fol-
lowed the great period of Cubism, and Dada, and
de Stijl, of the ‘Esprit nouveau'. This was the period
of the minimum kitchen and the Four Functions, the
mechanical concept of architecture.”

The complaint about the ‘mechanical concept’ of
the Your functions' refers, of course, to the basic
postulates of the Athens Charter, which separates
out: Work, Residence, Recreation and Circulation
as the four functions of the city. Even the older
members of CIAM recognised that this analysis was
inadequate, but did not reject it, merely adding new
functional categories such as ‘the historic centre’
(‘Can our Cities Survive?’) or ‘the Core’ (CIAM-VIII,
Hoddesdon, 1951). But the young were for a root-
and-branch rejection of all the Athenian categories,

| which they frequently damned as ‘diagrammatic’,
and the progress of their revolt was summarised
thus by Theo Crosby %

[ “The CIAM congress at Aix-en-Provence in 1954
(sic) saw the first crack in the theoretical solidity of
| the Modern Movement. The Smithsons showed Hen-
derson's pictures, met Candilis (who had produced
some remarkable Moroccan housing), J. B. Bakema
of Holland and several young men who also found
the Athens Charter obsolete. They formed a group
to exchange information. This group, Team 10, was
entrusted by CIAM to prepare the programme for
|the 10th CIAM congress at Dubrovnik in 1956 (ap-
“parently on the principle: if you can't beat them,
| join them). The method of analysis for the projects
| submitted was, roughly, in terms of human associa-
. tion rather than functional organization, thus mark-
ing a radical break in architectural thinking.

}
|2 ‘Architectural Design’, June 1955
2 Introduction to ‘Uppercase 3', London 1960

n

At Dubrovnik it became evident that CIAM, with
over 3,000 members, had become too diffuse to
cover any subject other than by the merest genera-
lisation. There was also a cleavage between the
founders, old, famous and very busy, and the fol-
lowers, young, underworked and ravenous for pow-

‘er. The congress broke up, leaving Team 10 in pos-

session of the field. Most national groups dissolved

‘themselves. Team 10 continued to meet, .in _P'aris
1(1959) and Otterlo (1959), but they met as individu-
|als.”

Of course, CIAM did not immediately vanish, and
there was a good deal of recrimination and back-
biting among the survivors, which persisted, well
after the Otterlo congress, in a lengthy correspond-
ence in all the world’s leading architectural maga-
zines, about precisely the kind of legalistic point
that tends to obsess the minds of old men in defeat
— whether or not Otterlo had the ‘right’ to decide
that “the name of CIAM could no more be used by
participants”, to quote Bakema's summary state-
ment after Otterlo had broken up.?® The plain fact
was that the old men were defeated — at least with-
in the framework of the old CIAM. It was evident
that much had been lost — the middle generation,
particularly the ltalians like Ernesto Rogers and
Ignazio Gardella, had been deprived of the oppor-
tunity of succeeding to the seats of power vacated
by the old; distant members like Kunio Mayekawa had
been deprived of the psychological support of mem-
bership in a great international organisation; even
the youngsters seem to feel vaguely cheated that
their later meetings (eg Royamont, 1962) did not
carry the prestige or attract the world-wide atten-
tion accorded earlier meetings. If Team-X were
left ‘in possession of the field’, it was because evern
their potential allies had fled, with the exception of
the few, chiefly in Europe, who at that time agreed
with them that town-planning is primarily an archi-
tectural discipline, and that the word ‘city’ still stood
for something of positive human value expressed as
an emotive artefact — as an ‘image’.

What did this view mean to them? The preamble to
the Dubrovnik instructions again provides valuable
clues:

“Each architect is asked to appear, project under
his arm, ready to commit himself ...

We are seeking the ideal habitat for each particular
place at this particular moment. ..

...we are interested only in the outcome of this
collaboration (with sociologists and other special-
ists), not in diagrams of relationships or analytical
studies, but as architecture.”

There is an implicit rebuttal of Le Corbusier in
these quotations: when he first conceived the ear-
liest version of the ‘ville radieuse’ it was the gene-
ralized solution for an ideal site, avoiding ‘all spe-
cial cases, and all that may be accidental’. The
young, in unknowing pursuance of a definition of

2 Reprinted at the end of ‘CIAM '59 in Otterlo’, see also his
letter circulated to all the magazines which printed the ‘anti-
Otterlo' declaration of Giedion, Sert, Le Corbusier and Gropius.
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Brutalism once offered by Toni del Renzio — “Do
as Corb does, not as Corb says” — applied them-
selves instead to the proposed built environment of
a particular place with all its accidental and special
features, the unique solution to an unique situation.
For even those who felt required to reject the cate-
gories of the Athens Charter as ‘diagrammatic’ could
accept the ‘Unité’ as the ideal habitat for Marseilles
in 1950. Concurrent with this emphasis on the re-
alities of a particular place (comparable with the
Brutalist insistence on the real nature of particular
materials etc) is the insistence on commitment, that
the architect should be so personally involved with
his proposed habitat that he would be prepared to
defend it against detailed scrutiny by his fellow-
professionals.
To the young who had recently emerged from archi-
tecture schools, especially in Britain where the ‘cri-
ticism' system was still a workable eductional tech-
nique, the submission of one’s work to public exa-
mination by a jury was a work-a-day purgatory, a
customary form of intellectual discipline. To some
of their continental contemporaries it appears to
have come as a novel and welcome exercise in
existential self-examination, but can one imagine a
Gropius, a van Eesteren or a Neutra submitting his
work to the indignities of hostile questioning by men
forty years his junior? Even the middle generation
had difficulties in acknowledging the criticisms of
the young, as may be seen occasionally in the
published record of the Otterlo congress.
But if CIAM broke up because many of its older
members knew that their work was too heavily com-
promised for them ever to bare their architectural
souls in public (and, worse, they knew that the young
were fully aware of this, and were waiting to pounce),
the legends of some of these older members surviv-
ed untarnished, especially that of Le Corbusier, who
hlad survived the disaster of Dubrovnik with Mikoyan-
||!(e cunning. His personality, his vision of the ra-
diant city survived everything, and continued to
dominate the minds of the Team-X/Brutalist con-
nection even after the Athens Charter had been de-
clared obsolete. This dominance can be seen clear-
ly enough in the following short article or, rather,
‘exhortation’, by the Smithsons which appeared in
the ‘Architectural Review' at the end of 1957, and
Ca_n well stand as a representative sample of their
wn.tings on town planning. It commences with an
e.dltorial introduction which is, effectively, a profes-
sion of support for their views 2*:

"IThroughout the past quarter of a century, from the
first congress at la Sarraz in 1928 to its virtual dis-
solution last year ... CIAM has brought together the
n?asters of Functionalist architecture — Le Corbu-
sr‘er, Gropius, van Eesteren and many others — in
discussion on the problems of their art, and of city
planning in particular. Their findings, formulated in
mgthodically drawn-up documents, the most notable
being the Athens Charter of 1933, now begin to ap-

# ‘Architectural Review’, November 1957
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pear too diagrammatic, formalistic and legalist®
and here, Alison and Peter Smithson, who have P
ticipated in much of CIAM’s post-war activitys 88
out a case for rephrasing CIAM’s functionalist 1o
ets on a more humane and pragmatic basis.” :
Then follows the article proper, under the t'ﬂ‘e
‘Cluster City’ (the word ‘cluster’ comes Ulﬁmate):
from the American urbanist Kevin Lynch, and pai
sed into British circulation through Denys Lasdur:
who called his residential towers in East Lond?
‘cluster-blocks’) % e
“The modern architect is interested in the im_phcae
tions of his building in the community and 1IN e-
A culture as a whole. His first concern is with th® gi
neral problem, from which the specific solutio™.
the particular situation is evolved. The Declara®
of the first Congress of Modern Architecture (Gha
in 1928 was concerned not only with the throwé,ut
over of outmoded formulas and the Academi€®! hi-
with the actual functional basis of the new 'ar o
tecture, with economics, with the rationalisatio” c-
building, and also with town planning, for the *. nal
tional City was the natural extension of a Functio”
Architecture. is
The situation for the modern architect tod2Y, ’Ics
fundamentally the same, we are still function® lsrn‘
and we still accept the responsibility for the ©°
munity as a whale, but today the word func' . iy
does not merely mean mechanical as it di el
years ago. Our functionalism means acceptind. ns
realities of the situation, with all their contra icnoith
and confusions, and trying to do somethind whi'
them. In consequence we have to create an al’Gu.lil'-'
tecture and a town planning which — throug
iﬁm;l_- can ma.ke meaningful the change, the 9
e Tlow, the ‘vitality’ of the community.

There must be inherent in the organisation of €Y

building the renewal of the whole community 2. g
ture. Take, for example, the problem of rebuild'nn
three bouses in an existing street; the hous€? 5
jﬁch side of the street form, with ti;e street itse ,Id
istinct urban idea; the three new houses ® 'O'L::I"
notljust live off this idea, but should give 2" in ;‘
fatton, a sign, of a new sort of community St-ruct
hUFe. But this cannot be done unless the archl"eal
-,das a more or less completely conceived gene’
|t(-aa orideal towards which all his work is aimed-
ceIStn:f“:c eeviols th_at the functional-mechanic?! ctics
of the o|3w|'3| Planning and the Cartesian aest eB o
vant, Le C Ode-m Architecture are no longer "
SUpp.o,-ted obrbusler!s dream of a Ville Radieu.se
that is h v geometry of crushing panality: il
b thS oW we see it now —the p|ans move us a5|l i
whiche‘ pa'ttern on the tablecloth at the 'VieuX Pa”ir
dif‘ferel::*_ Indeed, where it may have originated: ‘l:?ls
SParking-;:,ein(:ur ref"ctic’ns to the same ima\s_Je-1 cu-,
riosity). » excitement; ours, art-historic?

tionaﬂ

row’(h;

ery

as

25
cm‘j:dUn gave 2 circumstantial account of his discovery of ?ha
' concept in ‘Architectural Design’, February 1958, referring

Particularly to an arti : d in
e Sl article by Kevin Lynch that had appe®™®
Scientific American’, April 1954.

Yet the dream was real enough, and is still relevant:
‘Here we have a promenade for pedestrians rising
on a gentle ramp to first-floor level which stretches
before us as a kilometre flight of terrace. Itis flanked
by cafés embowered in tree-tops that overlook the
ground beneath. Another ramp takes us to a sec-
ond promenade two storeys above the first. On one
side of it is a Rue de la Paix of the smartest shops:
the other commands an uninterrupted view of the
city’s limits. Yet a third ramp leads to the esplanade
along which the clubs and restaurants are grouped.
We are sheer above the expanse of parks with a
tossing sea of verdure plumb beneath us. And to
the right and left, over there, and further away still,
those gigantic and majestic prisms of purest trans-
parency raise their heads one upon another in a
dazzling spectacle of grandeur, serenity and glad-
ness ... 'Those hanging gardens of Semiramis, the
triple tiers of terraces, are ‘streets of quietude’.
Their delicate horizontal lines will span the inter-
vals between the huge vertical towers of glass, bind-
ing them together with an attenuated web ... That
stupendous colonnade which disappears into the
horizon as a vanishing thread is an elevated one-way
autostrada on which cars can cross Paris at light-
ning speed ... When night intervenes, the passage
of cars along the autostrada traces luminous tracks
that are like the trails of meteors flashing across
the summer heavens.’
This quotation is from a piece called ‘The Street’
which originally appeared in ‘L’Intransigeant’ in May
19929, It is a description of the ‘plan voisin’, a project
of 1925 which applied the principles and building
types of Le Corbusier's earlier project ‘une ville
contemporaine’ (1922) to Paris.
We still respond to this dream, but we no longer
believe in the means by which he imagined it could
be achieved. His city is a colossal, axially-organised
chess-board.
The general idea which fulfils these requirements
is the concept of the Cluster. The Cluster—a close-
knit, complicated, often-moving aggregation, but an
| aggregation with a distinct structure. This is per-
i haps as close as one can get to a description of the
| hew ideal in architecture and planning.
Given this description, the problem of building the
three houses in an existing street is one of finding
a way (whilst still responding to the street idea)
to chop through the old building face and build up
a complex in depth, of providing a suggestion, a
sign, of the new community structure.
It is traditionally the architect's job to create the
signs or images which represent the functions, aspi-
rations and beliefs of the community, and create
jthem in such a way that they add up to a compre-
i/ hensible whole. The cluster concept provides us
with a way of creating new images, using the tech-
niques which have been developed to deal with the
‘problem of a mass-production society, the tech-
| ‘niques for example of road and communication en-
gineering. Many solutions have been put forward to
deal with the problem of traffic — motorways joining
population centres, urban motorways within com-
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munities, peripheral controlled parking round the
old centre, out-of-town shopping centres, off-mo_tor-
way factories and residential dormitories; soluhc?ns
which either disperse the energies of communities
or integrate them in an entirely new way.
The accepted concept of the city is one of concen-
tric rings gradually decreasing to the edges in re-
sidential density and ground coverage, with a radi?.l
road-pattern from the historic nodal point. To this
pattern has lately been added concentric self-con-
tained low-density satellites (isolated around Lon-
don, connected at Stockholm).
| In the Cluster concept there is not one ‘centre’ b-ut
many. Population pressure-points are related to in-
dustry and to commerce and these would be the
natural points for the vitality of the community to
find expression — the bright lights and the moving
crowds.
These commercial and industrial pressure-points are
connected by motorways to frankly residential dor-
mitories and dormitory-used villages. It is useless to
pretend that life is so simple that we can all ‘live
where we work! — we have to accept population mo-
bility and be one step ahead of it in controlling the
form it takes. Creating new images both for the new
elements themselves and tor the old elements which
have to be transformed.
We must think out for each place the sort of struc-
ture which can grow and yet be clear and easily
understood at each stage of development. The word
Cluster gives the spirit of such a structure, and exist-
ing planning techniques, such as the control of re-
sidential densities, comprehensive redevelopment
and compulsory purchase, give the power (atleast in
England). There seems no reason why more freely-
flowing, more varied, more useful communities can-
not be constructed.”

