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Introduction 

l\'1<>t e than 280,000,000 p eople n ow live in the United States. Yet the most 

11111)<) 1~tant fac t about the histo ry o f American architecture continues to b e 

111.lt tl1ere was a time when t11c land was all bt1t uninhabited . For tl1e past two 

l1t11 1clred y ears, tl1e h au11ting image of a virg in contine11t h as dram atized the 

11.·<·t·11t11ess and fragility o f settle m ent. At tl1e sam e time it has also 

L111 < I L· r~cored n o t the possibility, but the n ecessity, o f ren ewal. 

I 'lie o bligatio n to fulfill tl1e promjse o f the empty land 11as been botl1 a 

l>t11 tlc11 and an o pportunity . American ar cl1itects and builders h ave 

1 t·s11<>11ded to it in tl1ree ways. So me have tried to define a11 American 

'<tt11 v ~1 l ent o f sorely missed traditions; otl1 c· rs hav e produced works of 

111 vL·11tio n and o riginality; still o thers have qL1cstioned whe ther ar chitecture 

,1s .t c...l·lf- con scio us art is n ecessary or desirable at all . These reactio n s h ave 

111 < >\ t often b een divergent, but tl1e b es t buildjngs have u su ally tried to 

11.·t'<) t1 cile all three. 

' l 'l1c continuing interplay of tl1ese responses g ives Ameri ca11 ar cl1itecture 

11 s t111ity, its Americanness . Give11 the empl1asis o n ren ew al , tl1ere 11ave o f 

ll l'<t' c...c... ity been m any turning po in ts in the way in w hi ch this complex state o f 

111 111c.i l1as been manifested in buildings, but two pivotal events stand out. 

W 1 t !1 tl1e founding of the R epublic , many A m cricans first began to think 

.1l )<>t 1t the sig nificance of arcl1itecture . This subject becam e even more 

1)<> 111tcd half a century later when a rapid tran sitio n from a traditio nal to a 

111<><.l<.'1·11 society started to take place. Since that time the fo rm and details o f 

l>t1 1lcli11gs h ave frequently ch a11ged, but the issu es then raised l1a ve remained 

t l ll' loL1nda tion o f American arcl1itecture . 

' I '<) locate t11 e critical turning points of American arc]1itcctt1ral 11isto ry 

l>t' f<)rl' the C iv il W ar does not o f cot1rse suggest tl1at American s 11ave nothing 

t < > lt·,1r11 fro m buildings constructed earlier o r fro m the archi tcc tt1re of otl1er 

< <)tt11tries and cultures. On tl1e contrary, tl1e best of American archi tecture is 

t• <> t1 1~)clling eviden ce for t11 c relevan ce of buildings that are rem o te, even 

< ll )~t L1re, in time and distan ce. H enry Hobson Ri cl1ardson, fo 1· exan1ple, w ::1s 

f .1sc111ated b y tl1e twelfth-century churches o f the Auvergne, but l1e pursu ed 

t l1 :tl i11 tcrest in o rder to g ive expression to t11c structures t11 at housed tl1e 
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institutions of his day. Just as Richardson did not delude 11imself about tl1e 
times in whicl1 lie lived, in our study of the history of architecture we should 
not forget that ours continues to be a modern age. Indeed, one important 
reason to examine the arcl1itecture of t11e past is to learn how to reconcile our 
vision of the vast, once uninhabited continent with the inescapable 
conditions of contemporary life. 

Many people have offered encouragement and assistance in tl1e course of 
writing t]1is book, but I wot1ld like to single out for special thanks Robin 
Middleton wl10 initiated the project and 11ad the patience to see it through. 

l Tl1e American l11dian village of 
Sccoton, c. 1585. 

2 l{cs t() ratio11 of Pueblo Bonito. 
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CHAPTER ()NE 

The Unbuilt Spire 

The Architecture oj- the A.merican Colonies 

When tl1e first European settlers arrived in the New World, the territory 
that later became the continental United States was inl1abited by about one 
million native America11s. T hese people belonged to approximately two 
hundred nations, many of wl1icl1 had a distinctive cultL1rc and architecture . 
Little is known of their history and even less of tl1eir buildings. The images 
associated with words such as pueblo, wigwam, tepee, hogan, long house, 
and mound temple probably convey more about what nineteenth- and 
twentieth-century observers have imputed to the arcl1itecture of native 
Americans than they do about the intentions of the builders and inhabitants. 
A diverse arcl1itecture, which had evolved over a long time, is tl1crcfore still 
largely unknown. 

Only the Spaniards, of all tl1e European settlers, tl1ought t11e building 
techniques of the native Americans worth incorporating. Nowhere were the 
t1ative and European traditions of building more intertwined tl1an in the 

.'; 
.~ .. -~· 
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early settlements of what is now New Mexico. The governors and priests 
who established these small outposts of Spanish civilization considered 
impressive buildings essentia l to their rule. Because they had no architects 
and skilled workmen to assist them, they had to use local methods and 
materials. Thus, the Governor's Palace, which was erected between 161 o and 3 

1614, was made of adobe. But rather than piling the clay up in layers and 
then molding it into shape, as was the native custom, the Spaniards 
introduced a system of making precast, sun-dried adobe bricks by using 
wooden boxes. A simi lar combination of techniques took place in framing. 
The Governor's Palace had a flat roof which was spanned by the projecting 
beams used in the pueblos, but the doors and windows were framed with 
wood, a material not used in pueblo construction. 

The Spaniards soon learned that New Mexico would not be a significant 
source of wea lth and it became primarily a field for missionary work. As a 
result, the churches constructed by Franciscan padres were the most 4, 5 

prominent manifestations of the Spanish presence. Like the Governor's 
Palace, these were European in plan. They had a nave, which culminated in a 
sanctuary and occasionally a transept. However, roofing techniques 
resembled those used locally. No vaults or domes were attempted. Instead, 
all the New Mexican churches had flat roofs supported by beams, often 
honed into a rectangular section. The walls that supported the roof were 

I I 



6 San Jose y San Miguel de 
Aguayo, San Antonio, T exas , 
l 720- J I. 

built of adobe. Their tapered form gave these churches their simple, but 
substantial, appearance. 

No aspect of these buildings better expressed the amalgamation of the 
cultures than the decoration of the interiors. The corbels that supported the 
roof beams were European in conception and in their elaborate profiles. 
Nevertheless, their painted ornamentation incorporated p ueblo icono­
graphy, as did vigoro usly co lored scenes on the nave walls and the painted 
wood panels that were sometimes located in the sanctuary. Many of the 
themes of these paintings came from seventeenth-century Spanish art, yet 
they were intertwined with pueblo motifs such as sun, rain, and thunder 
symbols. 

The churches and missions built by the Franciscans in Arizona, Texas, and 
California in the eighteenth century were more elaborate than their 
antecedents in New Mexico. They had many characteristics of the baroque 
architecture of the Spanish and Mexican churches of the period. Roof 

6 systems were a case in point. The nave of San Josey San Miguel de Aguayo 
in San Antonio, Texas (1720-3 I) was covered by three groin vaults and a 

7, 8 hemispherical dome. San Xavier del Bae (1784- 97), near Tucson, Arizona, 
was a fully developed cruciform church with five low domes over the nave 
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7, 8 San Xavier <lei Bae, 
Tucson, Arizona, r 784- 97. 
Facade and plan. 
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transept, and apse and a high do me on an octagonal drum over the crossing. 
T he churches o f man y of the twenty-one mi ssions bu ilt in Cali fo rni a were 
spanned w ith bea ms, but some o f them also had do mes and va ul ts. 

Y ct even the buildings with these sophisti cated fo rms remained rooted in 
a local building traditi on . T he fusion of cultures was most fo rcefull y 

6, 7 represented in the faca des of the g reat churches o f Texas and Ari zona. San 
J ose and San X avier both had elabo rately ca rved surroundin gs to their main 
entrance. But the exuberance of the ga bles, scrolls, pilasters, statues in niches, 
carved flo ral patterns, and arti cul ated corni ces was balanced by austere, so lid 
wa lls. Buil t o f ado be or a porous limestone covered with stucco, these clea rly 
identified the chu rches w ith the local building culture. 

At the end of the eighteenth century the Franciscan missions began to be 
secularized . B y the 1820s most of them had fa llen in to disuse. Isolated from 
the main areas of settlement, they made no impact on the broader 
development of Ameri can architecture until the beginning of the twentieth 
century w hen interest in them was revived by those who were trying to 
esta blish a regional app roach to architecture. 

More consequential w as the architecture erected by Euro pea n settlers on 
the Atlantic seaboard . Like th ose of any period o r place, the buildings of the 
American colonies can be studi ed to reflect somethin g of the society for 
w hich they .were made. Buildings ca n speak eloquently about politics, 
econo mics, the nature of agri culture and manufacturin g, the ro le of women, 
the status o f servants, the state of edu ca tion, and dozens of o ther issues. They 
can also tell us much about how their clients, inhabitants, builders, and 
architects li ved and w hat they tho ught. 

Architecture should not and indeed never can be divorced from its cultural 
context, and in this book it certainly is not. N evertheless, the architectural 
historian cannot write the history of the world, especially since other sources 
can usually disclose as much or more about the many issues which are 
intertwined with architecture. The focus of architectural hi story should, 
therefore, be buildings. But the hi storian 's task is not si mp ly to un cover a 
pas t that time has obscured . A principle of selection is also important. There 
is probably something o f interest to say about every building, but some 
demonstrate the art of architecture mo re fo rcefull y than others. 
Architectural historians should be allowed many di versions, but their fi rst 
responsibility is to show how, through a compell ing rendering o f the 
elements o f archi tecture and their assembl y, vital ideas become trans muted 

into vivid and memorable fo rm. 
From this perspccti vc, the m ost important questi on to ask a bout the 

architecture of the Ameri can coloni es is why the ea rl y settl ers did not attach 
more signifi cance to it. Reasons sometim es cited fo r the meager architectural 
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achievement of the coloni es have been the severe cli mate, the lack ofskil.Jed 
workers, and the disorienti ng nature of the first phases of settlement. The 
climate along the Atlantic seaboard certa inl y was mo re extreme than that in 
western E urope, and it is a fac t that the colo nists included only a few skilled 
artisans and no archi tects. In addition , the settlers qui ckly fo und that because 
they might move elsewhere, it did not make sense to put large am ounts of 
capital and labo r into a bu ilding. 

While it is tru e that all these circumstances undoubtedl y discouraged the 
constru ction of a substanti al archi tecture, they alone do not account fo r the 
lack of significant buildings in the Ameri ca n co loni es. Settl ers in o ther areas 
of the world have often overcome equall y diffi cult conditi ons to erect the 
buildings they considered important . T hey made special efforts to attract 
peo ple w ith building skill s to their settl ements or, as in the case of the 
Spaniards in the South west, to o bta in architectural plans and a labor fo rce to 
execute them. 

A more penetra tin g explanation has to do with the minor presence of 
government and , therefore, the lack of a concentrat ion of authority to be 
mani fes ted in buildings. The co lonies were settled in di ffe ren t ways, but they 
were genera ll y govern ed fro m a great di stance w ith only a few m inor 
offi cials makin g decisions on the spo t. Whereas the court and all its 
governmental func ti ons were in creasing ly celebrated .in architecture in 
seventeenth- and eighteenth-centu ry Europe, these insti tutions were all but 
absent fro m the colonies. 

If there were few o pportun ities to give pro min ence to civil authority, 
then there was even less occasion to di splay private wea lth o r the presence o f 
an esta bli shed reli gion , because the pattern of land subdi vision tended to 
d isperse settlers; it did no t draw people to a central po int where they might 
come into daily contact with impressive houses and churches . This 
distinctive pattern of settlement occurred in se veral ways. For exa mple, the 
Virginia Compan y establi shed in 1 6 10 a metho d ofl and appo rtionment that 
allowed individuals to accumu late large holdings . T hese plantatio ns were 
situated along the man y ri vers o f the area and were iso lated fro m each o ther. 
Thus, there were onl y a few towns, and those were small and difficult to 
reach. Much o f N ew England was ori g inally settled in small compact towns 
by peo ple w ho signed a covenant st ipulatin g that all ho use lots were to front 
on a street that served as a boundary fo r an area of common land . Farm land 
was loca ted beyond this cluster ofhouses . T hese conditions seemed to entail a 
centra li zed town, but thi s pattern o f settlement was main ta ined fo r only one 
or two generati ons. B y the end of the seventeenth century most N ew 
England towns were spread out over as much as a hundred square miles; the 
center usuall y contain ed onl y a meeting house and a fe w other straggling 
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9 Medieval types of dwellings 
in Virginia. 

buildings. Settlement in the other colonies took place in different ways, but 
in each case the result was the same; abundant land tended to disperse settlers. 

Even though throughout the colonies a decentra li zed pattern of land 
settlement re inforced the effect created by an extreme climate and the low 
profile of government, none of these factors had as debilitating an influence 
on architecture as the uncertain attitude of the settlers towa rd the fine arts. 
Although they came to the New World from heterogeneous backgrounds, 
more arrived from England than from any other country. Thus, the English 
set the tone of the colonial cultural life. 

During the seventeenth century, Puritans in England reacted against the 
extravagance of previous regimes, often citing lavish bui ld ings as evidence of 
the excesses of the past . Colonists from England brought this attitude with 
them. If they were not overtly hostile to architecture as a fine art, then they 
were largely indifferent to it. As a result, most colonists did not wish to 
indu lge the celebratory nature of architecture and were usually careful not to 
stray too far from immediate concerns offunction and technique. Periods of 
economic uncertainty, of which there were many, always reinforced the 
fundamental lesson that a lavish expenditure on buildings was unwise. 

By i 700 there were 275,000 settlers in the New World-106,000 in New 
England, l 16,ooo in the South Atlantic colonies, and 53,000 in the mid-
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Atlantic areas. Given the conditions they encountered, this small. and 
scattered population primarily erected modest variants of the buildings they 
knew in Europe. 

Initially many settlers bui lt shelters that were less sophisticated than those 
of the people they called Indians. These structures were made mainly of 
sticks and mud or were simple enclosures dug into a hillside. Such ephemeral 
houses were not endowed with the values associated with a permanent 
architecture and were rarely noticed, described, or preserved. So there are 
few remains of the shelters in which a large portion of the transient settlers of 
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries housed themselves. 

Evidence of even the more substantial farmhouses of Virginia , where by 
1700 three-quarters of the people in the South Atlantic colonies lived, is also 
sketchy. Although bricks were made in Virginia as early as 161 l , most 
houses were at least partially built of wood and have long since disappeared. 
Nevertheless, foundations and other fragmentary remains indicate that the 
Virginia farmhouse went through several phases of development. To begin 9 
with, the vast majority were one-story buildings with two or three rooms, 
but by the middle of the seventeenth century a few prosperous planters were 
able to erect large houses . Bacon's Castle, for example, built in Surry 10 

County in r655, was an imposing building with five levels inside. The 
vertical tower that accommodated an entrance and stairway, the decorative 
chimneys, the side walls that culminated in what resembled a Flemish gable, 
and a simplified pediment all gave Bacon's Castle a presence which 
distinguished it from its predominantly unprepossessing neighbors. 
However, such large structures were not frequently bui lt because by the end 

10 Bacon 's Castle, Surry County, Virginia , 1655. Recons truction. 
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of the century it had become the custom for servants to live away from the 
main house in separate bu ildings. 

Bacon's Castle may have been grand by the standards of the colon ies, but 
it did not even begin to match the scale and sophistication of contemporary 
English manor houses. The same was certainly true of churches. Because the 
charter of the Virginia Company required that the C hurch of England be the 
officia l reli g ion of the colony, churches had to be erected, an d probably 
more tha n fifty were built in the seventeenth century. The English did not 
share the missionary zeal of other co loni sts, so these buildings were no more 
than simple par ish churches w hi ch served the few set tl ers sca ttered 
throughout the immediate area . T he majority were made of wood, and 

11 none of these remain. Of those in masonry, only St. Luke's in Isle ofWight 
County is sti ll stan din g. Constru cted in 1632, St. Luke's was probab ly 
typical of the other churches of the period. The configuration of the entrance 
tower at the west end leading to a nave is what one would have found in an 
Eng lish vi llage, as were many detai ls, such as the ro und-arched windows 
di vided by brick tracery into two pointed arches . Like many English 
churches of the period , St. Luke's also had some rudimentary classical 
detailing, probably added in the i65os or later. 

The architecture of what is now New York and N ew Jersey had its own 
characteristics, but during the seventeenth century it followed the pattern of 
adaptation that existed elsewhere in the co lonies . Thus, architectural 
traditions were imported from Holland to New Amsterdam and were 
disseminated as Dutch farmers settled along the Hudson River Valley. Once 
Dutch rule end ed, the architecture of New Amsterdam and other towns 
came under English influence. But pockets of Dutch settlers remained for 
many years along the Hudson River and in their isolation were able to 
maintain a building tradition th at showed signs of its descent from Holland . 
The same is true of the Flemish farm ers who settled Long Island and parts of 
what is now New Jersey. They buil t a type of farmhouse which had a roof 

12 that flared or curved at broadly projecting eaves . Buildings with such roofs 
were constructed well into the eighteenth century, when the pitched profile 
was occasionall y elaborated into several varieties of gambrel. 

New Engl and houses differed from those elsewhere in the colonies. Like 
those in Essex and East Anglia, from where most of the settlers of N ew 
England came, they were primarily made of wood. They were supported by 
a heavy timber frame, held together by morti se and tenon joints. Within this 
frame lighter studs and joists were used for partitions and floors. The spaces 
within the external frame were often filled with a mixture of clay and sticks 
or bricks. The walls were clad on the outside with clapboards; on the inside 
they were either plastered or, in the case of the most sumptuous houses, 

18 

11 St. Luke's, Isle o f Wight County, Virginia, 1632. 

1 2 Jan Ditmar's House, Flatlands, Brook lyn, New York, c. 1 700. 



covered with paneling. Because glass, which was not made in the colonies 
until late in the eighteenth century, had to be imported and was therefore 
scarce, windows were small. However, casement windows with small 

13 diamond-shaped panes set in lead bars were sometimes combined to give the 
appearance of a larger opening. 

The plan of these houses also differed from that of other colonial houses . A 
one-room house had a chimney at one end. The front door opened toward it 
into an entrance hall. Directly across from this area, often intertwined with 
the ch imney, was a steep stair that led to an attic or sleeping loft. In two­
room houses the chimney was located in the center, but the building had the 
same entry sequence. Additional space could be created with a lean-to, often 
for a kitchen , at the back. Dormers or the transformation of the gable roof 
into a gambrel co uld expand the attic. 

The New England colonies, unlike Virginia, were dominated by a 
powerful theocracy, which produced a system of independent churches that 
were conceived as an alternative to the pomp and ritual of the Church of 
England. The result in architecture was a unique building, a foursquare hall 
called a meeting house, which served both religious and secular functions. 
The meeting house was not organized with a long nave leading to an altar. 
Instead, the altar was replaced by a pulpit situated in the middle of the hall. 
This type of structure is the one original contribution of seventeenth-century 

14, 15 American colonial architecture. The only remaining example is the Old Ship 
Meeting House in Hingham, Massachusetts. Built in 1681, it was altered 
in the eighteenth century, but its interior was restored in 1930. The Old 

14, l 5 O ld Ship M eet in g House, 
Hingham , Massachuse tts, 168 1; 
add itions 173 1 , 1755. 

< 1 3 John Ward Hou se, 
Salem, Massachusetts, 
1684. 



Ship Meeting House had a hipped roof with a belfry at the center. It was 
supported by three trusses made of forty-five-foot-long tie beams, king 
posts, and stiffening members. The stark grandeur of its interior must have 
made a striking contrast to the small rooms of nearby houses. This 
distinction between the sacred and worldly realms was further emphasized 
by the siting of the meeting house on a hill overlooking Hingham. 

By the beginning of the Revolution the population of the colonies had 
increased marked ly- to 2,507 ,000. Abundant land continued to be the lure 
of the New World. Therefore on ly a small percentage of this population 
resided in cities, of which Philadelphia was the largest with 20,000 
inhabitants in i765. Most colonists still lived off the land, but many of them 
were able to achieve a degree of comfort well beyond the grasp of their 
predecessors. This prosperity had mixed consequences for their architecture. 
On the one hand, it enabled colonists to follow more directly the 
architectural trends and tastes of Europe; on the other hand, because they 
could never take prosperity for gr<mtcd, they cou ld not dispel that deeply 
rooted sense that the art of architecture was essentially an indulgence. 

By the time of the Revo lution there was sti ll no one in the co lonies who 
was trained as an architect. The designing of buildings, therefore, was left to 
two groups. Carpenters and craftsmen, as earlier, were often called upon to 
supply designs, and they were joined by gentlemen amateurs who, 
following the example of their English counterparts, considered a 
knowledge of architecture a necessary attribute of refinement. Although 
craftsmen and gentlemen amateurs may have differed in other respects, both 
increasingly relied on the many architectural books then being published in 
England, where throughout the eighteenth century classical architecture 
imported from Ita ly was being absorbed into the loca l bui lding culture. 

These sources had d irect consequences for colonia l architecture, for 
though regiona l differences persisted, the same book was often used in both 
Massachusetts and Virginia and thus tended to produce a conformity of 
architecture throughout the colonies. Because the books arrived from 
England sporadically, often many years after they were published, colonists 
also tended to draw upon them indiscriminately. They were not attuned to 

the nuances of the discussion on architecture that was taking place in 
England. In fact, whereas in Europe this was a fertile period for architectural 
discourse and pub lication, in the New World there was virtually no written 
discussion on the subject. Thus, the distinctions that marked the sequence of 
interpretations of the classical language in the mother country were only 
dimly reflected in the buildings of the colonies. 

Because so much colonial architecture was inspired by images in books, a 
degree of di lution was inevitable. Thus, the period's typical building-
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16 City Tavern, New 
Amsterdam (New York ), 
1641- 42; used as Stadthuys 
o r Town House, 1654- 99. 

whether church, house, or for government- was a simple, cubic structure, 
usually of wood. This basic volume was an efficient enclosure, typically 
capped by a gable or hipped roof that could easily shed rain and snow. To 
this format was added, as an emblem of refinement and achievement, 
classical detailing at the doors, windows, and along the rooflinc, as well as at 
critical places in the interior. Distance from sources shou ld have given 
colonists the freedom to interpret in a fresh way the fundamental question of 
the relationship of the part to the whole and to make a statement, as French 
designers were then doing, about the nature of the clements of architecture. 
But none of the colonists had the background or inspiration to do this . Their 
buildings were therefore not original in the sense of offering a vital 
interpretation of the language of architecture, nor did they have the sense of 
refinement that is sometimes characteristic of works which seek only to 
make incremental extensions to a well established tradition. Instead, the 
buildings of the American colonies were usua ll y characterized either by a 
sedulous concern for correctness or by a quality of abstraction wh ich 
achieved at best a naive elegance. These were the inevitable consequences of 
an essentially provincial culture. 

The difference between the architecture of the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries was evident in all types of structures, but was most pronounced in 
buildings erected for the conduct of public affairs. During the seventeenth 
century there were few such buildings and all of them were modest. The 
State House at St. Mary's, Maryland, for instance, consisted of one large 
room with an entrance porch and stair tower at the back. The first State 
House in Jamestown, Virginia, was actually composed of three connected 
houses built in two stages in i635 and 1655. Public buildings elsewhere were 
equally unpretentious. In New Amsterdam the Stadthuys was a converted 16 
tavern. 
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17 Pbn of William sburg , Virginia. 

A comparison of the first State House in Jamestown with the buildings 
that were erected with the removal of the Capitol to Williamsburg in 1699 
illustrates the change that took place at the turn of the seventeenth century. A 
few seventeenth-cenwry towns, most notably Phi ladelphia, had been laid 
out with deliberate plans, but these were usually only street grids with little 

17 differentiation. Wil liamsburg was unusual because it was designed to give 
prominence to major buildings. The town was ordered around two streets. 
Duke of Gloucester Street-ninety-five feet wide, and seven-eighths of a 
mi le long- culminated in the College of William and Mary at the west and 
the Capitol at the cast. This thoroughfare was intersected by the Palace 
Green, which terminated at the Governor's Palace. 

The three major buildings of Wi ll iamsburg have many characteristics in 
18 common. The design for the College of William and Mary was sent to the 

co lonies from England and may have been conceived by Christopher Wren. 
It was a four-story brick block on axis with Duke of Gloucester Street . At th e 
back there was a U-shaped court flanked by low wings containing the dining 
hall and chapel. The difference between front and back was one mark of 
subtlety that distinguished this building from its predecessors, but there were 
others. The accentuation of the center, the omission of windows at the end of 
the building to give a sense of solidity to the corners, and the strong vertical 
nature of the windows, dormers, and cupola were the gestures of a 
knowledgeable designer. 

19 The Capitol had many of the same features and details as the college. It 
consisted of two wings connected by an open arcade with rooms above. The 
east wing contained a hall for the House of Burgesses; the west wing held the 
General Court and the Governor 's Council. Of the three main buildings at 

18 Christopher Wren (' ): College of Williams and Mary, Williamsburg, 
Virginia, i695-1700. 

19 Henry Cary (o verseer): Capitol, William sburg, Virg inia , 170 1 05; 
reconstructed 1 928- 34. 
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Williamsburg the Capitol was volumetrically the most sophisticated, 
because its two semicircular projections were capped by a hipped roof that 
covered the rest of the building. The decision to omit fireplaces left the roof 
free of punctuations and gave special prominence to the cupola . 

20 The Palace of the Governors was the most sumptuous residence in the 
colonies. The Palace Green ended at the gate to a forecourt that was bounded 
by the palace and two service buildings. The steeply pitched roof, the 
vertical cupola, and the irregularly spaced windows all revealed a lack of ease 
with the principles of classical architecture. The building itself consisted of a 
hall that gave access on the right and left to a reception room and family 
dining room. Behind these spaces were a state dining room and stair hall. 
The second story included family bedrooms and a sitting room. Perhaps 
because this accommodation was not sufficient for official occasions, a 
ballroom, twenty-six by forty-seven feet, was added on at the back around 
1750. Behind this was a smaller supper room. 

These three buildings acted as the termini of the major streets of 
Williamsburg, but the rest of the town never developed in a manner that was 
commensurate with this generous plan. The town was crowded when 
government and court were in session, but when they were not, especially 
during the torrid summers, it was all but abandoned. The danger of 
overbuilding was heeded in other colonies. In 1742, the Maryland Assembly 
voted to grant money to build a governor's house that might have rivaled 
that in Virginia, but after two years of construction, the assembly had a 
change of heart, refused further funds, and for forty years the building stood 
unfinished. 

2 1 The most prominent public building in Philadelphia was the Old State 
House or Independence Hall. It had a genero us stairway, which led to a 
second-Aoor balcony, and two significant rooms-one originally for the 
Court of Common Pleas, the other for the Pennsylvania Assembly. The 
building's most prominent feature was its tower, which became 
progressively lighter the higher it ascended, thus making a transition from 
the solid base to the vertical cupola, steeple, and weather vane. This tower, 
possibly the most accomplished piece of American colon ial architecture, 
took nearly a century to complete. Land for the State House was purchased 
in i 730, but because of numerous squabbles about the design, the site, and 
money, the building was not ready for use unti l i 745. Construction of the 
tower, which was part of the original design, only began in 1750. It took 
three years to finish but was then found to be so rickety that it had to be 
removed, finally to be restored in I 828. 

The changes that occurred in public buildings were mirrored in 
ecclesiastical work. In New England the meeting-house type of church was 
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built throughout the eighteenth century. At their best these were 
straightforward rectangular boxes with gable roofs. Sometimes they had a 
two-story entrance element that also contained a staircase to a second-level 
gallery. The doors, windows, and cornice usually had some rudimentary 
ornament, but the power of these buildings came from the proportions of 
the basic volume and the relationship of window openings to stark 
clapboard walls . 

The meeting house was gradua ll y superseded by church buildings derived 
from works by Christopher Wren and James Gibbs . These had longitudinal 
plans and more elaborate detailing than the meeting house. The main 
entrance was often marked by a tower and spire and was located at one end 
of a long nave which was organized into box pews separated by side aisles. In 
Boston some of these characteristics first appeared in the Old Brick Meeting 
House, which was finished in i 713. A traditional meeting house in plan , its 
two-story entrance porch was located in the middle of the long side and was 
adorned with pilasters. Other bits of classical detailing set this bui lding apart 
from its predecessors and made it the most elaborate structure of its kind in 
New England. 

A more complete reevaluation of what a church should be soon followed 
this superimposition of classical elements onto a traditional building. By the 
early 1720s the makeshift church in which the increasingly prominent 
Anglican community in Boston worshiped was no longer adequate for the 

22 needs of its parishioners. A new building, Christ Church (Old North) , was 
designed by William Price, a print seller who was probably familiar with 
drawings of Wren's London work. The building consisted ofa rectangular 
block, preceded by a tower with a wooden spire that in its original state was 
191 feet high . The interior had longitudinal aisles which led to box pews. 

This format was also adopted by the Congregationalists of Boston. In the 
23 nearby O ld South Meeting House (r729-30), the traditional meeti ng house 

entrance on the long side was retained, but the building had arched windows 
and, more important, a tower and spire, which set it apart from all previous 
Congregational churches. The successive octagona l stages of the spire were 
far more sophisticated than its neighbor's square clements. This fact was 
quickly acknowledged, and the Old South Meetinghouse's spire was copied 
in at least seven New England churches. 

Elsewhere an increasingly affluent population also built churches that 
went well beyond what was possible earlier, though these bui ldings were 
still no more than imitations of what was being constructed in England. In 

24 Charleston, South Carolina, St. Michael's was far more elaborate than any of 
the small parish churches built during the first phases of settlement. Finished 
in 1753, the church was modeled after James Gibbs's St. Martin's-in-the-

22 Wil liam Price: C hrist Church (Old 
North Church), Boston, Massachusetts , 
172 3. 

23 Robert Twelves: Old South Meeting 
House, Boston , Massachusetts , 1729-30. 

24 St. Michael' s, Cha rleston , South 
Carolina, completed 1753. 



Fields. It had, compared to those in Boston, an unusually solid spire with a 
stout base surmounted by three diminishing octagons, none of which was 
elaborated by the pinnacles and balustrades characteristic of Wren's work. 

St. Paul's Chapel, built in New York City in 1764-66, was also modeled 
after St. Martin 's-in-the-Fields. A vaulted cei ling and engaged Corinthian 
columns gave its interior a rare spaciousness and opulence. Equally 
significant were its sp ire and portico. These were part of the orig inal design, 
but, as so often happened in the colonies, were omitted in the initial 
construction and were only added after the Revolution, in 1794 and r 796. 

The same tendencies that characterized civic and ecclesiastical architecture 
were evident in domestic work. The more substantial the house, the more 
likely there was to be continu ity in form from co lony to colony, as classical 
principles then being used in England were adopted. The fine houses of this 

25, 26 period were uniformly larger than those built ea rli er. They either had H­
shaped plans or, much more common ly, were variants of a rectangular 
block, usually with a transverse hall. In these houses the staircase was no 
longer intertwined with a fireplace. It was given a prominence of its own and 
was often freestanding. This generosi ty of space was matched in the heights 
of the rooms. Before 1 700 it was not un common for the bottom of the 
summer beams in the lower story of a house to be less than six feet above the 
floor, but in many houses of the eighteenth century the parlor ceil ing was 
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25 Transverse hall plans 
of eighteenth-century 
houses. 

26 Westover, Charles City County , Virginia, 1726- 30. 

from ten to twelve feet high. Similarly, whereas two-and-a-lulfstories h:id 
previously been the highest house, in the eighteenth century many full three­
story buildings were constructed. 

Although these changes were significant, their implications for other 
aspects of the building were often not decisively acted upon. Houses in the 
colonies, even those on the largest Tidewater plantations, rarely exceeded 
fo ur rooms to a floor, and though the staircase was sometimes given great 
prominence, more often than not it was handled with littl e finesse. 
Sometimes it was unga inly in ;ca le, dominatin g the entrance hall; usua lly its 
designer did not know how to extend its language of details to other parts of 
the space in which it was situated. Similarly, it was usually considered 
enough to erect a large house; the coo rdination of outbuildings to make an 
architectural entity was not generally undertaken. In a few Virginia 
plantations the main structure was flanked by secondary clements, but these 
efforts were informed by nothing more than a routine knowledge of the art 
of landscape gardening Rarely was the potential of a site realized by 
estab lishing a co herent connection between house and garden. 
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27 Ri chard MundJ y: Colony Ho use, Newport, Rh ode ls!Jnd, 1739. 

The buildings of N ewport, Rhode Island, exemplifi ed both the 
achievements and the limitations of the architecture of the American 
colonies. First sett led in 1639, Newport soon attracted a thriving merchant 
population because of its harbor and favorable location. Since Rhode Island 
had adopted in 1637 a strict separation between church and state, Quakers 
and Jews were among Newport 's early settlers and throu g h their cu ltura l 
interests helped to g ive the town a breadth of outlook that w as unusual in the 
American colonies. In 1712, when the first survey of Newport was made , the 
vast majority of the bui ldin gs were houses, but there were also nine 
ch urches, a building for the conduct of gove rnmen t, several taverns, a mill , 
and an array of barns, stables, sheds, and other such stru ctures. These 
buildings can best be described as being in a medieva l tradition. Except for a 
few stone houses an d a mill , they were all made of a wood frame, had gable, 
gambrel, or hipped roofs, and generall y were covered with clapboards. 