This single article will, for the purposes of the pre-
sent book, serve to represent the typical contents of
a Smithson article on town planning of this period.
Most of the themes and preoccupations seen here
recur throughout their other writings on the subject,
and are simply enriched, rather than transformed by
additional thematic material — especially concerned
with the automobile, or the transience and perma-
nence of urban buildings, after they had visited the
. USA. Whatever is added, the central theme remains
| always the ideal solution ‘for a particular place at

' the present time’, with every new building seen as a .

successful, or unsuccessful, prototype of anew urban
order.
The whole ‘cluster of ideas’ is bestsummed upinone
magisterial ‘image’ — the scheme with which they won
a prize and great kudos in the ‘Hauptstadt Berlin’
competition in 1958. Their acceptance of ‘the reali-
ties of the situation’ went to the extent of retaining
| most of the existing street grid of the part of Berlin
in question, and then giving the city a completely
new pattern of pedestrian circulation on open decks
(analogous to the terraces of the ‘plan voisin') two
or three storeys above the streets. This device of
the two contrasting superimposed grids has the air



of a direct rebuttal of the chess-board geometry of
Functionalist town planning, and may even be a
conscious gesture of contempt for the defeatist at-
.\ titude of Gropius at CIAM-VI (Bridgewater, 1947)
- when he said that Berlin could not be substantially
replanned because the existing network of streets,

sewers and other services represented too big an
investment to be disturbed.

‘But the ‘image’ of
an irregular netwo
seen on plan (

‘Hauptstadt Berlin’ was not only

rk of upper pedestrian walks ag
though that pattern has been much
copied) it was also the means of vertical circulation
that connected the old, ground-leve| grid with the
| new one above it. This was to be an escalator city,
fin which vertical transportation was to be almost

{/Imore the norm than horizonta| movement. This was
| both the image of the new elements, and the image
of the old that had been transformed, for the urban

the city had moved upin th

But there is another matter of considerable interest
to be seen emerging at this stageinthe development

of Brutalist town planning — the re-appearance of

Picturesque method. It needs to be emphasiseq that
this is more a matter of Picturesque methods of
thinking than of Picturesque v

I e, isual Composition. This
was not really so surprising when one recall
both the Brutalists and the p oo ik

‘accepting the realities of the s
effect in their Berlin Project, really differ
F']icturesque injunction to ‘consult the g
Place in all’ (see section 1.2). Again, the |;
ed by the ‘Architectural Rev)iew'? fo; i::tal:ceepiunrs'u-
sisting that when new buildings were to be in'sert:c-!
Ento existing environments, then they shoulq be
avowedly ‘trug tq their owr;
Smithsons' problem of threg

in the tone

as put into
ed from the
enius of the

the same conclusion
Behind this seemin
there were buried

. 9 anticipa
forward in Cluster City, and

sistence on the importance
and population mobility ag p
brovnik papers:

tiong oftheideas put
especially of the in-
of human association
ut forward in the Dy-

“Or, la société n'étant
il importe de les grouper le plyg har,
que possible en favor;

échanges intg|-
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i s. C'est le
lectuels et commerciaux de toutes sorte"e sl
réseau de circulation a une échelle nouve

> n
termine le plan de la ville future.

i lic rhetoric of pre-war
h couched in the Gal :
g:,illj\/? prose, these opinions wertf.e the work olf ?::ez
he most conscientiously English of Eng is . rcé
:—lil Cronin Hastings, the intellectual drlvmglAOCh_
: i

beh?nd the neo-Picturesque campaign of the ‘Ar

. ]
tectural Review'.

Symbolically, the gap between the Brutalisl.jts anc.idﬂ}tz
[ : ent may be sai

i Townscape movem
PIICtuer?ns?;éBQ when the Smithsons employed Gordon
clos i

i iew's ‘Town-
" Cullen, greatest of the Archutectutr}?l It)er:;e;zﬁves s
’ e the
il ' draughtsmen to prepar vea et
'; fl::ifeEconomist building. But by that late date

ly fifties were
i differences of the ear

e pOIiimI;::lludged over. As late as 1959., 1L::\W.renc;z
?\(Ialz(\)ur:y ?n ‘Architectural Design’ was still trying

keep tl e palty ||| es | I Iy d|awn by remir (hng h|s
re delS OI the bltt9| k' O\Nledg e Sweet tas
a e Oi t 1 ie

i itain whimsy, the crown of the
Ie 'the i?z::'rae|s:ie5:2:il\l:al", but in 1es.s than a y'e.'];\r
SR, ‘Architectural Design’ carried an ar’:mlf
T that,t'c Gardens by none ather than I:I F C'ar :
i RQmart]' Iles on this very subject in ’fhe Amhflt;?-
:!hofeRzziI:w‘ had been the first harbingers of the
ura
Pic:,turesq.ue rz:‘”:}i‘ circle in about o‘né decade.re- -
| T et causes at work — Shlf'.tS of fashion,
gy n?anm);cal urge, idealism making its pe?ce
IO.SS i etism dreams accommodated to the l.rer;
Wl.ﬂ.‘l pragms sit,uation’, the Englishne§s of Er_19 is
} all’tlB.S 2 e\zren::*:)ming their interest in e).(otlc |E-
bty ho backyard proving a more pressing prob-
e igets io. In any case, what happened to
jjsrmidnaniite e e i ssarily happen to
{ lish Brutalists did not neces BEST
il § Team-X, and the planning of a 3ake
e Z'Iis alway’s retained a degree of dnagr'jm;
! a.thm I!ism that disappeared from the wor ‘:3
[ u‘jea s. Howell, Voelcker or the others w E
4 Smith?t(:;ld'rural housing schemes'as the Britis
v S'Ubn‘“ to Dubrovnik. Somewhere in the procesi;
| contrlbutlgn lish were doing had become separate
iskdls T‘gm as the world was coming to under-
A B.l‘Uta % ommon international usage, 'the word
e In‘ ; its urbanistic and technoioglc'ad cwer-II
0 5hedj”:ffe::,oming narrowed to a Styll.StI'C labe
o and largely with the treatment of bmldlrlg sur-
Sl asgpossible for one of the contributors
s 'It V\;f"tectural Design’ symposium on thfa'New
e the'ArC'l 1957 to refer to “the more specifically
BFUta|!Sm I!n ents such as the untreated .SUffaces
B eedm ipes and ducts and conduits”. T!'le
and. ol iphtp object that this missed the point
Smlthson's n;')%) but such was the prestige of Le C|or-
(seg S?Ct"s?to‘n brut’ that the world was bec.o.mlng
s dihat this heroic material was ‘specifically
ConVler:’ and, for this, one building was respon-
B'LultallTS'ho:gh \A:orks by Bakema, or Aalto, alread'|y
s P:c;ad that might have given substance. to Eiru’ca-1
?anlf it was Le Corbusier who stamped his persona
stylje upon the word.
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ithson; Watford (Hertfordshire, England),

Alison and Peter Sm
Sugden House. 1956

90/91
90

Front elevation

Dining area with stairs to upper floor
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T iy . i e B 9799
Alison and Peter Smithson; U | I [ e .

James Stirling; Rural Housing Project for CIAM — X. 1955
Rural Housing Project for CIAM — X. 1955 Diagrammatic layout-plan, sections, cgstr_uctionralis‘y;t_em
Transverse section showing covered pe- g |

destrian walk, elevations and sections ﬂ 2 F

100/ 101

Richard Llewelyn-Davies and John Weeks; Rushbrooke (Suffolk,
England), Village Housing. 1957

Front yard, and house-plan (scale 1:200)

7
i
]

(=
EXISTING VILLAGE

- N
L L
] L]
L
8
=
L
L]
-
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William Howell and John Partridge;
Rural Housing Project for CIAM — X. 1955
Elevations of community buildings
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104 (right)

102 -104
The tower-block in its townscape

Denys Lasdun and Partners;
Bethnal Green, (London, England),
Cluster-block. 1957-60

102

Medel

103

Typical floor plan (scale 1:200)
1 living room

2 balcony
kitchen

larder

toilet
entrance
escape stair
bathroom

9/10 bedrooms
11 main stairs
12 escape stair
13 lifts

14 drying yard
15 access bridge
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The geomelrly on which the plans of
Le Corbusier's carly wrba vistons
seere based, proves 10 Jrave been oy
bernal as thet of the paticri of e poper
tablecloth, 2, from wchich it ey well
have been derived, 3. Pheough this 15 of
inderest to ws today as d point i art-
history. to Le Corbusier it was the
germ of an urban vision that created
w convincing bnage of i cily, +.
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"T ¥ 2= 3 Le Corbusier's Muaisons Juoul predict
5 u""‘ L_ the changed relations of builiding, site
poOW N and circudation in a viably motorized

world, 5, a chauge thul mus! have
architectiral consequences on @ civic
scale in a project like Victor Gruen's
pedestrian core for Fort Worll, 6, vr
the anthors’ idea for a city of popu-
lation clusters, 7. each sworking or
living in types of buildings that have
their owen appropriate relation to
mutor raffic, and are described un the
next tieo pages.
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105/106 ity
Alison and Peter Smithson; Illustrations to Article “Cluster ©'
1957

105 nté
Contrast between Le Corbusier's early pattern-making, rEpreseeﬂ's
by upper three illustrations, and his Jaoul Houses, Victo! Gr:hese

master-plan for Fort Worth, and the Smithsons' Cluster citys

last three all automobile-determined

107 —109

Alison and Peter Smithson;
competition design. 1958
107 (right)

Upper-level pedestrian network

Ber!in-Haupts!adt (Germany) ,

(shaded. scale 1:2000)
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Towers and slabs of Cluster city
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Central area
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109 ;
Interchange between upper deck levels and ground, showing

escalators

For illustrations see page 93-101

6.1 Les Maisons Jaoul, Neuilly

The word ‘Brutalism’ was circulating, but the general
architectural public remained unconvinced by the
polemics of the Smithsons or the apologetics of
critics like the present author, and were still puzzled
by its meaning and hard put to find a building that
seemed to match the word. The steel and glass of
Hunstanton, even when allied to the rough imagery
of ‘Parallel of Life and Art' seemed too thin, too
elegant to fulfil the implications of violence and
crudity carried by the word ‘brutal’.

Then came the Maisons Jaoul in 1956, and the vac-
uum of architectural meaning was dramatically filled.
The later history of the New Brutalism has much less
to do with the theoretical propositions of the Smith-
sons than it has to do with the progress and per-
mutations of the style invented by Le Corbusier for
these two-houses-on-one-podium at Neuilly. They
‘became’ Brutalism, and although sympathetic cri-
tics like Denys Lasdun might protest that “the Jaoul
houses, likeable or not, should be hailed or chal-
lenged, but not classified” %, the very phraseology
of the protest suggests that he knew it was already

i too late. They were classified Brutalist, and became

the common standard by'which the Brutalism of other
buildings could be evaluated. However it is worth
noting at this point that Le Corbusier seemed reluc-
tant to apply the word ‘brut’ to them, preferring to
speak of their ‘briques apparentes’ and ‘gros béton
arme’. Also James Stirling, breaking into print with
an article comparing Jaoul with Le Corbusier's villa
Stein at Garches even before the Jaoul houses were
finished, nowhere called them ‘Brutalist’ — perhaps
because he was close enough to the Smithsons to
know what they meant by the term.

Nevertheless, the Jaoul houses were acceptable to
the Smithsons, who made frequent reference to them
and included them among the illustrations to ‘Cluster
City’ 7. On examination, the Jaoul houses show many
features that take them close to the definitions of
Brutalism already current or about to be enunciated.
Quite apart from their emphasis on materials ‘as
found', their power as an ‘image’, etc, the rela-
tionship of the two houses to their underground car-
parking was a fair example of a building as a proto-
type of a new urban order — hence the illustration
in ‘Cluster City'.