Throughout the first half of the eighteenth centu ry , Newport continued 
to prosper as it became a vital link in trade routes that extended between 
England, Europe, Afri ca, the West Indies, and other Ameri can co lonies. The 
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genera l increase in wealth and th e contact w ith distant lands had a mark ed 
impact on N ewport's architecture. Houses in city and country, ch urches, 
buildings for the conduct of public affairs, and many other stru ctures all 
began to assume attr ibutes of a style associated with Ch ri stopher Wren. 
Newport's most prom inent builder was Richard Munday ('- 1740), who 
described himself as a ca rpenter and innkeeper. Munday designed and built 
Trinity Church (1726) an d many of th e town's substanti al houses, but his 
most acco mpli shed work was the Colon y House ( 1739), a building for 27 
government functions. A bri ck stru cture, eighty by forty feet in plan, the 
Colony House was set on a ru sticated base and was elabo rated with freestone 
beltcourses and quoins. Its focus was an ornate balcony, an intricately ca rved 
doorway, an d a cupo la at the center of a long pitched roof cut off for a fl at 
deck. 

Mun day 's background contrasted with that of the man who succeeded 
him as N ewpo rt 's preeminent designer. Peter Harri son (1 7 16- 76) was born 
in England and began hi s adu lt life as a sea capta in . When he married an 
American-born heiress, he settled in N ew port and estab li shed himself in 
shi pping. Only then, like other wealthy gentlemen of the period, did he 
begin to pursue an interest in architecture. From 1748 to 1764 H arri son 
designed severa l notable buildings, hi s first signifi ca nt work bein g the 
Redwood Library in N ewport (1748- 50). On the ev idence of thi s building, 
Harrison was chosen to design Kin g's Chapel in Boston ( 1749- 54). A decade 
later he suppli ed the drawings for Christ C hurch at Cam bridge (1759-61) 
and at the sa me time designed a synagogue for a sma ll congrega tion of 
Sephardic Jews in Newport ( 1759-63). His last substantial building was th e 
Brick Market in Newport (176 1- 62). 

Given th e colonia l context, H arri son 's buildings were adva nced. The 
Redwood Library, fo r exa mple, had the first temple front in th e colonies; the 
portico on King's C hapel was one of the first on a church, and in many other 
ways, too, Harriso n 's works stood apart from other buildings in th e colonies . 
By European standards, however, th ey were in no sense distinguished. Their 
conception and detai l was mainly de ri ved from English books and though 
Harrison occasionally designed th em with skill and grace and was 
sufficientl y knowledgeable not to make obvious blunders, he neverth eless 
usua ll y betrayed his essen tia ll y amateur status. 

It must be said, however, tha t H arriso n 's clients gave him few 
opportuniti es to extend himself. In a sense it was rema rkable that they 
initiated buildin gs like the Redwood Library in the first place. But too often 
they did not follow through . For example, constru ction on Kin g's Chapel 
began in 1749; the church was opened for services in 1754. But th e porch 
with Ioni c columns was not built until the late L 78os, and then was made of 
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28 Peter Harrison: Redwood Library, Newport , Rhode lsland, 1748- 50. 

wood, not stone as Harrison intended. The sp ire, which was a vita l part of 
the design, was never executed, and the building has always looked 
unfinished without it. Harrison faced similar problems on other jobs, 
especially in designing Christ Church. That building was finally budgeted 
fo r only about a third of what the parishioners originally pledged to 
subscribe for it. H arrison then had to resist efforts by the building committee 
to omit the tower. Typically , the spire was never built. 

One way to turn this situation to advantage might have been to make a 
virtue of simplicity. The exterior of Harrison's Christ Church has a gaunt 
dignity because the tower is a straightforward volume and the siding is made 
of match boarding. Other colonial buildings have the same quality . To those 
modernist eyes that have wanted to find precursors of an architecture of 
unadorned white vo lu mes, these build in gs have often seemed attractive. It 
now appears that many were originally painted in bright colors, and it is a 
mistake to th ink that their designers considered austerity a virtue. They did 
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29 Peter Harrison: King's Chapel, Boston, 
Massachusetts, 1749-5 4; additions by 
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30 Peter Harrison: Touro Synagogue, Newport, 
Rhode lsland, 1759- 63. 
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not sancti on honorifi c gestures, but they did usuall y respond to the 
o pportunity to provide a tas teful level o f elaborati on whenever it arose . 

Another quali ty on which designers mi ght have ca pitali zed was the 
di sj unction between th ose fo rms and details which were hi ghl y elaborated 
and those w hi ch were stark and seemingly unfini shed . This contras t between 
aspiration and rea li ty , between what was built and what was unfini shed, w as 
evident throu ghout th e architecture of the colo nies- fo r exa mple , in th e 
juxtaposition of th e fl o rid ca pitals and th e stark vaultin g of H arrison 's Christ 
C hurch. But though thi s cont ras t or di sjuncti on mi ght be sa id to have been 
th e summary qu ality o f co loni al architecture, it w as no t knowin g ly 
exploited for its own sa ke. T o have done so would have presupposed a 
sensibilit y th at no one at th e time had . 

By any standard o th er than a purely loca l o r chau vinistic one, th e 
architecture o f the coloni al period w as at best a marginal achievement, bu t 
th e g reat paradox of Ameri can architectural hi story is that this period has 
received m ore study th an any o th er. Startin g shortl y befo re th e Civil W ar, 
reaching a pea k in the 1910s and 1920s, and continuin g even until today, 
dozens of monog raph s on colonial buildings have been w ritten, state and 
loca l hi sto rica l societi es ha ve been established to preserve th e fe w stru ctures 
th at remain , and even where buildings have di sa ppea red, as at Williamsburg, 
huge efforts have so metimes been undertaken to reconstru ct them. This 
interest has no t been confined to histori ca l studies and preserva tion 
ca mpaigns. Its impact has also long been fe lt on architectural prac ti ce. In th e 
T 87os, especially a fter th e centennial celebration of 1 876, th ere was a broad 
revival and reinterpretation o f colonial archi tecture, and sin ce th en 
American architects have peri odi cally drawn upon th ese venerable buildings 
as a source of renewal. 

This enthusias m fo r colonial architecture is probably mo re revealin g 
about attitudes of subsequent periods than it is about th e buildings of the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries . Beca use Ameri ca ns do not have a long 
architectural histo ry, th ose interested in th eir building heritage have 
naturally been possessive of w hat little they do have. Except for the 
architecture o f nati ve Ameri cans, the buildin gs o f the co loni al period have a 
primacy because they arc th e o ldest. But th ey a re also attracti ve beca use th ey 
represent th e nati on 's in fa ncy, a seemin gly untrammeled time th at contrasts 
sharply with th e more complex peri ods th at fo llo wed. As Am eri cans tes ted 
out the mea nin g of nati onhood and experienced th e results o f 
industriali za ti on, th ey were attrac ted by the sto ri es written fo r th em about 
hard y and devo ut settlers who li ved simply, built directl y, and were self­
sufficient. Every Ameri ca n , no matter of what backgro und , has been 
exposed to these th emes . Thus it is probably impossible to step o ver th e 

threshold of a Vermont fa rmhouse, to sense the cool quiet of its interior, and 
not to respond to th e visio n of the unspoiled past that this setting has come to 
represent. For th e same reason Americans feel that M ount Vernon, the home 
of the first president, is their ancestra l home, th e nati on 's childhood hom e. 

T hese fac ts raise di ffi cul t pro blem s for th e hi stori an . O n the one hand , it is 
important to esta bli sh th e truth. Coloni al architecture ca n be appreciated fo r 
w hat it tells about th e li ves o f its inhabitants, but inev ita bly it is necessa ry to 

measure it aga ins t the in comparably m ore acco mpli shed wo rks o f Euro pe 
an d to indica te that th ese modest buildings were erected by settlers w ho at 
best were ambi valent about the art o f archi tecture. O n the other hand , it is 
impo rtant to recogni ze that th e m yths th at surro und buildings arc also part 
of architectural history. In the case of colonial architecture they m ay be as 
potent as the reality, if no t m ore so. 

The onl y period in whi ch th ere has been no enthusias m fo r coloni al 
architecture was th at in w hi ch thi s work was most fa mili ar- th e peri od 
w hich beg;m w ith the A mcri can Revoluti on . T ho mas Jefferson was th e most 
outspoken criti c of th e meager acco mpli sh ments of th e colonists in 
architecture. In Notes on the S tate of Virg inia, a tract publi shed o ri g inally in 
France in 1785, Jefferso n described the buildings at Willi amsburg as a 
" shapeless pile o f bri cks" and , after surveying th e few stru ctures of merit in 
Vi rginia, concluded th at th e "genius of architecture has spread its 
ma ledicti on on thi s land ." 

Jefferson undoubtedl y chafed at the quality o f the architecture o f the 
colonies even before he traveled abroad , but when he compared the 
buildin gs of Virgini a to th ose he sa w durin g hi s long sta y in Europe, he was 
able to g ive special emph asis to hi s remarks. An amateur architect himself, 
even hi s first version o f M onti cell o looked provincial in th e li ght of what he 
sa w bein g built in Paris . Pro bably anyone wh o made the comparison would 
have come to th e sa me conclusion , but in understandin g its implica tions 
Jefferson also took into account th e analysis o f Ameri ca n culture th en bein g 
made in Europe. 

A !though man y European w riters were enthusi as ti c abo ut th e prospects 
of the N ew W orld , beginning in the T 75os there had been a countercurrent 
of opinion w hi ch do ubted wheth er a vi able civili za ti on wo uld ever develop 
the re. On e frequentl y-asked questi on was w hether Ameri ca ns could 
produ ce g rea t work s of culture o r art . Europea n criti cs ackn owledged that 
Americans were a practi ca l peo ple. They alread y included eminen t docto rs 
an d scienti sts, but their acco mpli shments in th e arts we re meager. Without 
the court and o th er pro minent institutions as patrons, it seemed doubtful 
that they wo uld ever transcend an emphasis on utility in their cultural and 
arti st ic output . 
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This criticism was made from many perspectives and often for indirect or 

suspect reasons. Nevertheless, Americans were sensitive to it and responding 

frequent ly dominated all other concerns. The architects and builders who 

matured in the first decades after the founding of the new nation were left 

many legacies from the colonial period . They inherited a di spersed pattern of 

settlement and some direct and mdl.il knowledge about how to build in the 

local context, but few Americans then argued that this humble experience 

was to be the basis of architecture. On the contrary, stung by European 

doubts about whether the arts could flouri sh in the N ew World , th e chief 

concern of American arch itects was to make a fresh start by transcending the 

conditions that had limited colonial buildings. In the spirit of independence 

some called for a unique ly Ameri ca n architecture. Th is appeal to national 

sentiment has been powerful and persistent, but even in the decades directly 

after the Revo lutionary War the phrasing of the problem along patriotic 

lines seemed forced. The more telling question was whether American s 

could produce buildings which were worthy of the designation 

"a rchitecture"-whi ch, in effect, could match the timeless qualities that 

characterized the great wo rks of other civilizations. The posing of that self­

conscious question marked the true beginning of American architecture. 

C HAPTER TWO 

Temples in Arcadia 

The Architecture of tl1e Ne111 Republic 

In the half century after the signing of the Decla ration oflndependence, and 

well afterwards, many American s continued to have inhibitions about 

architecture as a fine art. Nevertheless, during thi s period they had to 

contend with the fa ct that architecture had become a subject of civic and 

national pride. This development was a direct result of independence . In 

order to assess their new political system, Americans often looked to their 

cultural output as an index of their produ ctivit y and well-being. Since they 

were conspicuous, buildings attracted specia l attention. Newspapers were 

quick to publish reviews or no tices of them, and travelers freq uently 

mentioned them in letters and diaries. This scrutiny gave American 

arch itecture a new purpose. More so than ever in the colonial period , 

buildings were now not on ly frameworks in which to live and work; th ey 

were also provocative projections of what Americans wanted to be. 

American architects and builders responded to the challenge implicit in 

this di stinction. During this period there was a remarkable degree of 

en lightenment both as to the nature of architecture and how it could be 

realized in the circumstances of the new nation. Major figures emerged to 

produce this flowering , but equa ll y significant was the way in which an 

enthusiasm for architecture was transmitted to builders and craftsmen in 

every city, town, or hamlet. The resu lt w .as not a uniform style. Ind eed , there 

were sharp differences of opinion about what kind of arch itecture suited a 

particular context. Nevertheless, given how little di scussion there had 

previously been , the very existence of a debate on the subject was itself an 

acco mplishment . 
The work of Charles Bulfinch ( 1763- r 844) is am pie evidence of the new 

'>ignificance attached to architecture. Bulfin ch came from a prominent 

13oston family, and his initial interest in architecture was that ofa gentleman 

amateur. After graduating from Harvard College, he worked for a loca l 

merchant, and in his spare time designed houses for hi s employer, family, 

and friends. The chance to turn hobby into voca tion ca me in 1785, when 

Bulfinch received a legacy which he used for European travel. After a year 

and a half in England, France, and Italy, Bulfinch returned to the United 

States and decided to practice architecture full-time. 
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Many of Bulfinch's instin cts and tas tes were conservative, but it is a 
mi sta ke to think that he was an architect w itho ut a compelling message. A 
self-effacin g man , Bulfinch wrote virtually nothin g abo ut hi s approach to 
arch itecture, but hi s buildings make it clea r th at, in addition to resolving the 
specifi c tasks at hand , he always set himself a much broader goa l. Hi s 
intentions were succin ctl y summ arized in an ea rl y review of his work: 
Bulfin ch's purpose was "to adorn his native town and co untry. " He 
designed hi s buildings so they would serve as standards for future works. 

During hi s ca reer Bulfin ch worked in many cities, includin g W ashington , 
D.C., where from 1817 to 1830 he designed renovations and additions to the 
Capitol. H owever, he began and remained essenti ally an architect of Boston. 
Bulfin ch did not produce a plan of Boston indica tin g that hi s buildings 
might be part of a g rand scheme to transfo rm th e city, but it is not too far­
fetched to think that thi s was hi s tacit aim. It is possible to imag ine Boston, as 
Bulfin ch might have, with the spaces between his buildings fill ed in by 
works based on similar prin ciples. 

33 Bulfinch's first executed public co mmi ssion , a temporary triumphal arch 
erected in 1789 in hon or of George Washington's visit to Boston , was a 
direct manifestation of hi s desi re to display, even to fl aunt, architecture. The 
Washington Arch was not a so phisti ca ted achievement, but it had lofty 
ambitions. Spanning Boston's m ai n street in front of the o ld Sta te House, 
thi s simple three-arched screen was probably in spired by asimilar work that 
Bulfin ch had seen three years befo re in Milan . The world of culture inherent 
in thi s triumphal arch contrasted sharply with th e limited sources upon 
which the untutored bui ldin gs that surrounded it drew. But by spannin g th e 
street, th e intention of Bulfin ch 's arch was as much to draw the otherwise 
incoherent elements of the city to gether as it was to di splay a new stmdard to 
the thron gs that passed under it. 

Bulfinch 's desire to promote architecture was revealed in the sitin g as well 
as th e detail of many of his other buildings. Some were loca ted at m ajo r 
intersections so that future buildings would have so mething positive to 
which to respond. But hi s m ost successful device for bringin g architecture to 
the attention of Bostonians was to ca pitali ze on that city 's hilly terrain. In 

34 1789 he began a ca mpaign to erect a column on the summit o f Beacon Hill , 
the hi ghest point in the city, to commemorate Boston's role in th e 
Revolution . The monument, as built in 1791 , was a distill ation of basic 
cla ssica l fo rms. It consisted of a plinth which se rved as a base for a simple 
Doric shaft , which in turn was surmounted by an eag le. 

While Bulfinch was promoting and designing this monument, he was also 
involved with another , even more co mman ding, work of architecture, the 

35 Massac husetts State H ouse. Bulfin ch first made a design for the Sta ce H oL1se 

33 C har les Bulfinch: 
Washin gton Arch , Boston , 
Massachusetts, L 789. 

34 C harles Bulfinch: Beacon 
Hil l Mem o rial Column, 
Boston, M assach usc tts, 1 79 1 . 
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3 5 Charles Bu lfinch: Massachusetts State House, Boston, Massachusetts, 1795- 98. 

in 1787. The project was not approved until 1795 and building work was not 
completed until 1798. The result was a striking contrast to the pattern and 
character of surrounding buildings. Like most of Bulfinch's other works, the 
State House was based on a well-established precedent. Bulfinch used Sir 
William Chambers's Somerset House as a model, but he made significant 
departures from it. He toned down its solemnity by substituting brickwork 
for heavy rustication and by altering the proportions of the columns. Most 
important, he made the dome and belfry more vertical than that of its 
counterpart in London. The dome thus echoed and accentuated the siting of 
the State House on a hill and gave its profile unrivaled prominence in its 
surroundings . 

The Beacon Hill Memorial Column and the Massachusetts State House 
were unique structures, but Bulfinch also believed that everyday buildings­
the prose as well as the poetry- could contribute to the architectural life of 
the city . In individual residences, such as those he designed for Ha rrison Gray 
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Otis, Bulfinch tried to set a pattern that could be extended on adjacent 
parcels. But his most important works in this vein were projects for groups 
of houses in which he convincingly showed that the whole could be more 
than the sum of its parts. The outstanding development of this type was the 
Tontine Crescent, which, when it was conceived in 1793, was the most 36 
ambitious housing and urban design scheme in the United States. The 
project was composed of two crescents which formed an ellipse, in the center 
of which was a small park named in honor of Benjamin Franklin. Only one 
crescent of this speculative scheme was bui lt, but this range of sixteen houses, 
extending 480 feet in length , stood decisively apart from its neighbors, not 
only in its broad scale, but also in the quality of its detailing. The wall of the 
crescent was made of brick, painted gray to emulate stone. The window and 
door openings were straightforward, even routine , but this regular wall 
pattern was offset by an arched passageway and attic in the middle and two 
projecting end pa vi lions. 

In comparison to English works, especially the buildings of Robert Adam 
and Sir William Chambers, Bulfinch's architecture was austere. But it is 
wrong to read into the unpainted brick facade of the State House or the equal 
arches of the entrance porch of the Church of Christ at Lancaster, 
Massachusetts (1816), an intention to articulate an aesthetic based on 
simplicity and a desire not to differentiate parts. Bulfinch had a realistic sense 

36 Charles Bulfinch: Tontine Crescent, Boston, Massachusetts, 1793. Elevation 
and plan. 
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of w hat co uld be acco mpli shed in Ameri ca, bu t he also had aspirati ons fo r 
architecture w hi ch he hoped hi s country men would eventuall y share. 

If Bul fi nch was not a proto- fu nctionali st, he was also not a so phisti cated 
neoclass icist . When he traveled to England in 1785, both Adam and 
C hambers were already o ld m en and their influen ce in England was wa ning. 
N evertheless Bulfi nch drew upon thei r work thro ughout hi s ca reer and 
igno red contemporary developments in Eng li sh architecture. H e was even 
mo re untouched b y w hat was happenin g on the Contin en t. When he visited 
Paris, he saw so m e of that cit y's recent buildin gs, but th eir progressive 
principles were never refl ected in his own work . 

The natu re of Bul finch 's references is signifi cant beca use so me of hi s 
contemporaries cla imed that America ns sho uld shu n Eng li sh tra ditions and 
seek th e basis of a trul y rep ubli ca n archi tecture either in work then being 
designed in France o r, mo re pointedl y, in th e primary sources- the 
buildings of anti qui ty. T ho mas Jefferson (r 743- 1826), w ho as Ameri ca n 
M ini ster to Fra nce arranged fo r B ulfin ch to see several im portant Pa risian 
buildings, shared thi s po in t of view. When, in i785 , Jefferson wrote hi s 
sca thin g appraisa l of th e state o f Ameri can architecture, he did no t do so 
fro m th e perspective of an outs ider. H e had , as a yo ung man , developed an 
interest in archi tecture, w hi ch he furth ered by co ll ecting a library o f 
architectural boo ks and by fi ndi ng opportuniti es to pu t hi s ideas into 
prac ti ce. T he do mi na nt in terpretation has been that Jefferson 's architecture 
was the wo rk of a gen tlem an am ateur w ho dabbled in the subj ect w hile 
und ertaking the mo re seri ous business o f po liti cs. But hi s buildin gs canno t be 
taken so lightl y. T hey were infused wi th a passion that wen t well beyond 
w hat the di le ttante usuall y appli ed to architecture. 

Jefferson conceived of hi s three maj o r w orks-Monticello, th e Virg inia 
Sta te C apitol, and the buildi ngs at the University of Virg inia-as th e 
ph ysica l framew ork s fo r signifi cant instituti ons. The independent farm , th e 
state governmen t, and th e uni versity each had an important ro le to play in 
es tabli shing th e kind o f society th at he ho ped wo uld develop in th e young 
nati on. Others m ay have th o ught abo ut their wo rk in the sa me term s, but 
the intriguing fac t abo ut Jefferso n 's buildings is no t onl y that he understood 
tha t novel programmati c requirements had to be treated w ith a fresh 
in terpretation of for ms bu t also, and more impo rtan tly, tha t he was able to 

37 achi eve thi s. Even in hi s fi rst version of M o nticell o, whi ch he built well 
before he went to France, Jefferson was not content w ith the Eng li sh 
prototypes that were most freq uentl y used in the co lonies. H is initi al attemp t 
to go beyond th ese so urces was tentati ve and aw kward. T he plan of 
M onti cello was unin spi red, as was the main eleva ti on, w hi ch was a naive 
adaptati on of a Pall ad ian design . Even so, thi s was no t th e typica l countr y 
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37 T ho m as Jefferson: Mo n tice llo, d rawi ng fo r the fir st facade, 177 1- 72. 

house of the period . Jefferson seems to have been groping after a special 
relati onship between hi s building and its context, in both its physical and 
cultural dimensions. T hus, Monticello's positi on on top of a m ountain m ay 
have echoed th at o f Pall adi o's Villa Ro tunda, but the landsca pe beyond was 
no t cu lti va ted and conta ined; it was wild and virtually without limit. 
Similarl y, th e extens ions fro m th e m ain building were also un charac teri sti c. 
In stead o f m aking a fo reco urt , th ey w ere turn ed to wnd the back. M ost 
important of all, J efferso n see ms to have th ought th at th e approp riate shape 
fo r thi s simple country house , as di stinct fro m its fa r mo re so phisticated 
co unterparts in Euro pe, was a bas ic vo lumetri c enclosure w ith a full-h eight 
po rtico to prov ide protected outdoor space at each of the building's two 
levels. 

T here are man y possibl e sou rces fo r thi s m odest buildin g . Jefferson drew 
upon Euro pea n exa mples, but it is also likely that, despi te hi s fee lin gs abo ut 
the shortco m ings of Ameri ca n architec tu re, he was intrigued by a 
charac teri st ic western Virg inia fa rmhouse. T he ve ry fir st building at 
M onti cell o, th e Honey m oon Cottage, was clearl y an in terpretation of thi s 
local buildin g ty pe. As constru cti on proceeded, thi s simple cottage was 
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38 Th o mas Jeffe rson : Virg inia State Capitol , Ri chm ond , Virg inia, 1785-96. 

always retain ed as part o f th e overall schem e. T he ju xtaposition of th e 

Honeym oon Cottage to th e m ain house served to remind J efferson o f the 
architectural task th at lay ah ead , but it can also be understood as a statem ent 

abo ut the orig in s of A111eri can architecture. J efferson never elabo rated 
directl y upon thi s retrospective impulse, but it w as impli cit in hi s continuing 
fa scination with simple vo lumetric enclosures . 

The first version of M onti cell o, conceived as ea rly as 1769, was finished in 

1782 . Two years late r Jefferson arrived in Pari s, wh ere he remained until 
1789 . During thi s peri od he encountered a wo rld o f architecture whi ch, 
thou gh completely new to him, w as one to which he had been predisposed 

by hi s early intuitions about what mi ght be appropriate in th e N ew World. 
The interpl ay between Jefferson 's preconceptions and w hat he learn ed in 

38 Paris fi gured pro mincntl y in th e evolution o f th e design fo r th e Virg inia 

State C api to l. In 1780 w hile still in the United States, Jefferson had m ade 
severa l designs fo r thi s buildin g . All included a bas ic rectangubr block, 

ca pped by a simple ga ble roof, with a po rtico on back and fro nt. The 

architects he met in France, especiall y C.-L. C lerissea u, urged him to stud y 
directl y the architecture o f th e ancient world, rath er th an abso rbing it fro m 

the books writtcn by man y gen erations o f Itali an , French, and English 

interpreters. However, J efferson did no t embark on a g rand tour of 

architecture . Instea d he chose to visi t a specifi c build ing, th e Ro man M aison 
Ca rree, w hi ch had strikin g similariti es w ith hi s alread y partially fo rm ed 

ideas about the Virgi n ia State Ca pi to l.J efferson 's fa m ous con fro ntation wi th 
the M aison Carree thus bo th confirmed the va lidit y of hi s image o f w hat the 

Capito l sho uld be and gave him specifi c ideas fo r m any of its parts and 

de tails, such as the po rti co and th e pilasters that encircl ed th e building's sides 

and back . 
When J efferson return ed fro m France, he bega n th e reconstru ction o f 39 1 40 

M onti cello, a proj ect w hi ch lasted until r 809. The way in w hi ch he 
tra nsfo rm ed hi s house has been th e subj ect of much discussion and 

conj ecture . H owever, all Jefferson 's changes and additions were to w ard one 

end: to m onumentali ze th e building . Given hi s beli efs about the connecti on 

between th e independent fa rm er and a trul y democratic society, Jefferson 
thought it impo rtant to g ive to M onti cello, w hi ch acted as a framew ork fo r 

this w ay of li fe, a special presence . He used specifi c devices to achi eve this 
end . H e replaced the entrance hall and doubled th e am ount of area on each 

Aoo r. He drew all the parts of the ground Aoor togeth er w ith a continuous 

horizontal co rni ce and balus trade th at culminated in a large pedimented 
po rti co. T o emphasize th e in crease in scale th at resulted fro m th ese gestures, 

he repressed th e second-sto ry window s in th e entrance ele va tion b y 

coordinatin g th em with th e first-Aoor w indows. In sho rt, Jefferson did 
everything he co uld to accentuate th e size o fth l' buildin g and thus to m ake as 

sharp a departure as possible from buildings 111 the Eng li sh tradition. 

M onticello w as no t simpl y a house; it al so contain ed outbui ldings that 
were coordin ated with th e main stru cture. The Uni versity of Virg inia 41 1 42 

(1817-26) w as an even m o re ambitious g roup o f buildin gs . As in his other 
works, th e signifi cance o f its architectu re came fro m th e va lues that Jefferson 

attached to the institution. T o J efferson, edu ca ti on w as a fund am ental 

precondition o f responsible citi zenship. In his schem e o f schooling the 
uni versity occupi ed th e param ount position. Rath er th an serving an 

es tablished reli gion , as did Eng li sh uni versiti es and th ose already in existence 
in the United States ,J efferson 's uni versity was to be based on th e " illimitable 

freedo m of th e hum an mind ." 
His revo luti onary program needed an equall y revo lutionary setting . At 

the Uni versity of Virgi ni a, therefo re, J efferson retained no ves ti ge o f th e 

monast ic courtya rd , the traditi onal basis o f th e uni versity plan . Instead his 
"academi ca l village" was essenti ally three sides of a rectang le. O n the closed 

side Jefferson placed a Pa n theon-deri ved rotunda that contained a library, 

lecture room, th e fir st p lan etarium in the United States, a gy mnasium, and 
other shared fa ciliti es. Leadin g to th e south from th e ro tunda were two rows 

of fi ve separate pav ilions , one for each pro fesso r and di scipline in th e 
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4 ! , 42 Thomas Jefferson: 
Un iversity of Virginia, 
C harlottesville , Virg inia , 
1817- 26. Aerial view, and 
plan before 1 822 . 

< 39, 40 Thomas J effe rson: 
Monticello, near 
C har lottesville, Virginia , 
I 772 , 1 789- 1809. Aerial 
view and facade. 
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university. Each pavilion had a classroom on the fi rst fl oo r and two room s 

fo r the professo r above. Between the pavili ons we re dormito ri es. Each range 

of buildin gs was conn ected by a w ide po r tico. Behind were addi tiona l 

do rmito ries joined to the inner ranges by ga rdens enclosed by serpen tine 

wa lls. As o rig inally conceived , the axis es tabli shed by the ro tunda led to the 

open , so uth end of the complex and then to the vas t surro undin g landsca pe. 

Jefferson en visaged that as th e uni versity g rew, more pavilions wo uld be 

add ed . T he sty le of th e ten pa vi li ons and th e rotunda ex pressed Jefferson 's 

as pirat ions fo r the fu ture of architecture in th e United States. He intended 

th e uni versity's buildings to be a li ving exa mple of the histo ry of classica l 

architecture. Each pa vi li on was based on a di ffe ren t o rder o r Ro m an source. 

Wheth er thi s co nce ption was o ri ginall y Je fferson 's and w hat debt he o w ed 

to Fra rn;:o is M ansa rt 's proj ect fo r th e C hatca u de M arly , Willi am Wilkins 's 

D owning Co ll ege at C ambridge, England, J.-J. Ramcc's p lan fo r Union 

College in Schenectady, N ew Yo rk , o r Euro pea n hospital designs is a matter 

of in terest, but ultimately no t one of g rea t impo rtance . Similarl y, there is no 

need to m yth o logize the Uni versity of Virg in ia and say, as has o ften been 

sa id, that in th e separation and repetition o f its pa vilions it p resaged a 

uni quely Ameri ca n pattern o f land and building develo pment. All thi s m ay 

be tru e, but th e Uni versity of Virg inia is signifi ca n t as a wo rk o f architecture 

in its own rig ht. Its stature docs no t rest either on its o ri g ins or on w hat it 
pro m ised . 

In th e event, J efferson's architecture had li ttle impact on what w as to 

fo llo w. Much mo re consequ enti al was his suggest ion to C ongress in r 785 for 

th e subdi vision o f land no rth and west o f the O hio Ri ver. O n Jefferson 's 

ad vice Congress autho ri zed surveyo rs to es tabli sh a checkerboa rd grid over 

an area that stretched from th e bo rder between Ohio and Indiana to the W est 

Coast. The surveyors m arked o ut a six-mile grid and th en further 

subdivided th ese to wnships into th irty-six one-mile-square sections. The 

in tention w as simpl y to provide a qui ck and effi cient meth od for di viding 

vast tra cts o fl and , but thi s surveying g rid had fa r-reaching consequ ences. It 

enco uraged th e sa le of large tracts o f land and thus furth ered the American 

pro pensity fo r a dispersed pattern of settlem ent. In addition , since roads 

betw een and within towns w ere usuall y bui lt along th e g rid lines, it 

establi shed th e basic plan of m ost communities in thi s vas t area . Because of 

Jefferson 's seemin g ly inn ocuous directi ve, g rids o f streets became the 
standard contex t fo r American building. 

C harles Bul fi nch and Tho mas J efferson w ere th e onl y A m cri can-born 

architects o f the peri od w ho w ere able to sec European buildings at first 

hand . The experi ence of Eu ropean architecture was therefo re mainly 

bro ught to bear on Ameri ca by books and by Europea n architects wh o 
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worked o r settled in th e United States . After the Revo lution, the first 

signifi cant fo reign architect to arri ve was]. F. M angin (fl . 1794- 1817) who 

came in i 794 and , with J ohn M cComb (1761- 1853), designed the new City 

Ha ll in N ew York in r 802. O th er French architects soon fo llowed : J.-J. 
Ra m cc (1764- 1 842) designed Union Coll ege, Pierre C harles L' Enfa nt 

( 1754- 1825) was responsible fo r the plannin g of W ashington , D.C., Stephen 

H allett designed the nati onal Capitol, and M aximilian Godefroy 

(1765- 1840?) was th e first professor o f archi tec ture in the United States. 

Signifi cant architects also emi g rated fro m England and Ireland. George 

H adfield (1767- 1826) worked in Washin g ton, D .C.; Willi am Jay 

(1792/3-1837) in Savann ah, Georg ia; J ames Ga llier (1798-1868) in N ew 

O rleans, Loui siana; and John Hav iland (r 792- 18 52) in Philadelphia, 

Pennsylva ni a. 
Tli e m ost impo rtant architect to settle in the United Sta tes was Benjamin 

La trobe (1764- 1 820) . Born in Yo rkshire, Latro be wo rked fo r seve ral years 

fo r th e eng ineer Jo hn Smcaton and in 1787 en tered the offi ce of the London 

archi tec t S. P . Cockerel l. Four yea rs later he set up his o wn practi ce. In 1795, 

sho rtly after th e deJth o f hi s wi fe , Latrobe arri ved in th e United States ro 

begin a new li fe . Hi s techni ca l knowledge was soon sought afte r in the 

constru cti on of ca nals, but Latrobe w as also asked to design buildings . This 

wo rk follo wed along th e lines he had alread y established in England . 

Inspired b y th e buildings of Sir John Soanc, Latrobe abandoned the 

so phisti cated fo rms of Robert Adam and developed an architecture based on 

simple, geo m etri ca l m assing, undifferenti ated w alls, and a logica l structure 

that deri ved as much from Greek as from Ro m an architecture. 