Yet, what causes the numerous imitations and deri-
vatives of Jaoul to be called ‘Brutalist' has nothing to
do with prototypes of a new community structure,
and a great deal to do with raw concrete and ex-
posed brickwork. Maybe there were predisposing
causes — architects naturally looked to Le Corbusier
for authoritative statements in architecture; the work
of a great established master would clearly prevail
over the thecries of the young English upstarts,
especially when that master was the one who had
put the concept 'brut’ in circulation. Also, Le Cor-
busier's earlier work already contained the basic

* "Architectural Design’, March 1956
¥ *Architectural Review', September 1955
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architectural proposition on which Jaoul was based,
so that his admirers were prepared for it. This archi-
tectural prototype was his last previous house in the
western suburbs of Paris, the Petite Maison de Week-
end (as the ‘Oeuvre compléte’ calls it) in Boulogne-
sur-Seine, of 1935. Here the archaizing tendency so
clear in Jaoul is already visible, in the ‘propylaeum’
spanning the path that leads to the pool, in the
use of mass-concrete vaults and load-bearing

walls, the sentimentality about “materials friendly to
Man”, — visible brick, random masonry and wood —
plus an enforced budgetary economy that drove him
back into a proto-Brutalist morality — “les éléments
de construction étant les seuls moyens architec-
toniques”.

Certain post-war projects had developed this theme
on paper, increasing the emphasis on archaism and
primitivism, notably the ‘cité per'manente’ at la
Sainte-Baume (where the walls were to be of ‘pisé’),
the very influential ‘Rogq et Rob' hotel-project for
Cap Martin, a-year later in 1949, and more specially,
the project for the Fueter house on the Swiss side
of Lake Constance, which resumes the themes of
1935 on a domestic scale once more, but with pre-
cisely the air of ponderous ‘angst’ (it looks like an
air-raid shelter) that was required to turn ‘materials
friendly to man’ into ‘matiéres brutes’.

The Jaoul houses, as built, are less cowering and
neurotic than this. They present sizable two- and
three-storey elevations to outward view (where the
constricted site permits such views) and each eleva-
tion presents a layered composition of vertical slabs
of coarsely-laid brickwork, separated by horizontal
beams of plank-shuttered concrete and windows,
while the end-walls show a cluster of exposed vault
ends (also in ‘béton brut’) framing compositions of
wood and glass. The same repertoire of materials
is exposed in the inleﬁb‘_‘r’,“-with the addition of oc-
casional plastered walls and the dark tiling of the
underside of the vaults (miscalled ‘Catalan’ by Le
Corbusier). The inner face of the infill of the vault
ends reveals a composition of shelving and cup-
boards among the glazing, as part of Le Corbusier’s
aesthetic of the ‘fourth wall’, and this led James
Stirling to observe that this contrivance was “symp-
tomatic of Le Corbusier's recent attitude to surface
depth. Windows are no longer to be looked through
but looked at, the eye finding interest in every part
of the surface impasto...” The use of the painterly
term ‘impasto’ in this context is telling: elsewhere
Stirling observes that the “wall is considered as a
surface and not as a pattern”, and it was at this
time that English critics were discovering that the
Brutalist sculpture of Paolozzi was “an art of sur-
face, not of mass”.

Brutalism, as a going style, proved to be largely a
matter of surfaces derived from Jaoul, in association
with certain standard three-dimensional devices ta-
ken from the same source — “... at the external cen-
tre point of these vaults, bird-nesting boxes are
formed, and occasionally concrete rainwater-heads
project...” (Stirling) — and a few others, notably
gargoyles, derived from the chapel at Ronchamp and
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culously long and narrow (it was the back garden of
an old mansion called Langham House) that the
only way to accommodate the legally permissible
and economically desirable maximum number of
apartments (30) while respecting the legal rights of
adjoining land-owners to daylight and privacy, was
to organise them in three detached blocks — a large
one of three storeys, and two smaller ones of two
storeys with identical plans, except that they are
reversed left and right-handed. All three have brick
bearing wall structures (of ‘calculated brickwork’ fre-
quently reduced to the minimum section capable of
carrying the load) and concrete floor slabs. In spite
of the fact that these slabs are flat, not vaulted, and
the planning is very different, the likeness to Jaoul
is striking. The most profound difference is too
subtle to register in many photographs — it is that
Ham Common is neat where Jaoul is casual and un-
tidy. The brickwork is careful, the exposed shutter-
patterned concrete is much less assertive than Le
Corbusier’s and brick and concrete are not allow-
ed to run messily together (as at Jaoul) but 'fiwrﬁ'llvy
separated by a thin recessed detail. ;
The dropped or ‘inverted-L' window which makes
one or two modest appearances at Jaoul, here be-
comes a major theme, even being bent around cor-
ners with mannerist zest (the presence of strip win-
dows under the edge of the floor-slabs, leaving them
unsupported for considerable lengths, and concen-
trating the loads on narrow piers of brick, would be
unthinkable without a fully-calculated “structure).
| Projecting boxes, for ventilation, and water-spouts,
| take up a Jaoul theme. Internally the fireplaces be-
come free-standing sculptures, floor-to-ceiling piers
of brick carrying cantilevered concrete slabs — a
compact summary of the main themes of the ex-
terior, and of the ingenuity with which a few hints
from the Maisons Jaoul have been expanded at Ham
Common into a complete, rich and flexible style.
Bu.t Jaoul is not the only ingredient of the style.
Stirling always insisted that if there was influence
from anywhere, there was another source besides
Le Corbusier, and that was ‘de Stijl’. At first sight
there may seem to be no connection between Ham
Common’s coarse natural surfaces and the smooth
abstract planes of, say, Rietveld’s Schroder house,
. nor do these boxy sections and squarecj-up silhouet-
tes appear to owe much to the hoverings and spatial
Penetrations of neo-Plasticist aesthetics. Yet in the
two-storey blocks with their almost totally glazed
fends, one can appreciate the floor-slabs as planes
In space, and the use of the strip window under the
§iabs on the side elevations gives a degree of visual
|nd.ependence to horizontal and vertical planes,
while the handling of the woodwork at the corners
of the windows often comes very close to Riet-
veld.
But it is in the entrance-lobbies of these smaller
blocks that the possible intervention of a neo-Plas-
ticist aesthetic is most apparent. Effectively these
lobbies are glazed links containing the stairs and
joining the three apartments on each floor. The glaz-
ed side-walls are continuous from floor to roof-slab
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because there is no intermediate slab at first-floor
level, and instead of a floor there is a bridge, hung
well inside the glass walls, connecting the three
entrance-doors to the top of the stairs. Thus, the
spatial effect of arriving on this bridge-landing from
the stairs is not that of entering a closed space-box
on a higher level, but of being raised midway up in
a continuous space. Nothing comparable happens in
Jaoul, nor is it ever common in Le Corbusier’s work.
But something like it had happened before in British
Brutalism — the elevated walkways connecting the dif-
ferent blocks ofthe Smithson’s Sheffield project—and

.. was to appear again in Jack Lynn and Ivor Smith’s gi-

| gantic Park Hill apartments in Sheffield, the biggest
| Brutalist building ever completed. The U-section pe-
" destrian bridge within a building complex is one of

the few Brutalist thumb-prints that is not directly

derived from Le Corbusier, yet survived creatively
linto the period when Corbusian idioms dominated
| the public idea of Brutalism. For this reason it is an
important tell-tale which facilitates discrimination
between Brutalism as a creative style and mere imi-
\tation of Le Corbusier. As Stirling and Gowan'’s later
work shows, they were far from being disciples of
the Master, and the use of the ‘topological’ bridges
and de Stijl spatial aesthetics at Ham Common gave
notice that, for them, the idiom of ‘briques appar-
entes’ and ‘gros béton armé’ was to be exploited,
not slavishly imitated.

For illustrations see page 110-123

6.3 The Brutalist style

Ham Common focussed a good deal of attention on
Stirling and Gowan, outside Britain as well as within,

and led to some retrospective speculation about -

their possible role as designers of buildings that
had appeared over the signatures of various well-
established offices in which they had worked as as-
sistants. For instance, a workshop and scene-paint-
ing building for the 'Old Vic’ theatre in South Lon-
don was published in the magazines just after Ham
Common, and the architects were Lyons, Israel and
Ellis, for whom both Stirling and Gowan had worked
during the months immediately preceding the set-
ting up of their independent practice. The style of
the building was undoubtedly Brutalist — as the term

was then understood, not only in its frank exposure .

of its materials, but also in the way that the pecul-
iarities of the internal section (the need for a very
high paint shop and a tall, narrow slot through which
scenery could be taken across the road to the
theatre) were allowed to dictate the external ap-
pearance, rather than being concealed by a tidy

' external box in the manner previously in vogue.

In spite of this, neither Stirling nor Gowan was in-
volved in the design process, which appears to have
been as follows (as far as it can be reconstructed):
the basic functional solution was proposed by the
middle partner Lawrence Israel, was converted to a
recognisable architectural ‘parti’ by the third partner,
Tom Ellis, and worked out in final detail by two as-
sistants, Alan Colquhoun and John Miller (who later
followed the Stirling and Gowan example and went
into independent partnership together). The process
is worth examining: Israel’s original functional break-
down would have established the basic topological
relationships between volume and volume; Ellis's
parti would be a work of some architectural sophisti-
cation (he was held in high esteem by all the young-
er architects who passed through the firm, for his
architectural erudition as much as his ability as a
designer); and that sophistication would probably be
matched by that of the final detailing, for Colquhoun’s
erudition was (and is) the match of anybody’s. All
through the fifties he was one of the guardians
of the intellectual conscience of his generation of
London architects. Indeed, one of the most notable
aspects of the work of Lyons, Israel and Ellis
throughout this period was, quite simply, that its
quality was high enough, and the office organisation
flexible enough, for the partnership to attract, and
hold, first-class talent as assistants.

In this, it exemplifies the processes, motivations,
and organisational methods by which Brutalism in
Britain was tamed from a violent revolutionary out-
burst to a fashionable vernacular. Wherever an esta-
blished office can be found ‘converting’ to Brutal-
ism, the presence of new assistants, fresh from the
schools (where they probably studied under Smith-
son or Stirling) and in touch with world events in
architecture, can usually be taken for granted. So
can an office organisation sufficiently relaxed, and
partners sufficiently sympathetic, to give them the
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opportunity for creative work. So can the fact that

i the controlling partners had recognised in Brutalism,

once called ‘the warehouse aesthetic’, a style eco-
nomically suited to the architectu: ral requirements_of

/ ‘an economy-minded society.

On some such basis as this rests the efflorescence
of Brutalism as a commercial vernacular in Britain
in the six or seven years on either side of 1960, be-
ginning, roughly, with the control-tower of Gatwick
Airport (Yorke, Rosenberg and Mardall, 1957) and
running on to a sort of apotheosis in 1963—64 in such
works as the externally flamboyant but internally
conventional Eros House office-block in South Lon-
don (Owen Luder, 1963), Churchill College, Cam-
bridge (where it is married to traditional picturesque
planning concepts), a much-modified competition
winning design by Richard Sheppard, Robson and
Partners (1964), or the first quadrangle of Sussex
University, in which Sir Basil Spence’s office at-
tempted to inflate the vaulted idiom of Jaoul to
monumental proportions (1962—63).

During the same period, the variety of architectural
expression possible withinthe nominally Brutalistcan-
on can be seen, for example, in the interior concrete
work of the Hille showrooms in London (1963) where
Peter Moro handles shutter-patterns and exposed
bolt-heads ‘a la Kahn’, with such delicacy that it re-
sembles wall-paper, or in the penthouse-structure
of Denys Lasdun's slightly earlier block of flats in
St James's Place, where shutter-patterned concrete
had been raised (or debased?) to the level of a fine-

| art material. Brutalism was certainly becoming ‘une

architecture’, an idiom, a vernacular style; an aes-
thetic universal enough to express a variety of archi-

| tectural moods, even if it had lost some of the moral

fervour that had illuminated its earlier pretensions

! to be an ethic.

In the same period, other trends loosely called Bru-
talist can be seen coming to fruition. The youngerar-
chitects at the LCC hat their revenge for the ideolo-
gical difficulties of the pre-Kruschev regime, and the

fifties closed with an architectural triumph for their

viewpoint. The second phase of the Roehampton

| development (Alton West) scorns Swedish or em-

piricist design methods, and the slab blocks over-
looking the sloping lawn which is the heart of the

| development unequivocally reveal the Corbusian
|l convictions of their designers. Very much like Ham

Common, they mark a crucial stage in the evolution
of a general-purpose idiom from one of Le Cor-
busier's special cases, but whereas an equal sub-
jection to a brick-building status-quo unites Ham
Common and Jaoul, the greater technical and eco-
nomic resources of the LCC enabled the designers
of Alton West to go forward from the propositions
inherent in the ‘Unité’ at Marseilles.