Lat robe's first important co mmi ssion in th e United States was the new 

_State Penitentiary in Ri chmond, Virg inia (1797- 98) . Whil e still in England , 43 

Latro be had beco me familiar with recent di scussion on prison architecture, 

and so was able to produce a design which was advanced in its interpreta tion 

of both penology and architectural form . It included water closets in each 

cell , ventilated roo ms, spaces for sm all groups o f reform ed pri soners, and 

separate infirmaries for m en and women. The entire pri son was 

enco mpassed in geometri ca ll y simple shapes: a cylinder that contained the 

cells and se veral rectangular blocks. Latrobe 's cho ice of material emphasized 

thi s straightfo rward geometr y. T he first sto ry w as made o f random 

stonework ; th e levels above were o f unarti culated brick. Window s were 

cri spl y pierced into o therwi se undifferentiated wa lls. 

Latrobe w as as skill ed an eng ineer as he was an architect. In 1 So r he 

completed a proj ect to suppl y Philadelphia with w ater fro m a central 

system . This invo lved moving water by steam pumps and an aqueduct from 

the Schu ylk ill Ri ver to a storage tank in the center of the city from where it 
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43 Benjamin Latrobe: Virginia State Penitentiary, H.ichmond , Virginia , i 797- 98. 

was then distributed by gravity. The main structure of th e system was, like 
the Virginia State Penitentiary, a direct , even blunt, reflection of the 
functions within. It had two parts . A one-story block contained the 
pumping machinery and the offices. This mass was surmounted by a 
cylinder, which housed the storage tank and which was capped by a low 
dome. The spare detailing of the stonework emphasized these basic shapes. 

Latrobe applied the same principles to buildings with more elevated 
functions and it was in these works that his skill as an architect was most 

44, 45, 46 evident. His Bank of Pennsylvania (1799- 1801), for example, had a 
functionally clear plan and section. It was a temple-like building with 
porticoes on each end that gave access to two levels of secondary spaces, such 
as an entrance vestibule, stockholders' room, bank vaults, and offices. The 
center of the building contained a full-height circular room covered by a 
segmental dome and glazed cupola. 

A clear organization does not gua rantee a sophisticated work of 
architecture. The Bank of Pennsylvania's quality came as much from 
Latrobe's ability to give his forms expression as from the underlying 
diagram. The side elevation was a case in point. Instead of leaving the wall 
undifferentiated, Latrobe wisely projected the center volume out a few 
inches and then carried the mass of that room above the roofline of the front 
and back sections. The windows in this wall were thematically related, but 
they also had variations in detail to reflect the different types of rooms 
within. An even more telling example of Latrobe's skill was the entrance 
sequence which capitalized on the contrast between the vestibule and the 
banking room. The vaulted ceiling of the vestibule hinted at the nature of the 
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44, 45, 46 Benjamin Latrobe: Bank of Penn sylvania, Phi ladelphia, Pennsylvania , 
1799-1801. Perspect ive of front , section, and ground floor p lan. 
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building's main space, but it did not detract from the impact of proceeding 
fro m a lo w area into the expansive cylinder beyond. 

The Bank of Pennsylva ni a w as the first buildin g in the United Sta tes to be 
va ulted th roughout in masonry .. In the use o f thi s. type of constructi on and in 
the magnifi cence o f its grea t do med banking roo m , it served as a precurso r 

47, 48 fo r Latro be's fin est w ork , the Balti more Ca thedral, a co mmi ssion he 
received in T804. Sin ce there were no ob vious precedents fo r thi s, the first 
monumenta l Ro man Ca th oli c cathedral in Ameri ca, Latrobe initially 
presented two schemes, one Gothi c and one classica l. He reasoned that 
Gothi c architecture inevitably eli cited a deg ree o f "venerati on," and thus 
wo uld be app ropriate. His design was a competent, if un inspired, renderin g 
o f a Gothi c ca thedral. Fortun ately, it was rej ected fo r the " Ro m an" design , 
which went through several stages o f develo pment and was co mpleted in 
1818, wi th sympatheti c additions to the east end in 1879 and r890. 

The Baltimore C athedral bore the imprint of English and French late 
eighteenth-century neoclassicism , not onJy in its bold massing and subtle 
detailing, but also in the sequence of inte rlocking spaces fro m portico to apse 
and rotunda with diagonaJ views through ho llowed-out piers to side aisles 
and transept. Th e most important space was the crossing, which covered the 
side aisles as well as the area at the intersection of the nave and transept. 
Because of this enlargement and the resulting spatial complexity, it had an 
unusually dynamic quality. 

Equal in importance to Latrobe's buildin gs w as his training of apprenti ces 
who eventually made a signifi cant impact on Ameri can architecture. C hief 
among th ese was Ro bert Mill s (178 1- 1855). Bo rn in C harleston, South 
Carol ina , Mill s attended C harleston College where he studied the class ics 
and wrote essays on architecture. H e then worked for several yea rs for the 
best architects he could find. After a fe w months with James H oban , who 
designed the White House, he spent two yea rs workin g for Thomas 
Jefferson and then helped Benjamin Latrobe with the Bank o f Penns ylvani a. 
Because o f thi s background, Mill s later claimed to have been the first native­
born person purposefull y trained fo r the profession of architecture. 

Mills on ce advised Ameri can artists: " Study your countr y's tastes and 
requirements, and make classic g round here fo r your art. Go no t to the old 
wo rld for your examples. W e have entered a new era in the hi story of the 
wo rld: it is our destiny to lead , no t to be led. " Mill s had decisive ideas about 
th e nature and signifi cance o f hi s "country's tastes and requirements." His 
li fe-long interest in commemo rati ve monuments was the most direct 
mani fes tati on of hi s fascinati on with symboli c fo rm. But just as he always 
tried to make hi s monuments simple and direct-a colossa l D ori c column fo r 

49 th e Washington Monument in Baltimore, Maryland (18 14, completed 
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47, 48 Benj amin Latrobe: 
Baltimore Cathedral, Baltimore, 
M aryland, commissioned 1804, 
dedicated 182 1. Exteri o r, and 
interior looking from the 
crossin g towards the choir. The 
rowers and porti co were built 
later (the towers proba bly no t 
to Latrobe's design). In 1890 
a spac ious choir was inserted 
between the crossing and the 
columned apse, as Latrobe had 
o rigina lly w ished. 
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49 Ro bert Mill s: Washin gton 
M onum ent, Balti more, Ma ryland , 
18 14, completed 18 29. 

50 Ho bert Mill s: M on umental 
C hurch , n.ichm ond , Virg ini a, 18 12. 

r 829) ; an o beli sk fo r the W ashin g ton M onument in the nation 's ca pital 
(1833 , co mpleted without th e circular co lonnade in r884)-Mills's buildings 
were always based on an immedi ate logi c of plan and constru ction . 
Co mmodity and utility were to be emph asized in building fo r such a youn g 
and raw nation . 

Mill s's knowl edge o f constructi on had its most overt impact on th e 
C ounty Record Office or, as it is better kno wn, the Fireproof Bui ldin g, 
w hich w as completed in 1822 in C harl eston. Because the bui ldin g was to 
contain o ffi ces and spa ce fo r record-storage, it had to be fireproo f. Mil ls's 
abi lity to make such a stru cture did no t come onl y from his kn o wledge th at 
if timber fl oor framing was to be eliminated, a completel y va ul ted stru cture 
was necessa ry. Equall y important w as hi s understandin g that this technique 
had important consequences fo r plan and expression. The buildin g was 
ri g idl y o rga ni zed into a g rid o f nin e squares. Eig ht of th ese contained groin­
va ulted rooms; th e central one had an open stairway. T wo barrel-vaulted 
corridors gave access to all th e roo ms. Such solid construction demanded 
little elaboration . M ill s thus treated the Fireproof Buildin g as an 
uncompro misingly compact two-sto ry block set on a hi gh base and entered 
th ro ugh two D o ri c porti coes. 

Mills's main innova tion in plan , and a way in w hi ch he directl y refl ected 
hi s " country's tastes and requ irements," was in th e design of churches. Mill s 

lived at a time when preachin g was becomin g a maj or for ce in Ameri can 
re li gion as unprecedentedly large crowds fl ocked to hea r a new generati on o f 
po pular ministers. The attenuated nave o f the G1bbs-den ved church did no t 
suit these new conditi ons. In th e Sansom Street Baptist C hurch , 
Philadelph ia, Pennsylvania (1808- 09); the M onumental Ch~rch, Rich­mond, Virg inia (1 812); and the O ctagon Umtan an C hurch, [ h1ladelph1a 
(1813) Mills developed an auditori um-type church tlnt had as one of its 
primary objecti ves th e accomm odation of th e m aximum number o f 
pa rishioners within th e shortest distance of th e preacher. Each o f th ese 
churches had at its center a regul arl y shaped auditorium that w as g iven direct 
expression on th e ex terio r. . . . Whereas Mill s's buildin gs bore the stamp of hi s conscienti ous personality , 
the works of William Strickland ( 1788- r 8 54), ano ther o f Benjamin 
Latrobe's apprenti ces, were th e products of a more mercuri al mind. The 
influence of the m aster w as most obvious in Strickland 's maj or w ork , th e 
Second Bank o f th e United States, Philadelphia, Pennsylvani a ( 1818- 24). 
T he plan o f thi s building o wed an obvious debt to th at of th e .Bank o f 
Pennsylvania, but th e sequence of roo m s had its own character , Just as its 
D oric po rt icoes diffe red fro m Latrobe's Ioni c. T he di stin ctive fea ture of th e 
plan w as no t merely its evident logic and effi ciency-a .quality which 
Strickland undoubtedl y absorbed fro m Latrobe- but the va n ed sequence of 
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elegant rooms from the north portico, to an oval-shaped vestibule, to a 
lobby, to a banking room with a barrel-vaulted ceiling supported by two 
rows of freestanding columns, to another tight lobby, to a groin-vaulted 
stockholders' room, and finally to the south portico. 

Strickland's portico, which contemporaries described as strikingly 
beautiful, has long been an ornament to Philadelphia's streetscape, but his 

52 most successful work of urban architecture was the Philadelphia Exchange 
(1832- 34), which occupied a difficult but prominent triangular site at the 
intersection of Walnut, Dock, and Third Streets. Strickland dealt with the 
unusual shape of the site by placing the building's major facade on Third 
Street; a rounded portico capitalized on the view down Walnut and Dock 
Streets . The form of the portico was reflected in the exchange 's circular 
tower. The vertical organization of the building was equally suited to the 
site. The building was composed of a solid full-story-high base which served 
not only as an entrance to the rooms on the two stories above, but also as the 
location for the many stores which lined the streets on which the exchange 
was situated. 

51 William Strickland: Second Dank of the United St:ites, Philade lphia, 
Penn sylvania , 18 1 8- 24. 
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52 William Strickland: Philadelphia Exchange (Merchants' Exchange), 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania , 1832- 34. 

By the 1820s Mills and Strickland had been joined by a considerable group 
of architects such as Alexander Parris (1780--1852), Ammi Young 
(1798-1874), Isaiah Rogers (1800- 69), Gideon Shryock (1802- 80), and 
Thomas U. Walter (1804-87), all of whom were producing work of merit. 
Of equal significance, however, were those practitioners who continued to 
describe themselves as bui lders. In his I 78 5 comments on the state of 
architecture, Thomas Jefferson compla ined that it was impossible to find a 
builder who knew how to draw an order. Fifty years later this was no longer 
the case. The education of the American builder was largely due to a new 
type of architecture book. Previously, not only had few books on 
architecture been available, but, since they were written in Europe, much of 
what they contained could not be applied to a context in which wood was 
the dominant building material. Besides, few American clients could afford 
or even wanted what was perceived to be the staple of the English 
architectural book, the large country house. 

By the 1820s there were several American books on architecture. The first 
and foremost author of these works was Asher Benjamin (1773- 1845). 
Benjamin had a long and distinguished building career, but he was much 
better known for hi s writing. His first book, The CMtntry Builder's Assista11t, 
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53 Asher Benjamin: Plate XL, 
The A111ericm1 Builder's 
Co111pa11io11, 6th edition , 1827. 

went through forty-seven frequently revised editions between r 797 and 
53 i856. The American Builder's Companion followed in 1806, and Benjamin 

wrote five other books, all of which were frequently republished. 
Benjamin's significance, as indicated by the word "American" in the title of 
his second book, was that he tailored his information to an audience of native 
builders. His works were illustrated with examples of contemporary 
American buildings, and he assumed throughout that his readers would 
probably build in wood. Equally important, his style of writing and 
presentation had a commonsensica l directness that was lacking in European 
books. 

How the American builder used books such as Benjamin's varied. A few 
were able to interpret their guidelines to create a body of consistent work. 
The best known of such builders was Samuel Mcintire (1757- 1811) , who 
worked exclusively in and around Salem, Massachusetts. The key to 

54, 55 Mclntire's art was the narrowness of the problem he set himself. Most of his 
houses were three-story rectangular solids with flat or undemonstrative 
roofa. Their plans were based on a central entrance and a largely symmetrical 
room arrangement. The architectural issue on the exterior was, therefore, 
how to compose the facade with proper proportions and a suitable hierarchy 
of detailing that focused on the entrance; and on the interior, to give each 
room an appropriate character. 
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54, 55 Samuel Mcintire: Pingree House, Salem, Massachusetts, 1804- 05 . Facade 
and front parlour. 
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Mclntire's work was an exploration of these limited but fundamental 

themes. His earliest houses were simple to the point of austerity . The 

doorway, though the main feature of the facade, often consisted of no more 

than a pedimented portico suppo rted by two freestanding columns. Later he 

began to use side-lights, an ellipti cal fan li ght, and a semicircu lar portico 

supported by florid orders. As he gave emphasis to the doors, Mcintire 

played down the windows which never departed, except in uncxccuted 

designs, from a rectangular format. The casings of his ea rl y houses were 

often elaborated with a frieze and cornice. Later, Mcintire tended to simplify 

these clements so that they would be more continuous with the plane of the 
facade. 

The rooms in Mcintirc's houses had a similar combination of 

straightforwardness and subtlety. Symmetrical in plan, they were organized 

to give emphasis to the doorway, the fireplace, and the windows. He 

employed themes of detailing to unify these clements, but at the same time 

emphasized the identity of the parts. Thus his fireplaces frequently had a 

frieze that could be read as composed ofboth one and three panels. Similarly, 

flanking co lumns were entities, but also had palpable subdivi sions. 

Less is known about the lives of other builders, but many of the works 

from this period display both the varied personalities that were brought to 

bear upon architecture and the shared enthusiasm for that subject. The noble 

portico of the Perkins House in Windham, Connecticut (1832), the ellipti cal 

arches of the facade of the Rider H ouse in Rensselaersville, New York 

(1823), the intri cate parapets of the Norri s House in Bristol, Rhode Island 

(1810), and hundreds of other equally strikin g details all attest to the fact that 

builders throughout the United States were not only thinking about 

architecture, but were also enjoying it. 

Such builders have often been cr iticized for not finding that elusive 

med ian between convention and invention and for being either slavishly 

imitati ve or indulgently original. This criticism has often focused on their 

use of the Greek temple front. On the one hand, it had become too much ofa 

standard; it was applied indi scriminately to house, bank, tavern, or store. On 

the other hand , it was rarely designed according to precedent. American 

builders quickly lea rn ed that a wood column supporting only a light load 

could be much thinner than a stone member holding up a heavy pediment. 

Such attenuation not on ly seemed awkward to critics who knew the history 

of the orders, but it was also symptomatic of a tendency to place expediency 

over a concern for the cu lture of architecture. 

Although many examples can be found to validate this criticism, the same 

points can also be used to illustrate the positive qualities of the period's 

architecture. The temple front may often have been used indiscrimir.ately, 
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but the flaunting of this iconic element served a purpose that was deeper than 

functional appropriateness. Its persistent use was a statement about 

republicanism; it was an affirmation of that system of government and an 

acknowledgment of a common set of va lues. Similarly, the custom adopted 

in this period of painting all buildings white, even older structures, has often 

been ca lled an insensitive response to local circumstances and a manifestation 

of a worrying tendency toward conformity. But this convention also 

showed that architecture had become an important medium of expression, 

one which Americans cou ld use to show their shared identity as citizens of a 

new nation. 
A similar interpretation can be made of many gestures which have often 

been ca lled ungainly and un gramm.atical. They can be thought of as 

attempts to find an appropriate loca l or regional realization of basic classical 

themes. The temple front may frequently have been used unthinkingly , but 

it was often artfu lly adapted to a specific location. It could serve the narrow 

house lots of Charleston, South Caro lina, as well as the ample frontages of 

the gridded towns of the Ohio va ll ey; it was applicable equa ll y to the hot and 

humid climate of the Mississippi plantation house and the cold winters of the 

Nantucket whaler's residence; it cou ld be made of stone to give presence to a 

prominent urban building and of wood as was appropriate for a modest 

country house . Sim.ilarly, the formal front did not necessarily li e about what 

happened behind. The New England farmhouse of this period may have had 

a portico which led to a sequence of house, shed, barn, and outbuildings, all 

of which were frequently joined together and straggled into the backyard. 

Yet the front and the back each encapsulated a signifi cant aspect of the li fe 

and dreams of the inhabitants of these buildings. Although different, the two 

can be read as complementary parts of an unaffected whole. 

The new interest in architecture revealed even in these modest buildings is 

undeniable, but it is important to remember that American practice at this 

time was not free of debilitating problen1s and disputes. The irregular ca reers 

of those who tried to make their living as architects show how hard it was to 

be a professiona l. For exam ple, when Charles Bulfinch went bankrupt 

trying to finance th e Tontine Crescent, he became and for twenty years 

remained chair man of Boston's Board of Selectmen and superintendent of its 

police force. That full-time job provided him with a li velihood , but it also 

drain ed much of the energy he might have g iven to architecture. When 

Benjamin Latrobe arrived in the United States, he had high aspirations and 

even published a portfolio of projects that he hoped soon to build. But he 56 

quickly became disillusioned by what he perceived to be an uncaring public, 

was constantly in fin ancia l difficulty, and was more sought after for his 

engineering knowledge than for hi s sk ill as an architect. In 1813, after over a 



decade of un even practi ce, Ro bert Mills beca m e general architect to th e 
federal go vernment in o rder to secure a regular income. N evertheless, after 
twent y yea rs of service in th at position, he bitterl y co mplained that he was 
pennil ess. Bu ilders experi enced similar vicissitudes . Asher Benj amin 's ca ree r 
as a designer- builder w as in terrupted fro m I 8 IO to 1828 w hen he kept a 
pain t sto re and wo rked as a mill agent in M anchester , N ew H ampshire. 

It was easy to blame an untuto red and un appreciati ve public fo r not being 
good patron s, but architects o ft en did not help each other o r themsel ves . As 
competitio n fo r desirable j o bs in creased , backbi tin g beca me co mmon. 
Benj amin Latrobe's most revea lin g confli ct w as with hi s Ameri can 
apprenti ces Ro bert Mills and Willi am Strickland. While publicly offering 
them encouragemen t, Latrobe pri va tely (a nd in letters to o th er Europea n 
architects tryin g to establi sh th em selves in th e United States) complained 
that Ameri ca n archi tec ts, and Mill s in parti cular, were all too read y to 
co mpro mise pro fessional standards to get a co mmi ssion . O th er Europea n 
architects had an eq uall y diffic ult time in the United States. M axi milian 
Godefroy and J.-J. 11. amce bo th even tuall y return ed to France. Stephen 
Hall ett , after achi ev in g ea rly success, lived out hi s yea rs in obscurity. After J. 
F. M angin designed the C ity Hall in New York , he had a patchy ca reer fo r 
the nex t fifteen yea rs, and th en di sa ppea red fro m publi c view. 

The tryin g sta te o f architectural practi ce had important implica ti ons for 
the di scussion o f architectural principles. Fo r exa m ple, w hen Latro be used 
fo rms based on Greek precedents in hi s Bank o f Pennsy lva ni a, he attached no 
ideo log ica l signifi ca nce to th ese o ri g ins , beyond a genera l sense o f 
appro priateness. H o wever, by T 8 14 a fe w Ameri cans were already claiming 
a special affinity between th e American and Greek republics . When th e 
Greeks w ent to war with th e Turks in 182 T, th e Greek temple front became 
th e symbo l of republican ism . As th e porti co prolife rated, architects often 
decri ed such an unthinking adaptati on of fo rm to fun cti on . Neverth eless, 
th ey also championed G reek architecture, o r specifi c versions o f it , fo r less 
than ideali stic reasons. M any favored th e D ori c o rder, no t o ut o f an y sense o f 
appropriateness, but beca use it was easier and cheaper to build. Ro bert Mills, 
for exa mple, emphasized co mmodity and firmness beca use he understood 
that these were the qualities w hich most directly appealed to hi s cli ents. 
Much to Latro be's di sg ust, Mill s kn ew all too well hi s country 's "tas tes and 
requiremen ts. " Probably no one understood th ese problems better than 
Tho m as Jefferso n. H e shunned G reek architecture and remained committed 
to w hat he tho ught were the more complex and subtle Ro m an o rders . Bu t 
he d id not make hi s li vin g from architecture. H ad he done so, he mi ght have 
had to refl ect m ore deeply on hi s experi ence with th e Virg inia State Capitol , 
the sco pe of w hi ch was dras ti call y red uced by a reca lcitrant legislature. 
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56 Benj amin Latrobe: Ti tle 
page of Desig11s of B11 ildi11gs 
Erwerf or Prnposed ro be B11 ilr 
i11 Virgi 11ia fro 111 r795 to 1799. 

Both th e problems and th e promise of th e peri o d 's architecture were 
en ca psulated in the ex peri ence o f plannin g and building the nation 's ca pital. 
It w as frequ ently charged th at in the new republi c, with no court as patron, 
the arts wou ld never flouri sh. The bui ldin g of th e ca pital was, therefore, a 
conspicuo us test case o f whether architecture could prosper in th e new 
system. It also ra ised the co mpelling questi on: What kind of architecture is 
appropriate for a dem ocracy? 

During and directl y after the Revolutionary W ar, th e Continental 
C ongress moved frequ entl y. Beca use of di sputes abo ut its loca tion , the site 
for a new cit y was no t chosen until 1790. W ashington , D.C., was planned by 57 
M aj or Pierre C harles L'En fa nt, a French volunteer w ho had become an 
o ffice r durin g th e Revoluti on . L' En fant had trained as bo th an ar tist and 
eng ineer. He had grown up at Versa illes, w here h is fa ther had been a court 
painter, and was familiar w ith the techniques used by Andre Le N otre to 
shape the gro unds of the P alace. This knowledge had a direct bea rin g on hi s 
ideas fo r the nation 's ca pital. From th e outset bo th he and George 
W ashing ton wanted a "grand plan ." L'Enfa nt stipulated that the city's 
aven ues were to be broad, eighty feet w ide w ith thirty feet on each side fo r a 
sidewalk w ith a double ro w o f trees. The most important aspect of th e plan 



was L'En fa nt 's attempt to deve lo p the city comprehensivel y over tim e. H e 
based the city on a series of foca l squares, each one either to be developed by 
one of th e states o r to serve as the location of a majo r institut ion such as a 
national church o r college. L'En fant conn ected these points by g rand 
bouleva rds, at the intersections of which were fo untains. T he center o f this 
ambi tious plan was a fo ur-hundred-foo t-wide mall , leadin g fro m the 
C api tol to the Po to mac . O n W ashing ton 's periph ery the street system 
connected wi th th e maj o r roa ds leading out of the city . 

W ashington's growth in its first th ree decades was slow. Fo reign visito rs 
o ften mocked " The C ity of M agnifi cent Distances," ca lling it instead "The 
C ity of Magnifi cent In tentions." Indeed the long vistas in terspersed w ith 
thickl y overgrown woods and the priva te houses next to maj o r buildings 
must have seemed in congru ous, and it was man y yea rs before the city g rew 
to a size that was co mmensura te w ith L' Enfa nt 's g rand plan . 

T he buildings of W ashin gton had as checkered a histo ry as the plan itself. 
B y 1830 onl y two m aj or governmen t buildings, the Capito l an d th e Wh ite 
H ouse, were com plete. Both bu ildings resulted fro m competitions whi ch 
revea led much about th e state o f United States architectu re at thi s time. 
Competitions were held so th at American archi tects could have a chan ce to 
design th e buildings, bu t it soo n beca me apparent that no native entry w as 
sui ta ble. Thus, the co mmissio n fo r the White H o use went to an Iri sh-born 
architect, Jam es H o ban ( 1756- 1821) . His scheme was deri ved fro m a design 
by James Gibbs. As such, it was Eng lish in inspira tion and detail , w ith little to 
suggest that it w as the residence o f th e president of a new dem ocrati c nati on. 

The story o f th e C apito l competit ion is more complex. N o scheme was 
deemed good enough fo r the a ward, but the Fren ch-born architect Stephen 
H allett was retained to improve hi s design. Willi am T hornton (1 759-1828), 
a docto r fro m th e Virg in Islands and a designer in the traditi on of th e 
gentl eman amateur, as ked to submit a design. The o ffi cials consented and 
awarded the pri ze to Tho rnton . In the end , ho wever, H allett was retained to 
evaluate Thornton 's plan , and thus began yea rs of acrimony in which 
Thornton , H allett , and Benj amin Latrobe, who w as appointed Surveyor o f 
Publi c Buildings in r 803, stru gg led for control of the enterprise . 

The confli ct was resolved to an extent in 18 14 when the British attacked 
W ashing ton and burned bo th th e White H o use an d the Capito l. In the 
subseq uent rebuildin g Latrobe was responsible fo r much of w hat is fine in 
these buildin gs . Althoug h he had to adhere to Th orn ton 's design fo r the 

58, 59 exteri o r of the Capito l, Latro be suggested that th e central block be capped 
with a dome, whi ch Thomas U. Walter later replaced with an even higher 
versio n. Latrobe was freer to shape the Capitol's interio rs. The smooth 
walls and vaults of the vestibul e o f the Senate w ing were eviden ce of his 
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57 Andrew Elli cot: Plan of Washington, 1792. (After Pierre Charles L'Enfant) 

sensibility , as were th e columns in that space. These famou s columns had 60 
ca pitals decorated with corn moti fs and a fluting pattern based on a stalk. 
Latrobe had less influence on the rebuilding o f the White House, but he did 61 
design th e front po rti co, g iving th e buildin g a much more impressive 
entrance than Hoban 's unduly modest doorwa y . 

By th e nation 's fifti eth anniversary no one could have been o blivious to 
the shortcomings o f Ameri ca n architecture epito mi zed in the planning and 
building o f W ashing ton , D.C. But Americans were no t especially reflective 
abou t th ese matters. They prided chemselves on th e advances that had taken 
place in the previous decades and looked for wa rd to continued progress. In 
the r83os and 1840s m any buildings continued to be erected w hi ch repea ted 
and elaborated upon the them es th at had first been arti culated in the yea rs 
directl y after independen ce. Especially in th e rural parts of the United 
States-in th e D eep South and the small towns of the Midwest- this vision 
o f a classi cal Ameri ca persisted for many yea rs. H o wever, the anti cipated 



58 William Thornton, Benjamin Latrobe, Charles Bulfinch : United States Capitol, 
Washington, D. C., r792- r830. 
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59 Benjamin Latrobe: Design for the lobby 
of the Senate wing, United States Capitol, 
Wash ington , D. C., 1 807. 
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60 Benjamin Latrobe: corn cob columns 
in the vestibule of the Senate wing, United 
States Capitol, Washington, D. C., c. i809. 

61 Jam es Hoban and Benjamin Latrobe: President 's House (White House), 
Washington, D. C. , 18 15. 

flowering never took place. Some of the temples bu ilt in what might 
otherwise have seemed close to an Arcadian landscape were inhabited by an 
increasingly criticized class of slaveholders whose chattels often had to live in 
squalid hovels. From a distance other temples may have looked like 
farmhouses, but they were in fact factories producing goods to be sold to 
Americans then being drawn from the countryside to rapidly growing cities. 
In the 1 82os no one, no matter how farsighted, understood the implications 
of these facts. But it would soon be apparent that a new type of society, one 
not envi saged by the founding fathers, was taking shape. These changes were 
so encompassing that no aspect of the culture, especially architecture, could 
remain untouched by them. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Beauty and the Industrial Beast 

Architecture for a Culture of Commerce 

When Americans of the 1820s drew an analogy between their society and 

culture and that of ancient Greece and Rome, they were not simply 

indulging in fanciful rhetoric. The comparison was plausible because some 

basic conditions of their everyday life confirmed a sense of continuity with 

civilizations remote in time and distance. The nature of American cities was a 

significant case in point. The New York cities, Ithaca, Rome, and Syracuse, 

for example, did in fact share some vital characteristics with the places after 

which they were named. They were, first of all, small. In 1820 New York 

was the largest American city; r 52,000 inhabitants lived in what later would 

become the five boroughs. Only four other cities then had more then 25,000 

residents and only 7 percent of the population lived in communities with a 
population of 2,500 or more. 

The self-contained and isolated nature of these settlements also matched 

that of their ancient counterparts. In the l 82os the journey even between 

cities as close as Hartford and New Haven was difficu lt. Roads were bad, 

navigation routes were not systematically charted, and ships and coaches did 

not run according to a regular schedu le. Transportation remained 

rudimentary because few people needed to travel. Cities were largely sclf­

sufficient. They did not produce many goods to be distributed elsewhere; 

their economic ties to other places resulted primarily from the warehousing 

and exchanging of the limited staple crops that irregularly trick led in from 
the hinterlands . 

Within ha lf a century these age-old conditions were quickly and 

irrevocably transformed. By 1870 New York's population had burgeoned 

to over one million inhabitants, a figure all but inconceivable a few years 

earlier. Five other urban centers had more than 250,000 residents, there were 

forty-five cities with more than 25,000 inhabitants, and 25 percent of the 

nation's citizens lived in communities with a population of2,500 or more. 

Even more significant than this extraordinarily swift urbanization was the 

change in the structure of the nation's economy. In 1820 the basic unit of 

production was the small isolated farm. By 1870 the mechanization of both 

manufacturing and agriculture, the construction of rapid and reliable 

70 

transportation systems, and the establishment of efficient business techniques 

had all been instrumental in linking not only the expanding cities, but also 

the previously unsettled parts of the continent into one economically 

interdependent entity. The result was a quick and often painful transition 

from a traditional to a modern society. 

This transformation had profound implications for every aspect of 

American life. In architecture the change was so substantial that it called into 

question the utility of the accumulated experience of the past. This sense that 

architecture had to be rethought was in part a response to what was 

perceived to be an enormous increase in the programmatic complexity of 

buildings. Previously, when architects like Benjamin Latrobe and Robert 

Mills had to devise a new type of prison or church, they were able to find 

precedents in classical architecture to guide them. But in the antebellum 

period architects increasingly came to the conclusion that the institutions to 

be housed in the buildings they were designing were both so new and so 

complex that such ready analogies could not plausibly be made. 

Architecture was equally affected by changes in building materials and 

techniques'. The eighteenth century was a fertile period of invention in 

building technology, but architects then generally were able, as with shifting 

programmatic requirements, to incorporate these innovations into the 

practices that had long served them. In the nineteenth century this was no 

longer so readily the case. Rapid systems of transportation now often made a 

type of stone quarried a thousand miles away cheaper than a local one. Stone 

also began to have to compete with new materials such as glass, cast iron, and 

steel. Faced with choices such as these and with dozens of new machines 

which had started to transform the way building materials were shaped both 

on and off the site, architects began to lose their sense of command over the 

making of buildings. They could no longer so easily master the expertise that 

had previously enabled some of them to double as engineers. Also, as the 

complexity of running a practice increased, they felt ever more isolated from 

craftsmen and laborers whose habits of work were also being transformed. 

Forced to cope with such novel and demanding programmatic and 

technical requirements, American architects might have been expected to 

make these factors the foundation of a new approach to architecture. In a 

series of remarkable essays, written mainly in the 1840s, the American 

sculptor Horatio Greenough ( 1805- 52) made this case. His theory of 

architecture entailed: 

A scientific arrangement of spaces and forms to functions and to site; an 
emphasis of features proportioned to their grndated importance in function; 
color and ornament to be decided and arranged and varied by strictly 
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organic laws, having a distinct reason for each decision; the entire and 
immediate banishment of all make-shift and make-believe. 

Functionalism in architecture has had a varied history. Greenough's ideas 
resemble those of the eighteenth-century Venetian author, Carlo Lodoli. 
Greenough may have read interpretations ofLodoli's works when he was 
living in Florence, and in turn, when Greenough's essays were rediscovered 
in the r94os, he was quickly championed as a precursor of modern 
architecture. At the time, however, except for a handful of transcendentalists 
centered around Concord, Massachusetts, virtually no one paid any 
attention to him. 

Although architects and critics were quick to point out the failings of 
simplistic formulas drawn from precedents like the Greek temple, they still 
believed that a knowledge of the history of architecture was important and 
that a familiarity with precedents would help them come to terms with the 
complex conditions they now encountered. However, they had to know a 
much broader range of prototypes from the past than before. They had to be 
familiar with Gothic as well as classical architecture, and they also found it 
necessary to understand the principles at the root of the many minor styles 
derived from these two fundamental sources. 

Such knowledge might indeed suggest useful ways to solve specific 
problems of practice, but it was not the primary reason why architects of this 
period studied the buildings of the past. They did so because they thought 
these sources had an important role to play in the development of the 
expressive qualities of architecture. Unlike Horatio Greenough. most 
architects believed that beauty in architecture was at least in part 
independent of utility. They did not simply acknowledge this fact. They 
embraced it. At a time when material concerns were thought to be 
dominating every aspect of American life, it became almost a matter of 
national urgency to assert the existence of spiritual values by emphasizing the 
independent nature of beauty in architecture. 

Beauty in this sense was defined in two ways. Abstract properties such as 
proportion and harmony were important, and there was much discussion 
about the nature and source of the rules that governed such principles. But 
buildings were also attractive because of their associations. Precisely because 
they were aware of the drastic changes taking place around them, architects 
of this period tried to establish in their buildings visible links with the past. 
Some, especially those inAuenced by the widely read English authors A. W. 
N. Pugin (1812-52) and John Ruskin (1819-1900), favored the revival ofa 
specific style or period of architecture which they believed had Aourished 
during and thus epitomized a high state of civilization. Most, however, were 
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not so adamant in their condemnation of the present. They felt that it was 
important to affirm a sense of continuity with the past, but they were also 
committed to progress. They based their buildings on precedents, but 
adapted new functions and techniques to them, transforming the images 
they drew from the history of architecture. 

Even the designers of the period's great engineering works heeded the call 
of independent beauty. The structures associated with the new 
transportation routes that did so much to create a national economy were the 
period's most explicit and dramatic examples of advances in civil 
engineering. Accounts and illustrations of these structures were frequently 
included not just in the technical journals of the day, but also in the popular 
press. Some of these works, such as the five pairs oflocks at Lockport, New 
York (1825-44), were associated with the construction of canals. But the 
most celebrated engineering works were for railroads. When the Starrucca 
Viaduct, a 110-foot-high and 1200-foot-long structure of eighteen stone 
arches, was completed near Susquehanna, Pennsylvania, by the New York 
and Erie Railroad in 1848, it was considered one of the great achievements of 
the age. The Hoosac Tunne l (1851-75) in western Massachusetts was 
notorious, rather than famous; it took over twenty years and the invention 
of a new digging technology to complete. Nevertheless, it too was 
celebrated as a significant achievement. 

These works may have been classified as civil engineering projects, but 
parts of all of them, especially major sections in masonry, were designed 
with architectural intentions in mind. The interaction of these two sets of 
values was especially apparent in bridges. These structures received a great 
deal of attention because of the drama with which they spanned ever greater 
distances. In the first two decades of the nineteenth century the span of 
bridges increased because of innovations in timber farming. Despite these 
advances, the very fact that bridges were of wood made them obsolete. 
Those which were more directly identified as expressive of the progressive 
tendencies of the era were made of iron or steel. Of these, the suspension 
bridge was the most breathtaking. This type of structure had many 
predecessors. When it was first used in the United States by James Foley, it 
was based on chains of wrought-iron links . Wire cable was employed as 
early as r816, but the collapse of a four-hundred-foot-long span across the 
Schuylkill River deterred further experimentation until James Ellet 
(1810-62), an American-born engineer who had been trained at the Ecole 
Polytechnique in Paris, proposed a cable-supported suspension bridge in 
1832. 

A decade passed before Ellet was able to erect such a bridge. By the early 
184os his chief ri\'al was John Roehling . Born in Germany in 1 806, Rocbling 
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was educated at the Royal Polytechnic School in Berlin and came to the 
United States in I 83 T. He was no ordinary engineer. Part of his education 
included the study of philosophy under Hegel, and he always conceived his 
projects in both practical and idealistic terms. For Roehling, designing a 
bridge was not simply a matter of understanding physical forces. Since a 
bridge joined previously unconnected parts of the landscape and thus 
facilitated human communication, it had for him a larger, almost 
metaphysical, purpose. 

Roebling's first suspension structure was not a bridge but an aqueduct. In 
order to avoid a difficult intersection between the Delaware River and a 
canal from the Lackawanna coal fields , Roehling elevated the canal above 
the river with a suspension structure which was built in only nine months, 
between August I 844 and May I 845. In the next five years Roehling 
constructed five other such aqueducts, but by thi s time his primary 
preoccupation was suspension bridges. His outstanding achievement, th e 

62 Brooklyn Bridge, was begun in 1867, and, when Roehling died in l 869 after 
an accident that occurred when inspecting the site, supervision of the work 
was undertaken by his son Washington (1837- 1926) until the bridge was 
completed in I 882. 

Critics have often interpreted the Brooklyn Bridge in terms of a contrast 
between the forward- looking web of cables and the retrospective masonry 
piers. However, to conclude that this contrast should have been resolved in 
favor of the engineering is to mistake Roebling 's intention and, more 
importantly , to misunderstand the emotive force not only of the bridge, but 
of much of nineteenth-century building. The bridge 's power surely does not 
stem only from its metal members. Rather, the structure continues to attract 
us because of the essentially unending dialogue-sometimes discordant, 
sometimes harmon ious-between its web of wire cables and its Gothic piers. 

Each of the characteristic building types that evolved in the fifty years 
before the Civil War participated in varying degrees in this conversation 
between past and future. The buildings that marked the termination of vital 
transportation routes were an important case in point. Of these, the railroad 
station quickly became the most significant . Railroads were first constructed 
in the early 1830s, and it soon became obvious that a depot building was 
necessa ry. But how these structures should be designed was not immediately 
apparent. Until 1850 most stations, whether in large cities or small towns, 
were encompassed under one roof. The trains and the volume of business 
and passengers were both still so small that there was no need to differentiate 
train shed, waiting room, ti cket office, and baggage handling area. In the 

63 1830s and 1840s the typical train station took the form of a pedimented 
Greek temple or large barn. The train entered the stru cture through a pair of 

62 J oh n Rocbling and Wa,hi ngron A. Rocbling: l:hooklyn 13ridgc. East River. 
13rooklyn, New York, 1 X67- 82. 
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63 Boston and Lowell Railroad "Car House", Lowell, Massachusetts, 1835. 

columns or on one side of a pitched roof, and then stopped at a platform. 

Another model was a simple, house-like building, usually identified as a 

station on ly by large overhanging caves to shelter waiting passengers, and 
perhaps by a belfry or clock tower. 

Attempts to keep all the functions of the station under one roof persisted 

for many years. The station of the Atlantic and Great Western Railroad at 

Meadville, Pennsylvania, constructed in 1862, measured 120 by 300 feet in 

plan and was housed under a high gable roof. One side contained the waiting 

room and rai lroad offices, the other had a dining room, and the trains were 

located in the middle. However, the unitary structure was not the model of 

the future. Eventually, the diverse functions of the railroad station were seen 

to be too complex to be packaged in one volume, and by 1850 it was also 

clear that this building type was inherently too large to be casually 

incorporated into the urban landscape. Instead, the railroad station became 

the city's major gateway. As such, trains could not properly pass through it; 

they arrived at the back through a train shed which abutted a building that 

64 lthiel Town: lattice truss. 

contained not only a waiting room, ticket office, and restaurant, but perhaps 

also the offices of the railroad company and even a hotel for travelers. 

At the time of the Civil War, structural steel was still too scarce to be used 

to roof train sheds. But designers of railroad stations were able to span 

surprisingly large distances with timber trusses. The more taxing problem, 64 

however, was how to give expression to the structure in the front of the shed, 

the building that presented a face to the city. Herc, certain functional 

requirements had to be met. It was important, for example, to have a clock 

tower that cou ld be seen from a distance and an entrance to accommodate 

the requisite Aow of passengers. The station had to work in many other 

ways, but it often seemed that the most important issue was to give it a 

distinctive character, one which spoke to the romance of travel through the 

associations of its architecture. Thus , Italianate towers, Egyptian pylons, 

Swiss chalet roof details, and dozens of other such motifs found their way 

into American stations. Perhaps the most exotic was Henry Austin's New 65 

Haven station (1848- 49). One end of the front of this building had a 
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65 Henry Austin: New Haven Railroad Station, Connecticut, 1848- 49. 

campanile with clock. A squat pagoda announced the central entrance, and 
the other end was marked by a tower which combined both Italian and 
Chinese motifs. The roof was supported by exaggerated Italianate brackets 
to which were added Chinese and Indian details. 

The process of evolution that took place in the rai lroad station, from a 
small, simple structure with a limited and well-understood range of 
references to a large, complex building with diverse and often exotic 
iconography, was shared by other types of buildings, including those which 
housed the manufacturing of the mass-produced goods that were so central 
to the period's changing economy. The siting of the first factories was 
determined by proximity to a source of water power. Because they were 
located in the countryside, the first English mills were adaptations of 
traditional barns and sheds and their simple and well-known forms were 
used for factories well into the nineteenth century. However, as machines 
became bigger and more demanding of their immediate environment, these 
simple structures were gradually supplanted by building envelopes that were 
more directly re lated to the functions within. 

The American textile industry developed later than the English, thus 
giving Americans the opportunity to observe and profit from the English 
experience. At the outset, factory owners understood that a simple, well-
built enclosure was necessary. Thus, the first American factory, the Old 66 
Slater Mill, constructed in Pawtucket, Rhode Island, in 1793, had two 
stories, interrupted only by a line of columns, and a storage attic. The entire 
structure was supported by heavy post-and-beam framing. Its walls, unlike 
those of English factories, were clad in wood, not stone or brick. Although 
this building was designed with a specific purpose in mind, it could still be 
seen as essentially similar to the other buildings that then dotted the New 
England landscape. As a two-story box with a pitched roof, it followed the 
format of house and church; it was still small enough to be conceived of, and 
if necessary decorated, within the classical language of architecture. 

By 1809 twenty-seven mills were operating in New England, most of 
which were similar to the Old Slater Mill. It was only after the War of T 8 I2 

that mill construction started to assume new properties and dimensions. 
Factories became taller and larger, but it was not only sheer size that 

66 Samuel Slater: Old Slater Mill, Pawtucket, Rhode Island, 1793. 



differentiated them from the other structures nearby. They also had certain 
distinctive characteristics , the most important of which was the clerestory 
monitor window, which replaced the pitched roof because it admitted more 
light and made the attic another usable story. Another feature of the mill was 
the vertical circulation tower which was sometimes attached to the exterior 
of the building so that a clear space would be left on the interior. 

Materials and methods of construction also began to separate factories 
from other buildings. In an attempt to make these structures fireproof, 
masonry walls, usually of brick, were used instead of the customary 
clapboard on wood frame. It was all but impossible to use masonry 
throughout, since vaulting was both impractical and prohibitively 
expensive, but by the 1 S2os several enlightened mill owners had 
experimented with techniques to prevent the spread of fire and to enhance 
the safety of the workers. The stair tower, in combination with fire doors, 
was used to isolate a means of exit from the main body of the building, and 
by the rS3os sprinkler systems had been installed in factories. But the most 
effective way to control fires was to use a special type of construction. Instead 
of a structure of many small joists, which was easily consumed by fire and 
thus caused a quick collapse, mill owners began to favor heavy beams with 
two layers of Aoor boards. Since it took longer for this more substantial 
construction to burn through, there was more time to bring fires under 
control and to evacuate the workers. 

67 Another important feature of the mill building that emerged in the rS2os 
and r 83os was its overt decoration. As early as the r7Sos, when Thomas 
Jefferson and Alexander Hamilton debated the advisab ility of promoting 
manufacturing in the United States, Americans began to have doubts about 
the consequences of the factory system. However, since the early factories 
were small, it was still possible to incorporate them not only into the New 
England landscape but also into an image of a society based on self-sufficient 
ind ividuals. When m ills became larger, .this was more difficult. Their size 
and the repetitiveness of their construction meant that factories were seen as 
symbols of a new social order that few people unreservedly welcomed . 
Thus, though economic considerations argued for the stark treatment of 
mills , factory owners often insisted on decoration. The extraneous nature of 
these embellishments was crucial because it demonstrated to public view that 
money was not the measure of all things- that, in effect, the corporation was 
not heartless. The decoration occurred mainly around doors and windows, 
but was also often used to articulate the outline of the roof. Given that the 
depth as well as the height and length of the mill building had increased, it 
probably would have been most practical to use a Aat roof. Nevertheless, 
other profiles were favored. Cornices were sometimes crenellated, but the 

So 

67 Boston Manufacturing Company, Waltham , Massachusetts, 1826- 30. 

most common device was the mansard roof surmounted by a distinctive 
cupo la. This element served both to fit the factory into a landscape of 
similarly featured structures and at the same time to advertise the mill. 

The uncertainty that underlay the quest for an appropriate image of a 
factory was also instrumental in determining the appearance of the large 
department store . European stores of this kind were often planned around 
spacious covered courtyards, but this format was not used in the United 
States. Instead, the large store was customari ly a three-, four-, or five-story 
structure with as much undivided space on each level as possible. These 
buildings, in effect, were similar to warehouses or factories and arc 
noteworthy only because of their facades. The owners and designers of these 
stores understood that it was important to display goods in first-Aoor 
windows and to let light into the spaces above through large windows. 
Nevertheless, the determining factor in the design of a facade was usually the 
need to evoke an aura of sumptuousness that would identify the store and, in 
so doing, attract customers. 

The separation of the image of these buildings from technique and 
function was most clearly underlined by the fact that the facades of many of 
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68 Daniel D. Badger: E levations and sections 
of cast- iron columns and capitals, r 865. 

69 Daniel D. Badger: Front Elevation of a 
Building in Chicago, 1865. 

70 John Kellum & Son: A. T. Stewart Store 
(Wanamaker 's), New York City, 1859-60. 

the largest and most styl ish stores were made of cast-iron sections that were 
fabricated in factories, sold through catalogs, and shipped to building sites 
for quick assembly. M anufacturers of cast-iron elements were not precursors 
of modern architecture. They attached no sign ifi cance to cast iron' s 
structural capabilities and made no attempt to ca pitalize on the fact that cast 
iron could render an external wall non-load-bearing. Nor did th ey extend the 
logic of a facade 111ade of modular elements strai ght through the building 
to include a stru ctural and Aoor framing system. In fact, the bui ldings 
covered with these facades were usually supported by wood co lumns and 
joists. A cast-iron frame was thought appropriate only for structures of an 
essentia lly utilitarian nature, such as the two shot-towers that James 
Bogardus (1800-74), a manufacturer of cast-iron clements, built in 
Brooklyn. For a building which housed a sign ifi cant institution, cast iron 
was used because it was an inexpensive way to emu late, and therefore 
perpetuate, some of the characteri stics of traditional architecture. In fact, 
Bogardus wrote that he conceived of the idea of cast-iron facade elements 
when he was traveling in Italy, and his subsequent designs can probably best 
be described as Venetian. Another manufacturer, Daniel Badger (1806-?), 
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disp layed an array of styles in hi s cata log. His desire to emu late traditional 68, 69 
arch itecture was so strong tlut many of hi s designs even mimicked the 
mottled surface and deep rustication of stone work. 

However, Badger and Bogardus were not arch itects, and they did not 
understand the difference in scale between the o ld buildings they admired 
and the new stores they were helping to erect. The problem was probab ly 
most pronounced in the A. T. Stewa rt Store (later Wanamaker' s), erected on 70 

Broadway, New York , between 9th and roth Streets in 1859- 60. The 
building was two hundred feet long, five stories hi g h and contained 325,000 
square feet of space. 

The question such a vast building posed was whether to subdivide the 
facade and if so, how' Shou ld the base and top as well as the middle and 
corners be emphasized, as in lfrnaissance palaces' Or shou ld the logic of the 
repe'titive unit take over and establish a new aesthetic order' John Kellum 
(1807-71), the building's architect, co uld provide no clear answer. The ele­
vator th en was only in its infancy, but in the next half century, when it forced 
the issue by making it possible to build above five or six stories, architects 
began knowingly to cope with this matter. 



In an age increasingly dominated by manufacturing and commerce, one 
of the primary functions of a building was to advertise the institution it 
housed. This fact posed specia l problems for clients and architects. A vivid 
and memorable image, one which incorporated materials or textures with 
up-to-date associations, was desirable. Yet it was equally important for 
buildings to give the appearan ce of dignity and tradition, especia lly since 
critics of industrial society often pointed to ga rish architecture as a sa d 
manifestation of troubled times. 

Many types of buildings were caught in this dilemma, but the hotel was 
probably the extreme case . Before I 800 few buildings were suffi ciently large 
and varied in their facilities to transcend the status of inn. The ho tel as it is 
now known largely evolved in the course of the nineteenth century as 
traveling became more frequent. Between i825 and 1835 large hotels were 
built in Baltimore and New York , but the most significant bui lding of this 

71, 72 type was in Boston . The Tremont House, designed by Isaiah R ogers in I 827, 
was probably conceived in response to some of the shortcomings of the 
Boston Exchange Coffee House, which Asher Benjamin designed in 1809 
and which burned down in 1818. T hat building was planned around a 
domed central space that on the first floor served as an exchange hall for loca l 
businessmen. Galleries ringed the floors above and gave access to th e hotel 's 
two hundred rooms. This mixing of uses never worked, and Rogers in the 
Tremont House set the pattern for future hotels by understanding that the 
diverse functions of such a bui lding, especia lly those publi c ac tivities 
customarily located on the first floors, had to be carefully segregated. The 
complexity of the resulting internal organization was compounded by the 
need for direct routes to escape the fires which occurred all too frequently in 
early hotels . 

One quality which the Tremont House shared with the Boston Exchange 
Coffee House and other large hotels of the period was th e blatant 
sumptuousness of its interior. A Doric portico announced the entrance. Then 
began a sequence up a Right of stairs, through a domed rotunda which gave 
access to six grand public rooms that fronted on Tremont Street and 
ult imately to a dining room for two hundred. This substantial rectangular 
space had two apse-like areas at its ends and was dominated by fourteen 
freestanding Ionic columns on its perimeter. The four-story facade of the 
Tremont House marched for 150 feet along Tremont Street. The building 
was considered colossal. Charles Dickens called it "a trifle sm aller than 
Bedford Square," but Rogers was st ill able to compose its facade within the 
conventions of classical architecture. 

A few years later such formu las seemed less useful. Beginning in the I 83os 
111 every major ci ty and throughout the nation the builders of hotels 

7 1, 72 Isaiah Rogers: Tremont House, Boston, Massachuse tts, L827-29. Facade 
and plan. 
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73 Mount Vernon Hotel, Cape May, New jersey, 1853. 

competed to surpass their predecessors. Thus, when the Astor House was 
built in New York in 1843, it was considered the last word, but it was soon 
topped in size by the Metropolitan, which was then superseded by the St. 
Nicholas and the Fifth A venue. The same phenomenon occurred in resort 

73 hotels, of which the Mount Vernon in Cape May, New Jersey, was the 
largest. When that building was opened in I 8 53, it was on ly half completed 
but it already housed 2,roo guests. Full capacity was never reached, as the 
Mount Vernon was destroyed by fire in 1854. 

As these structures grew to six stories and stretched along streets for over 
three hundred feet, the question of how to give expression to a seemingly 
endless number of essentially similar rooms became increasingly pointed . 
Many forced attempts to enliven an essentially repetitious facade were made, 
but the more prescient solution was to make a b lunt distinction between the 
public floors and the many levels of private rooms above. The first were 
sumptuously articulated, especially at the entrance, to impress guests and 
pedestrians; the second were treated in a frankly uti litarian and seria l 
manner. If a guest needed any compensation for the fact that his room was 
like hundreds of others, he found it in the lobby and public rooms. By the 
T 84os any sense that the style of such spaces had to be consistent with the 
exterior of the bui ldiug had been abandoned. lt was common practice by this 
time to decorate public rooms to conform to different periods of 
architecture. 

In reaction to the seeming ly irresistible attraction of the commercia l 
culture housed in factories, railroad stations, office buildings, department 
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stores, and hotels, many Americans felt it important to assert the primacy of 
more permanent values . To do this, they often focused on the church and 
tried to make both its rituals and its architecture more appropriate to the 
needs of the age. A search began for an ecclesiastical style which conformed 
more accurately than the habitual classical design to deeply rooted images of 
what a church should look like. This search inevitably led to an interest in 
Gothic architecture. 

A few Gothic churches had been built in the United States throughout the 
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, their designers motivated by a 
lingering belief that Gothic was the correct style for a church . But these 
buildings were Gothic only in the most superficial sense. Jn a quest for 
picturesqueness, their architects simply grafted a few Gothic details onto a 
building generated from a symmetrical and static plan. The result was a 
classical building dressed up as Gothic. Because of their essentially superficial 
nature, such churches were attractive at best because of their nai.vete. One of 
the few exceptions was William Strickland's St. Stephen's Episcopal 74 

Church, bui lt in Philadelphia in i822- 23. Its octagonal towers, lancet 
windows, and crenellated walls all identified it as Gothic, but St. Stephen's 

74 William 
Strickland: St. 
Stephen's Episcopal 
Church, Philadelphia , 
Pennsylvania, 
I 822-23. 



75 Richard Upjohn: 
Trinity Church, New 
York City, i839-46. 

76 Richard Upjohn: St. 
Paul's Episcopa l 
C h urch, Drook linc, 
Massachusetts, 1851 - 52. 

was more than a caricature of earlier churches because Strickland knowingly 
abstracted these forms and incorporated them into a larger compositional 
order. 

The Gothic churches constructed in the I 83os and afterwards marked a 
fundamenta l departure from earlier buildings. This change was brought 
about by a new sense that much mo re was at stake in ecclesiastica l 
architecture than a desire to achieve a picturesque effect. It was felt that 
because Christianity had flourished when the Gothic style was in its prime, it 
was not enough fo r chu rches to be just Gothic, they must be a correct version 
of Gothic. In making this argument, Americans echoed a group of English 
clergymen and arch itects who, beginning in the early 1 83os, had been 
writing about the debasement of religious architecture. What came to be 
known as the Ecclesiological Movement originated in Cambridge and 
Oxford, but the arch itect A. W. N. Pugin soon became its chief spokesman. 
He bel ieved not only that Gothic was the only Christian architecture, but 
also that a church had to be shaped to accommodate specific rituals that had 
been integral to the practice of Christianity in its prime. 

The Gothic revival in the United States had many advocates, including a 
group of British-born architects. Of these, the most prominent was Richard 
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Upjohn (1802- 78). Trained as a cabinetmaker and carpenter, Upjohn came 
to the United States in l 829. In the following decade he designed several 
churches, but his most important commission, for Trinity Church in New 75 

York, came in 1839. Dedicated in 1846, Trinity Church was remarkable 
because, with its soaring spire, vaulted chancel, timber ceiling over the nave, 
and carefully elaborated stone detailing, it was the first building in the 
United States that could be described as truly Gothic. Upjohn's design 
resembled a drawing for an Ideal Church published by Pugin in T841, but 
Trinity Church was all the more noteworthy because its basic outlines were 
probably established before that scheme was known in the United States. 

Trinity was emphatically an urban church; its siting was reflected in its 
symmetrica l plan. But within a few years Upjohn was pioneering another 
type of ecclesiastical structure, the small parish church. His buildings of this 
type included the Church of the Holy Communion (1846) in what was then 
a residential part of Manhattan, St. Mary 's in Burlington, New Jersey 
(1846- 48), and St. Paul's in Brookline, Massachusetts (1851- 52) . Upjohn 76 
tried to emulate the unpretentious quality of the churches found in small 
English villages by using highly evocative clements such as steeply pitched 
roofs, articulated transepts, bold buttresses, soaring spires, and austere 
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77 James Ren w ick: St. Patrick's Cathedral, New York Ci ty, 1 853- 89. 
Co mposite reconstru cti on of th e o ri g in al side ele va tio n. 

interiors covered by roofs of exposed beams and trusses. Al l th ese feature s 

furth er separated Upjohn 's churches from th eir colonial predecesso rs, but hi s 

main innovation in thi s direction was an asy mmetri cal plan and irregular 

massing which he usually crea ted by placing th e entrance and tower off­
center. 

In the sa me period Roman C atholics also felt the inadequ acy of th e 

cla ssical language and turned to Gothi c architecture. But unlike Protestants 

influenced by the Ecclesiologi cal Mo vement, American C atholi cs were 

attracted more to the g reat Go thi c cathedrals o f the Continent th an to th e 

quaint English pari sh church. In submitting designs for B altimore 

Cathedral, Benjamin Latrobe had sensed th at a Gothic building mi ght be 

appropriate, bu t his design in th at style w as essent ially a classica l building 

elabo rated with Go thi c details. In th e first decades o f the nineteenth century, 

several Catholi c churches along these lines were built, but by the 1830s th e 

wo rd "ca th edral" conjured up a more specifi c and compelling image. 

77 The most impo rtant Roman C atholic ca thedral of thi s peri od was St. 

Patri ck 's in N ew Yo rk. Design ed in various stages in the years 185 3-57, its 

constru ction was frequ ently delayed fo r lack of fund s. It was fin all y opened 

90 

in r 879, thoug h its spires were no t completed un til I 889. The result o f the 

delays w as th at the o ri g in al design was o ften compromised. But the final 

building was still astoni shin g, especially considering that its architect , Jam es 

Renwick (181 8-95), had previously only designed much smaller churches. 

Renwick w as able to transcend hi s limited backgro und by a trip he took to 

France in r855 . During thi s vi sit he no t only saw some o f th e g rea t wo rks of 

the French Gothi c revi va l, but also probably came into contact with 

architects w ho were usin g cast iron to fo rm the stru cture of buildings that 

were no t exclusively utilitarian in nature. When Ren w ick return ed to the 

United States and resumed wo rk on St. Patri ck 's, he produ ced a design fo r a 

church that was to be 3 8 5 fee t long, w ith a nave th at rose to 11 2 fee t. H e 

intended the church 's faca de to have two 330- foo t-hi gh towers and the 

cross in g to have been celebrated with an octagonal spire, risin g 13 5 fee t 

above the rid ge of th e roo f This vivid design , which one contemporary 

ca lled a combinat ion o f C ologne Ca thedral and th e C rystal Palace, was no t 

fu lly realized, but it provided th e most striking American example of what a 

living Gothic architecture might be. 
Jn seekin g an appropriate image for a place of worship, every relig ion and 

deno minati on had to engage in a self-conscious sea rch for an architecture 

th at was no t onl y identifi ed with its hi sto ry but also allowed fo r a fresh and 

compelling interpre tation. This task w as probably most di fficult fo r 

Ameri can J ew s. Their attempt to find an appropriate image for th e 

syna gogue epito mi zed a condition that w as general to all nineteenth-century 

architecture in th at th ey had no obvious precedent to which to turn . Until 

the ea rl y nineteenth century , Jewish congrega ti ons were content to build 

cl ass ical synagogues that were no t stylisti ca ll y different fro m Pro testant and 

Ca tholi c churches. Thus when Willi am Strickl and used vaguely Egyptian 

moti fs on th e exterior of T emple Mikvah Israel , which he designed in 

Philadelphia in 1 818, he possibl y thou ght th ese exotic refe rences suited th e 

congregation th at had hired him , but he co mposed the res t o f th e bui ldin g, 

especially the ova l-shaped interi o r, in a manner th at would have suited man y 

o ther buildings o f th e period . 
Althou gh in th e r83os several syna gogues were modeled after Greek 

temples, by th e end of th at decade spokes men for various con gregations 

o ften expressed th e desire to have a structure th at was no t onl y specifi call y 

ca lculated " to turn th e mind to th e sublim e, and to spirituali ze the feeling," 

but was also one w hi ch in style was associated with the Jewish past. Since 

Jews had never been rooted in one place, thi s sea rch resulted in buildings in a 

variety of styl es, including Byzantine, Egyptian, and Romanesque. One 

solution w as to build in th e styl e that had prevail ed in the area of Europe 

from which a congregation 's members had emigrated. Thus, it w as no t 
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78 A kxandcr Sacltze r : 
Anshc C hcscd 
Synagogue, New 
Yo rk Ci ty, 1850. 

78 un common for a synagogue to be Gothic, with details copied from sources 
such as Cologne Cathedral. 

Throughout the antebellum period all reli g ions and deno minations 
mounted hu ge ca mpaigns to build places of w o rship that were compatibl e 
with th eir chan ging needs. Discussion arose too abo ut those in stitutions th at 
had begun to undertake aspects o f th e work traditi onall y perfo rmed by th e 
church. Some Ameri ca ns, aware of the deep, th oug h elusive, influen ce of 
schooling, beca me in terested in educati onal refo rm and in th e process wro te 
about the architecture of schoolhouses . School buildings at thi s time were 
rudimenta ry, and the appropriate image fo r a schoolhouse was no t the 
subj ect o f any dee p scru tin y; usually it was simply indica ted by a drawing of 
a " model " structure. M ore frequent were di scussions abo ut functi onal 
considerations, such as heatin g, ventilation, and th e design o f co m fo rtable 
desks. O ccasionall y, it was poin ted out that a specifi c theory o f edu cation 
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had impli ca ti ons fo r the design , construction , and layout of the bu ildin g, but 
thi s connection was largely left to be establi shed after th e C ivil W ar. 

Bo th school and church were seen as altern ati ves to several o ther 
instituti ons. In these decades, attention was often drawn to th e ever­
increasing demand fo r prisons, asylums, and hospitals in w hi ch to house the 
period 's o utcas ts and casualties. A !thoug h considerable tho ught w as g iven to 
the design of th ese buildin gs, most authors and archi tects basicall y felt that if 
the home was sa ti sfacto ry, th ere would be less need fo r such instituti ons. 
D o mesti c architecture th erefore received an unprecedented amount o f 
attenti on . As with the d iscussion o f school build ings, much that was w ritten 
about dom estic archi tecture focused on how to make a more hea lth y and 
so und ph ysica l en vironment. Docto rs at thi s time were postulating new 
theories about the o ri g in of di seases, and it was in creasing ly assumed that th e 
immediate en vironment was an impo rtant agent in contagion . T he fac t th at 
resea rch was still in the preliminary stages only served to draw more 
attenti on to thi s subj ect and to increase th e demand fo r central hea ting 
system s, indoor san ita ry faciliti es, and many o th er conveniences. 

Builders and archi tects were also makin g new demands on dom esti c 
architecture. They argued fo r a more rati onal meth od of constru cti on , 
especially in new ly settl ed areas where skill ed labo r was sca rce . One 
mani festa tion of this desi re to do away wi th o ld prac ti ces w as th e in vention 
and populari zat ion of the balloon fra m e, a type o f constru ction that w as easy 
to erect, main ly beca use it was based on the use ofli ght pieces of wood w hi ch 
were j o ined b y nail s instead of the time-consumin g mortise and tenon. This 
w as an important develo pment, but it w as onl y one o f the many w ays in 
w hi ch constru cti on was rati onali zed in this peri od. The in venti on and 
refinement of man y hand tools and machines also played a signifi cant ro le in 
th is process, as did th e manu facture and m ass ava il ability of a broad range of 

bui ldin g products fro m asphalt shin gles to prehun g windo ws and doors. 
Alth ough th ese practi ca l developments were usually welcomed as signs o f 

progress, it w as often charged that th ere w as a danger th at the house would 
beco me routini zed and subj ect to the sa me business-o ri ented va lues that 
do minated o th er types of buildings. B eca use the ri se of industri al society was 
seen by m any as a threa t to th e fa mil y, architects tried to find an image for 
do mesti c architecture w hich wo uld enca psulate an idea l of fa mil y li fe . In thi s 
quest they fo llowed a lead esta bli shed by authors of the peri od w ho were 
trying to defi ne the app ro priate context fo r the ro m antic novel and sho rt 
sto ry. The ho uses these auth ors admired w ere those w hi ch echoed in th eir 
architecture th e rugged and irregul ar countryside in whi ch they were 
located ra th er than th e refin ed cl ass ical buildings th at appea led to th e 
generati on o f Bulfin ch and Jefferson. 
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The novelist Washington Irving was probably the first American to build 
in response to these impulses. He renovated and added a picturesque wing 
onto an old farmhouse in Tarrytown, New York (1835- 36). The first 
significant architect to translate these notions into a body of substantial work 
was Alexander Jackson Davis (1803-92) . His career in architecture was long 
and diverse. It began with the design of bui ldings based on Greek precedents, 
a style he continued to favor for public structures. But Davis's reputation 

79 came primari ly from the villas that, starting in the early 1830s, he designed 
for wealthy clients in romantic settings such as on the banks of the Hudson 
River. In these bu ildings Davis attempted to achieve everything that the 
classical residence was not. In plan and massing his villas were irregular so 
that they co uld respond to the varied landscape in which they were set . 
Equally important, crenellated roof lines, pinnacles, pointed arches, ogee 
windows, and dozens of other simi lar motifs associated these buildings with 
a place and culture that was compatible with romantic ideas about what a 
country house shoul d be. 

The person who did most to popularize houses based on these ideas was 
Andrew Jackson Downing (1815-52). He made his reputation primarily as a 
writer of several important and widely read books on landscape gardening 

79 Alexander Jackson Davis: Knoll, Tarrytown , New York, 1 840. 
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80, 81 Andrew Jackson Downing: " A House Without Feeling" and "A House 
With Feeling". 

and architecture . These books gave instructions on planning and building a 
house, and Downing was especially interested in the relation of a building to 
its setting. But his most important message was that beauty in architecture 80, 81 

grew out of, but ultimately transcended, the useful. He felt it was vital for 
Americans to understand and appreciate this kind of beauty because he 
believed that such qual ities had "a powerful civi lizing force." At a time 
when so much seemed to be determined only by material concerns, it was 
essentia l to assert the existence of transcendent va lues. 