By this time, the technical resources of the LCC
were considerably greater than those available on
the ‘chantier’ at Marseilles, more sophisticated and
more precise, with the curious result that the ex-
tensive use of precast cladding elements gives an
air of that preoccupation with repetitive rectangular
geometry that Pevsner had identified as peculiarly



English. Anglicised, the coarse, swaggering, patchy-
dermatous forms of Marseilles, become stiff, formal
and elegant in the ‘little unités’ of Roehampton. To
be fair, some other LCC variants on the theme (such
as the blocks at Bentham Road) have a less spindly
sub-structure and have more of the swagger of the
original, and some of the smaller blocks at Roe-
hampton which exhibit more genuine ‘béton brut'
around the staircases at the ends (especially the
terraces of shops) also seem to have pioneered the
use of a Corbusian concept that had hitherto re-
mained on paper — the narrow path, stepped or
ramped, passing through a terrace of deep-plan
units (here shops with apartments over and back-
yards behind) which first appeared in the Sainte-
Baume and ‘Rog et Rob’ projects.

The end-walls and staircases of these blocks also
bear a distinct family relationship to the end-walls
and stairs of the residential blocks of the Portales
neighbourhood unit at Quinta Normal, outside San-
tiago, Chile. It seems extremely unlikely that there
is any direct connection between the two schemes,
or that the architects (Bresciani, Valdes, Castillo and
Huidobro) had any direct acquaintance with the
LCC architects. Brutalism was becoming a style of
wide diffusion from its original sources, but those
sources still had sufficient authority to stamp a
fairly consistent image on all their derivatives, even
if the exact links in the chain of relationships can-
not be established.

Sometimes, however, the connections are clear.
André Wogenscky's house for his own occupation at
Rémy-les-Chévreuses in France, is strikingly Cor-
busian, and differently so from most of the English
derivatives — and for the very good reason that he
was ‘homme de charge' in Le Corbusier's office.
Where it differs from the English work is, for ex-
ample, in the use of references to the chapel at
Ronchamp (rare in English Brutalism of domestic
scale) in the form of the boiler house at ground level
and in the structures on the roof, and in the use of 2
few random windows here and there. But like much
of the English work it relies on Modulor dimensions,
makes extensive use of vertical shutter-patterns and
gargoyles (though these are the tapering Ronchamp
type again). Parts of the house, however, are clad in
white limestone slabs, almost in the manner of the
Master's panelled facades of the thirties (such as the
Pavillon Suisse) and there are other devices, such
as the projecting-box brise-soleil which recall ear-
lier work. Wogenscky, in fact, was not influenced
solely by the work being done in the office while the
house was being designed: his view of Le Corbusier
has greater historical depth to it, even a touch of
book-learning.

A similar eclectic and historical approach can be
seen in Brutalism of the Swiss school, not only in
obvious examples like Dolf Schnebli’s holiday house
at Campione d'ltalia, but also throughout the work
of S_UCh distinguished design teams as ‘Atelier 5 —
Erwin Fritz, Samuel Gerber, Rolf Hesterberg, Hans
H‘?Stet”er, Niklaus Morgenthaler, Alfredo Pini and
Fritz Thormann. The most important work of this
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team, Siedlung Halen near Berne, will be discussee_
later, but their minor works can conveniently r-st
viewed here as a contribution to a growing E}ru‘tah
tradition. Their contribution to that tradition i$ O -
standingly their skill in using a variety of Corbu.s'.aal
devices, large and small, to build up an artiflc;li_
‘maniera’, which they employed with great i”te.te
gence, verve and good taste, without ever :
welding it into an idiom as personal as that achiev®
by, say, Stirling and Gowan at Ham Common.
For this reason they are often criticised fo
eclecticism, even though a sympathetic critic " _
Neave Brown could say of their ‘eclectic pred!
ment’3':

grouP

“  The eclecticism of Atelier 5 or any other 5
falth'

with a similar attitude is something of an act of
It affirms that if the future course is not clealr "~
progress at all it is necessary to adopt the success
ful forms and idioms of the immediate past and
thus avoid working endlessly over the same Q"oun.s’
or degenerating into a chaotic individualism- It !

therefore wise to choose the best source . . - 4

and for Atelier 5 the best source was unequi\f"‘:‘_a"y
Le Corbusier. But they cannot be accused of strald
plagiarism, and this is due largely to their depth o‘
historical perspective on the master. New combin?
tions of given forms alter their meanings and {hoze
new meanings are knowingly exploited. As AlSS
Rossi put it?%:

“Also, forms derived from typical usages of the great
French Master, eventually become stabilised Of‘_fa
new footing and with a new meaning in this dit=
ferent context.”

The part played by their depth of historical perceP”
tion in establishing these transformed meanings can
be seen even in quite small works, such as the house
at Rothrist completed in 1958. The exterior with its
plank shuttered exposed concrete, its RonchamP
gargoyles and random windows, its roof light cut
down from the upper works of the parliament hoyse
at Chandigarh — all this is ‘brut Corbu’ of the fifties,
but in its sections the house belongs to aﬂo‘fher
epoch entirely. As a habitable volume it is effective-
ly a box on stilts, a solution virtually abandoned by
the master after the war. Within that volume it_ of-
fers the ‘studio-house section' double height living=
room with a balcony across the back and, althou-gh
versions of that section were used by Le Corbusier
in most of the ‘Unités’, it appears here in some-

thing more like the format, scale and domestic

function for which it was first devised in the early
twenties. At the other end of the block is a sun-
room on the second floor, recessed back from the
visible frame at that point and overlooking a pPro-
jecting terrace with stair to ground level — & clear
restatement of the ‘terrasses’ which gave the name

N tArchitectural Design', February 1963
3 {Casabella’ no. 258, 1961

e

to the villa Stein at Garches of 1926—28: though
clipped to the side of a long narrow block‘ suchga1
this, it also recalls slightly earlier projects whic:
survive only in the pages of the ‘Oeuvre compléte’

Similar restatements, similar transformations occ:ur
throughout their work of the period, thoug’h their
formalism is kept within bounds, partly by their re-
spect for their ‘best source’ and partly by a certajn
sense of architectural decencies that prevents them
ever mistaking architecture for sculpture as Walter
Fsrderer, Rolf Otto and Hans Zwimpfer did in their
over-wrought display of ‘de Stijl' mannerisms in the
school at Aesch which is sometimes mistakenly com-
pared with Atelier 5's work, simply because of its
‘brut’ concrete. Atelier 5 avoid such extremism, they
prefer to simplify, as in the way they reduce the
variable idiom of Le Corbusier's factory at St Di&
to the much simpler language of their own factory at

" Thun. Many of the details (such as the brise-soleil)

are virtually identical; the difference in total effect
illustrates as clearly as anything in Modern Archi-
tecture could, the difference between an intelligent
follower and an original creator. Atelier 5's factory
reassuringly demonstrates the coherence that comes
from consistency, a faultless exercise within the
limits of a given style; Le Corbusier's startlingly
affirms that coherence can also come from the
disturbing inconsistencies that arise from the exer-
cise of a major creative talent.
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117 -119

Le Corbusier; Lake Constance (Switzerland),
Fueter House project. 1950

South elevation, plan, and section (scale 1:200)
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) 1949
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Le Corbusier; Neuilly (Paris, France), Maisons J
179195 aoul. 1956
Site plan, sections
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140 - 148

James Stirling and James Gowan; Ham Common (London, England),
Langham House Development. 1958
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142 (right)
Garden elevation of three-storey block

Site plan

141
Three-storey block secn from adjoining parkland
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145
Glazing details at corner of entrance hall

143

First-floor bridge in two-storey block
144

Elevation of two-storey block

146 /147
Entrance hall and exterior of two-storey blocks
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153 - 158 1 158

William G Howell, Gillian Howell and Stanley Amis; Garden front
Hampstead (London, England), Terrace Housing. 1956 .~
153
Balcony over living room and kitchen area
154 — 157
Plans at second, first, ground floor and basement levels
(scale 1:500) 13 convector heater
1 storage 14 stairs down
2 coal 15 coal delivery hole
3 toilet 16 grating over open area
4 utility room 17 entrance porch
5 boiler 18 study
6 studio 19 garage
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9 spare room 22 void over living room
10 bathroom 23 bedroom
11 open area 24 dining / kitchen
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159
Stair-tower
160/ 161

Section and plan at painting floor level
(scale 1:300)

159 —163

Lyons, Israel and Ellis; London (England),

‘Old Vic' Theatre Workshops. 1958

162

Entrance elevation

163

Roof details

164 ) 5
Yorke, Rosenberg and Mardall; Gatwick (England), Airport. 19
Control-tower building

165

Owen Luder and Partners; Catford (London, England),

Eros House. 1963

Stair-tower and entrance
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168 (right)

166 — 168

Detail of corner of residential court

Sheppard, Robson and Partners

Cambridge (England), Churchill College.

1964

166
Entrance to Master's lodge

Boiler house
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171

Peter Moro; London (England),
Hille Furniture Shop. 1963
Display area

169/170

Sir Basil Spence and Partners; Brighton (England),
University of Sussex. 1962/63

First courtyard, entrance passage

172

Denys Lasdun and Partners;
London (England),

Flats in St James's Place. 1961
Garden wall of penthouse




173 =179 .
London County Council Architect's Department (Housing Division);

Roehampton (London, England), Alton West Housing. 1959

173
Site plan (scale 1:6000)
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175
4 Gable walls of slab blocks
176
Close up of pilotis and space under a slab block
177

Slab blocks seen from the central lawn
Social service building under slab block
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173-179

London County Council Architect’s Department (Housing Division);
Roehampton (London, England), Alton West Housing. 1959

173

Site plan (scale 1:6000)
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174 175
Slab blacks seen from the carirallaf E;:sble walls of slab blocks
Close up of pilotis and space under a slab block
177

Social service building under slab block
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Detail of stairway-passage and end staircase of block of shop
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180 - 182 . .

. . tiago (Chile),
Bresciani, Valdes, Castillo and Huidobro; Santiag
Quinta Normal Housing. 1961-63

. block twa storey
External staircase gable wall of six-storey
row-housing




183/184

André Wogenscky; Rémy-les-Chévreuses (France).
Architect’s Own House. 1957

Roof structures, garden front

4

185/186

Atelier 5 (Erwin Fritz, Samuel Gerber,
Rolf Hesterberg, Hans Hostettler,
Niklaus Morgenthaler, Alfredo Pini);
Rothrist (Switzerland), Alder House. 1858
Rear elevation, terrace side
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187 — 189
Atelier 5 (Erwin Fritz, Samuel Gerber, Rolf Hestefb_erg.
Hans Hostettler, Niklaus Morgenthaler, Alfredo Pini);

Thun (Switzerland), Factory. 1960
187/188

Street front, roof-garden

189

Brise-soleil

190

Le Corbusier; St Dié (France), Factory. 1950
Brise-soleil



191/192

Waiter Férderer, R
, Rolf :
Schaol, 1962 Otto, Hans Zwimpfer; Aesch (Switzerland)

En i i
trance steps, interior of central hall
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For illustrations see page 137-152

7 Hard cases: the Brick Brutalists

Around the succession of buildings which belong to
the main stream of Brutalist development, critics
have grouped others which, for the purposes of ar-
gument, might be regarded as Brutalist, or might
not. It is difficult, to know where to place Sverre
Fehn and Geir Grung’s museum at Maihaugen in
Norway. Both men are members of that network of
British connections with Norway which is sometimes
humorously called the ‘Arctic Circle’, and Grung,
like Norway's senior member of CIAM, Arne Korsmo,
was present at the Otterlo congress in 1959. The
museum might well be regarded as an attempt to
find an ideal solution for a difficult site, and it sports
a certain amount of ‘brut’ concrete on its exposed
roof-slabs. But in a world of architecture as small
as that in Norway, every major building is so much
of an unique occasion that it is dangerous to try to
link it to any particular movement.