Downing's message was a subtle one. Although beauty had to transcend 
utility, the two nevertheless had to be sufficiently connected so that a 
building wou ld still appear truthful to purpose and technique. This app lied 
especially to the use of forms with historical associations. Downing believed 
that a Swiss chalet or an Italian vi lla was pleasing because of the associations it 
evoked, but he recommended the use of such evocative forms only if they 
also made sense in terms of siting, planning, and construction. Inevitably , it 
was easy to overlook such distinctions and to conclude that anything that did 
not look specifically usefu l was beautiful. This misconception led to the 82, 83, 84 

construction of an extraordinary array of idiosyncratic houses based on 
exotic styles of architecture drawn from sources as far-flung as Persia and 
China. At the time of the Civil War most architects still considered the 
colonia l farmhouse too humble a source for domestic architecture. 
Nevertheless, authors, artists, and many other Americans had begun to 
succumb to the charms of these buildings, and it would not be long before a 
demand for their revival would be heard. 
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83 Samuel Sloan: A Picturesque Gothic 
Cottage, 1861. 

84 Samuel Sloan: Villa in the Ita lian Style, 
186 1. 

Downing's inAuence extended we ll beyond the scale of the individual 
building. Although he recognized that there was no equiva lent to the 
English aristocracy in the United States, he knew that many Americans 
wanted and could afford country estates . Downing included designs for such 
establishments in his books and because of this was frequently accused of 
being haughty and aristocratic. Y ct he was equally interested in farm 
buildings and it was primarily through his urging that by 1850 the American 
agricultural press began to encourage its readers to build more than strictly 
utilitarian structures. 

Downing hoped that those attracted to the period's burgeoning cities 
would all be able to live in the suburban districts that by the late 1840s were 
already being connected to urban centers by commuter rai lroad lines. In 
r 8 53 his friend A lexandcr Jackson Davis designed one of the first and most 
exemplary suburbs, Llewellyn Park in West Orange, New Jersey. This 85 
extensive tract of land was subdivided into house lots of 3-10 acres fronting 
on parkland. But by the I 85os it was clear that most Americans could not 
afford to live in anything like so spacious a setting. In New York, for 
example, though row houses for single families continued to be constructed, 
there was already discussion of the need to bui ld a type of multiple dwelling 
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86 Lowell, Massachusetts, c. 1833, as seen from across tbc Merrimack River. 

to accommodate not just the laboring popu lation which largely lived in 
subdivided houses, but also wealthier people who either did not have the 
means to maintain a separate house or did not want to make the effort to do 
so. 

Defining the characteristics of the model tenement and apartment house 
was a task that was largely undertaken after the Civi l War. But by 1860 
important questions had already been raised about the context in which such 
structures might be bui lt. Throughout the antebellum period many 
communities in the United States co11tinued to grow in an orderly fashion. 
For example, sects such as the Shakers were often able to control the 
planning and the design of their bui ldings and the resulting communities 
have long been admired for their order and qu iet urbanity. But such places 
retained their cohesive qua lity because they were not composed of diverse 
and often conflicting population groups. Nor did they participate fully in a 
rapidly expanding economy. Appea ling as these communities may have 
been, their closed nature made them necessa rily a part of the past. 

The same is true of the handful of communities which were founded on 
the utopian principles of Robert Owen, Charles Fourier, and others. 
Some interesting buildings were constructed in a few of them, but the far 
more intriguing developments in architecture and urban design were taking 

place in quite different communities which in the broader scope of history 
were more truly experimental: the dynamic cities to which thousands of 
people from rural America and the peasant villages of Europe were 
gravitating. The founders of some of the first mill towns had hoped that the 
buildings of an industrializing society could be contained within a simply 
ordered context. For exa mple , the proprietors of the first factory in Lowell, 86 
Massachusetts, built coordinated rows of dormitories for its workers that led 
down to the Merrimack River, where they faced a group of symmetrical 
mills. But as the company expanded, it abandoned this unifying plan. If that 
was the case in Lowell, which originally was largely controlled by one 
company, it was many more times so in the rapidly expanding and diverse 
cities not only of the East Coast but also of the Midwest. Confronted by the 
burgeoning, unpredictable, and often hostile nature of these cities, some 
Americans sta rted to long for a return to a simpler village-like context. In 
extreme reaction, others for the first time even began to admire the rituals 
and architecture of native Americans and the rural populations of other 
countries. But the more compelling challenge was to define an aesthetic that 87 
could respond to the dynamic, diverse, and often contradictory nature of the 
great metropolis, one that could do justice to the "high growths of iron" in 
" numberless crowded streets" that in i 86o Walt Whitman presciently 
celebrated in his poem "Mannahatta" and which were then already 
dwarfing nearby buildings constructed only a few years before. 

87 1'1111ic of 1857, Wall Street. Half 
past 2 o'clock, Oct. 13, 1857. 
Painting by James H . Cafferty and 
C harles G. Rosenberg. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

Toward New Types 

Romanesque for an Industrial Society 

One view of the postbcllum period is that it was a Gilded Age , a time when a 
handful of nouvcau-richc millionaires unabashedly displayed their wealth 
while hundreds of thousands of workers sank to unprecedented levels of 
poverty. According to this interpretation, the period had little of 
architectural quality. Its characteristic buildings were either ostentatious 
mansions and degrading tenements, or the armories constructed in most 
major cities to quell labor uprisings. 

There is much to justify this interpretation . Huge expenditures often 
produced only outlandish exercises in bad taste and local governments 
usua ll y took no more than grudging steps to improve the buildings in which 
the urban working population lived and was employed. Even so, this was 
also a constructive age, a time when the first concerted efforts were made to 
es tablish an appropriate institutional basis for a modern society . This had 
been hardly possible in the antebellum period beca use the changes that 
occurred then were too new and sudden to be assimilated in a meaningful 
way. Those who lived through the decades after the Civil War were often as 
bewildered as their parents and grandparents had been by the upheavals that 
continued to di sturb American life. Nevertheless, by the time of the Civil 
War, these changes had already been taking place for half a century. 
Americans were beginn ing to put them into perspective, and were thus 
better able to estab li sh the kinds of organization s and institutions that were 
crucia l to the successfu l functioning of a modern society. 

In the period before the Civil War, most architects found it difficult to 
transcend the mere assim ilation of the new programmatic and technical 
requirements they were called upon to incorporate into their buildings. The 
questions their work rai sed were more interesting than their answers. One 
index of this fact is that although Americans were in touch with the discourse 
on architecture that was taking place in Europe, virtually no one produced 
work that contributed to it. If American architecture was known at all in 
Europe, it was usually for what seemed to be an emphasis on simplicity or 
utility. Some critics found this quality refreshing, but most saw it as 
opportunistic, a manifesta tion of an increasingly commercial mentality 
which had little appreciat ion of culture. 
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In the postbellum era programmatic and technical developments 
continued to tax the skill of architects. But by thi s time so me designers were 
ready to give expression to these new conditions by articulating a language 
of architecture that could do justice to the emerging institutions they were 
called upon to accommodate. Not only did some of these architects achieve a 
stature that enabled them to speak on behalf of the profession in the United 
States, but they also started to have a significant impact on European 
architecture. For the first time a handful of architects even became generally 
known to the American public and were considered important cultural 
figures. 

The nature and quality of the works designed by th ese architects reflected 
the sources upon whi ch they drew . From th e late i 82os to the Civil War, 
most of the important developments in American architecture were in large 
part responses to what was happening in England. A mcrican architects read 
the works of A. W. N. Pugin,John Ruskin, and many other British authors 
on architecture and landsca pe gardening. They looked for guidance not only 
to what was bui lt in England, but also to the works of an influential group of 
British architects who had recently settled in the United States. Even the 
American use of cast iron and glass in the i84os and 185os fed upon the 
Eng lish innovations th at culminated in the construction of the Crystal Pa lace 
in 185T. 

Ruskin 's books continued to be widely read in the United States well after 
the Civil War. Hi s theories were reflected in significant works such as Peter 
B. Wight's (1838- 1925) polychrome, Venetian Gothic bui lding, the 
National Academy of Design , New York (1862- 65), and Ware & Van 88 

Brunt's Memorial Ha ll at Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts 89 

(1876- 80). Such devoted allegiance to a single authority, especia ll y a remote 
one, was ra re, but American architects continued to consider English 
precedents rclevam to their practice, especially for houses, churches, and 
university buildings. Many subscribed to British magazin es such as the 
Builder to find out what W illiam Butterfield, J. L. Pearson, Norman Shaw, 
and their contemporaries were designing. A handful of English architects 
were even asked to build in the United States. Unfortunately, what might 
have been th e most impressive imported project, William Burges's schem e 
for Trinity College in Hartford , Connecticut (r 873-82), was only partially 90 
built. Nevertheless, by th e 1 87os many American architects could turn out 
capable designs which, though based on English ideas and sources, were 
suited to local circumstances and institutions. 

Although Americans continued to feel a special attachment to England, 
the Continent had a much more significant impact on the architecture of the 
postbcllum period. In the 1850s, Leopold Eidlitz ( 1823- 1908) , DetlefLienau 
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88 Peter B. Wight: Nationa l Academy of Design, New York City, 1862- 65. 

89 Ware & Van Brunt: Memorial Hall , Harvard University, Cambridge, 
Massachusetts , 1 876-80. 
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90 William Burges: Trinity College, Hartford, Connecticut, 1873- 82. 

(1818-87) and other German- and Austrian-born and trained architects had 
already begun to bring a different educational background to bear upon 
American practice. This influence was long felt in American architecture, 
especially in Midwestern cities such as Chicago, Cincinnati, and Detroit. But 
the more significant developments were French in origin or inspiration . 
Most of the important American architects of the period either attended the 
Ecole des Beaux-Arts in Paris or came under its influence through contact 
w ith those who had studied there. 

The impact of the Eco le des Beaux-Arts began with the work and career 
of Richard Morris Hunt (1827- 95), its first American graduate. Born in 
Brattleboro, Vermont, Hunt traveled extensively in Europe after the death 
of his father, a prominent congressman. He enrolled at the Ecole in l 848. 
Although Hunt was not a brilliant student, one of his teachers, Hector 
Lefoel , offered him the opportunity to work on the extensions to the Louvre 
that were then being designed. Hunt 's efforts focused chiefly on the Pavilion 
de la Bibliotheque. Through that work he was able, more directly than any 
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other American, to become familiar with the sophisticated architecture of 
the Second Empire. That style had little to do with earlier Palladian and 
neoclassical revivals . Nor did it resemble the austere language of the so­
called neo-Grec buildings that had recently been so popular in France. 
Instead the extensions to the Louvre were characterized by a profusion of 
balconies, columns, caryatids, acroteria, and patterned rustication, a palette 
oflush forms and motif~ that by 1860 had no precedent in the United States. 

Although H unt might have had a successful career in France, he had 
always intended to return to the United States and did so in i855. ln 1856 he 
worked for a short period on the extensions to the Capitol in Washington, 
D.C. , but he spent most of the late 1850s in New York. Building 
opportunities were sca rce during the Civil War; Hunt 's practice therefore 
started to flourish only in the late l86os. From then until his dea th in 1895, he 
designed a body of work which was one of the first and most concerted 
attempts to articulate a lan guage of architecture that could give suitable 
expression to the institutions of a modern society, especially those located in 
a great metropolis. 

Hunt's most signifi cant urban projects were for New York. Taken 
together, they can be seen as an endeavour to respond to the various building 
contexts presented by the street system of that city. One of the most 
demanding of these situations was the transition from streetscape to Central 
Park. In their prize-winning design, Frederick Law Olmsted (1822-1903) 
and Calvert Vaux (1824-95) had assumed that Central Park would be 
surrounded only by a low wall and simple iron gates. These minimal barriers 
were probably an expression of the designers ' desire to allow the influence of 
the park 's landsca pe to extend outwards and infuse the buildings that were 
then engulfing Manhattan. However, by the early i 86os, discussion arose as 
to whether a more pronounced and urbane barrier was necessary to mark the 
transition between a city which wou ld soon contain millions of inhabitants 
and this vast area of greenery. Jn 1863 Hunt responded to this challenge by 

91 supplying designs for the entrances to the southern end of the park. There 
was nothing understated about his plans; he used plazas with fountains and 
monumental sculpture to mark these important points of transition. 

Most New Yorkers still wanted to believe they were living in a village and 
were not ready for such grand gestures. However, Central Park also figured 

92 prominently in Hunt's design for the Lenox Library (1870- 77). This 
building housed the boo k and art collections of James Lenox, a 
philanthropist and one of N ew York 's wealthiest citi zens . It faced Fifth 
A venue, stretched between 7oth and 7 rst Streets, and extended 1r4 feet 
down those blocks. The Lenox Library gave New Yorkers who had been 
accustomed to the Itali anate facades and Ruskinian designs of the 1850s a 

91 Richard Morris Hunt: Design for the Central Park Gateway at Fifth A venue 
and 59th Street, N ew York City, 1863 . Rea r view of terrace 

92 Ri chard Morri s Hunt: Lenox Library, New York C ity, 1870- 77. 
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taste of a new type of monumental architecture . To acknowledge the fact 
that the Library faced Central Park, Hunt provided a small courtyard 
between the two wings of the building. This space gave access to a large 
vestibule, which in turn led to two reading rooms, each 108 feet long, 30 feet 
wide, and 24 feet high . Reading rooms on the second floor had vaulted 
ceilings that rose to 40 feet. 

Hunt designed the exterior of the building to emphasize its 
monumentality . The walls, which were faced with gray limestone, were 
treated with flat classical elements. The carefully controlled rustication and 
belt courses that demarcated the various levels were countered by a vertical 
emphasis on the two wings facing Central Park and at the center of the 
elevations on 7oth and 71st Streets. These points were each marked by 
substantial pediments with elaborately carved tympana. 

Given the prominence of the institution and its site, the Lenox Library 
deserved to stand apart from other buildings. The more typical problem, 
however, was how to put a far less monumental building into a segment of 
the New York street system. Hunt addressed this issue in designs for row 
houses that occupied minimal frontages; in the first block of apartments in 
New York; and in several large houses for millionaires like W. K. 
Vanderbilt. Hunt tried to give distinction to buildings in this often 
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' 'I 93 Richard Morris Hunt: 
William K. Vanderbi lt 
Mansion, New York City, 
1882. 

94 Richard Morris Hunt: 
"Stevens House" , New 
York City, 1 872 

95 Richard Morris Hunt: 
Tribune Bui lding, New 
York City, 1875. 
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unyielding context by devising a strategy for treating street facades. In the 
W . K. Vanderbilt house (1882), for example, he set the structure back a few 93 
feet from the sidewalk, and was thus able to project from this datum a series 
of elaborately deta iled bay windows and turrets that in their intricacy 
countered the solidity of the wa ll. Hunt also enlivened the walls of urban 
bu ildings by exaggerating the proportions of stone heads and si lls and by 
providing a definite center to a structure stretching over several city lots. 

Equa ll y important was Hunt's treatment of roofs. He understood that the 
conditions that governed the growth of American cities would never be met 
by the uniform ,cornice and roof lines then being imposed in Paris. Although 
most buildings in New York would be constructed to the street line, their 
heights would probably vary, and this lack of uniformity might be put to 
picturesque advantage . Thus, Hunt designed varied roofs, based on French 94 
fifteenth- and sixteenth-century architecture, which ascended in mansards 
and dormers. In addition to being quaint, these roofs accommodated the 
mechanical equipment that at this time increasingly found its way onto the 
tops of such buildings. Hunt's most provocative use of such roofs was in the 
Tribune Building, New York (1875), an eight-story structure with a two- 95 
story attic and a tower capped by a spire that rose to 260 feet above the 
sidewalk. Whether the Tribune Building was the first skyscraper is a matter 
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96 H.ichard Morris Hunt: Ochre Court, Newport, Rhode Island, 1892. 

of definition, but when it was completed in 1875 it was certainly the tallest 
commercial structure in the nation. As such, it forceful ly raised the question 
of whether such exotic roof forms would be meaningful in the even higher 
buildings that some architects were already envisaging. 

Hunt's ability to conceive such roof forms also served him in his country 
house designs. He had a summer home in Newport, Rhode Jsland, and so 
was well situated to attract clients from among the many millionaires who 
settled there. In his early houses, Hunt drew on a variety of English, French 
and German sources to develop a highly romantic architecture. What 
distinguished a work such as his Thomas G . Appleton house, Newport 
(1871), from many similar structures designed by less capable con­
temporaries was Hunt's ability to respond to complex programmatic 
requirements and a varied landscape while still maintaining a basic 
distinction between base, middle, and top to differentiate the levels of the 
house. In his later houses, Hunt was increasingly attracted to the chateaux of 
the Loire as a point of departure. Biltmore House (1895), which was set in 
125,000 acres ofland near Asheville, North Carolina, was certainly the most 
elaborate country house ever built in the United States. In that building and 

96 also in Ochre Court, a Newport mansion of 1892, Hunt achieved roof 
si lhouettes that were unrivalled as picturesque compositions. 

108 

Hunt's primary contribution to American architecture was the standard 
of design that he set in such buildings, but he was also important because he 
helped to establish an organization of architects. In common with leaders of 
other professions, Hunt saw that such organizations were a necessary part of 
the complex society that was developing in the United States. In the first half 
of the nineteenth century, several short-lived professional and fraternal 
organizations had been formed by small groups of architects, builders, and 
carpenters, but it was not until 1857 that the American Institute of Architects 
was founded. Hunt was one of the original members and served as secretary 
until the organization was disbanded during the Civil War. When it was 
revived in 1864 and established on a national basis in 1867, Hunt became the 
first president of the New York chapter and later the third president of the 
parent organization. 

Hunt also played an important role in architectural education . When he 
returned to the United States, he recognized that aspiring American 
architects could not obtain an education equivalent to that at the Ecole des 
Beaux-Arts without going to France, so he established his own atelier on the 
Parisian model. In 1866 one of his students, William R. Ware (1832- 1915), 
began to organize the first architectural program in the United States- based 
on the system at the Ecole- at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 
Ware established a similar program at Columbia in 188 r, and by the turn of 
the century it was possible to study architecture at twelve other American 
universities. 

One test of the importance of Hunt's atelier was the qua lity of the 
architecture designed by its graduates. George B. Post (1837-1913), upon 
leaving Hunt's atelier in 1860, soon established himself in practice and 
quickly became one of the nation's leading architects. In buildings such as the 
Troy Savings Bank, Troy, New York (1872), the Williamsburg Savings 
Bank in Brooklyn, New York (1875), and Chickering Hall in New York 
(1874- 75), Post demonstrated some of the same sensibility that informed 
Hunt's work . Perhaps because Post's initial training was in civil engineering, 
he never fully matched Hunt's self-assurance. But his engineering 
background did help him deal with the period's most notable architectural 
problem: the tall building. 

From the late r 86os, Post designed a succession of elevator-based buildings 
that both reflected, and contributed to, the discussion of the development of 
the skyscraper. One issue Post came to grips with was the planning of these 
structures. Most early skyscrapers were built by a single client. Because their 
basic volumes, bay spacing, and column grids were planned to 
accommodate that client's needs, there was little consideration of a general 
rental market or of the possibility that, with a shift of tenants, major 
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97 George B. Post : Western Union 
Building, N ew York City, 1 873- 76. 

98 George B. Post: New York Produce 
Exch~nge , New York City, 1881- 85. 

alterations might be necessary. Post was probably the first architect to try to 
come to terms with these factors. In planning the Post Building, New York 
(1880-81), around a deep court, he determined the shape of this office 
structure by impli citly making a calculation based on a trade-off between 
more space buried deep in a bui lding and naturall y lit and ventilated rooms. 
In trying to ba lance what would be both physica ll y and financially viable, 
Post, in effect, initiated the quasi-science that has been one of the most 
sign ificant factors in determining the bu lk of skyscrapers. 

Post also contributed to the debate about the profile of the skyscraper. His 
97 Western Union Bui lding, New York (1873- 76), was similar to Hunt's 
95 Tribune Building in that it terminated with a picturesque assortment of 

mansard roofs, dormers, and clock tower. In subsequent works, as 
skyscrapers rose to new heights, Post seems to have sensed that such 
architectural gymnastics at the rarely seen roof line were a waste. Thus, by 
the early 188os his tall bui ldings usually ended with a continuous cornice and 
a flat roof. Like other architects of the period, Post was not sure how to 
divide a skyscraper 's wa ll. No one at this time simply expressed the basic fact 
that most of the stories of such a building were essentially the same. Instead, 
they all tr ied to differentiate their structures by giving emphasis to various 
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horizontal levels. Post's most assured effort in this vein was the Produce 98 
Exchange, New York (1881- 85). Th is enormous building had a trading 
room of thirty-seven thousand square feet and three hundred offices. Its 
elevation w.as made up of a ground floor surmounted by a four-story arcade, 
which in turn supported two more linked stories. The composition was 
finished with a single story and an attic. As the building rose the window 
spacing decreased, producing a progression from bottom to top . 

The composition of the wall continued to be a problem partly because 
architects were tentative about how to support buildings. · The Produce 
Exchange had an internal iron structure, but its exterior walls were load 
bearing. In one sense, Post had yet to understand that if the external wall was 
supported by a metal frame, it could have larger window openings. 
However, it can be argued that Post's hesitancy was deliberate. He may have 
recognized that the skin of a building, which mediates between outside and 
inside, is fundamentally different from the interior and has to have its own 
character. 

Post had one of the first of the many huge architectural practices that 
would later be such a dominant force in the profession. Consequently, he 
was able to tackle some of the period's newest and most significant building 
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problems. However, he was by no means an inspired architect. His 
contemporary, Frank Furness (1839- 19r2), was far more original and even 
though he did not deal with the range of buildings that Post designed, was 
certainly the most important architect to emerge from Richard Morris 
Hunt's atelier. Furness worked for Hunt from 1855 until the outbreak of the 
Civil War. After a distinguished career in the cavalry, for which he was 
awarded a Congressional Medal of Honor, Furness returned to Hunt's atelier 
late in 1864. In 1866 he went back to Philadelphia, where he had been 
brought up, and, with a succession of partners, conducted a practice which 
flourished in the 1870s and 1880s, petered out in the 1890s, and was all but 
inactive by the time of his death in r912. 

Many of the details of Furness's buildings arc rcm.inisccnt of English work 
and recall the highly articulate and colorful motifs of George Edmund 
Street, William Butterfield, and William Burges. Furness may also have 
drawn upon Christopher Dresser's books about ornament. But the 
sensibility that suffused his buildings had little to do with these sources. It 
may have been shaped by Furness's exposure to neo-Grcc works in Hunt's 
atelier, but in the end Furness's buildings were entirely his own. 

At first glance they appear to be agglomerations of unrelated incidcnts­
exprcssions, but not resolutions, of the multiplicity and variety of forces that 
then played upon architectural design. There is much evidence to support 
this interpretation, yet the power of Furness's work docs not come from a 
wilful randomness. He had a definite method of design, one which 
capitalized on the tension that was produced by first making a coherent 
composition and then distorting it to the point of decomposition. For 
example, many of his facades were ostensibly symmetrical, but were so 
elaborated that they had none of the repose associated with symmetry. This 

99 quality was fundamental to Furness's Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts, 
Philadelphia (1871-76), one of his earliest and, because it still survives, 
probably his best-known building. Dut it was even more pronounced in 

100 other works, such as the National Bank of the Republic, Philadelphia 
(1883- 84). There, Furness used a stair tower with an exaggerated conical 
roof- an clement which customarily was only a minor accent on a facade­
as the major focus of the front elevation. Having established this 
uncharacteristic tower at the center of his facade, Furness was able to dispose 
of the other elements of the building in a free and dynamic way. 

The same attitude informed the design of many of the parts of Furness's 
buildings. The customary way to make an opening for a window or a door 
was either not to subdivide the space under an arch or lintel or to compose it 
in an odd number of parts so that there would be a distinct center. Furness 
deliberately flouted this convention. He often divided his openings into two 
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99 Frank Furness: Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts, Philadelphia , 
Pennsylvania, 1871-76. 

lOO Frank Furness: National Bank of the Republic, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
1883- 84. 

parts so that at doorways there was an ambivalence about which was the 
preferred entrance. This quality was accentuated by making the division 
between the two parts more than just infill. Furness often established his 
opening with a substantial arch or lintel but then introduced in the middle a 
pier or a column that was stout enough to support them. 

Furness's window heads, sills, and related belt courses stressed this 
contradictory or eccentric quality. Like Hunt, many of the period's 
architects gave emphasis to these clements by making them of stone and thus 
contrasting them with brick walls. The result was a decorative facade 
pattern, but usually with a clear distinction between the primary wall and 
the secondary accents around the openings. Furness often reversed this order. 
In his building for the Provident Life and Trust Company, Philadelphia 101 

(1876- 79; 1888- 90; 1902), for example, he so exaggerated the lintels and sills 
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ror Frank Furness: Provident Life 
and Trust Company, Philadelphia , 
Pcnnsyl vania, r 876- 79; I 888- 90; 
1902. 

that it was difficu lt to tell what was primary and what secondary. Furness 
sometimes further subverted the identity of these stone elements by making 
them assume the shapes of machine parts. 

He used structure for the same ends. Although, like other architects of the 
period, he usua lly took exp licit steps to Jemonstrate how his buildings were 
made and supported, just as often he seems to have wanted to produce the 
appearance of a state of instability. Elements of his facades were often 
corbe lled or projected outward toward the sidewalk, so that, especially for 
those entering, the bu ilding seemed almost threatening. Furness designed his 
chimneys for the same effect, frequently making them larger at the top than 
at the bottom so that they appeared to be teetering. 

Furness wrote little about his work, and in the absence of any statement 
about his intentions, it is easy to dismiss his buildings as coy or mannered. It 
can be argued that since he was a ta lented caricaturist, his works were simply 
parodies of other bui ldings. But there is much more to his architecture than 
that. It can be read as a frank reflection of the often dissonant nature of life in 
the latter half of the nineteenth century. In this respect , his buildings on 
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corner sites arc especially revealing. Because of their strategic locations, they 
typically had to respond to two different conditions: a major thoroughfare 
built up with a continuous wall of separate buildings, and a side street that 
straggled into a sparsely developed area. Such sites, in effect, encapsulated the 
unpredictable nature not just of American urban development, but of 
American life itself. That was why Furness often made the passage through 
the front doors of his buildings so full of consequence. His interiors 
accentuated this message. Resolved and regular, they were a haven for tho.se 
seeking refuge from the seemingly anarchic world outside. Ultimately, 
however, there was no real escape. The fact that so many of Furness 's 
buildings have been demolished to allow for new development is a sad but 
eerily appropriate conclusion to his attempt to make the flux of American 
life the currency of architecture. 

Furness's work is a telling contrast to that of his contemporary, Henry 
Hobson Richardson (1838-86). Born and brought up in Louisiana, 
Richardson graduated from Harvard College in 1859. During the Ci vii War 
he enrolled at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, was a member of Jules Andre's 
atelier, and received a diploma in 1865. Later that year he returned to the 
United States, set up a practice in New York , and soon won a competition 
for the Church of the Unity in Springfield, Massachusetts ( 1866-69) . That 
building led to another job, the Brattle Square (now First Baptist) Church in 
Boston (1870-72), which in turn brought him his most widely publicized 
commission, Trin ity Church, Boston (1873-77). With the completion of 102 

102 Henry Hobson Richardson: 
Trinity Church, 13oston, 
Massachusetts, 1 873-77. 



that building, Richardson began a decade of productive work that was 
terminated by his untimely death in 1886. During these years he designed 
over sixty buildings ranging from a small bridge in a public park in Boston 
to a scheme for a monumental Episcopal cathedral in Albany, New York. It 
is hard to overestimate the impact of these works. By the mid-r88os there 
was probably no sizable city in the United States that did not have at least a 
few prominent buildings which imitated Richardson's style. It had taken 
him no more than ten years to gain the complete respect and admiration of 
his fellow practitioners, and he was one of the few architects to be known 
outside the immediate circle of the profession. 

The key to understanding not only Richardson 's artistry, but also why he 
was so widely imitated is his use of Romanesque precedents as the point of 
departure for much of his work. When Richardson began to practice, 
Romanesque was usually seen as a transitional style between Roman and 
Gothic architecture. Richardson reversed this interpretation. For him, 
Romanesque synthesized the best qualities of both. Like the Roman vault 
and the Gothic arch, the rounded Romanesque arch was the basis of a 
consistent structure. But un li ke Roman architecture, Romanesque buildings 
were not based on an armature of cheap materials covered by a coat of 
applied and often highly refined decoration. Nor did they depend for their 
quality on a high degree of elaboration, as was true of Gothic architecture. 
Instead, Romanesque was direct and simple, characteristics which 
Richardson thought reflected the American approach to building 
construction as it had developed by the end of the nineteenth century. 
Romanesque also had great programmatic advantages. Unlike Gothic, its 
use was not restricted primarily to churches, nor did it presuppose the rigid 
planning compositions then associated with Roman architecture. Romanes­
que forms could be deployed more freely, and Richardson was attracted to 
them because they could be used to accommodate the complex institutions 
that were vital parts of the emerging city and suburban society in which he 
lived. 

The quality of the many buildings produced in a busy practice varied, but 
the remarkable fact about Richardson's work was that though it 
encompassed a vast range of buildings- large and small, city and suburban, 
East Coast and Midwest, functional and symbolic, private and public-it 
was all recognizably part of a coherent oeuvre. In effect, Richardson was able 
to elaborate a language of architecture which he could unaffectedly apply to 
any job. The development of this language can best be understood by 
comparing the five libraries Richardson designed. These buildings show a 
remarkable working out of common themes to suit the particular 
circumstances of each commission. The most striking contrast was between 
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what Richardson called the "pyrotechnic" quality of the buildings of his 
early career, as exemplified by the Winn Memorial Library, Woburn , 103 

Massachusetts (1877- 78), and the quiet assuredness of his later period, which 
is best represented by the Crane Memorial Library, Quincy, Massachusetts 104 

(1880-83). The Woburn library had the remarkable strength of 
Richardson's best work, but he did not achieve in it those subtle effects that 
later distinguished his buildings from those of his imitators. Its parts were 
much more assertive than the whole. Episodes such as the entrance portal 
and the patterned stone worked against the assertion of basic volumes. By 
contrast, in the Quincy library Richardson was able to posit one dominant 
idea and to subordinate all clements to it, but without compromising their 
integrity. The subtlety with which he alternately joined and separated the 
stair tower, reading room, vestibule, and roof gable was a profound essay on 
the relationship between the part and the whole. 

Richardson's greatest project, his Episcopal Cathedral in Albany, New 105 , 106 

York (1882- 83), was designed for a competition he did not win. Of his own 
works, the building he most admired was the Allegheny County Court 107, 108 

House, Pittsburgh, Pennsy lvania (1884- 88). The plans of both works were 
based on a simple axial organization that differentiated the major and minor 
elements of these highly complex institutions. In both projects Richardson 
was able to combine Romanesque forms with modern requirements. In the 
cathedral he transformed the apsidal chapels of the great French churches 
into vestries. The courtyard of the court house served to give light from two 
sides to all rooms, and the tower acted as a fresh-air intake for the building's 
mechanical system. Both works did justice to the sources on which 
they drew, but in neither was there a single detail that was forced 
in its application, mainly because from the solid base to the varied roof 
line, one theme governed the pyramidal compositions of these master 
works. 

For the cathedral and the court house, plausible analogies could be made 
with earlier works of architecture. When Richardson received the 109 

commission to design the Marshall Field Warehouse, Chicago (1885- 87), he 
had no equivalent guide. To be economical, this building had to cover a site 
that measured 325 by 190 feet , and it had to be 125 feet high. Richardson did 
not express the seven stories of this building by repeating the same window. 
Instead, he differentiated its facades by grouping several levels together and 
varying the stonework from one group to the next. Nevertheless, 
Richardson saw no need for elaborate detail. The warehouse's entrance was 
understated; round-headed arches were simply expressed; and the cornice 
was not highly articu lated. What mattered most was a sense of mass; all 
details were subservient to this larger purpose. 
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103 Henr y H o bson Ri chardson: Winn M emorial Library, W oburn , 
Massachu setts, 1 877- 78. 

104 H enry Ho bson Ri chardson: C rane Memorial Library, Quin cy, 
Massachuse tts, 1880- 8 3. 
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105, ro6 H enry Ho bson Ri chardson : 
Episco pal Ca th edral , Alban y, N ew York , 
1882- 83. Perspecti ve and plan. 



107, 108 Henry Ho bson Richardson: 
Allegheny County Court House, 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, 1884-88. 
Perspecti ve and second-floor plan. 

ro9 Henry Hobson Richardson: 
Marshall Field W arehouse, C hi cago, 
lllinoi s, i 885- 87. 

Toward the end of hi s ca reer, Ri chardson in creasin gly tri ed to su bsume all 
th e parts of hi s buildings under one all-encompassing principle. Perhaps he 
pressed thi s quality to an extreme in the M arshall Field W arehou se because 
of the tight boundaries of the site and the building's utilitarian fun ction. But 
Ri chardson probably also thought that the direct , even blunt, so lution was 
appropriate beca use he was building in Chicago. Chicago had ri sen rapidly 
to prominence. In 1860 it was no more than one o f se veral Midwestern 
boom towns. It left cities like St. Loui s, Cincinnati , and Kan sas C ity behind 
when railroad traffic was diverted northward durin g the C ivil War. Its 
population increased from 109,000 in 1860 to 380,000 in 1873, w hen half its 
downtown area was leveled by fire . Even before the conflagration was out, 
new buildings were being constru cted, but that boom was dampened by a 
depression. N evertheless, in the late 1870s business picked up an d building 
resumed in earnest. 