Many of these hard cases are churches — obviously
a confluence between a puritan aesthetic and a
puritan ethic might be looked far in the Protestant
connection, but not all the likely candiates have a
Lutheran or Calvinist background. Figini and Pollini’s
Santa Maria dei Poveri in Milan prompted Kidder
Smith to observe that its exterior “suggests more a
warehouse than a church” and he described the in-
terior as ‘near-brutal’ but there is a good deal of
justice in his proposition that this is in the estab-
lished tradition (compare the present state of many
Renaissance churches) of not bothering with finishes
and cladding once the shell of the church was
weathertight. In the Protestant connection, however,
a lack of obvious ‘finish’ is more likely to be delib-
erate. The bare concrete block-work and precast
beams of van den Broeck and Bakema's church at
Nagele in Holland seems to represent the same
ethic and aesthetic as is seen in the bare white-
washed interiors of other temples of the ‘Hervormd
Kerk’; the shelter wall that wraps around the adjoin-
ing courtyard is an attempt to create the necessary
shelter required for ‘that particular place’ (a bleak,
newly-reclaimed polder). '

But the hardest case, certainly the most enigmatic,
is Sigurd Lewerentz's Markuskyrka outside Stock-
holm. It is a building that would greatly enrich the
Brutalist canon if it could safely be included within
it, but how convincing could such a classification be
made? It is not the revolutionary outburst of a dis-
sident young architect, nor is it a work of opportun-
ism on the part of a middle-aged and successful
architect adapting to a change of fashion. Lewerentz
is of an age with Le Corbusier (he was born in 1885)
and the church seems to be the unexpected product
of a long process of architectural maturity. It com-
bines shallow vaulting, plane and curved walls — all
in resolutely coarse brickwork that makes Jaoul
look rather inhibited — with a concept of plan, space
and geometry that has nothing in common with any
of the Brutalist buildings that use brick in any relat-

_ed manner. In some ways this is very ‘other’ archi-

tecture: LLewerentz's command of architectural form
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is secure and explicit, and yet the building has a

genuine informality, a relaxed indifference to such
concepts as ‘rectangle’ that goes far beyond the

forms of, say, the Smithson Sheffield scheme. How-

ever casual the grouping of the buildings in that

project may have been, the individual parts still

answer to a few regular geometrical archetypes,

whereas the plan of the Markuskyrka is studiedly

irresolute about such archetypes, especially at the

altar end, where the walls vary in thickness and curve

away in various directions — echoing the formal in-

difference of those mediaeval castle builders whom

Louis Kahn so much admires but shows no desire

to imitate. When one observes how this ‘other’ archi-

tecture is the work of a man firmly grounded in the

Scandinavian traditions of neo-Classical order and

picturesque sensibility, one cannot help wondering

if Hans Asplund, in coining the term ‘Neo-Brutalist,

was not identifying a trend that might have emerg-

ed anyhow, without any assistance at all from Le

Corbusier, Louis Kahn or the British.

But, in the end, the Markuskyrka remains an enigma;
it poses a question but illuminates no possible

answer, least of all about the other Brick Brutalists.

This sub-category or marginal grouping of doubtful

Brutalists, to which Stirling and Gowan might be
taken to belong at the time of Ham Common, is not
perhaps to be taken too seriously, especially since
the use of brick is not the main factor they have in
common, merely the most obvious. As between Ham

Common, Oswald Mathias Ungers’s house in Co-
logne, and the extension to the architecture school
at Cambridge University, there is no agreement as
to external form, detailing or spatial aesthetics. What
they have in common is great erudition and sophis-
tication, worn with a flourish, about the recent his-
tory of Modern Architecture.

With Ungers, his sophisticated awareness seems at
times more like an inflamed sensibility. It spills out
of him in conversation, it gives him a response to
modern masterpieces that can be personal and vio-
lent, yet his part in the organisation of the ‘Gléserne
Kette' exhibition in 1963 shows that it can be put to
disciplined and scholarly ends. His house is a ma-
nifesto-building, and although it could have been
built at no other time than the late fifties (the en-
closed garden courts in particular seem to belong to
that time) it evokes remarkable echoes of the archi-
tecture of thirty years before. For a start, its loca-
tion, at the end of a street and attached to a‘house
in an earlier style, recalls the siting of Rietveld's
Schroder house in Utrecht, though its detailed archi-
tectural idiom has less connection with de Stijl than
with more cautious Dutch derivatives from the work
of Frank Lloyd Wright. In any case, its main affinities
tie it more directly to Germany, to Erich Mendel-
sohn’s early houses in Berlin (eg the Stern house),
to Hugo Haring's farm at Garkau, and even, in the
way the garden structures relate the main mass of
the house to the street, to some of the terracing
around the houses of the Weissenhofsiedlung. It is
very striking that in a generation that was well aware
of the innovations offered by Haring at Garkau (it



was one of the Smithsons’ favourite ‘images’) Un-
gers should be the only Brutalist of any sort to make
any kind of architectural reference to that much-
admired source.

For reasons such as these, Ungers's house is per-
haps the only building of quality in Northern Europe
that can be compared to the work of the Neoliber-
tarians in Italy, though any such comparison would
certainly go in Ungers's favour, since his erudition
is far better digested, far more apt to the type of
building he had to design, and far less restricting to
his imagination. Even so, it is still far more directly
involved with historical interests than is the com-
parable work of the English Brick Brutalists, even
erudite members of the ‘Cambridge School’ who re-
present the extreme intellectual wing of the move-
ment in England.

Nevertheless, the Cambridge movement begins
with a manifesto building almost contemporary with
Ungers's house. The extension to the school of archi-
tecture was designed by Alex Hardy and Colin A
St J Wilson (the same Sandy Wilson mentioned in
1.2) in 1957—58, and into this relatively small building
were poured most of the intellectual aspirations of
the Wilson, Smithson generation; it is one of the
most eclectic designs ever to be packed into an
anonymous-looking brick box.

Yet even the exterior of that box betrays some of
the intellectual concerns that run through the whole
design, for the heights of the two storeys, as re-
vealed by the exposed concrete edges of the floor
and roof-slabs, are related by the Golden Section
ratio (which underlies the ‘Modulor’, of course) and
a consistent proportional obsession runs through
the relations of the windows to one another and to
the facades on the exterior, and penetrates the re-
lationships of even the smallest designed details of
the interior. Many of these internal details give
instant information about the interests and pre-
dilections of the architects. Thus the elevated ‘pulpit’
which carries the projector for the slides used in
lectures, recalls in its bulk form the Elementarist
sculpture of a Malevitsch or a Vantongerloo; but it
carries a concrete shelf recalling the forms of the
brise-soleils of the Secretariat in Chandigarh, and
is reached by a tubular ladder in the manner of the
Machine Aesthetic of the twenties. But the game of
intellectual cross-references also embraces the less
obvious machine aesthetics of the 1950's, and the
lecturer at the reading desk finds himself confronted
with a battery of controls with which to adjust the
natural and artificial lighting and communicate with
the projectionist.

Yet, intellectual sports aside, this is a fundamentally
simple and workmanlike building containing reason-
able and necessary accommodation for the teaching
of architecture — lecture and criticism rooms on the
upper floor, tuition rooms and a crypt-like common-
room on the floor below. Its means of architectural
expression are few — brick, concrete and wood —
but they completely dominate the visual aesthetic,
and the architects were at some pains to ensure that
they did so, with the result that the walls are uncom-
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monly thick (13'/2 inches) for the sake O
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: apparen
‘briques %andled

ess that
Tay|0l’

to offer the right kind of effect of
es' on both sides. All these elements o
with a didactic fervour and moral earnestn
strike a familiar Brutalist note; as NiachOIas
says in ‘Cambridge New Architecture”’ : cur
“Paint and plaster which normally cpVSTInEg
and birthmarks of building are excmde‘(-j' ana
the bolt-holes for the stairway shuttering
exposed”,

or, in other words, the ethi
terials ‘as found'. Perhaps becaus
tion of intellectual effort and didactic Urd ei
not be repeated, later buildings in this sa
are less successful, and the Cambridge Sc:.I
not really strike its best form again unt!
Court, a residential hostel for students &
lege, Cambridge. Designed by Wilson e of Sir
Hodgkinson, and under the genera| tuteled osition
Leslie Martin, it makes a very different prop't con-
to the Architecture School extension- e pigr;lsquare
sists of four ranges of student rooms.a.rounl section
court, in the English collegiate t"ad't,'on'- 2 that the'
however, it departs from that tradition :;1 terraces
rooms are stepped back floor by floor W the south
in front; also, the short range of rogims o back to
side is turned to face outward and has 5 ourt is
the court. Another departure is that the ¢ it
raised the equivalent of one store¥ above gunder
level, and has service rooms and a srifck I':t)aurm:ated
it, lit by a large skylight in the form of tr e
pyramid which rises off-centre in the_cou .:,-s,itioe
whole concept thus adopts an eqL‘IiVOC?hng-f ch'n
vis-a-vis the ‘status quo’ in British U"“."erm { ::b :
tecture, accepting a mediaeval tradition © 4 dan
planning of doubtful validity for a Suburt?an's' rt:n
site in the twentieth century, only t0 rnod'lf)'! itin the
interests of other concepts of communal 1|vm%- i

Its claim to inclusion in the Brutalist canon C8tves
partly from its obsessive interest in its Ch.osent o
terial, for it appears, from some points of.wew, o be
almost carved from a solid mass of brick, thotgh
close examination reveals some very craftsmanly
brick details (as if the architects had taﬂ*:ﬁ‘r.I & e
fresher courss in detailing from such early Mies van
der Rohe buildings as the Wolf and Lang® house.s).
But even more, its claim to inclusion v fromijls
planning concept, related to the Smithsons l‘nterest
in ancient sites. It aims to create adistinctive placsy,
and has the air of a sacred enclosure: Because the
surrounding ranges of rooms are terraced back,
they do not enclose the central court so much as
form an amphitheatre around it. From the SOL:I‘th one
reaches the court by mounting 2 broad ﬂlqht of
ceremonial steps (as if to the terraces at Cl—]IChen'
ltza, for example) and is then confronted with the
altar-skylight in a raised court that does not sheiter
one from the elements so much as offer on¢ to the
sky. It is a strange, moving and quite -un-Eningh
place, having no relationship with anythln‘g .else in
Cambridge, not even the quasi—BrutaI buildings of

acies

3 Nicholas Taylor, ‘Cambridge New Architecture’s 1964

——_'——-—-‘L,

For illustrations see page 153—163

Churchill College, not even with the smal| res:

tial cluster that forms the first, and betterl’es:den_
the Churchill development. It is doubtful 1’: ﬂart of
Court, in the end, relates to anything and I_ arvey
been said — its relationship to Brutalism is ar as has
especially as the architects were not conse;

committed to Brutalism as a deliberate ) sciously
It is doubtful, of course, if any architect otﬁramme.
the Smithsons was so committed — with the grf:Fan
exception, to which we should now tur affling
toriano Vigano in Milan. n, of Vit-

guable,
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8.1 Istituto Marchiondi, Milan

Vigand's Istituto Marchiondi was one of the major
surprises of European architecture in the late fifties.
At a time when most Italian architects seemed to be
sinking into comfortable compromise with the poli-
tico/clerical regime, into submission to the specu-
lators who had ‘le mani sulla citta’, and thus control-
led the progress of building, Vigand produced this
‘habitat’ for an organisation whose programme of
psychological rehabilitation was outside the normal
church-controlled pattern of charity; at a2 time when
the acceptance of compromise was being expres-
sed in the sentimental formalism of Neoliberty, he
offered a tough-minded and unsentimental building
(which has gravely offended tender-minded senti-
mentalists from all over the world); and at a time
when great historical casuistry was being exercised
to justify Neoliberty's betrayal of the promise of the
ltalian Rationalist movement, Vigand peremptorily
condemned them all by employing an architectural
idiom that recalled the fervour and discipline of the
pre-war ‘architettura razionalista'.

This point about the building’s parentage is impor-
tant, because it lends substance to its claim to be
Brutalist, but most foreign critics have overlooked
it, and even Renato Pedio, in his presentation of the
Istituto Marchiondi in ‘L'Architettura’®, keeps the
historical references unspecific and generalised:

“Brutalism, according to the English critic Reyner
Banham, signifies, in architecture:

1 the building as an unified visual image, clear and
memorable,

2 clear exhibition of its structure,

3 a high valuation of raw, untreated materials

This alternative definition is adduced from ‘L’'Espres-
so’, 2 March 1958: clean virgin surfaces; heavily cor-
rugated volumes, but of prismatic simplicity; services
exposed to view: zones of violent colour. Brutalism
is thus a taste for self-sufficient architectonic ob-
jects, aggressively placed in their surroundings; it is
an energetic affirmation of the structure, the revenge
of mass and plasticity over the aesthetics of match-
boxes and cardboard; it aims to profit (on the basis
of historical study but outside academic categories)
from the lessons of Modern Architecture stripped of
all literary excuses. It is a method of working, cer-
tainly not a recipe for poesy. And if, on the one hand
its polemical power now seems reduced (especially
outside its native England) its strong moral basis, on
the other hand, distils the most significant essence
from the now long history of Modern Architecture.
This moral chastity, these rigorous standards of
conduct in face of the world; this courage and re-
volutionary spirit, could lead back to a truer sense
of the relation between architecture and society,
currently obscured by nostalgic revivalism.”

Though Pedio, making a polemical defence, names
no historical sources, trend-spotters have always

3 ‘| _'Architettura’, February 1959
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regarded the building as fair game, and have usually
classed it with attempts to revive the architecture of
‘de Stijl’. Thus Nikolaus Pevsner in his famous lec-
ture on Neo-Historicism?*, after discussing the re-
vival of ‘de Stijl’ in funiture design, went on to say:

“In architecture, neo-de-Stijl is, | think, just as strik-
ing. Illustration 19 is a building at Harlem by the
Dutch architect J. W. E. Buys, and illustration 20
shows not another view of the same building but the

Marchiondi Institute in Milan, by Vittoriano Vigand
of 1957.”

But this was not how Vigand saw the situation; he
admitted, even claimed influence from Giuseppe
Terragni above all others, and the buildings abound
in details, especially window-details, that recall Ter-
ragni fairly directly. Beyond this, the mannerin which
the main forms and exposed structure of the build-
ings transcend the expressive language of the Ra-
tionalist movement, has less to do with ‘de Stijl’
than with the manifest spatial ambitions revealed by
Terragni’s preoccupation with exposed frames, open
stairs and bridges penetrating volumes from side to
side. It is as if Vigand were going forward from
where Terragni left off, while those of Terragni's ge-
neration who survived were going backwards from
that point. If one were to extrapolate Terragni's ar-
chitecture forward from his last pre-war projects
into a post-war situation that contained the Jaoul
houses and the work of Kenzo Tange, one might
well produce something like Marchiondi.

Yet one may suspect that what Vigano really sought
from Terragni and the history of the Rationalist
movement was less a formal aesthetic than a func-
tional ethic. If, in 1956, one were to set out to design
a school in Italy there were very few native examples
for study that were not an affront to human dignity
and the decent aspirations of pedagogy, and of
those few, two were of outstanding interest — the
tuberculosis colony at Legnano by BBPR, Gianluigi
Banfi, Lodovico B. Belgiojoso, Enrico Peressutti, Er-
nesto N. Rogers (1938) and Terragni's Asilo Sant’
Elia in Como, completed a year earlier. The Asilo
could have contributed formal usages (such as
frames standing clear of the volumes they support)
but more than that it would suggest a severe and
calm educational ambience, and this would be re-
inforced by the example of Legnano, which stood,
In some ways, closer to Vigand’s own problem of a
curative institute.

Functionally, the Istituto Marchiondi is a residential
rehabilitative school for psychologically disturbed
boys, run on firm and progressive lines, and former-
ly accommodated in unsuitable and run-down pre-
mises in Central Milan. There has been much specu-
lation about the motives behind the severe aesthetic
of Vigand's design, which in many detailed ways re-
sembles Hunstanton redone with a concrete frame,
even though the bulk form is more complex; how far

3 Reprinted in ‘Journal of the Royal Institute of British Archi-
tects', April 1961 i
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does it derive from the psychiatric programme?
There were many at one time who, observing its
differences from Vigand's other works, dismissed it
as ‘a mere styling job’, architecto-psychiatric fancy-
dress. This was a plausible enough argument to put
forward around 1960 when Milan was the world
centre for facile fashion-mongering, but a second
visit and mature reflection will not support the idea.
The building convinces, and is all of a piece; and
this is the more remarkable in view of some of the
very extreme devices employed by Vigano. For in-
stance, each dormitory-room is crossed by a typical
brutalist pedestrian bridge half way up, connecting
the lavatory, which is also at the higher level, to a
balcony containing clothes cupboards at the other
end of the dormitory — the cupboards being double-
sided, with staff access to the far side from a
corridor not normally used by the boys. By this
desperate-seeming shift, Vigand is able to offer the
legally required minimum volume per boy without
making the floor area of the room ridiculously and
inhumanly large, and then exploit the double height
to give boys and staff separate access to the cup-
boards. Doubtless there would be simpler methods
of achieving these results, but there seem to be no
particular functional or structural advantages that
would result, and there may be some psychiatric
advantages in making a trip to the lavatory or cup-
boards something of a public ceremony, if the dormi-
tory is not directly supervised by one of the staff.
In any case, this device has the conviction of ex-
tremism that informs the rest of the design. Even if
Vigand and his clients consciously decided on Bru-
talism as the only style (they seem rather to have
achieved this decision by mutual persuasion and
analysis of their problem) it clearly was not out of
merely fashionable preference. It is part of the real
presence of the building — handsome in sunlight,
intimidating in bad weather — and emphasises that
'moral chastity’ of which Pedio had written. On this
score of a sternly moral building as part of a re-
formative educational programme, it is interesting to
compare Marchiondi with Aldo van Eyck’s orphanage-
school in Amsterdam. Here is a building designed by
an architect in far closer touch with the Smithsons
and the origins of Brutalism than Vigand was, and
working with a repertoire of materials that — as cat-
alogued in purely verbal description — sounds the
same as Vigand’s: concrete, brick, wood, glass.
room at the lIstituto Marchiondi and the play-room
for very small children at the orphanage, even look
rather alike in photographs. But the effect is very
different in reality: Marchiondi is stern, but the
orphanage is very gentle, the final disproof that ex-
posed brick and concrete are ‘inhuman’. Vigand's
building, therefore, is the more Brutalist in the com-
mon usage of the term, the purely aesthetic, but in
terms of the ‘ethic’ of Brutalism, the two schools are
on an even footing, both serious attempts at the
right human environment, or habitat, for a particu-
lar human situation in place and time. What one can-
not be certain about, however, is how Vigand him-

129

self would have regarded this comparison of the two
buildings in 1958 or 59. He had, after all, just per-
formed the unique feat of consciously joining the
Brutalist movement, and the feeling emerges from
conversation with him, that he was joining a tough,
stern movement. And those who insist that Brutalism
is an affair of exposed concrete, rough brickwork
and a deliberate disregard for the traditional graces
of Modern Architecture would probably agree with
him, and regard Marchiondi as the harbinger of the
high period of concrete Brutalism: a harvest-season
exemplified in three notable habitats completed .at
this time or a little later, one in Switzerland, one in
Japan, and one in Britain.

123/124 L
BBPR (Gianluigi Banfi, Lodovico B. Belgiojoso, Enrico Peressutti,
Ernesto N. Rogers); Legnano (ltaly), Sanatorium. 1937

The sun-porch and a general view
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Giuseppe Terragni; Como (ltaly), Asilo Sant'Elia. 1937
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For illustrations see page 164—188

8.2 Habitats: Halen, Harumi, Sheffield

The preoccupation with habitat, the total built envi-
ronment that shelters man and directs his move-
ments, is a continuing theme that connects together
many diverse Brutalist buildings, and connects Bru-

|| talism with other progressive thinking (and action)
| outside the field of architecture. This preoccupa-
|| tion with the ‘dwelling of Man’ arose, in the post-

war years, from a real sense of social need — a

‘need for dwellings, a need for better dwelling-

habitat than society was, in fact, providing. But it
|remains true that Brutalist practice in habitat has
never even tried to deal with the ‘total’ environment;
| the practice has been dominated by purely visual
images, purely spatial concepts. Weak on the me-
chanical and communicative services needed for a
fully effective habitat, Brutalism as a movement con-
centrated on the domestication of a few basic re-
sidential and social concepts derived from Le Cor-
busier, and from that mythology of a ‘Mediterranean
way of life’ that had grown up under his influence,
and under the influence of such modern Italian
habitats as Quaroni’s work at La Martella. Thus, the
work of Paul Rudolph that most persistently receives
the epithet ‘Brutalist’, is not his Art and Architecture
|Building at Yale with its artfully coarse concrete
| surfaces, but his married-student housing for the
i same university, of which he himself wrote *:

~ “It should look like a village, not like housing ...

though parts are repeated, they don't look it. Tradi-
tional housing has used repeated housing units, but
| it doesn’t bore. We too must repeat but not bore.
| Spaces in between the units are important ... court-
yards and terraces, paths and entrances.”

In the choice of image: 'like a village' (in its built
form, specifically a mountain village), and its con-
cern with public spaces: “courtyards and terraces,
Paths and entrances”, this habitat reveals all too
clearly its origins, as does the implied ambition to
ICreate a literally built-in sense of community. But
narrow and restricted as the range of basic con-
cepts may be, it remains a bitter truth that the world
a‘t large was not building better habitats, more con-
\vincing communities, than Le Corbusier had envi-
iSaged, and it remains the chief glory of the younger,
|or more brutal, Brutalists that they occasionally con-
jtr‘wed to surpass the Corbusian standard orpropose
isignificant variations upon it. The three major sche-
mes which are discussed here are therefore ranked
in order of their degree of departure from Corbusian
Prototypes, rather than in chronological sequence,
though they are so nearly contemporary that the se-
quence is not important.
S.iedlung Halen by Atelier 5, standing on a wooded
rise outside Berne, was effectively completed in
1960—61. Its direct dependence on the work of Le
Corbusier has never been in-doubt: “... the plan is
just one step away from the Permanent City of the

3 tArchitectural Record’; March 1961

130

. . on€
Sainte-Baume project”, (Neave Brown) and that |ay

step was toward the same primitive archetyp® as s
behind Paul Rudolph’s housing, for Neave Bro s
also described Halen as “...orderly and cgmplefem-
an ltalian hill town, complete with piazza and cabe
panile-chimney to suggest social identity”. But to
more historically precise, the step away ffomt
Sainte-Baume brings Atelier 5 rather closer to ey
‘Roq et Rob’ project of 1949. What was eV! eob,
ly the most beguiling aspect of 'Roq et e
duly reappears at Halen, as in so many oh
er schemes — the stepped path splittind
whole terraced composition from top to bottom aes
passing through a central public space; so t0© 2 7
the idea of composing those terraces out of vec_
deep-plan, narrow-section apartments with th'e ato
commodation on more than one level, according
the fall of the land.
Le Corbusier's original vision of such a habitat hiatd
been deeply imbued with post-war concerns: V‘Uon
social reform, the simple life, spiritual regeﬂerat'_m_’ E
and so forth, and was seen by him as a coarse 5! -
ple architecture of vaulted roofs carried on walls By
rammed earth. Halen, built for comfortably afflue 6
bourgeois suburbanites (who leave their cars unc >
the end of the terraces, and maintain a ‘Pedest"aa
image' while within the habitat) inevitably hasm_
more sophisticated aesthetic, derived and asse.n—
bled by Atelier 5 with their usual cunning from Io
numerable different Corbusian sources, s0M®, .
them — such as the brise-soleils from the * nité af
Marseilles — seemingly quite out of key, and Ouf‘ o
scale with the village image of the plan and section-
However, subsequent overgrowth by vegetation:
especially grass on the roofs, has largely feStoreat
the primitivistic, Sainte-Baume image. What was ¥
first a rather self-assertively clever architectur® g
been reduced by the obliterative power of nature
to the status of a simple habitat, an indifferent h‘”'f
side village, the mid-twentieth century equivalef‘t (o}
the garden suburb that was the image of progres-
sive habitat in 1900.

Kunio Mayekawa's Harumi apartment block in Tolfyo
is unlikely ever .to disappear behind encroaching
vegetation. It is too big, and its unlovely site see.ms
to have been permanently stripped of natural life:
its raw concrete will always stare bluntly out at the
world. Its date, 1958, still seems to startle Europeans,
who tend to regard Kenzo Tange's Kurashiki town
hall, which is four years younger, as the first real
exercise in ‘gros béton armé’ in Japan. It is worth
remembering therefore, that Maekawa was at one
time Tange's master, and represents a direct link
between Japan and Le Corbusier that may eventu-
ally prove more significant than the better-known
connection through Junzo Sakakura. In terms of
strict chronology, the design and construction of
Harumi occupied a period in the history of Japanese
architecture that was rich in generically Brutalist ex-
periments — Kikutake’s graceless Tonogaya aPart-
ment-development, for instance, or that curious va-
riation upon the ‘Rog et Rob’ format, the Fuji Juko
Omiya development by lkuta, Oki and Miyajima-

e TR A

In this context, the big Harumi block looks |e

ling, but it is no less of an iAnovatian tecﬁsistart-
aesthetically and as a proposition for ai hab-?lcally,
this last point, Harumi may not A, muI :1. On
departure from the norm of a large iSolatcd of a
block, but there are two Observationls Whiche hslab
be made in this connection. Firstly, that the should
galleries at every third floor of the Biads eﬁeacci?esls
function as a series of linked courtyards bet ively
one structural pier and the next, since each rec:'een
the entrances of a number of flats, those not at c:vei
level being reached by stairs. The decision : ec

ploy an external street deck was Sopaey] C;asla(m-
as a direct choice against Le Corbusier's ‘rge i teén
rieure’ concept, but even more significant is 'thm t-
titude toward their function in the tota| habita? at-
expressed by Noboru Kawazoe 7. , as

«|t seems to me however, that drying diapers are
sign of life and energy, and if the building becomez
nondescript when adorned with them, then the build-
ing is at fault. An apartment house should be able
to withstand these manifestations of human life. If
it cannot, it is a weak building...” .

and a few paragraphs later, speaking specifically of
Harumi's ‘streets suspended in the air' he goes on
to observe:

“Here children can play games, or ride tricycles as
they might do on the side-walk in other areas. Here
too the petty hoodlums of the surrounding districts
can prowl at night, to the disconsolence of the in-
habitants ... a building does not really belong to
the people unless it is capable of absorbing the
shadier sides of life along with the more pleasant.
To be a true building it must melt into the history
of its time.”