By the r88os, Ch icago was widely thoug ht to be the world's most 
characteri stically modern city, and it was often claimed that there even 
existed a Chicago school of architecture. This subj ect was discussed in the 
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magazine Inland Architect, first issued in 1883, and it arose frequ ently in 
meetings of th e W estern Association of Architects, founded in 1884. 
Although this organization was consolidated with the American Institute of 
Architects in 1889, its existence and rapid growth in membership testified 
that architects in the Midwest, particularly in Chicago, felt there was 
something special about the nature of practice in that part of the country. 

Contemporary observers, like many historian s since, frequent ly 
mentioned the role of expediency in the development of Chicago's 
architecture. Beca use architects had to build quickly and efficiently in 
Chicago, advances in building technology, especiall y for the tall office 
building, have dominated accounts of that city's architecture. Of course, it is 
important to chart the developments in building technology and to establish, 
for example, whether William Le Baron J enney's (1832- 1907) Home 
Insurance Building, Chicago (1884), was the first to be supported entirely by 
a steel frame or whether Leroy Buffington (1847- 1931), a Minneapolis 
architect, described the basic outlines of such a structu re ea rli er. And , indeed, 
the significant architects of that city were themselves all concerned with how 
their buildings were supported, and with question s about heating, 
ventilation, fireproofing, foundations, and so on. Some of them were even 
well read in th e works of Eugene Viollet-le-Duc and Gottfried Semper, 
European theori sts who were interested in the role of function in the 
development of architectural form. Bur such discussions mi ss the central fact 
about Chicago architecture. Even William Le Baron Jenney, who was 
trained as an engineer, considered technical issues subservient to th e issue of 
primary concern: the matter of expression. It is this issue which continues to 
make the architecture of Chicago significant. 

No architect was more articulate about what was at stake in the buildings 
of Chicago than John W ellborn Root (1850-91). Root grew up in Georgia 
and at the age of fourteen w as sent to England to study. When he returned to 
the United States in 1866, he enrolled at New York University and received 
a degree in science and civil engineering in 1869. He then worked for several 
architects in New York, and when one of his employers, Peter B. Wight, 
went to Chicago in 1872, Root followed. Shortly after, Root met Daniel 
Burnham (1846-1912), and the two started a practice. The depression that 
followed the Chicago fire was a difficult time for Burnham and Root, as it 
was for many other architects, and it was only at the end of the r 87os that the 
firm received a steady strea m of respectable work. Root di ed ea rly in r 891, so 
he had only a decade of productive practice, but in th at time he produced not 
only some remarkable buildings, but also a substantial body of essays which 
contained lucid statements about the state of architecture in Chicago in these 
vital years . 
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1 1 o, 111 John W Root: Monadnock 
l:luilding, Chicago, lllinois, 1889-92. Detail 
and general view. 

Everything Root built and wrote was a reflection of hi s perception that he 
was living through a special time in history. He understood that great works 
of art were coherent beca use they adhered to a type. However, by the end of 
the nineteenth century the traditional types were, in many instances, no 
longer viable. Like all manifestations of civilization, architecture was 
moving from "homogeneity to heterogeneity. " Since the Renaissance, but, 
more specifically, since the beginning of the nineteenth century, human 
needs had become more complex. Buildings had to respond to this fact. The 
architect's task was therefore to make "the frankest possible acceptance of 
every requirement of modern life in all of its conditions, without regret for 
the past or idle longing for a future and more fortunate day. " 

Even so, the simple expression of heterogeneity was not enough. 
Architecture also had to aspire to the production of new types- those 
suitable to the modern age . Thus, Root's work can be seen as an attempt to 
re-establish for a far more complex society the sense of coherence and unity 
that had characterized earlier styles of architecture. This search motivated all 
of Root 's work, but it was most pronounced in his designs for the tall office 
building, which by the l 88os had been identified as the period 's most 
characteristic structure. Root's most successful attempt to establish a type of 
the office building was the Monadnock, Chicago (1889-92). One of the 110, 111 

reasons why this building was Root 's exemplary achievement was that he 
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did no t resort to meanin g less belt courses, extraneo us tourell es, a tenuously 
bo wed central bay and an arbitrarily interrupted co rnice-devices he had 
used ea rli er in th e Rookery, C hi cago (1885-88)-to differentiate its faca de. 
Instead, he accepted a basic di vision of the two-sto ry base, thirteen similar 
floo rs o f offi ces, and one more level of an atti c and cornice. Havin g made this 
frank differentiati on of levels, Root then drew the parts of the building 
together into a coherent entity. H e achieved thi s effect largely through the 
suppleness of hi s brick detailing, whi ch allowed a protruding base, th e 
fl ar in g co rni ce, and th e asserti ve bays imperceptibly to move into and out o f 
the building's w all. The result co mbined bo th th e vitality and the repose that 
Roo t knew were characteri sti c o f all g reat wo rks of archi tecture. 

Root 's increasing emphasis on the need fo r unity was a response bo th to hi s 
own more idiosyncrat ic ea rlier work and to his di staste fo r much o f th e wo rk 
of hi s contemporari es. H e frequentl y complained about the abuse o f the 
supposed freedom offered by " Queen Anne" archi tecture, w hich he dubbed 
the "Tubercular Style," because o f its many un attract ive erupti ons, bo th 

11 2 external and intern al. T he Queen Anne style was never so specifi c as to have 
a di stinct set of characteri sti cs . In stead, it contained a broad range of fo rms 
and hi stori cal references, some combinati ons of w hi ch ha vc been 
characterized as Italianate, Second Empire, Eas tlake Style, Stick Styl e, Shingle 
Style, and Chateauesqu e. Queen Anne architecture, as such , could be 
mani fes ted in all build ing types, in urban , suburban , and rural loca tions, and 
in any material. H o wever, it was probably made m ost vivid and mem orable 
in suburban o r country houses built primaril y o f wood . 

113 The houses of th e r87os and r88os were and probabl y fo rever w ill remain 
problemati ca l. Their " tubercular" exteriors made them look as th ough great 
emphasis had been put upon the articulation o f a plan , one shaped to 
accommodate parti cul ar and hi ghly diverse functions within. Yet these 
houses were often imprac ti ca lly o rganized. D espite th e man y boo ks printed 
in thi s period on ho w to plan and ca re for a house, th e do mesti c architecture 
of the 1 87os and 188os frequentl y had large hall s, small Ii vin g roo ms, and 
bedrooms that were hard to furni sh. Kitchens were especiall y contorted and 
d ifficult to maintain . As serva nts were expected to preside over th em, little 
th ought was g iven to their arrangement, a fac t which qui ckl y became 
apparent to subsequ ent owners, especially th ose wh o d id th eir own cooking . 
An illogical interi o r makes an eccentri c exteri o r seem even more bi za rre, 
beca use a picturesque asse mblage of forms and details is usually onl y 
achieved by violatin g bas ic prin cipl es about how best to shed sno w and rain 
fro m roof surfa ces. Roofs with many peaks and va ll eys arc generally onl y 
bought at the expense of damp atti cs, rotting eaves, deteri o ratin g gutters, 
and stained and peeling paint , all o f w hi ch tax th e patience and pocketboo k 
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1 12 Hall and stai rcase in 
J acobean st yle from Hcn ry 
Hudson H o ll y, [\//odem 

D1Fclli11gs, 1 878. 

of th e ow ner. T his fac t in part explains wh y so man y of these houses, 
especiall y th e mo re effu sive ones, have been taken do wn. 

Even so, such ho uses continue to be attractive. T here w as a tim e, of 114 
co urse, when any thin g " Victo ri an" w as considered fu ssy and o ld-fashioned , 
but, given th e pcrcei ved sterili ty of modern architecture, the indi viduality of 
th ese houses stands o ut. This quality is all the mo re remarkabl e because the 
houses o f the i 87os and 1880s were o ften constru cted , no t indi vidually, but 
in groups by builders w ho used pattern books and stock doo rs, windo w s, 
m oldings, gutters, ca binets, mantelpieces, li ghtin g fi xtures, and o th er such 
e I e 111 en ts . 

A contem porary French w ri te r summari zed the ambi va lence crea ted by 
these houses. W ritin g about a house in St. Paul , Minn esota, he stated: 

O bserve the plan, the faca de of thi s dwelling; co uld an ythin g be imagined 
m ore ignorant o r worse studi ed' Yet noti ce, in the midst of all thi s 
ca relessness , the deta il o f th e entrance porch, ho w pretty, interesting 
and useful. Look also at th e little balcon y overl ookin g th e wa ter , and see 
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1 13 Peabody & Stearns: Kragsyde, Manchester, Massachusetts, 1885. 

114 W. W. Boyington: Residence of Benjamin Franklin Allen , Des Moines, 
Iowa, 1869. 

how pleasant life must be in that house; yet with all this-what gables on top 
of gables; what strange openings and curious balustrades' How an architect 
must have to torture his mind to invent such things. 

It is clear that by the late 188osjohn Wellborn Root had lost patience with 
this architecture. He lashed out at builders who erected "hideous 
nightmares." But they were only "unconscious assimilators" of the works of 
architects who too often indulged in fanciful flights of self-expression at the 
expense of the discipline that should have been the basis of the profession. 

One of these "individual personalities," a man who, Root felt, was often 
too exuberant, was Louis Sullivan (1856- 1929). Sullivan had an 
unconventional upbringing. Born in Boston, he lived for much of his 
childhood with his grandparents. His grandfather, a follower of the 
transcendentalist George Ripley, nurtured in Sullivan a love of nature and 
encouraged him to be a freethinker. From the age_of thirteen Sullivan knew 
he wanted to be an architect, but he was repelled by the education that he had 
to undergo in order to become one. In l 873 he enrolled in the architecture 
program at the Massachusetts Institute ofTechnology, but left after only one 
term. Sullivan then went to Philadelphia, found employment with the 
eccentric Frank Furness, but gave up that job for reasons which are still 
unclear. He next moved to Chicago, where his parents were then living, and 
worked with William Le Baron Jenney. After nine months Sullivan decided 
to enroll at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts. Studying at that most academic of 
architectural institutions convinced him of the uselessness of formal 
education. He described his atelier as a "damned pigsty" and was able to 
escape the insufferable atmosphere of Paris only by traveling to Rome where 
he exulted in the work of Michelangelo, one of history's most intuitive and 
individual architects. 

When Sullivan returned to the United States, he settled in Chicago, where 
he soon established a partnership with Dankmar Adler (1844- 1900), who 
largely handled the business and technical aspects of the practice. The 
partnership flourished, and in addition to designing bui ldings, Sullivan 
found time to write about his approach to architecture . The essence of his 
philosophy was the belief that in order to have an architecture 
commensurate with the society he hoped would develop in the United 
States, it was necessary to supersede outmoded traditions and rules made for 
other eras and societies. For Sullivan the United States version of democracy 
was a unique development in the history of mankind because it promised the 
full realization of the individual. In several lectures and articles, but 
expecially in his essay "Inspiration" which he read at the 1886 convention of 
the Western Association of Architects, Sullivan pinpointed nature, not 
books or buildings, as the most fertile source of inspiration, and he 
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frequently spoke of the need for architects to return to the child's uncorrupted 
state. He reiterated these ideas in a symposium on the vita] subject, "What is 
the Just Subordination, in Architectural Design, of Detail to Mass?" Sullivan 
refused to commit himself to any position. Claiming that he valued 
"spiritual results" only, his ideal was a truly organic architecture, "an 
expansive and rhythmic growth," which was incompatible with such 
artificial ideas as a distinction between detail and mass. 

Sullivan was soon identified with this iconoclastic point of view. 
However, it was one thing to state such ideas and another to show how they 
could be put into practice, especially since buildings are characteristically 
thought to be static and finite, not growing and expansive. Certainly, by the 

J 15 late r88os Sullivan 's buildings had not yet matched his words. Far from 
being individual and original creations, they were all too obviously 
derivative of two sources: Frank Furness and Henry Hobso n Richardson. 
Sullivan's earliest works were highly idiosyncratic, much in the manner of 
Furness. His domestic architecture of the late 1870s and early r88os indulged 
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1r5 Louis Sullivan: Three 
Houses for Dankmar Adler, 
Dila Kohn , and Eli Felsen thal , 
Chicago, lllinois, 188 5- 86. 

L 16 Adler & Sullivan: 
Auditorium Building, 
Chicago, lllinois , 1886-90. 

in oriel windows, a picturesque skyline, and highly individualistic detailing. 
Even the facades of his office buildings were obsessively complex and 
cranky. 

By the mid-188os the influence of Richardson's work, particularly the 
Marshall Field Warehouse, was evident in the designs of Adler & Sullivan. 
The connection was most overt in the Auditorium Building, Chicago 
(1886-90). The very fact that such a young firm received this important 
commission was remarkable, especially since it was given on the 
recommendation of the normally conservative William Ware, who acted as 
advisor to the client. The building posed highly complex technical and 
programmatic problems. It had to contain not only an auditorium for an 
audience of 4,200, but also a hotel and office building, which served to 
finance the space after which the building was named. All these requirements 
had to be packaged into a neat envelope that took maximum advantage of 
the valuable real estate on which the building stood. To achieve this, not 
only did difficult foundation conditions have to be overcome, but structural 
problems that resulted from the need for a large, column-free space also had 
to be solved. 
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1 17 Adler & Sullivan: Auditorium Building, Chicago, lllinois, 1886--<)0. Interior. 

The Auditorium Building dealt with these matters ad mirably , but its two 
109 main facades were eq uivoca l. Inspired by· the M arsha ll Field Warehouse, it 

can be similarly fau lted because floors with essentia lly the sa m e functions 
were treated in arbitra rily different ways. But the more important criticism 
concerns Sullivan's inabi lity to draw all the parts of the elevation into a 
coherent and forceful composition. The continuous cornice of the final 
design was an improvement over ea rlier studies, but the end resu lt had 
neither the co hesiveness of Richardson nor Furness's tantalizing sense of 
decomposition. 

There were only two aspects of the Auditorium Building which came 
close to achieving an ideal of an "expansive and rhythmic growth." 
Sullivan's ornament, which remains the most enticing feature of his work, 
was based on studies of patterns from nature, rather than on the historical 
sources that served most architects of the period. These flowing and effusive 
decorative panel s give the best sense of what Sullivan's work promised, but 
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the auditorium itself also offered telling insights into the vision of this 
remarkable man. That space was truly expansive because it had a number of 
complex devices that could alter its shape to suit both the size of the audience 
and different types of productions. But its Sullivanian quality came mainly 
from its rippling parabolic ceiling, its pulsating ivory and gold leaf 
decorative patterns, and its hundreds of bright incandescent lights. Over the 
proscenium was a painting of a processional; at the back of the auditorium 
were two huge murals. All three were illustrations of passages from 
Sullivan's essay " Inspiration." Though the result was a dazzling 
performance, Sullivan was not able to relate the auditorium in a 
hierarchically meaningful way to the other spaces of the building. Perhaps he 
considered that kind of order antithetical to his concept of an expansive and 
growing architecture. 

By the late 188os other American architects were already looking for an 
antidote to an architecture fostered by "individual personalities. " Furness's 
work was more subdu ed, and when he died in 1886, Richardson had long 
since given up his "pyrotechni c" manner. At the same time, Root was 
crit icizing architects for speaking so many languages that the result was as 
coherent as a "chattering chimpanzee." This desire for order and unity was 
consonan t with, and reinforced by, events outside the immed iate concerns of 
the profession. The labor difficulties of the late T 88os and the influx into the 
United States of an in creasing ly diverse population were only two 
manifestations of what many perceived to be a general state of divisiveness 
and disintegration. In 1890 the census bureau anno un ced that the frontier 
was closed; stark confirmation that a critical turning point had been reached. 
These diverse facts seemed all to have one message: If the United States was 
to avoid disso lving into anarchy and self-destru ction, a new phase of 
development would have to begin. Shared values, based on the high est 
cultural standards, were necessary. Beca use of its hi gh visibility, Americans 
once again looked to architecture to express and inspire the renewa l they 
hoped would take place. The new direction-a return to classical 
principles-was as alluring as it was obvious. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

The Cause Conservative 

T/1e Architecture of the Anierica11 Re11aissa11ce 

No building was more pivota l in hastening the transformation that occurred 
in American architecture in the early i 89os than McKim, Mead & White's 

11 8, 119 Boston Public Library (1888- 95) which faces Henry Hobson Richardson's 
Trinity Church across Copley Squa re. Charles Follcn McKim (1847-1909) 
and Stanford White (1853- 1906) both worked in Richardson's office prior to 
founding their own firm; White had even helped with the drawings for 
Trinity Church. Yet it is hard to conceive of two more different buildings. 
The church is medieval in spirit and detail, effusive in coloring, and pictur­
esq ue in massing. The library derives from buildings of the Italian Renaissance 
and of the French nineteenth century influenced by the Renaissance, and 
presents itself through its largely monochromatic, symmetr ical, planar facade . 

131) 132 

The architecture of anti4uity and the Itali an Renaissance had never been 
completely forgotten during the nineteenth century . In the 184os and 1850s 
Greek and Roman sources were still deemed appropriate for pub li c 
buildings, an d in the same period Italian architecture inspired the many 
storefronts that lined the streets of major American cities. By the i 86os a few 
architects were also beginning to argue that the on ly suitable style for a 
church was the one used by the builders of colonia l America. 

Of course, every American who attended the Ecole des Beaux-Arts 
studi ed classical architecture. But the architects of l<.i chard Morri s Hunt' s 
genera tion differed sliJrply from those who went to Paris at the turn of the 
cen tury in their interpretation of the meaning of that ed ucation. Although 
Hunt and, even more so, Richardson knew their precedents, neither felt 
compelled to replicate those sources in any litera l sense. McKim, Mead & 
White put a much higher premium not just on an adherence to precedents, 
but on an adherence to particular precedents-to those from antiquity (e.g. 
at Pennsylvania Station) and the Italian Renaissance. As Joseph Wells 
(1853-90)-McKim, Mead & White's chief designer in the late 188os-put 
the matter : "The classical ideal suggests clearness, simplicity, grandeur, order 
and philosophical ca lm-consequently it delights my soul. The medieva l 
ideal suggests superstition, ignorance, vul ga rity, rest lessness, cruelty and 
re ligion-all of which fill my soul with horror and loathing." 
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118 , 1 19 McKim, Mead & White: 
Boston Public Library, l3oston, 
Massachusetts, 1888- 95. Facade and 
first-Aoor plan. 
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These values caught on quickly. The founding in 1894 of the American 
School of Architecture, which in 1897 was transformed into the American 
Academy of Fine Arts in Rome, was one important way in which ties to the 
classical world were strengthened. But the most visible demonstration of a 

120 commitment to classical principles occurred at the World's Columbian 
Exposition in Chicago in 1893. To lend coherence to the site of the Fair, 
Daniel Burnham, the architect in charge, persuaded the designers of the 
major buildings to adopt white, classical facades. Because the uniformity and 
serenity of this ensemble stood in such sharp contrast to the chaos and 
restlessness that seemed to have been the inevitable outcome of the 
architectural values of the previous decades, leaders of the profession found it 
all but irresistible to argue that the classical language could be put to 
productive use in tum-of-the-century America in the same way that it had 
served many other cultures and periods. 

The only dissenter at the World's Columbian Exposition was Louis 
Sullivan. His Transportation Building, if not completely original in 
conception, was at least derived from an eccentric source, Saracenic 
architecture. Its major feature was an arched portal surrounded by 
polychromatic ornament that was accented by a symbol of the modern age: 
hundreds of glistening incandescent light bulbs. The exuberance of 
Sullivan's portal stood out from the sobriety of the white buildings that 
surrounded it; the contrast summarized a fundamental disagreement in 
architectural values. 

Most of the architectural histories of this period have concentrated on this' 
di vision between conservative and progressive, East Coast and Mid west, and 
the conflicting ideals of beauty and truth. These distinctions did exist, but 
their importance has usually been overstated . Just as a closer examination 
reveals that the Boston Public Library was not a d irect copy of any precedent 
and in fact had many subtle medievalisms that echoed details of the church it 
faced, the two sides of the period's architecture had more in common than 
has generally been acknowledged . What makes this period all the more 
fascinating is the fact that academically inclined architects were often high ly 
innovative, whereas the best of the progressive practitioners achieved their 
originality by making a fresh interpretation of the meaning of architectural 
tradition. This complex interplay of values resulted in the most significant 
architecture in American history. 

One way to understand the buildings that were shaped by Beaux-Arts 
principles is to come to terms with the criticism that has been made of them. 
The prominent critic Montgomery Schuyler ( r 843- 1914) never fu lly 
endorsed the architecture of what has been called the American Renaissance. 
He thought its ready adoption due to important changes in the nature of 
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120 World's Columbian Exposition , Chicago, Illinois, 1893. The Court of 
Honor, looking west to the Admjnistration Building. 

architectural practice that had taken p lace in the preceding quarter century. 
To take one specific case, Henry Hobson Richardson had been extremely 
busy in the last decade of his life, but was still able to conduct his practice in 
the informal atmosphere of an annex to his home in Brookline, 
Massachusetts. According to Schuyler, this relatively leisurely approach 
would not have been feasible in the 1890s. By then the pressures on the 
practice of architecture had increased radically. Architects no longer had the 
time to design every building and detai l afresh. lfthey wanted their practices 
to succeed as businesses, they needed a system to make architecture easy. The 
classical language, especially as codified and distilled by the many handbooks 
then available, answered such a need. 

By the r 89os a few American architectural practices had grown to an 
unprecedented size. Such offices were structured like factories for the 
production of buildings. Daniel Burnham's was probably the most 
notorious. It had hundreds of employees, organized into designers, 
draughtsmen, engmeers, specification writers, superintendents, and 
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executives-a division oflabor th at faci litated the design and constru ction of 
large buildings of previously unequaled technical complexity. To expedite 
the work, such offices may have adopted the classical language as an easily 
accessi ble and repeatable medium of expression. Y ct it can hard ly be argued 
that Americans were attracted to the Ecole des Beaux-Arts because that 
institution espoused, and helped to train students to produce, an arch itecture 
of exped iency. For it to have been adopted so enthusiastica lly , classical 
architecture must have had a far deeper appea l. 

In Sticks and Stones, a pioneering study of A mcrican architecture published 
in 1924, Lewis Mumford offered a penetrating criti cism of this arch itecture. 
In a chapter enti tl ed "The Imperia l Facade," Mumford raised two issues . 
First, he implied by his disda inful use of the word "facade" that there was 
somethin g dishonest about classical arch itecture. Mumford presupposed that 
a building shou ld be truthful; its exterio r shou ld reveal what is happening 
inside, and it should honestly represent the way it is made. Second, 
Mumford found the message expressed by these buildings offensive . The 
facades celebrated the imperial nature of the in stitutions for which they acted 
as a framework. Mumford claimed that the adoption of thi s architecture 
went hand in hand with the closing of the frontier , the growth of 
monopolies, and the rise of a class of robber barons with ambitions to 
become a new aristocracy. In effect, Mum ford despised th is architecture 
because it seemed to be based on and project an im age of imperial Rome, the 
antithesis to hi s idea l of American society. 

Mumford 's first critici sm wou ld not have concerned architects like Daniel 
Burnham and Stanford White became they placed a much higher premi um 
on beauty than on truth. They would ha ve argued that well planned and 
constructed buildings arc not automatically beautiful and that every 
building has a facade in the sense that the exterior can never be a direct 
translation of what happens inside. Because the exterior is public in nature 
and has to deal with the specia l conditions posed by the o utdoo r 
environment, some degree of independent expression is inevitable. 

Even so, it is sti ll important to assess the extent to which the arch itecture of 
the American Renaissance was untruthful. For example, were the planning 
techniques taught at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts inappropriate to the 
complexity of the modern building program? The answer is not clearcut. 
Comrary to what has usually been written about them, American architects 
tr:iined at the Ecole did not deal only with a narrow and exclusive range of 
buildings. Their practices included works of ci vii engineering, and some of 
them were interested in designing for peop le who lived in other than owner­
occupied houses. Drawing on hi s French experience, Richard Morris Hunt 
designed the first American apa rtment house. Other American architects 

trained at, or in schools influenced by, the Eco le des Beaux-Arts made 
significant contributi ons to the development of this emergin g building type, 
and they also tried to solve one of the great problems of the day: the housing 
of the American wo rkin g population in large cities. Ernest Flagg's 
(1857-1947) work toward this end was the most significant. In 1894 Flagg 
demonstrated an alternative to the standard New York City dumbbell 12 1, i22 

tenement by showing the advantages to be gained by joining severa l 
building lots. He later invented several inexpensive construction techniques. 
Other Beaux-Arts-trained architects had similar interests. The eminent city 
p lanner George Ford ( r 87\)- 1 ~)30) spent four years at the Ecole and wrote a 

12 L, 122 Ernest Flagg: 
dumbbell apartment 
plan, and plan for a 
200-foot by 200-foot 
building lot in New 
York City, 1 894. 
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thesis entitled "A Tenement in a Large City." Isaac N. P. Stokes 
(1867-r944), after three years in Paris, returned to the United States to 
establish an architectural practice which produced important buildings for 
major institutions, but at the same time he took an active role in tenement 
house reform and was instrumental in forming the New York State 
Tenement House Commission. 

Architects like Flagg thought that the techniques they learned at the Ecole 
enabled them to solve any planning problem. But like practitioners of any 
period or background, they were better able to handle small, 
programmatically simple buildings than large, complex ones. McKim, 

i23 Mead & White's Knickerbocker Trust Company, New York (1904), was a 
telling case in point. This bank, which was demolished only two decades 
after it was built, had many masterful qualities. The difference and transition 
between the Fifth A venue and 34th Street facades demonstrated a 
responsiveness to context of which few architects then or since have been 
capable. The ni.:.1in b:.1nking hall was a magnificent space, generous in 
dimensions and sumptuous in details . But the most impressive aspect of the 
Knickerbocker Trust Company was its colossal orders. These four-story 
columns and pilasters were awesome in scale, as suited a bank, but they also 
indicated the structural order of the building and served as a framework 
which encompassed the four separate floors. The different functions of these 

123 McKim , Mead & 

Whire: Knickerbocker 
Trusr Company, New 
York City, 1904. 

124 McKim, Mead & Whirc: National City l:lank, New York City, 1909. 
Section. 

floors were demonstrated through different types of windows, but these vari­
ations were subsumed by the colossal orders. 

When architects trained in this tradition had to build higher than four or 
five stories, they found that they could not stretch the colossal order any 
further. They then had to resort to other devices, none of which in retrospect 
was successful. The Knickerbocker Trust Company was originally meant to 
have thirteen stories . McKim, Mead & White's solution, which can be 
deduced from their National City Bank Building, New York (1909), would 124 

have been simply to superimpose an addition:tl nine-story element, perhaps 
with an articulated cornice, on the four-story bank. This additive approach 
was at best a simplistic solution to the prob lem of the tall building, for which 
there was no obvious precedent in classical architecture. 

When buildings spread out horizontally, architects trained at the Ecole 
were mo re successful, as is amply demonstrated by Grand Central Station, 125 

New York (1903- 13). This was not only the world's largest station, 
processing seventy thousand passengers and two hundred trains per hour, 
but it was also a facility of unprecedented complexity. In addition to long­
distance and suburban trains, the station acted as an intersection through 
which passed a steady stream of pedestrians, taxis, automobiles, several 
subway lines, and special trains that transferred baggage to other stations. 
The architects, Recd & Stem and Warren & Wetmore, developed an 
ingenious solution to this problem. Because of the conversion from smoke-
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125 Reed & Stem and Warren & Wetmore: Grand Central Station, 
New York City, r903-t3. Section. 

producing steam engines to electrically powered tra ins, the high shed that 
had becn an integral part of earlier stations was unnecessary. Instead, the 
trains arrived on three underground levels, and swung around in a loop to a 
marshalling yard from where they were called back when departures were 
imminent. The station blocked Park Avenue so it was necessary to bridge 
42nd Street and to make an upper level road on either side of the station that 
eventual ly deposited cars down at grade past 45th Street. 

Because movement was essentia l to the very nature of a r::iilroad station, 
architects trained in the Beaux-Arts trad ition, w ith all its emphasis on grand 
axes and a promeuade arc/1itecturale, were well suited to deal with it. However, 
the same techniques were not as relevant to other buildings, especially 
libraries. For example, McKim, Mead & White tried to base the design of the 
Boston Public Library around a monumental staircase that led up to the 
main reading room. This resulted in a staircase which jutted out into and thus 
com.promised the interior court. Even so, the sta ircase remained almost 
domestic in scale and did not fulfill what the approach to it promised. The 
arrival at the landing and the transition into the main reading room were 
equally problematical. In order for the gesture to be meaningful, much more 
space and a grander entrance were necessary. In the New York Public 
Library, which opened in 191 r, Carrere & Hastings addressed some of these 
problems. Their approach to the library 's main rooms was a sustained and 
magnificent sequcnce. But it can be argued that this end was ruthlessly 

126 McKim, Mead & White: l3oston Public 
Library, lloston, Massachusetts , 1888- 95. 
Stairhall from landing. 

127, 128 Carrere & Hastings: New York 
Public Library, New York City , completed 
1911. 4211d Street entrance hal l and facade. 
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Villa at Lake Forest. 
Illinois, r908- 18. 
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pursued at the expense of the reading rooms, which .seem small and have 
always been overcrowded. 

Although such libraries were often called palaces for the people, they were 
not j ust magnificent set pieces . They also had to be efficient places for the 
storage and distribution of books. No library built at the turn of the century 
succeeded in coming to terms with this task. By 1890 it was evident that none 
of the traditional models for a library was useful in coping with the 
nineteenth-century explosion of know ledge. The single space, ringed by 
layer after layer of book-lined balconies, became ta ll er and more well-like as 
the number of volumes increased. The large room with alcoves designated 
by subject similarly could not dea l with a collection that expanded rapidly 
and in unpredictable areas, nor could a library composed of a sequence of 
rooms, one for each subject. Clearly some form of book stack was necessary, 
but incorporating this highly specialized space into the rest of the library was 
a task that no architect was able to handle effectively. The floor to ceiling 
height of an efficient book stack did not accord well with the other spaces of 
the library, and too often these vast storage areas were obstacles in the 
library's overall circulation plan. 

Architects of the American Renaissance had similar successes and failures 
in dealing with the planning and construction of other new building types. 
But even though they demonstrated more skill in these matters than they 
have usually been given credit for, their primary concern was still the range 
of expression that could be achieved through the common medium of the 
classical language. Many firms had a recognizable sty le. The severity of John 

Russell Pope's (1874- 1937) work was immediately distinguishable from the 
baroque luxuriance of Ernest Flagg's buildings. But even within a firm, vast 
differences of interpretation were possible, depending on the nature of the 
job and the partner in charge. McKim, Mead & White's Inter borough Rapid 
Transit Company Power House, New York (1903), was not only different 
in expression from the many buildings that firm designed for major cultura l 
institutions, but would have been different again had Charles Fallen McK im 
becn the partner in charge instead of Stanford White. Similarly, the eight 
branch libraries that McKim, Mead & White designed in New York 
(1903- 07) had essentially the same program, but each had a str ikin gly 
different facade. 

Domestic architecture probably offered the designer the most latitude in 
interpretation. Although architects like McKim, Mead & White 
increasingly designed houses in recognizable styles, the choice of a particular 
style was neither automatic nor arbitrary. It depended, as did its 
interpretation in detail, on the nature of the program and the site. Thus, 
Charles Piatt ( 1861- 193 3), one of the period's most sensitive architects, could 
vary his designs from the unprepossessing restraint of his villa at Lake Forest, 129 

Illinois (1908-18), to the vine and trellis covered Woodston at Mt. Kisco, 130 

New York (1905- 08), to the stately portico of the Manor House in Glen 
Cove, New York (1909- 11). Platt and other American architects did not 
restrict them.selves to Roman or Italian sources. At the same time that houses 
modeled on classical villas became popular, there was a revival of interest in 
American vernacular buildings, such as the clapboard houses of New 

143 



England, the stone farmhouses of Pennsylvania, and the adobe churches and 
missions of the South west. I nevi ta bl y this revival was accompanied by many 
saccharine statements about the nature of vernacular architecture, but it did 
result in the recording and preservation of significant buildings and it also 
inspired a few architects to create exemplary works of their own. 

Architects like Charles Platt were of course interested in more than 
facades. The development of the interior of a building was also important. In 
the period's public architecture there was no better example of the 
manipulation of a range of expression from exterior to interior than McKim, 

131, 132, 133 Mead & White's Pennsylvania Station, New York (r906- 10). Its facade, 
stretching along Seventh Avenue from 31st to 33rd Streets, was unsurpassed 
as monumental architecture. Its cornice was continuous, except for slightly 
projecting bays at the center and ends, and was supported by thirty-two 
freestanding unAuted Doric columns, each sixty-eight feet high. The 
monumentality of this set piece was emphasized by the station's austere side 
elevations which were relieved only by Aat pilasters and a series of small 
office windows. 