This must be about the most permissive statement
about the use of habitat ever made by a member
of the Brutalist connection. It is doubtful if any
European, let alone any architect brought up in the
‘preventive’ morality of British social reform, could
tolerate even petty crime as part of the ‘realities of
the situation’.

But — and this is the second point — the permissive
attitude toward the public spaces is matched by a
related attitude to what goes on internally. Within
the bare bookshelf of the concrete frame, Mayekawa
inserts what are virtually Japanese houses of the tra-
ditional type, to quote Kawazoe again:

“The larger apartments of the Harumi building re-
semble traditional city houses in plan, while the
smaller ones have the farm-house plan ... people
used the (traditional standardised) houses accord-
ing to their individual needs and.were not troubled
by the sameness. The fact is that people are the
masters of architecture, and architecture must pro-
vide them the necessary freedom.”

¥ ‘Japan Architect’, March 1959
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The closing observation is, in fact, Kawazoe quoting
Tange, though the sentiment recalls what the
Smithsons had said about leaving man room to
adapt his own habitat (see section 4.3). Yet no
Smithson scheme, no ‘Unité’ by Le Corbusier, nei-
ther Halen nor Park Hill, Sheffield, is so permissive
as to offer its inhabitants their accustomed domestic
environment all over again. For Harumi does not
merely reproduce the traditional spaces and di-
mensions; as far as possible it works with traditio-
nal ‘tatami’ mats in the living areas, the customary
planked flooring in kitchen, bathroom etc, sliding
screens, sliding cupboard-doors, even a sort of
‘tokonoma’-alcove in the living room. It is, so to
speak, the Smithsons' concept of the “necessity for
the traditional backyard”, brought indoors.

And what is so striking about Harumi, is that this
maqdel exposition of an original Brutalist ethic is
realized in an original version of the Brutalist aes-
thetic that any European Brutalist would have been
happy to have conceived.

“Mayekawa and associates have made a concrete
building which expresses the material even more
positively than Le Corbusier, yet have (sic) a preci-
sion and finesse reminiscent of Perret.” 3

This last observation seems arguable, suffice it to
say that the concrete is massive, ‘brut’ and handled
in heroic style. The services that make the building
work are carried with an equally Brutalist swagger,
not only in the sense that a large tank and asso-
ciated pipe-works are exhibited on the roof with-
out being clothed in some fanciful structure of the
sort that a Corbusian aesthetic commonly enjoins,
but also that a massive duct-floor-cum-structural-
beam runs visibly through the block from end to
end at every alternate third floor to that occupied
by a street deck. That such a structure, embracing
such a conception of habitat should be created at
that time, on the opposite side of the world to that
in which two young architects from the English prov-
inces had first enunciated the Brutalist creed,
showed how far that creed expressed an architec-
tural mood of the time, and it was to the work of
two other young architects in the English provinces
that one has to turn to find a conception that is in
any way comparable with Harumi.

Park Hill, Sheffield, was effectively designed by
Jack Lynn and Ivor Smith, under the direction of
J. L. Womersley, the city architect, and it sums up al-
most as many of the sociological intentions of the
younger architects as the Cambridge Architecture
School extension does of their intellectual interests.
It is a huge single complex building occupying and
partly enclosing a recognisable district of the city —
a genuinely satisfying achievement in a generation
that had big ambitions and had been forced by cijr-
cumstances to realise them in penny packets. But

' this vast enterprise is unified and kept humanly com-

prehensible by a habitat-device that was dear to the

3 iArchitectural Design’, May 1959
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ideal of built-in community-sense of that genera-
| tion — a street-deck system even more sophisticated
and mature than Mayekawa'’s. Four, twelve-foot-wide
pedestrian promenades thread through whole com-
plex joining its various extremities; on the upper-
most it is possible to walk for ten minutes without
| retracing one’s steps.
In order to give the greatest number of apartments
the best orientation for light and view, the block
divides three times, each of its limbs looping back
 on itself. The street-decks, keeping always to the
shaded side of the block therefore have frequently
to penetrate to the other side of the limbs where
they bend, thus creating the equivalent of street-
corners. At the end of each limb, the deck opens out
into a small piazza served by lifts and stairs for ver-
tical circulation. At the three points where the block
divides, however, a bridge leaps across from the
piazza and connects with the two branches of the
street-deck beyond the gap, creating another small
ipublic space in front of the service-lift on that side
‘also. It is at these points where three different ca-
 tegories of vertical circulation meet the horizontal
circulation provided by the street-decks, here na-
kedly revealed as pedestrian bridges, that the es-
sence of Park Hill is seen.
This essential pattern of circulation stems, as at
Harumi, from a conviction that the ‘rue intérieure’ of
Le Corbusier's ‘Unités’ would not serve. The street
deck emerged as a logical corrective, and at the
same time posed the problem of how people should
circulate through their habitat, how far circulation-
spaces were part of the vital environment of the

| domestic scene, and call upon the new inhabitants

to adopt a new environment.
There were, in fact, fairly cogent sociological and
even criminological reasons for breaking up the

| existing living-patterns of the area, which had be-

come a notoriously blighted slum. This, indeed, was
the reason for rebuilding it, and this air of social
urgency was one of the reasons why Jack Lynn and
Ivor Smith volunteered to design for this difficult
site rather than an easier one elsewhere in the city.

| Thus, if Park Hill can in any way be regarded as an

ideal solution for this particular place at that parti-

| cular time, the ideal is that of the English concep-

tion of social justice, as expressed through the
English system of local government.

But it differs from Halen or Harumi in more ways
than this; the aesthetic is as different as the ethic.
Very little indeed of the external detailing makes

| even token acknowledgement to Le Corbusier, to

any other known master, or even to what is normally

| regarded as architectural detailing. The frame is

baldly expressed, emphasising only the cellular na-
ture of the contents.\The infilling of the frame is in
simple brickwork, windows, or balustrading. Before
the building was completed the handling of the fa-
cades was described on more than one occasion as

‘fashionable’ or ‘cliché-ridden’. For a certain period

of the design process the architects were advised
by John Forrester, an abstract sculptor, but neither
this, nor the influence of fashion seem to have had
much effect — it simply looks as if the architects had
more important things on their minds than facade-

, for ten years or more — which is a fair age for an

‘“ism’' in the present century — had achieved the
consummation that awaits all movements which ac-
curately pinpoint real needs and aspirations of their
period and social context. They do not achieve the
dominance for which their founders hope, but instead
they “melt into the history of their time”, so that one
can hardly imagine what the world could have been
like before Brutalism (in this case) came upon the
scene. The face of the world does not conform to
the Brutalist aesthetic, but the conscience of the
world's architecture has been permanently enriched

| by the Brutalist ethic.

| patterns. Jack Lynn, indeed, has publicly stated that
' the arrangement of the interiors was allowed to de-
' termine the exterior pattern of solid and void, and

habitat. At Siedlung Halen the stepped path passes
through the central square; at Harumi the circulation

is a series of minute public places, but at Sheffield
the circulation space generates a variety of public
areas, on the precept of the Smithsons’ Golden

Lane competition entry as well as Lynn and Smith’s
own:

“The Smithsons’ Golden Lane project used a simi-
lar street-access to ours, and made the first moves
fowards their continuity by creating street-corner
Junctions where refuse chutes would be located,

which they likened to the modern equivalent of the
village pump.” 3

Like the suspended streets of Harumi, Park Hill’'s
| street decks occur at every third floor, and onto the
decks open the front doors of all the apartments.
Along the deck itself pass small trucks for deliveries,
mail and furniture-removals, but no faster wheeled
traffic to menace the playing children or gossiping
adults — or, indeed the turbulent teenagers who oc-
CaSSinlally disturb the peace, for Park Hill, like
Harumi, has melted into the history of its times and

absorbed something of the shadier side. But the

apartments that are served by the street decks are
less permissive, do not reconstruct the previous

¥ Quoted in the 'Journal of the Royal Institute of British Archi-
tects’, December 1962
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'that he is happy with the result. Not, one presumes,

like an old time functionalist morally secure in the
knowledge that form has followed function, but more
in the mood of one who sees it helping to build

ithe image of a building more concerned with ‘life’

than with ‘architecture’.

'For, regard it how you will, Park Hill comes pretty

close to ‘an other architecture’. Its informal plan-
pattern on the ground is more concerned with a
proper topological organisation of the site than with
Picturesque effect. Indeed its level roof line has an
anti-Picturesque quality as one sees the block from
the city, though some extremely picturesque sil-
houettes should be presented by the second phase,
Hyde Park, higher up the hill behind it. Hyde Park is
also less rigorously organised in terms of topologi-
cal connections than Park Hill, and the accommoda-
tion is grouped in a more conventional manner in
high and low blocks. In other words it is housing,
not a habitat, and marks a withdrawal from the ex-
treme position established by Park Hill.

The moral crusade of Brutalism for a better habitat
through built environment probably reaches its cul-
mination at Park Hill. Nothing proposed since has
been extreme in quite the same way, but many of
its ideas are diffusing into common usage, just as
the aesthetics of ‘béton brut' have diffused into a

ivernacular, a common usage. Brutalism, having run
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Sheffield City Architect’s Department
(J. Lewis Womersley, City Architect);
Sheffield (England), Hyde Park Housing.
1961-66

View of the model
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9.1 Memoirs of a survivor

The reader will have deduced, if he did not already
know, that this book is the work of someone fairly
deeply involved with the events it describes. | have,
in fact, been personally acquainted with most of the
British Brutalists and quasi-Brutalists mentioned in
the preceding pages; since 1952 or earlier; my per-
sonal acquaintance with the non-British architects
mentioned is more various, and in one or two cases,
such as Kunio Mayekawa, completely non-existent —
to my profound regret. The book, therefore, has a
built-in bias toward the British contribution to Bru-
talism: it is not a dispassionate and Olympian sur-
vey, conducted from the cool heights of an academic
ivory tower. | was there, involved, and the article |
wrote for the ‘Architectural Review' in December
1955 under the title, simply, of ‘The New Brutalism’
seems to have been regarded as a more relevant
manifesto for the movement than the Smithsons"
statement of January in the same year.
The reason why | have not reprinted my article as
part of this book is that | do not believe it to be
truly representative of the state of the Brutalist
movement at that important time in its evolution. In
retrospect it reveals only too clearly my attempt to
father some of my own pet notions on the move-
ment. Any reader who is interested enough to turn
it up should read it ‘cum grano salis' as a description
of the New Brutalism. On the other hand, it retains
some validity as a demonstration of the kind of
intellectual climate in which discussions of the New
Brutalism, and of architecture in general, were con-
ducted in London, by a certain circle, at that time.
It was an extraordinarily exciting period in the evo-
lution of ideas in Britain, both in the portable arts
and in architecture — one of those unrepeatable epi-
sodes whose importance is discernible even at the
time, although their full consequence cannot be
appreciated until much later. One of the ways in
which we were able to discern that something im-
portant was afoot was in the notice that was taken
of our activi‘ies abroad — Philip Johnson’s interest
in Hunstanton school (see section 3) was far from
unique, and the predominantly British make-up of
Team-X was something of a recognition that British
architects had a special contribution to make.
In fact, to write a predominantly British account of
New Brutalism is not necessarily to be parochial or
| chauvinistic. The origins of Brutalism ‘as a move-
i rnent' were British, and the fact was recognised, as
in Renato Pedio’s reference to England as its ‘na-
|tive land’ (see section 8.1). The British, too, left a
| Permanent imprint on the movement and on the
| concept of Brutalism. It was, in short, the first

J: consequential British contribution to the living body

B of architecture since the collapse of the ‘English
Free Building' of Voysey and Lethaby around 1910.
It was not, of course, a wholly British movement —

. the world of architecture is now so closely-knit by

!l rapid communications that only chauvinism or ge-
nuine irrelevance to world problems can keep a
movement (eg Neo-Liberty in ltaly) successfully
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shut up within the confines of one nation’s archi-
tecture. But even if the high style of Brutalism is
Le Corbusier’s, the ethic behind the aesthetic was

| British, and the creation of a vernacular Brutalism
twas as much a British achievement as anybody

| else’s — one may very properly ask oneself what
| the achievement of Atelier 5 would have meant in a

world that did rtot include the Smithsons' philoso-
phisings and Stirling and Gowan’s Ham Common
flats.

But, as | write this ‘envoi’, it is very clear that the
biggest and most important fact about the British
contribution to Brutalism is that it is over. Whether
or not the movement is still a going concern is
difficult to say — the future may have more surprises
like Marchiondi in store for us. But the recent works
of Stirling and Gowan, or the Smithsons, show far
less urgency of ethic or aesthetic than in the late
fifties. The Smithsons’ Economist building or (more

. accurately) cluster, since it consists of three build-

ings on a single podium, is a work of studied re-
straint. It may offer a vision of a new community

| structure, but it does so upon the basis of gn

ancient Greek acropolis plan, and in maintaining the
scale and governing lines of tradition-bound st
James’s Street, on which it stands, it handles the

| 'street idea’ very tenderly indeed. Far from being an

example of an ‘other’ architecture, this is a crafts-
manly exercise within the great tradition. In many
ways, Stirling and Gowan's laboratory-block for |gj-
cester University comes nearer to Brutalism in the
emotional sense of a rough, tough building, and in
the dramatic space-play of its sectional organisation
it carries still something of the aggressive informg];-
ty of the mood of the middle fifties. But stylistjc
dependence on any building by Le Corbusier s
something it does not show at all. These are buyjld-
ings that belong to a different book. Their relaxed
assurance stamps them as works of maturity, the
maturity of original talents that may never need to
worry about the problem of style again, confident
now that this is something that will resolve itself in
the process of satisfying the needs for which the
building was created. It has been a privilege and g4,
education to be able to watch this process of ma-
turation from close range, just as it has beenp a
salutary lesson to me as a critic historian to watch
a movement being created — to gain a glimpse,
thereby, of the manner in which movements as por-
tentous as Gothic architecture could start from the
interaction of a few lively minds around Bishop
Suger, or the art of the Renaissance from a group
of friends few enough to be listed in the dedication
to Alberti’s ‘Della Pittura’.

But the process of watching a movement in gestation
and growth was also a disappointment in the end.

. For all its brave talk of ‘an ethic, not an aesthetic!

Brutalism never quite broke out of the aesthetic

| frame of reference. For a short period, aroung

195855, it looked as if an ‘other architecture’ might
indeed emerge, entirely free of the professional pre.
conceptions and prejudices that have encrusted ar-
chitecture since it became ‘an art’. It looked for g

moment as if we might be on the threshold of an
utterly uninhibited functionalism, free, even, of the
machine aesthetic that had trapped the white archi-
tecture of the thirties and made it impossible for
Gropius to reach through to the native American
machine ethic that might have broken the back of
the Beaux-Arts tradition that still cripples architec-
tural thinking in America.
The Johnsons, Johansens and Rudolphs of the Ame-
rican scene were quicker than | was to see that the
Brutalists were really their allies, not mine; com-
mitted in the last resort to the classical tradition,
! not the technological. For the ethic of the Brutalist
{ connection, like every reformist trend in architecture,
fback through Adolf Loos, and William Morris, and
| Carlo Lodoli and Colin Campbell, is backward-look-
Jf ing. Brutalism may make tremendous bold attempts
to bring the automobile phenomenon under control,
' but in the last resort it is in order to recreate a pe-
| destrian city, as in the central piazza of Siedlung
Halen, the street-decks of Park Hill. The Appliance
"House may make a brave effort to redomesticate
the new household gods in their gleaming white and
chromium case-work, but it does so by cramming
them into the traditional alcoves of the tokonama, or
Roman domestic altar; the house itself is still the
same kind of shelter as a primitive wattle hut, makes
no attempt to put these new household powers to
work to create human environment in any radically
new way.
The ethic of Brutalism was a campaign of ‘mens
sana in corpore sano’, but no-one should have doubt-
ed that the mind and the body would prove, ulti-
mately, to be the mind and body which had always
belonged to architecture. For a non-architect like
myself to expect them to be otherwise was naive.
| know now that architects who genuinely see how
narrow and restricting are the traditions of their
profession, normally get out of it, and become in-
dustrial designers, real-eastate agents, systems-
engineers or any other discipline that enables them
to tangle with the ‘realities of the situation’, in a less
inhibited manner. But, for all that, | am not ungrate-
ful to the Brutalists within their role as architects. If
we are to continue to have a world in which ‘archi-
tect’ is a meaningful and productive category of
human being, then | would rather have the kind of
architect who has begun to emerge since Brutalism
has become a force in the land, especially the kind
of younger architect who has been trained under
men like Smithson, Gowan, Stirling, and knows what
the traditions of his professions are, and the manner
in which he can take a moral stand upon them in the
twentieth century. From the time of Berlage, and
even before that, the idea of a morality of design
has been one of the main motives for serious in-
novation in Modern Architecture, and the Brutalist
proposition that it is even ‘possible’ to make a moral
stand about matters of design is an improvement on
the attitude of many architects in the previous two
or three generations. | make no pretence that | was
not seduced by the aesthetic of Brutalism, but the
lingering tradition of its ethical stand, the persistence
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of an idea that the relationships of the parts and
materials of a building-are—a working morality —
this, for me, is the continuing validity of the New
Brutalism.
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197 — 199

Sverre Fehn and Geir Grung; Maihaugen
(Lillehammer, Norway),

Museum Extension. 1959

197

Part of the main facade

198 /199

Plan, elevations. and section (scale 1:600)
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200 - 202

Luigi Figini and Gino Pollini; Milan (Italy),
Church of the Madonna dei Poveri. 1956
200

Detail of masonry-screen to upper part of
nave

201

202
View of crypt

The nave
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Jacob B Bakema; Nagele (Holland),
Reformed Church. 1960

203/ 204
Exterior from the north, bell-tower

Johannes H van den Broek and
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209 - 212

Oswald Mathias Ungers; Cologne
(Germany), Architect’'s Own House. 1959
209

Garden elevation

210/211

Plans of ground and first floor
(scale 1:500)

1 office entrance

2 residence entrance

3 reception

4 conference room

5 garden court

6 office-space

7 garden court

8/9 offices

10/11 garden courts

12 garden entrance

13 private apartment

14 private garden

15 living room

16 dining raom

17 kitchen

18 private apartment

144

212
Street-corner elevation
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213 -216

Colin St John Wilson and Alex Hardy;
Cambridge (England),

Extensions to School of Architecture. 1959
213

The coffee room
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214
Rear elevation
215
i Detail of the lecture room ceiling
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Projectionist's pulpit in lecture hall
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217-220
Sir Leslie Martin and Colin St John Wilson

(with Patrick Hodgkinson); Cambridge
(England), Harvey Court Hostel. 1962
217

Site plan

218/219
View of inner court, canopy over entrance-

steps
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220 (right)
steps up from garden




151

Detail of roof and windows
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Entrance and steps to upper apartmen
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225-232 228

Vittoriano Vigano; Milan (ltaly), Istituto Marchiondi. 1959 External structural frames
225 (page 153)

Dormitory block

|
I
226 299
Bathroom units of dormitory block ] o Garden and pool at entrance
|
227
Plans and sections of two-sterey dormitory room (scale 1:400)
154 155
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View between dormitories and communal living room

232 (right)
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156

Section across site (scale 1:500)
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235 (right)
Indoor play-space

| 1 235 —241
g aldo van Eyck; Amsterdam (Holland),
; ! orphanage School. 1958—60
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236
End of a pavilion

237
Hall for festivals

238
Open courtyard

161




239
Door from the hall
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—_— 241
' ) 2 —4 years-old play room .

240
Plan of 2-4 years-old area and sick-rooms (scale 1:500)

1 cloakroom

2 small brick house

3 recessed central part with seat and storage for toys
4 element with steps and small cupboards
b
6
7

water-basin for play
open kitchen
seats |
8/9 washroom and showers
10 toilet
11 covered terrace with pool
12 bedrooms
13 recessed part with sandpit and seats all round
14115 recessed circles, bars for somersaulting

and concrete
@

doorway
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242-244

Paul Rudolph; New Haven (Connecticut, USA), Yale University,
Married Students' Housing. 1962
242

Close up of corner of block

243

Central pedestrian street
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to upper terraces




Atelier 5 (Erwin Fritz, Samuel Gerber, Rolf Hesterberg,
Hans Hostettler, Niklaus Morgenthaler, Alfredo Pini);

Berne (Switzerland), Siedlung Halen. 1961

245 (left)

Roof-terraces of narrow-section apartments to east of central
square

246

Elevations of narrow-section apartments
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247

Eastern end of the blocks
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948284 STRASSENGESCHOSS

sections and plans

types (scale 1:200) of narrow apartment
1 pergola

2 entrance

3 storage

4 patio

5 cloakroom
6

7

B

kitchen

bathroom

toilet
g living room
10 loggia
11 corridor with cupboards
12 bedroom =
13 covered sitting area

14 garden

15 collar

16 utility room
17 storage-space
18 solarium

19 duct-space
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255 — 262
Sections and plans of wide a
(scale 1:200)

1 pergola

entrance

storage

patio

cloakroom

toilet

storage-space
kitchen

g living-dining room

10 loggia

11 storage-space

12 bathroom

13 bedroom

14 balcony

15 cellar

16 covered sitting area
17 garden

18 utility room

19 solarium, roof-garden
20 duct-space
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263 /264
View from the south, central piazza
265
Site plan and section (scale 1:2500)
1 access road
2 parking
3 underground garage
| 4 filling station
5 village square
6 shops and restaurant

] 7 underground power and utilities.station
8 swimming pool and games area
9 steps

10-13 terraced housing
14 studio-apartments.

| 266
Air-view
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267 268

The pedestrian stroot The terraces from the east

172 173



174

TYPICAL PL

269 — 273

Kiyonori Kikutake; Totsuka (Yokohama,
Japan), Tonogaya Apartments. 1956
269/270

Rear elevation by day and night

271

Plan of typical floor

272
Main front

273
Interior of an apartment

175




274275

lkuta, Oki and Miyajima; Omiya (Saitama,
Japan), Fuji Juko Omiya Development.
1957

274

View north from main block

75
Courtyard elevation of main block
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View from harbour
U

276 — 284 PRI
Kunio Mayekawa; Harumi (Tokyo, Japan), Apartment Block. 1958 i s L
276 (page 177) e i
Part of garden elevation S

277 AN
Street elevation o
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; 281
e Close up of concrete work
Plans at standard floor level and street-deck level (scale 1:500)
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283
One bay of the elevation

284

282 er apartment type
of larger ap vp Interior of smaller apartment type (street-deck level)
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285 —297

Sheffield City Architect’s Department

(J Lewis Womersley, City Architect;
JackLynn, Ivor Smith and Frederick Nicklin,
designers); Sheffield (England),

Park Hill Development. 1961

285
Lift-tower, stair-tower, and pedestrian
bridges
|
I
1
286
Park Hill from the city-centre
287

Air-view from the south-west
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I } 289
Standard three-storey section (scale 1
280 292

:200)

Plans at upper floor level street-deck level and lower floor leyei

(scale 1:200)
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293
Street-deck passing through block

294 295/ 296

. A street-deck, the triple pedestrian bridge
Steps and retaining walls in upper courtyard P g
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Stair and lift-tower at the end of the block

297




298 - 300

?s‘lés;nn and Peter Smithson; London (England), Economist Cluster.

298 (page 189)
View from St James’s Street

299
Model of complete design

300

Detail of columns in piazza

301 —-303

James Stirling and James Gowan;
Leicester (England), University
Engineering-laboratories. 1963
301

Workshop block

302
Stairway and periodicals reading-room

303 (page 192)
Lecture halls, laboratory-tower and

office-tower from the east
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The illustrations of the Corbusier buildings (except photographs)
are taken from the ‘Oeuvre compléte’ and are reproduced here
with kind permission of the publisher Dr H Girsberger.
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By the same author |
Theory and Design in the First

Machine Age

by Reyner Banham, PH.D.

Size 9 x 6 ins. 296 pages, with 150 illustra-
tions. Second impression.

Price 45s. net. (Postage 3s. 0d.)

The purpose of this book is to document and annotate
for the first time the development of design in the
first machine age as a narrative of men and ideas;
to trace from the training of the masters| (Gropius,
Mendelsohn, Mies, Le Corbusier) in the years around
1910 to their maturity around 1930, their contacts with
one ancther, with pioneer spirits in the other arts. In
127,000 words of text Dr Banham takes architecture as
his main theme, but at the same time deals with
industrial design generally, together with painting
and sculpture; in being scholarly he is far from dull
and has written a most lively and readable book.

Guide to Modern Architecture
ky Reyner Banham, PH.D.

Size 734 x T'/s ins. 160 pages with over 150
illustrations.

Price 25s. net. (Postage 1s. 3d.)

In most countries, modern buildings now form an
appreciable part of the backdrop to everyday life. Yet
their critics cannot distinguish bad ones from good,
and their supporters are liable to be told to sit down
and shut up, if they venture a word of praise. This
book lets some light into the situation, by brigfly ex-
plaining the elements that make up a modern build-
ing (function, form, construction and space) and by
illustrating and commenting on a world-wide, highly
diverse selection of modern buildings. The, result
is a lively justification of the author's claim that
modern architecture should not be difficult to appre-
ciate, because it is 'like any other architecture only
more so: it has more things to say and more ways of

saying them.’

Architectural Press, London