The spaces inside complemented the character of the exterior. The main 
entrance on Seventh A venue gave access to a long arCJde which led to a Right 
of stairs that emptied into the waiting room. The inspiration for this space 
came from Viollet-le-Duc's restoration of the great hall of the Baths of 
Caracalla, but McKim surpassed even the vast dimensions of that room. To 
get to the trains, passengers proceeded from the waiting room to the 
concourse where another shift in architectural language took place. The glass 
roof of this space was supported by a series of intersecting arched trusses, an 
enticing mixture of the engineer's aesthetic that had characterized roofs of 
ea rlier train sheds and an architectu re of greenhouses and garden structures. 

It is easy to admire the way in which architects of the American 
Renaissance manipulated the classical language as a medium of expression. 
What they were expressing, however, is not always clear. Daniel Burnham 
and many of his contemporaries unabashedly made comparisons between 
their buildings and those of Rome, but the imperial nature of their work is 
not unambiguous. Many of the most significant works of the classical revival 
were not paid for or promoted by millionaires or large corporations, but by 
the local, state, or federal government, all of which presumably acted in the 
name of the people. 

Of course it is possible to argue that the people were not represented in any 
genuine sense in the process of deciding what shape such buildings shou ld 
take. Nevertheless, it is hard to deny the enduring popularity of some of this 

134 architecture. Take, for example, the Lincoln Memorial, which was designed 
by Henry Bacon (r866-1924) in r9r2 and completed in 1922. Standing on 
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York City, 1906- 10. General view, 
main waiting room, and concourse. 
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the banks of the P oto mac at th e end of the long axis that begins w ith th e 
Ca pito l, travels over a mile to the o beli sk of th e W ashin g ton M onument and 
then ca rri es pas t a large re fl ecting pool, th e Lin co ln M emo ri al is an 
unequi voca l masterpi ece o f site planning . But there have always been 
questi ons about th e appropriateness of the memorial itself. Some criti cs have 
expressed these reserva ti ons b y excusin g, and thus d ismi ssing, the memori al 
as primaril y a backd ro p fo r D ani el C hester French's statue of Lincoln . The 
building and the statue do work well togeth er, bu t Henr y Bacon clea rly did 
no t intend hi s buildin g to play a subservient ro le. He wa nted the mem ori al to 
proj ect an image, and it is important to ask wheth er and in what sense th e 

image is appropriate. 
This issue is inex tri ca bly in vo lved w ith th e architectural language of the 

Lin coln M emorial. Specifi c criti cisms have o ften been made o f Bacon 's 
interpretation o f class ica l precedents. W as it correct to co mbine a Greek 
temple with a R o man atti c, to enter such a temple on th e side, not the end , 
and to use Doric columns w ithout bases on such an important monument? 
Other criti cisms have foc used on the austerity of th e rooms Ranking 
Lincoln's statue and th e blandness of the steps leading up to the memorial. 

The more important qu esti on , though, is why Bacon used th e class ical 
language and such a renderin g o f it in th e first place. In 1924 Lewis Mumford 
put the matter in terms of Lin coln 's background . He claimed th at "the 
America that Lin coln was bred in, the homespun and humane and humorous 
Ameri ca th at he wished to preserve" had no thing in common w ith thi s 
" sedulous classic monument. " C learly the mem orial is no hom espun log 
ca bin, but H enry Bacon wo uld ha ve answered Mumfo rd by claiming that 
the classical language w as a uni versal mode o f expression and that his stark 
rendering of the Dori c o rder w as consonant with bo th those homespun 
qualities and Ameri ca n aspirations for culture, a valid and vital impulse with 
which Mumford d id not co me to term s. 

The subsequ ent hi sto ry o f th e Lincoln M emorial makes th ese issues even 
more complex, and ri cher. One undeniabl e tribute to the memorial is that it 
has a presence whi ch has made it an appropriate background for signifi cant 
events. In th e process it has beco me inseparable fro m th e mem ory of those 
events. Thus, an entire generati on 's perception of th e Linco ln M emorial was 
fi xed on 19 August 1963, w hen the March on W ashin g ton was broadcast on 
tele vision. Ever since th en it has been all bu t impossible to look at the Linco ln 
Memo ri al w itho ut associating it w ith the aspirations expressed that day by 
Martin Luther King and th e devas tating events o f the subsequen t decade. 

Civic design w as as problemati cal in th ese term s as architecture. In the 

quarter century after 1893 man y Ameri can architects tri ed to expand and put 
into practi ce th e prin cipl es that had been used at th e W orld 's Columbian 
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134 Henry Bacon: Lincoln Memoria l, W ashington , D . C., 19 12- 22. 

Exposition. C hief among th ese w as D aniel Burnham. In 19o r , as a member 
of the Senate Park Co mmi ssion , he was instrumental in showing how the 
center of Washington, D. C ., cou ld be improved . In the century afte r 
L ' Enfant had outlined hi s ideas for Washin gton , litt le had been don e to carry 
out his ma gnifi cent plan. The land between th e Ca pito l and the Potom ac 
was largely an open pasture, a line of the Baltimore and Potomac Railroad 
had been allowed to cross thi s area on grade, and a railroad stati on had been 
built on the M all nea r 6th Street. The comm ission 's "grea t consistent 
scheme" did away w ith th e railroad and its stati on, streng th ened th e 
de finiti on of th e Mall , esta bli shed the vital cross axes and thus set the 
gui delines th at have been used ever sin ce to loca te key monuments and 
buildin gs . 

The World 's Colum bian Exposition was a gro up of te mporary buildin gs 
fo r a special purpose; th e Senate Park C ommission's plan o utlined a scheme 135 

fo r essenti ally a single, th ough increasingly large and never fac tion-free, 
cli ent. B y the turn of th e century it was still an open qu esti on wheth er these 
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1 36 Daniel H. Burnham and 
Edward H. Bennett: Pla11 of 
Chicago , The Business Center 
of the City, t909. 

137 The Midway Plaisance, 
World's Columbian Exposition , 
Chicago, Illinoi s, 1893. 

principles could or should be applied to an entire city. Burnham tried to 
expand the range of this work in plans for Manil la, San Francisco, and 
Cleveland, but his most significant project of this type was for Chicago . In 
1909 he presented the Plan of Chicago, a beautifully produced and 
comprehensive volume, the scope of which was breathtaking. Burnham 
reworked the center of the city so that major institutions were coordinated 
on an axis that led from a great harbor to a monumental civic center. He also 
designed a vast network of radial streets that knit together the various sectors 
of Chicago, and which were all encompassed within a circumferential 
highway that, anticipating the impact of the automobile traffic, joined the 
distant suburbs on the North and South sides. These streets and roads were 
not simply traffic arteries but were coordinated with a vast park system 
which stretched out along the lake front, throughout Chicago, and into 
extensive nature preserves on the as yet undeveloped perimeter of the city. 

The difficulty with such plans was that their authors tried to impose an 
order on the American city that was simplistic, unrealistic, and undesirable. 
The gap between the ideal and the real was epitomized in the contrast 
between the main exhibitions at the Chicago World's Fair and the unofficial 
section located on the Midway Plaisance. This unofficial area contained a 
broad array of foreign restaurants, amusement rides, and other carnival-like 
attractions. In effect it encapsulated the world of commerce and everyday 
life that was then so much a part of the American city. The urban vision 
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projected in subsequent world's fairs made no allowance for this diversity. 
Nor did the ensuing plans of the City Beautiful movement. In th e Plan of 

C/1icago, for example, there were no skyscrapers, billboards, one-story 
buildings , or elevated rai lways. A narrow and rigid definition of order was 
established and anything that did not fit was ruthlessly banished. 

The World's Columbian Exposition was frequently called the Dream 
City. Its designers and the many others who contributed to the American 
Renaissance have always been open to the criticism that they were out of 
to uch with reality. Charles Follcn McKim once told students at Columbia 
University that "the thing of the first importance in architecture is­
beauty." As such, he was, of course, correct. But too often he and many 
other architects acted as if the only thing of importance in architecture was 
beauty. In response to what they perceived to be an uncultured, materialistic 
clientele , they projected themselves as artists who were too refined to soil 
their hands by becoming involved with any of the down-to-earth issues 
that are inevitably a part of architecture. In doing so they too easily al lowed 
themselves to be content with a stereotyped version of beauty and only 
rarely risked trying to find something more fundamental. 

Clearly the best way to criticize the architecture of the American 
Renaissance was to build a convincing alternative. That was the task that 

138 Louis Su llivan set himself. Sullivan conceived of his Transportation Building 

138 Louis Sullivan: "Golden Door, " 
Transportation Building, World's 
Columbian Exposition, Chicago, 
Illinois, r 893. 

139 Louis Sullivan: Wainwright 
Building, St. Louis , Missouri , 1890--9 1. 

at the World's Columbian Exposition as an alternative to the adjacent 
classical facades. But like the other structures at the Fair, the Transportation 
Building was ephemeral; it was torn down soon after the Exposition was 
closed. Sullivan had, therefore, to realize his ambitious agenda in other 
works, especially several tall office buildings, which he considered the 
period's archetypica l architecture problem. In an essay entitled "The Tall 
Office Building Artistica ll y Considered" (1896) he argued that this building 
type had to be a truthful reflection of its essentia l functions. Like other 
structures, it had distinctly different parts . The first story had to have an eye­
catching entrance and a generally expansive, even sumptuous treatment. 
The second story, which in effect was a mezzanine, followed the pattern of 
the first. Above that there was an indefinite number of essentially similar 
floors of offices, the width of one of which defined the window spacing. 
Finally, the top floor had to contain mechanical equipment. 

In his three masterpieces of this period-the Wainwright Building in St. i39 
Louis, Missouri (1890-91), the Prudentia l (now Guaranty) Building in 
Buffalo, New York (1894-95), and the Condict (now Bayard) Building in 
New York (1897- 98)-Sullivan put his principles into practice. These works 
are enduring testaments to both his vision and his cause. Yet, without at all 
diminishing Sullivan 's achievement, it can still legitimately be asked 
whether the undeniable success of these buildings resulted exclusively from 



his having been able to solve the high-rise problem, or whether it came from 
other sources. 

Su lli van provided a partial answer to this question in his essay. In addition 
to fulfilling functions it was necessary for a builder to heed the "imperative 
voice of emotion." The tall office building had to be lofty. "It must be tal l, 
every inch of it tall. The force and power of altitude must be in it, the g lory 
and pride of exaltation must be in it." It is this emotive quality which makes 
Sullivan's best buildings sti ll vital. But if we ask how Sullivan achieved this 
result-how in effect his buildings of the T 89os departed from his ear lier 
work-it is difficult not to conclude that Sullivan drew upon the classical 
principles to w hi ch he had been exposed at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts and 
w hi ch other American architects were then increasingly finding attractive. 

Several aspects of Sullivan's works can be labelled classical in spirit, if not 
in detail. In the 1880s Sullivan's buildings overtly celebrated the act of 
construction . He used rough, seemingly hand-hewn stone to emphasize the 
organic quality of his architecture, and for the same purpose his ornament 
grew out from one part of the building to another and thus was not 
decisively contained within rigid boundaries. Sullivan's work after i890 
departed from these principles. His buildings did not so obviously make a 
statemcnt about the process of construction. Their piers were Aat and 
virtually undifferentiated, and their ornament was usually restricted to 
spandrel panels or other clearly defined zones. 

Sullivan also drew upon classica l architecture in the organization of hi s 
elevations, a matter that had been problematical in earlier works like the 

116 Chicago Auditorium. The basic divisions may have been dictated by the 
functions of the different levels, but by the i89os Sullivan's buildings all 

139 began to ha ve a distinctly tripartite reading, one which echoed the 
fundamental columnar division into base, shaft, and capital. Sullivan took 
many specific steps to emphasize this arrangement. He unified the office part 
of his skyscrapers by treating all the piers eq ually, even though e~ery other 
one was not structura l. In fact, the plans of his tall buildings contributed little 
to their character. By and large they were unmemorable. There is no 
evidence to demonstrate that their column grids or elevator locations were 
chosen to inform either the organization of space o r the articulat ion of the 
exterior. 

For an architect who frequently proclaimed that "form fol lows 
function," this la ck of interest in the internal arrangement of buildings was 
telling. It was characteristic not only ofSu lli van's skyscrapers, but even more 
so of the rest of his work . In addition to the tall office building, there were in 
the 1890s other emerging building types, but Sullivan addressed none of 
them in more than a perfunctory manner. He failed to do so partly because 
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140 Louis Sullivan: National Farmers' Bank, Owatonna, Minnesota, 1907--08. 

the right com missions did not come his way. As he became more 
disillusioned with a society that refused to ack nowledge hi s geni us, Sullivan 
became more cranky, drank too much, and in 1895 separated from the 
steadying inAuence of his partner Dankmar Adler. But the tragedy of Louis 
Sullivan is also that he probably understood that he was not fully capab le of 
the task he had set him self. His later years were all the ni.ore poignant because 
in the few buildings he did design, especia ll y severa l banks in sma ll 140 

Midwestern cities, he came to depend more and more on people who had 
once been apprentices in his office . George G ran t Elmslie faithfully assisted 
Sullivan until r909 and was responsible for much of the detail of these 
buildings. In conception, however, Sul livan's buildings increasingly owed a 
debt to the work of his most famo us student, Frank Lloyd Wright 
(r867- 1959) 

Later in hi s life Wright frequently proclaimed himself the greatest 
architect that ever lived. Such pronouncements inevitably won him few 
friends, and his work has always becn more appreciated in Europe than in the 
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United States. H owever, now th at it is more than half a centu ry after his 
death, it is time to reevaluate Wright's achievem ent. From this vantage point 
his claim does no t appear fa r from the mark . 

Wright's reputat ion deri ves in part fro m the epic quali ty of hi s life. The 
child of a ne'er-d o-well fa th er and a strong mother, Wri ght grew up 
prim aril y in Wisconsin . Afte r one sem ester o f an eng in eerin g course at the 
University o f Wisconsin , he went to Chicago w here he soon found 
employment with Loui s Sulli van. H e wo rked w ith Sulli van un til he started 
his own prac ti ce in 1893 . Wrig ht soon married , raised a fa m ily in suburban 
Oa k Park , and had a prosperous practice . Acclaim fo r hi s wo rk ca me 
quickly, no t just fro m sources in th e Midwest but also fro m prominent East 
Coast periodi cal s and fro m p rogressive architects in Europe. 

The first sharp break in Wright 's career ca me in 1909 w hen, to the scandal 
of everyone he kn ew, he left hi s famil y and traveled to Euro pe wi th the w ife 
of a neighbo r. When Wright returned to the United States, he was perso 11 a 
11 on grata in C hicago, so he establi shed his pract ice at Ta li esin , hi s summer 
ho me in Spring Green, Wisconsin. Whether Wrig ht co uld have contin ued 
to practice wi thin th e o rbit o f C hi cago is debatable, bu t in an y case the 
questi on w as settl ed fo r him in the summer of i914, w hen a crazed cook at 
Ta liesin set fire to the building and killed most o f the inhabitants, including 
the woman with w hom Wright was living. Wright, who was traveling at the 
time of the fire, was th en fo rty-seven. At that age most people wo uld no t 
have been able to come to terms wi th such a tragedy . Yet Wrig ht was to li ve 
fo r another equall y pro du cti ve fort y-fi ve yea rs. When he di ed in 195 9, he 
had been a practi cing architect fo r seventy-fi ve yea rs and had li ved fo r over 
half the period o f th e Republi c. In Ameri can architecture Wright was, and 
continues to be, th e vital link between the pas t and the future. 

The phrase w hich probably revea ls th e most abo ut Wright 's ea rly work is 
the openin g sentence of the first signifi cant article he wrote about hi s 
architecture. The essay, " In the C ause o f Architecture," appea red in 1908 in 
the Architectural Record and bega n: " Radi cal th o ug h it may be, th e work here 
illustrated is dedi ca ted to a ca use conservative in th e best sense o f th e w ord. " 
The best way to come to terms w ith Wright 's architecture is to understand 
w hat he mea nt by a "ca use conserva ti ve." 

At its broadest level, the ca use conservative enta iled a part icul ar stance 
towa rd society and th e in stitutions for w hi ch its buildin gs acted as a 
framework. Wri ght inherited fro m Louis Sulli va n an overriding fa ith in 
democra cy, but the important difference between th e two men and between 
Wright 's earl y and late ca reer was that at least un til t909 Wri ght had no 
fundamental qualm about the course of democracy in the United States . 
This is no t to say that he ag reed w ith whatever took place. 1 mprovement was 
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always necessa ry, bu t strong fo undations already ex isted . Wright's ea rl y 
wo rk did not presuppose o r t ry to nurture an y new or radi ca l institutions. H e 
accepted and gave an architectural interpretation to the con ventions of the 
~oc i ety in w hi ch he li ved . N othin g more exemplifi ed thi s attitude than 
W ri ght 's o pinions about th e fa mil y. P erhaps beca use he had an unsettled 
chi ldhood, he embraced an idea l offa mily togeth erness th at w as th en shared 
by the maj orit y o f Ameri ca ns. 

Wright was also radi ca l and conserva ti ve in hi s at ti tu de toward the 
landsca pe, w heth er natural o r man-made. In th e yea rs w hen he ca me into his 
own as an architect, man y of Wright 's contempo rari es looked to Euro pea n 
precedents as a guide to help th em loca te their buildin gs in the lan dsca pe and 
conceive o f a broa der context fo r architectural gro upin gs . W right was no t 
unawa re o f ideas fro m Euro pe; indeed , he probabl y absorbed them mo re 
thoroughly th an any of hi s contempo rari es, but he himself did no t find 
anything inherentl y unsat isfacto ry in the Ameri can landsca pe, especially in 
the gridded cities of the Mid west. Whereas many o f hi s contempo rari es 
fo und th e hori zontal gro und plane and th e standard street grid monotono us 
an d tri ed to contri ve dev ices to counter th eir effect, Wri ght simply accepted 
these conditions. All hi s buildin gs o f th e earl y period were based on plan 
g rids w hich usuall y ex tended o utside the external wa lls into th e landsca pe 
immedi ately aro und th e bu ild ing and then eventuall y to the lines o f the 
sidewalks and streets beyond . N o work more exemplified Wright 's attitude 
toward this issue than his " Non-competitive" entry in 19 13 to a competition 141 
fo r th e development of a quarter section of vaca nt level land on th e outskirts 
of C hi cago . Whereas eve ry o th er entrant tried to defl ect th e grid of streets 
that surrounded the site, Wright ran that pattern th rough th e site . 

Just as Wright accepted th e characteri sti c nature of the landscape of the 
Midwest, he also intuited a fundamental relati onship between public and 
pri vate in th e American city . Wright 's buildings were essenti ally of two 
ty pes. His publi c buildin gs, such as th e Larkin Bui ldin g in Buffalo, N ew 142, 143, 144 
York (1904), Unit y T emple in Oak Park , Illino is (1906), and his apartment 
projects were usually o ri ented as much as possible to w ard th e perimeter o f 
th e site. They so metimes presented imposing faca des to th e street, but there 
were few spaces between the sidewalk and the building o th er th an necessa ry 
t ransitional areas. T he buildings, in effect , were enclaves planned around an 
interio r court to which th e general public did no t have access . 

Wri ght 's other type of building was roo ted within the landsca pe. His 
suburban houses, for exa mple, were ancho red down at th e co re b y a fireplace 
and then ex tended outward into a landscape whi ch w as carefully zoned to 
contain outdoor spaces fo r fa mily use and wide lawn s which, though private 
property, were pa rt of a continuous publi c rea lm. 
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145 Frank Lloyd Wri ght: Frederi ck C. Robie House, C hi cago, Ill inois , 1909 

Wright outlined the generi c pa ttern fo r thi s kind of su burban 
development in several of hi s so-ca lled quadruple block plans, and he 
adapted this idea l configurat ion to particular situati ons, such as the difficult 

145 co rn er site on wh ich th e F. C. Robie H ouse, C hi cago (1909) was situated . 
Wright fo rmulated hi s language of architectural clements along similar 

lines. His 1908 " Jn th e Cause o f Architecture" arti cle ackn o wledged his 
method of design . T he plans o f hi s buildings used techn iques th at w ere akin 

146 to those taught at th e Eco le des Beaux-Arts. All th e parts o f his bui ld ings 
were loca ted on a basic g rid, th e ni.o dule of which was usuall y determined by 
th e size o f a windo w , a smaller uni t than that used b y graduates of the Ecole 
and w hich enabled Wright to make more "a rti culate" plans. With thi s 
supple device Wright planned a fidl range o f houses fro m hi s design for a 
$sooo ho use that appea red in the Ladies' Home J oumal in i 907 to hu ge 
mansions w ith complex entrance sequences an d numerous w ings th at spread 
out to take ad va ntage of particul ar aspects o f th e landsca pe. 

It has frequ entl y been sa id that th e projecti on of W right's buildings into 
three dimensions was inspired by th e exercises th at he di d as a child w ith th e 
set o f blocks dev ised by th e Swi ss edu cato r Fried rich Froebe!. D oubtless 
th ese blocks made a profo und impression on Wri ght, but it is aiso important 
to understand th at every one of hi s buildings was o rga ni zed in to three zones, 

a division he fo und inherent in all o rganism s and also in classica l, if no t all , 
architecture. Wright 's bu ild ings res ted on a di stin ct water table that flared 
out fro m the wall line. Above th is " stylo batc" his build ing usually rose to the 
sill of the wi ndows on the top story. From that datum he elaborated three 147 
types of roofs . Some buildings had fl at roofs; others were capped by low hipped 
roofs either " heaped together in pyramidal fas hion" or "presenting quiet 
unbroken skylines ." Still o th ers had low roofs that ended in "simple 
pediments." This essent ial g ram mar was most overt in Wright's small er and 
more block-like build in gs . In other stru ctures he coun tered the horizon tal 
bands that ma rked these basic datum levels w ith o th er lines, such as those 
es tab li shed by the copings of ga rden wa lls and by planters. The resul t, 
therefore, va ried from a sim ple mass to a co m plex play of planes in three 
d imensions. 

Wright once described th e attraction o f a tota ll y undecora ted 
archi tecture, bu t he also admi tted that there was an " ingrained human love 
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146 Frank Lloyd W right: D. D. Martin H ouse, 
13uffalo, N ew York , r904. Fi rst- fl oor plan 
147 Frank Lloyd Wright: T hree designs fo r 
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148 Frank Lloyd Wright: Susan L. 
Dana House , Springfield, lllinois , 
1903. Dining room. 

of ornament." Buildings were not only composed of masses and planes, they 
also had to "dRoresce. " Wright drew upon nature to make his buildings 
flower. Most included planters that were integral to the architecture. In 
addition, he often covered parts of his buildings, such as the "frieze above the 
second-story sill line," with patterns derived from nature and used similar 
designs in his leaded windows. 

148 The other source ofW right's ornament was the history of architecture. In 
designing the capitals of columns Wright drew upon but never directly 
copied Romanesque, classical, and even pre-Columbian sources. His 
diamond-paned casement windows suggested English Tudor architecture, 
and the wood boarding in many of his houses was inspired by Japanese 
buildings. Elements of an American· Palladian tradition also appeared in 
Wright's houses. Indeed, it is hard to think of a strain of architecture that 
Wright did not make use of at some level. 

By manipulating these sources and organizational devices, Wright arrived 
at something for which other architects of the period were looking but 
which in their adherence to a narrow interpretation of the classical language 
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they were never able to achieve: a grammar applicable to the complete array 
of buildings demanded by his society. These structures included public and 
private buildings ranging from office skyscrapers to churches, from houses 
for Chicago millionaires to small country cabins. They constitute the most 
substantial body of architectural work any American has ever produced, and 
it is not an exaggeration to say that Wright did for the United States at the 
turn of the century what Palladio did for the Veneta in his day. 

By r900 some progressive European architects were beginning to look to 
Wright's work for inspiration. His visibility in Europe was enhanced by the 
publication in Berlin in 19JO of a portfolio of his drawings- a catalytic event 
in the development of modern architecture in Europe. Given the European 
response, it is important to ask why Wright did not have a more 
consequential influence in the United States. The answer in part has to do 
with his untidy private life, the consequent negative publicity in the local 
press, and a falling off of importam commissions. But more important was 
Wright 's belief that architecture was a matter of personal creation. He was 
convinced that the only true style was an individual style; that is why he 
constantly distanced himself from other architects . 

This issue came to a head in 1914 when he wrote his second "In the Cause 
of Architecture" article. Earlier he had criticized American graduates of the 
Ecole des Beaux-Arts, but in 1914 the focus of his attack was a group of 
architects practicing in and around Chicago, known as the Chicago or 
Prairie School. Many of these architects- for example, Walter Burley 
Griffin (1876- 1937), Marion Mahoney Griffin (1871- 1962), Barry Byrne 
(1883- 1967), George Grant Elmslie (1871- 1953) and William Drummond 
(1876- 1946)- had worked for Sullivan or Wright. By 1914 they were 
producing substantial work, but it mostly seemed to Wright to be derivative 
of his own buildings. Just as he had broken away from Louis Sullivan, he 
expected other architects, especially those who had worked for him, to find 
their own individuality . 

Wright's position had an undeniable integrity, but by defining "style" so 
narrowly he cut himself off from his contemporaries. It is possible that had he 
established and exerted his leadership in the profession more forcefully, the 
members of the so-called Prairie School might have become even more 
reliant on his architecture. But it is just as likely that if Wright had used his 
growing prominence to help to establish a climate of discourse, individuality 
in architecture might have flourished. Certainly Henry Hobson Richardson 
had seen no conflict between his own architectural development and a 
forceful role in the profession. Given that Wright was essentially at ease with 
the society for which he was building, he might have done more for the 
architectural profession, then still an emerging institution. 



I 

Wright's progressive view of his society 's prospects differed from that of a 
small group of practitioners who also championed truth in arch itecture. At 
the turn of the century in many American cities there was a handful of 
architects who in their perhaps limited way were trying to break new 
ground. They often did this by associating themselves with and contributing 
to an informal movement that located its origins and beliefs in the ideas of 
John Ruskin and William Morris. This Arts and Crafts Movement was given 
a voice in magazines such as the Craftsman which was founded and edited by 
the furniture designer and manufacturer Gustav Stick ley (1858- 1942). The 
social vision of the Arts and Crafts Movement varied, but it was essentially 
regressive, usually based on a crit ique of machine production and an 
idealization of a preindustrial order. 

The most noteworthy Arts and Crafts architects worked in California. 
As elsewhere in the United States, the architecture of Ca li fornia was largely a 
response to two divergent points of view about the legacy of the past. 
Because the settlement of that state had been so recent, most architects felt it 
was their mission to establish continuity with the great works of the history 
of architecture, even if that meant producing only diluted likenesses of them. 
Other arch itects, always a minority, drew the opposite meaning from 
California's rawness. They saw themselves as refugees from the stiAing 
conventions of the East Coast and, by extension, Europe. To emphasize this 
point they often praised the seemingly indigenous and unaffected buildings 
that remained from the Spanish presence and sometimes even took these 
buildings as a point of departure fo r their own work. 

Only a few of these architects were able to come to terms with these 
sou rces in a way that allowed their own work to achieve a vital and 
independent life. It took Irving Gill (1870-1936) many years in practice to do 
so. The son of a Syracuse, New York contractor, Gill somehow while sti ll a 
teenager heard of Louis Sullivan and in 1890 went to Chicago to seek 
emplo yment with him. After two years in Su lli van's office Gill moved to 
San Diego where he largely spent the rest of his life. Gi ll 's first decade of 
practice was undistinguished . Most of his work was representative of the 
better architecture of the period, but it could hardly have been called his 
own. However, Gill soon began to put hi s personal stamp on his work. From 
the missions nearby he extracted not only a vocabulary of cubical forms w ith 
simple rectangular and semicircular openings for windows and doors, but 
also some basic planning rules that were at the root of the classical 
architecture from which these eighteenth-century buildings, however 
distantly, were derived. Equally important was Gill's perception that the 
distinctive qualities of the loca l landscape and plant life could inform and 
enrich his architecture. These sources were reAected in projects that ranged 
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149 Irving Gi ll: Walter Luther Dodge House, Hollywood, Ca li fornia. 19I4- 16. 

from Bel la Vista Terrace, a group of low cost houses in Sierra Madre, 
Ca lifornia (i 9 10), to the 6,500-square-foot Walter Luther Dodge House in 
Los Angeles ( 1914- 16). The Dodge House commission was especiall y 
important to Gill beca use it allowed him to demonstrate fully two hallmarks 
of hi s architecture-a compositional skill that could combine a symmetri cal 
front with a varied but balanced back leading to a garden and an approach to 149 
the design of interiors that featured unadorned walls, the Aush detailing of 
fittings, and no ornament except for necessary hardware. 

Irving Gill had no formal architectural training, but a lack of education 
was not a prerequisite for individuality in design. Bernard Maybeck 
(1862- 1955) luxuriated in the elaboration of idiosyncratic architectural 
details. He was the son of a wood-carver, but when sent to Paris to learn his 
father's trade, he enro lled instead at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts. On returning 
to the United States, Maybeck worked with Carrere & Hastings and was 



150 Bernard Maybeck: First Church of Christ Scientist, Berkeley , California, 
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largely responsible fo r the design of the exotic Ponce de Leon Hotel in St. 
Augustine, Florida (1885- 87). Maybeck eventually settled in Berkeley, 
California, where he remained for the rest of his life. When he was 
rediscovered in the 1940s architectural critics often depicted him as a· rebel 
from convention, but in fact Maybeck always spoke with reverence about 
the Ecole des Beaux-Arts . He bad a deep respect for Greek and Roman 
buildings, which be considered the seminal works of architecture, and this 
know ledge informed everything he designed. It was most obvious in his self­
consciously theatrical stage set, the Pa lace of Fine Arts at the Panama-Pacific 
Exposition in San Francisco, California (1915) . But it was also evident in his 

150 many simple homes and his marvellously eccentric First Church of Christ 
Scientist in Berkeley, California (1909-11). However, precedents, whether 
historical or local, were a point of departure rather than a standard only to be 
copied. Maybeck drew this distinction most overtly in his efforts to make a 
fresh if often idiosyncratic interpretation of a building's construction and 
detailing . His inquiring attitude about this matter allowed him to bring 

151 Greene & Greene: David B. Gamble House, Pasadena , California, 1907- 08. 

together what usually were thought to be incompatible materials such as the 
meta l factory w indows, asbestos boarding, carved wooden brackets, and 
clay roof tiles of the First Church of Christ Scientist. 

Charles Sumner Greene (1868-1957) and Henry Mather Greene 
(1870-1954) produced an architecture of equal originality with a simi lar 
fusion of classica l and vernacular styles. The two brothers were trained in the 
late l88os at M.I.T.'s School of Architecture, which was then based on the 
curriculum and methods of the Ecole des Beaux-Arts. However, equally 
important to them was their previous education at the Manual Training 
High School in St-_ Louis, Missouri, where they learned how to use hand 
tools and machines to shape wood and metal. In the early 1890s they settled in 
California and for a decade, like Irving Gill, produced buildings which were 
at best good interpretations of period styles. However, by immersing 
themselves in the architecture of Japan, Scandin avia, and even Tibet they 
gradually evo lved an interpretation of the relationship between craft and 
form and were soon producing works like the David B. Gamble House in 151 



Pasadena, California (1907-08). Many aspects of this house clearly echoed 
Japanese architecture; others were reminiscent of the bungalows that, largely 
due to Gustav Stickley's publications, sprang up in American suburbs during 
the first decade of the twentieth century. Nevertheless, the Gamble House 
was not just another bungalow, in part because of its size, but mainly because 
throughout the building Greene and Greene transformed conventional ele­
ments and motifs in a fresh and seemingly unaffected manner. 

By 1915 Gill, Maybeck, and the Greenes had all produced buildings which 
were unequivocal masterworks. But thereafter they received few significant 
commissions. Why this was so had on one level to do with circumstances 
particular to each, but on another it was a consequence of their vision of the 
kind of society for which their architecture was intended to serve as a setting. 
Gill, Maybeck, and the Greenes had moved to California to seek a simple 
life. Once there they chose to live in sheltered communities like Pasadena 
and Berkeley. For a short time they were able to find clients who shared or 
were willing to indulge their views. But the simple life could not continue 
forever. For many Americans some version of it seemed to end during the 
First World War. Unwilling or unable to adjust to the changing conditions 
of their times, the four architects all quickly faded into obscurity. That fact 
makes Frank Lloyd Wright's work both before and after the First World 
War all the more remarkable . 
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CHAPTER SIX 

The Lost Momentum 

T/1e Architecture of the 1920s 

One immediate effect of the American entrance into the First World War 
was the need for new buildings for the war effort. To expedite the sending of 
supplies to Europe, major port facilities along the East Coast had to be 
upgraded . The terminals and supply depots constructed in Brooklyn, 
C harleston, Philadelphia, Norfolk, and New Orleans were impressive 
primarily because of their enormous scale. The United States Army Supply 152 

13ase in Brooklyn, for example, monopolized a site a half mile square. Its two 
eight-story warehouses contained almost four million square feet of space. 

Cass Gilbert (1859- 1934), the consulting architect for this project, 
understood the implications of its vast scale. Architectural interest came not 
from ornament, but from the mass of the building, which in turn was a direct 
expression of the functions within. Similarly, the quality of the complex's 
primary space, a glass-roofed court between the two parallel warehouses, 
was a by-product of what happened inside. Two railroad tracks passed 
through this vast area. Traveling cranes lifted freight from the trains onto 
projecting balconies from where it was transported out onto the warehouse 
floors. No one could fail to be impressed by the concentration of activity and 
the dynamism of the machinery in this space, which suggested one of 
Piranesi 's prison interiors. 

The war effort also called for the construction in a short time of an 
unprecedented amount of housing. For example, the two thousand 
buildings to service the fifty thousand soldiers at Camp Lewis, near Tacoma, 
Washington, were erected in eight weeks. The rapidity and scale of this 
effort were impressive, but the architecture was not, as a few standard plans 
were monotonously repeated with no acknowledgment of the lush 
landscape in which the camp was set. 

The housing built for the workers who flocked to the cities in which 
munitions plants and port facilities were located was a different story. Prior 
to r 917, state and loca l governments had only infrequently tried to finance 
the construction of housing; nothing of this nature had been taken on at the 
federal level. Thus, the fact that in 1917 the United States Shipping Board's 
Emergency Fleet Corporation and the Department of Labor's United States 
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Suppl y B ase , Brook lyn , New Yo rk , 
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Housing Corporation were crea ted to build housin g w as significant in itself. 
153 But even more admirable were th e projects th ese o rga ni za ti ons built in th e 

following two yea rs. 
Unlike later fed erally sponsored housing , there was no thin g in the design 

of these projects that stigmatized th eir inhabitants. These communities were 
based on the best o f th e period 's prevai ling princip les of suburban design. 
Architects and landscape architects achi eved thi s hi gh standard by 
differentiatin g houses th at had to be made essenti all y from the sa me plan ; at 
the same time th ey provided continuity from house to house so that the total 
was more than th e sum o f its parts. They va ri ed houses no t onl y by paintin g 
th em different colo rs, bu t also by adding a wide va ri ety o f po rches, shutters, 
and o th er elemen ts. Continuit y was establi shed by th e ca reful layo ut of 
roads, th e planting of trees, and th e control exercised over th e design and 
placement of fences and outbuildings between d wellin gs. Equall y 
important , they tri ed to harmoni ze the new communit y w ith the 
surrounding area. T hu s, th e houses in a project at Port Jefferson , Long Island, 
imitated the buildings of an o ld Long Island fishin g village th rough the use o f 
long shin g les and low caves and a project at Bath , Maine, was o rganized 
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around and took its architectural langua ge from an o ld mansion situated in 
the center of the project w hi ch w as converted into a community center and 
apartment house. 

The important questi on rai sed by th e building that took place during th e 
First World W ar was w heth er thi s experi ence was exceptional , o r w hether it 
contained clues to a new direction for architecture. Even before the war some 
European architects had beco me interested in industri al architecture and 
housing because th ey understood that it was through th e explorati on of such 
buildings that they co uld brea k from outdated and inhibiting architectural 
practi ces. The devastatin g experience of the wa r convin ced th em all the 
m ore th at a new era had arrived and that it was essenti al to rethink th e basis 
of architecture. 

In th e r92os a signifi can t group of Ameri ca n poets, noveli sts, painters, and 
sculptors w ent to Euro pe and , w ith varying degrees of success , par ticipated 
in the avant-ga rde movements of the period . So me of th em may later ha ve 
been ca lled the Lost Generati on , but when th ey returned to the United 
Sta tes, attracted and often conve rted to moderni sm , th ey had a profound 
impact on th eir fi elds and ul timately on all of Ameri can culture. H owever, 



few if any architects followed their lead. Although some European 
practitioners found American grain elevators, warehouses, and factories 
suggestive of a new architecture, American architects ignored these sources. 
The lesson they drew from the cataclysm of the First World War was not 
that a new path had to be taken, but that it was all the more necessary to 
preserve traditions. 

The profession, therefore, ostensibly rededicated itself to principles it had 
cm braced since the turn of the century . Y ct there was a difference. Although 
the unapologetic exuberance and diversity of the imagery of the architecture 
of the r92os can be seen as a telling contrast to the sober language of 
modernism articulated in Europe at the same time, to claim that this work 
represented a vital development is to misunderstand both its essential nature 
and how it differed from the buildings of the previous period. 

Fiske Kimball (1888-r955), the historian who was most familiar with the 
architecture of the 1920s, characterized the change as a "loss of momentum." 
Before the First World War the leaders of the profession may have thought 
that the culture of architecture was at odds with the culture at large, yet they 
firmly and enthusiastically believed that they would eventually be successful 
in their crusade not just to establish the primacy ofbeauty in architecture, but 
in the process also to revitalize the culture. This optimistic state of mind was 
reflected in the grand, or grandiose, scope of their best designs. After the war 
this conviction started to weaken. The "loss of momentum" was due in part 
to the fact that the members of the generation that had rediscovered classical 
principles were older and in some cases tired and even burned out. Equa lly, 
younger architects, no matter how attached they were to the ethos of the 
Ecole des Beaux-Arts, could not have been expected to be as idealistic as 
those who had been to Paris earlier. But external events also played a part in 
weakening the resolve of the profession. As radios, automobiles, airplanes, 
movies, and dozens of other manifestations of a modern culture became ever 
more prominent, it was harder to make the case that the source of 
architecture was still Greece, Rome, the medieva l world, and Renaissance 
Italy. Some architects continued to try to do so, but their efforts were 
undermined by the fact that they no longer were confident they would 
succeed. Others attempted to align themselves with their conception of the 
emerging culture, but they did not have enough conviction about it to create 
a consonant architecture. 

The "loss of momentum," which often led to self-doubt and in some cases 
despair, was reflected in all types of structures, but it was most clearly 
manifested in public commissions- memorials, museums, libraries, and 
government buildings. Many of these were characteristically designed in a 
version of the classical language that was more sober, subdued, and aloof 

1 54 Paul Cret and Albert Kelsey: Pan American Union, Washington, D. C., 
1907-13. 

than its counterpart of the previous period. The exemplar of this architecture 
was Paul Cret ( r 876-r945). Born in France, Cret was an outstanding student 
at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts and came to the United States in r903 to teach at 
the University of Pennsylvania. Cret influenced American architecture not 
only through the students that he trained during his extended career at 
Pennsylvania, but also through his buildings. He received his first important 
commission in r907 when, in association with Albert Kelsey, he won a 
competition for the headquarters of the International Bureau of American 154 
Republics (later called the Pan American Union), Washington, D.C. After 
five years in France during the First World War, Cret returned to the United 
States and designed many works, including the Detroit Institute of Arts 
(1922), the Barnes Foundation, Merion, Pennsylvania (1923), the Hartford 155 

County Building, Hartford, Connecticut (r926), the Folger Shakespeare 
Library, Washington, D.C. (r932), and the Federal Reserve Board Building, 
Washington, D.C. (1935). 

Cret's approach to architecture was based on the assumption that design is 
a discipline that begins with a rational assessment of a building's program 
and the available construction techniques. Cret used metal windows, air 
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conditionmg, and many other contemporary materi als and devices in his 
work, but he never wavered in his conviction that program and technique 
had to find expression in the classica l language. The rules implicit in the 
orders and axial planning were fundamental to the discipline of architecture. 
Cret's unswerving appreciation of this discipline and hi s consequent disdain 
for the introduction of an architect's personality into a design was reflected in 
the evolution of hi s own work. During th e 1920s hi s buildings, at least on the 
exterior, became increasingly austere, or, as some criti cs have claimed, 
starved. Cret gradually distil led the articulate language of the Pan American 
Union into one of flat piers, columns w ithout bases or capitals, minimal 
moldings, and unassertive cornices. 

As a reaction to buildings which indulged in personality- to the effusive 
Baroque-inspired classici sm of the prewar period- thi s lack of expression 
was occasionally refreshing. It was used most effectively in the design of 
memorials to commemorate the dead of the First World War. Fearfu l of 
repeating what were then considered the banalities of Civil War 
monuments, many communities bypassed a predominantly symbolic 
statement by promoting useful projects. Some planted memorial trees. 
Others built community centers. Usually containing an asse mbly hall and 
sometimes an art center, the majority of these buildings were architectural ly 

undistinguished, but there were exceptions: the Club Building (1919) at 
Morgan Park in Duluth, Michigan, by Dean & Dean, for example, and the 
Scripps Playground Building (1919) at La Jolla, California, by Ir ving and 
Louis J. Gill. 

However , purely symboli c memorials were occasionally built through­
out the United States and on battlefields and cemeteries in Europe. Cret 
himself designed memorial s both in France and the United States, but 
probab ly the most effective memorial, the one which used this austere 
classicism to the greatest effect was the Liberty Memorial in Kansas City. 156 
Designed by Harold Van Buren Magonigle (r 867-1935) for a competition 
in 1921 and dedicated in 1926, its outstanding quality was its simplicity. The 
focus of the memorial was a g reat shaft, over two hundred feet high, 
culminating in four statues-the spirits of Hope, Courage, Patriotism , and 
Sacrifice-which in turn supported a censer that at night billowed out steam 
to signify the Flame of Inspiration. 

One problem with thi s spartan rendering of classica l th emes was that in 
the 1920s it was used for buildings-especially those housing a burgeoning 
government bureaucracy-that seemed inexorably to increase in size. At a 
di stance, these buildings sometimes had striking profi Jes. But because of their 
spare detailing, they had little to offer at other scales. To a pedestrian walking 

156 Ha rold Van Buren Ma gonigl c: 
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immediately adjacent to their base, they appeared increasingly to be an 
interminable pile of stone. 

The growth in the administrative and bureaucratic functions of 
government caused other architectural problems. The need to accommodate 
a seemingly endless number of offices upset a sense of balance between large, 
unique public spaces and small, repetitive rooms. Bland administrative wings 
were thus frequently built as separate entities and then attached with no 
convincing relationship to structures that contained the spaces for the public 
and ceremonial functions of government. 

The most blatant example of this kind of architecture occurred in the 
Federal Triangle in Washington, D.C. Some critics had hoped that the 
government's major buildings would be dispersed at key locations 
throughout Washington, but the Public Building Act of 1926- 28 staked out 
the area between Pennsylvania A venue and the Mall exclusively for federal 
buildings. In a few years the space was covered by a network of anonymous 
structures. Because of the configuration of the buildings, most of the rooms 
in them did not face onto major streets or spaces. Instead they looked out 
over bleak side streets, blank light wells, or a semicircular plaza that has been 
used since as early as 1935 for parking. 

The architect who made the most forthright attempt to develop a 
language of abstract classicism was Bertram Goodhue (1869-1924). In 
1891, he and Ralph Adan1s Cram (1863-1942) had begun a productive part­
nership in Boston. But the two always differed in architectural values. In 
1903 Goodhue set up a branch office in New York . The two offices then 
became progressively more independent, and in r914 a forma l separation 
was made. Goodhue had for many years been intrigued by the possibility of 
developing a language of architecture that was not overtly tied to specific, 
well-established precedents. This interest crystallized in his fascination with 
stucco and adobe construction, which he discovered in trips to Cuba and 
Mexico and used in several buildings in the Southwest and California. 

Goodhue tried to use this experience in the design of his major work, the 
157 Nebraska State Capitol (1920-32). The exterior of that bui lding had the 

precision of Gothic and the flatness of a stucco-faced structure. The two­
story base, which marked the height of the surrounding buildings, measured 
432 feet square. It was made of precise stone work and had no ornament 
except for modest moldings around the windows and some sculpture that 
emanated from the stonework at the entrance. At the middle of this base was 
a 3 50-foot stone tower, which acted as a platform for a 70-foot-high lantern. 

158 On top of the lantern was a hemispherical dome covered in gold tiles which 
in turn served as the base for Lee Lawrie's statue, The Sower, which beckoned 
to the prairie beyond. 
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l 57, 1 58 Bertram Goodhue: Nebraska State 
Capitol, Lincoln, Nebraska, 1920-32 . Facade, 
and view of the dome and "J"/1e 501/!er. 

Goodhue contrasted the starkness of the exterior with effusive detailing on 
the interior. The base of the building had a Greek cross plan, set within an 
outer square of offices, thus leaving four interior courts. The arms of the 
cross contained the principal rooms for the Nebraska government. The 
ceilings of these spaces were covered with multicolored mosaics with 
patterns based on American Indian motifs. The vau lted ceiling along the 
centra l axis leading from the entrance to the base of the tower was supported 
by imported green marble columns, the bri lliance of which contrasted with 
the black and white mosaic floors. 

Through such gestures Goodhue passionately tried to fuse the values of 
the official and the popular. Nevertheless, the Capitol was still an 
interpretation of what a building in the heart of America should be by an 
East Coast architect, one who, it was noted at the time of construction, only 
had a "car-window acquaintance" with the prairie and the life of the farmer. 

If some of the architecture of the 1920s groped, however timidly, toward 
abstraction, other work attempted exactly the opposite. Many buildings of 
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159 f-l_ Halsey Wood: Competitive Design for the Cathedral of St. John the 
Divine, 1887. Perspective. 

160 Ralph Adams Cram: Design for the Cathedral of St. John the Divine, 
New York C ity, r926. Northeast view. 

that decade were designed with an almost archaeological precision more 
reminiscent of the 1840s and 1850s than of any subsequent period. The 
architecture of Ralph Adams Cram, Bertram Goodhue's former partner, 
typified this reverence for an immediate correspondence between old 
buildings and new. Disillusioned by the First World War, not on ly because it 
destroyed so much of the architecture that he loved, but also because its 
conclusion seemed to produce no positive result, Cram grew progressively 
more disgusted with all manifestations of modern life during the r92os. He 
responded to the insidious tendencies of modern architecture, which in 
ecclesiastica l buildings he thought were epitomized by Auguste Perret's 
reinforced concrete churches, by making his postwar work follow known 
precedents much more directly than anything he had designed before the 
war. Nevertheless, in doing so he readily acknowledged that a return to the 
va lues of the Middle Ages, the yardstick he used to measure everything else, 
was increasingly unlikely. With no conviction about the present or the 
future, Cram may have resorted to an archaeo logica l approach to design as 
much because he simply did not know what else to do as because he wanted 
to demonstrate what the great works of the past had been about. 

No project better summarized Cram's approach to architecture in the 
1920s than the work he did for the Cathedral Church of St. John the 160 

Divine, New York. A competition for the Cathedra l had been held in 1887. 
Cram submitted two designs: one in the manner of Henry Hobson 
Richardson, the other more decisively Gothic. The outstanding scheme was 
a highly original design, an authentic vision submitted by Halsey Wood 159 

entitled "J erusalem the Golden." The competition, however, was won by 
Heins & La Farge with a vaguely Romanesque or Norman design on a 
monumental scale. Work proceeded on the building for twenty-five years, 
and when the last of the partn ers of the firm in charge died, Cra m was given 
the job. His response was simply to convert the scheme into a Gothic 
cathedral. Cram was skilled , even inventive, in doin g this. He accepted the 
original plan, but created a new vaulting system for the nave, high side aisles 
with dramatic clerestory windows, novel double buttresses to receive the 
thrusts of the vaults, and a dramatic roof to cover the unprecedentedly large 
crossing. Nevertheless, all these decisions were taken with in a narrow 
definition of what was possible. The result was a competent, but uninspired 
church-especially compared to "Jeru salem the Golden." 

The same can be said of the buildings that Cram and his contemporaries 161 

designed for American universities in the 1920s. Harvard, Yale, Princeton, 
D uke, and many other universities no longer used Gothic and Georgian with 
any deep conviction about the appropriateness of these styles in crea ting a 
collegiate ambience. T hese conventions instead were drawn upon mainly to 
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please alumni and to enable the architect to proceed quickly with his work. 
In retrospect one has to admire, however grudgingly, the fact that so much 
tracery an d so many carved pediments were turned out in so short a time, 
but with only a few notable exceptions the detailing of this work was simply 
copied from standard books. There was also no sustained attempt to respond 
in the language of these buildings to the often unique sites they occupied or 
to the changes in scale that occurred when Georgian was extended to five 
stories or Gothic spread out over severa l acres. 

Direct use of precedents was most assertive in the architecture of the 
t; 

period's big houses. The i92os was the last decade in which an individual 
could build a house of enormous, if tasteless, magnificence. There were still a 
few clients who had a vague image of what a grand house should be and the 
money and lack of inhibitions to turn dream into reality. Of these houses, the 
least engaging were on the East Coast, especially on Long Island , which was 
much too close to centers of taste for the creation of a true architectural 
fantasy. In California the most la vi sh and famous of these houses was the 

162, 163 castle William Randolph Hearst built for himself at San Simeon . Designed 
by Julia Morgan (1872-1958), who had studied at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, 
Hearst' s castle was actually a complex of three guest cottages surrounding 
the main house, La Casa Grande . This building was planned in a setting of 
r 23 acres of gardens, terraces, and pools . Its main facade was flanked by two 
Spanish campaniles containing thirty-six caril lon bells. These towers marked 

162, 163 Julia Morgan: Casa 
Grande, Hearst Castle, San 
Simeon, California, begun 
mid-r92os. Main house, 
and view of the dining 
room. 
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the entrance to the house and to a sequence of rooms which were 
extraordina ry not only for their scale-the assembly hall measured one 
hundred by forty-two feet- but also for their interior decoration. Europe 
was Hearst's source not only for furniture, such as Cardinal Richelieu's bed, 
but also for entire cei lings from sixteenth-century Ital ian palaces and 
extensive mosaic floors from Pompeii. 

Architects of big houses in Florida often tried to elaborate upon images of 
Mediterranean architecture, but the most spectacular home there was 
Vizcaya, an adaptation of the Villa Rezzonico in Bassano de! Grappa near 
Venice. Built by James Deering, chairman of the board of International 
Harvester, the major manufacturer of agricultural equipment, Vizcaya was 
sited in one direction toward Biscayne Bay. Another axis of the house ran 
over an intri cate series of parterres that culminated at a casino on a hill. Two 
paths fanned out on either side of the casino to an artificial lake in which 
visitors co uld paddle Venetian gondolas. T he house itself was a repository 
fo r an extraordinary art co llection and is now the Dade County Art 
Museum. 

Images drawn from such houses were frequently used in Hollywood 
movies of the i92os and stimulated in millions of Americans, many of whom 
were buying their first cars, the desire to own miniature versions of these 
dream houses in the period's burgeoning suburbs. Inevitably many of these 
districts were littered with repetitive houses and laid out with minimal 
imagination and no vision of a public streetscape. But there were also many 
suburbs which maintained the high standards that had been achieved in 
suburban design before and during the First World War. These 
characteristically had a mix of house types that avoided repetition, well­
designed streets and intersections, and coherent commercial centers. 

Althoug h an in creasing number of suburban resi dents traveled to an d 
from home by ca r, the network of streets in these areas was usually still 
designed as if commuting was done by train. Creating a residential area 
based on the automobile was a task that was undertaken by C larence Stein 
(1882-1975), H enry Wright (1878-1936), Lewis Mumford (1895-1990), 
and other members of the Regional Planning Association of America. The 
ultimate purpose of this group was to develop a comprehensive approach to 
regiona l planning which would prevent piecemeal land development. The 
association 's concept of community design came largely from Ebenezer 
Howard's ideas of combining the best of town and country by carefu ll y 
restricting residential and industrial growth to prescribed areas contained 
within green belts of farmland. 

Members of the Regional Planning Association were ab le to put their 
ideas into practice by conv incing A lexander M. Bing, a successful apartment 
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164 Radburn, New Jersey, 192() 

house developer, to finance the City Housing Corporation , a limited 
dividend housing company. The corporation's most ambitious venture was 
the construction ofRadburn, N ew Jersey, which was intended to be a self- 164 
con tained new town, but which in reality was a co mmuter suburb of New 
York City. Radburn was based on several important planning principles. It 
was located within a rin g of major traffic and railroad arteries which gave 
access to, but did not cut through, residential areas that were divided into 
neighborhoods based on a maximum walking distance to a schoo l. 

The neighborhoods were joined together by a continuous greenbelt with 
pedestrian underpasses to avoi d traffic intersections. Within a neigh­
borhood, houses were laid out on automobi le cul-de-sacs, thus leaving the 165 
house to front on a hedge-lined path that led to the shared greenbelt. Because 
a group of cu l-de-sacs formed a larger block, fewer streets were necessary 
than in an ordinary suburb. This principle had been developed in housing 
schemes designed in the 1920s in New York by Andrew Thomas and at 
Sunnyside Gardens, an earlier and more restricted venture of the City 
Housing Corporation. However, its first complete adaptation to the 
automobile and a suburban context occurred at Radburn. 

rSr 



165 Plan of Durnham Place, 
Radburn, New Jersey, 1929. 

The first homeowners moved into Radburn in May r929. For several 
years after the stock market crashed the City Housing Corporation 
continued to buy land and build houses, but at a reduced rate. Finally the 
company went bankrupt. Houses at Radburn are today eagerly sought after, 
but, though a success in many ways, the planning principles embodied in 
that development can be fau lted on two major grounds. Radburn was an 
alternative to the su burban street, which its planners considered visua lly 
monotonous and dangerous, especially with increasing automobile traffic. 
Undoubtedly many such streets were monotonous, but some landscape 
architects and planners understood this fact and had elaborated many 
techniques for coping with it. Equally important, the areas that rep laced the 
street were not problem free . Since the front door did not face the cul-de-sac, 
it was necessary to walk around the side of the house to get to it. Few people 
made the effort, and the back door and kitchen became the main entrance. In 
addition , though the cul-de-sac was meant primarily as a utility area, 
children often used those spaces more than they did the greenbelt. 
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The planning of commercial facilities at Rad burn was also problematical. 
In earlier suburbs and small towns, shopping had been placed in the center of 
the community. At Radburn it was located on the periphery, at the 
intersections of the main traffic arteries that led to the neighborhoods. Not 
only , therefore, was the idea of a physical foc us of the community 
abandoned- the school and the greenbelt were never adequate substitutes­
but the planners of Rad burn also grossly underestimated how large those 
shopping centers had to be and how much space automobiles would 
consume in gain ing access to them. Nevertheless , by giving priority to the 
automobile they paved the way for the huge shopping centers and 
automobile dominated communities built after the Second World War. 

The banning of shopping from the center of Rad burn was only one of 
many manifestations of a continuing and broadly shared uneasiness about the 
culture of commerce. Architects designed office buildings , stores, and 
factories, but no one was sufficiently convinced about what these structures 
stood for to be able to articulate a comprehensive language that could be 
adapted to commercial as well as public, educational, religious, and domestic 
architecture. Even though the government regulated it, universities trained 
people to administer it, churches derived income from it, and houses 
received its products, the world of commerce and industry was a category 
apart as far as architecture was concerned. 

The most attention-attracting commercial building continued to be the 
office skyscraper. When Louis Sullivan died in 1924, he was all but forgotten 
by the profession and so was his attempt to base the skyscraper on the 
expression of the structural frame. Instead, as H arvey Wiley Corbett 
(1873- 1954), one of the chief designers of skyscrapers, explained in the same 
year, since "advertising, exploita ti on, and publicity were the animating 
agents behind the commercial age," the job of the architect was to give 
expression to these forces. T he skyscraper must have a distinct 
physiognomy which wou ld readily identify the company that erected it. 

Although individuality was the goal, severa l distinct patterns for 
achieving it were defined in the 1920s. If expressing the structural frame was 
pursued at all, it received vague lip service in attempts to make the skyscraper 
a Gothic tower. In 1913 Cass Gilbert designed the Woolworth Building, 
New York, in a distinctly Gothic manner, complete with gargoyles and 
flying buttresses. This approach received support from the l 922 Chicago 
Tribune Competition, which was won by John Mead Howel ls (1868-1959) 
and Raymond Hood (1881- 1934) with another Gothic-inspired design. 
However, as much notice went to the runner-up, Elie! Saarinen (r873- r950) 
of Finland , who also submitted a distinctly vertical design, more abstract in 
its detai l than Howells and Hood's entry. Because of its verticality and 
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I66 Cass Gi lbert: Woolworth Bui ldin g, New York City, 1913. 

r67 J ohn Mead Howells and Raymond M. Hood: C hicago Tribune Tower. 
Winning entry in the r922 Chicago Tribune Competition. 

abstractness, Louis Sullivan hailed Saarinen's design as a " lonely cry in the 
wilderness," a fact that has often led critics to assu me that all the vertical 
members in Saarinen's scheme were direct echoes of structure. They were 
not, and in this respect Saarinen's building was as contrived as other entries. 

Other skyscrapers followed the lead of M cKim, Mead & White who, 
especia ll y in their Municipal Building (1914) in lower Manhattan, made no 
pretense at revealing the frame. Instead they clad the enti re building in a 
stone skin. Having made this decision, determining the appearance of the 
building was mainly a matter of architectural composition. McKim, Mead & 

White used the tripartite formu la of classical architecture, but then further 
divided the bui lding into several horizontal layers, each differentiated by an 
elaboration of various orders. Welles Bosworth 's (1869-1966) American 
Telephone and Telegraph Building, New York (1923), was probably the 
extreme manifestation of this approach. To compose the building Bosworth 

168 Elie! Saarincn: Chicago Tribune Tower. Runner-up in the 1922 Ch icago 
Tribune Competition. 

169 Hugh Ferriss: Image of "The Future City," from The City of Tomorrow, 
1929. 

piled eight tiers of Ionic on top of a Doric hypostyle hall. The buildin g was 
completed with a frieze of triglyp hs and metopes, carried on thirty-foot 
Doric columns. 

Although tall buildings based on this approach to architectural 
composition were erected throughout the 1920s, the most distinctive 
skyscrapers were those that were shaped expli citly in response to the New 
York C ity zonin g law of 1916. This law required that above certain neights 
buildings be set back from the lot line to allow more light into the streets 
below. In a sense the building envelopes that resulted from these laws 
provided a rational or at least nonaesthetic basis for determining the 
physiognomy of a skyscraper. But the set-back skyscraper was soon seen as a 
style in itself. When an architectural renderer such as Hugh Ferriss 169 
(1889- 1962) drew hypothetical skyscrapers based on the zoning laws, he 
projected more than a strict reading of what was contained in those 



regulations. The same was true of artists like Georgia O'Keefe and John 
Marin, who were interpreting the skyscraper in cubist compositions, and of 
those architects who started to think of the set-back building in terms of 
Mayan prototypes and who designed buildings with stepped profiles in cities 
which did not have New York's regulations. 

There were, in fact, two types of set-back skyscrapers. The first, and 
probably the more pleasing, stepped up and back in even increments. 

172 Raymond Hood's American Radiator Building (1924) and Voorhees, 
Gmelin & Walker's Barclay-Vesey Building (r926) were the notable 
examples of buildings with these pyramida l profiles . However, a different 
configuration occurred on larger sites, because the zoning law specified that 
a quarter of a lot could be built upon without any height restriction. The 
other type of set-back skyscraper, therefore, terraced up to a given level and 
then had a straight tower superimposed on top. The only restraint to the 
height of the tower was an economic one. Since more elevators, staircases, 
and service risers were needed the higher the building rose, the percentage of 
floor space these facilities consumed was usually the controlling factor. 

The architects of these set-back skyscrapers often praised their unadorned 
masses. It was for this reason that Arthur Loomis Harmon's (1878-1958) 
Shelton Hotel, New York (1924), was lauded and also why in 1925 this 
bui lding was awarded the gold medals of the Architectural League of New 
York and the American Institute of Architects. Yet, all the Shelton Hotel's 
critical intersections, especially the corners, cornices, and balustrades, were 
celebrated with ornament, and in fact no skyscraper of the 1920s was 
designed without some kind of elaboration. 

The source of such embel li shment varied, but much of it can be classified 
under the vague term Art Deco, a style which was vitalized by many of the 
designs at the Exposition des Arts Dccoratifs in Paris in r925, but which had 
its origins several years earlier in both European and American 
manifestations of expressionism. Art Deco, or Jazz Modern, had many able 
practitioners and it was as much a style of office interiors and store fronts as of 
entire buildings. But its most thorough manifestation, and the building for 

i70 which it is best known, was the Chrysler Building, New York (1930), 
designed by William Van Alen (1883- 1954). As a critic in i930 pointed out, 
the Chrysler Corporation should have been pleased with its building, 
because it had earned more publicity for the company than any other more 
conventional form of advertising. This feat was accomplished primarily 
through the building's striking profile. The corners of the set-backs were 
marked by striking gargoyle-like figures and the tower itself ended in the 
building's most identifiable feature-a series of rounded shapes that 
telescoped into a culminating pinnacle. 
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170 William Van Alen: Chrysler lluilding, New York City, 1930. (ceuter) 



171 Raymond Hood: Rex Cole Showroom, Bay Ridge, New York, 1931. 

172 Raymond Hood: Am erican Radiator Bui lding, N ew York City, 1924. 

Art Deco, as exemplified by the Chrysler Building, was a style that 

architects trained ar the Ecole des Beaux-Arts could use for commercial 

buildings instead of the traditional languages of ornament. T he 

problematical nature of the sty le's broader appl icabi lity, and of the period's 

architecture in general, was epitomized by the career of Raymond Hood . 

167 Shortly after he won the Chicago Tribune competition with a Gothic 

172 skyscraper, Hood designed the American Radiator Building with a stunning 

exterior of black bricks and gold pinnacles and trim. Because of its dark 

exterior the building glowed when illuminated at night, as was appropriate 

for the headquarters of a company that sold radiators. In designing a series of 

showrooms for a refrigerator distributor, Hood was similarly commercial 

171 in topping the building with a huge refrigerator, much in the same way 

that a cylindrical compressor was then placed on top of this modern 
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173 Raymond Hood: Daily News Building, New York City, 1930. 

174 Raymond Hood: McGraw-Hill Building, New York City, 19J2. 

appliance. Nevertheless, Hood had no compelling allegiance to this or any 

other style . The buildings he designed in the late 1920s and early 1930s, 

especial ly the Daily News (r930) and McGraw-Hill (1932) buildings, were 173, 174 

more austere, echoing modern European architecture. One was basically 

vertical in composition, the other horizontal. In fact, the pragmatic Hood 

readily acknowledged that he had no firm opinion about whether a 

skyscraper should be treated "horizontally, vertically, or cubically." 

The sa me aimless superficiality characterized the way architects thought 

about the appropriate setting for the skyscraper. The passage of the New 

York City 1916 zoning law was a recognition of the fact that rules were 

necessary to govern how one tall building was sited in relation to another. 

The effect of the law was to iso late each building from its neighbors. 

Raymond Hood sensed that the logical conclusion of the pattern of 



development implied by th e law was a "City o f Towers" in w hich the 
smaller buildings th at spread o ut evenl y over N ew York 's blocks would 
eventuall y be replaced by isolated towers. Anti cipating thi s state, H ood did 
no t make the side w alls of the Ameri can Radi ato r Building bl ank , as would 
have been the custom. Instead , he cut the co rn ers and made the side 
eleva ti ons similar to th e front and back, thus im pl yin g o mn idirection ality. 

Even though, as Hood recogni zed, the zoning laws implied a city of 
isolated to wers, througho ut th e 1920s many N ew York architects ca lled for 
the o pposite pattern of develo pment . Hugh Ferri ss freq uentl y did renderings 
th at showed traffi c-bea rin g bridges lea ping fro m one tall building to anoth er. 
In fac t he took th e idea of a co nn ected fa bri c of tall buildin gs so fa r as to 
prophesy th e constru cti on of a net work o f huge skyscraper bridges, the top 

175 decks of which would be used as airplane runways. Provocati ve as thi s idea 
was, architects were hesita nt to elaborate upon such visions in m ore detail. 
Har vey Wiley Corbett w rote abo ut the need fo r a network of multilevel 
streets, each with a di ffe rent type of traffi c. Bu t he was un able to put thi s idea 
into the context of a comprehensive vision o f th e urban en vironment, in th e 
manner of Le C orbusier. N or did C orbett back up hi s ideas w ith compelling 
stati stics, as the Briti sh town planner Raymond Un win d id in hi s 1935 study 
of th e impact of skyscrapers on th e volume o f street traffi c. 

Beca use th e possibi lity of conn ecting skyscrapers was onl y di scussed in a 
rudimentary manner, it is not surp rising that attempts to build upper-level 

T75 Hugh Fer ri ss: An advanced 
stage of "The Future City," from 
The City of Tomorrow, 1929. 

J 76 Rockefe lle r Cente r, New 
York C it y, 1931 - 40. 
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walkways fa iled, as is amply ilJustrated by RockefeJJ er Center. C onceived in 176 
the late 1920s and fini shed in 1940, this vast complex of buildings covered 
three N ew York blocks and contained probably th e most urbane public space 
in th e United States . Yet th e group of slabs that surrounded the plaza was a 
fa r cry from the architects' first conception of a network of tali buildings con­
nected by upper- level walkways. They did not have to pursue the idea very 
fa r to understand that, even at this vast and intensive sea.l e of development, 
such bridges did not make sense. 

With a fe w notable exceptions, such as th e plaza at Rockefeller Center, the 
g rea t publi c spaces o f th e peri od were not squ ares, streets, o r parks, but the 
interi o rs of buildings. Skyscra pers often had impressive elevator lo"::ibi es, but 
these spaces usuall y had no signi fica nt fun ction . Visito rs o r work ers wan ted 
to get to th e eleva to r as qui ckl y as possible and loite rin g in the lobby was 
di scouraged . One exception was the C unard Buildin g, designed in r92 r by 177 
Benj amin Wistar Mo rri s (1870-1944). The exteri or of th e C un ard Buildin g 
was an undi stingui shed agglo merati on of cl assica l elements, but the interior 
stood out beca use the C un ard C ompany used th e first fl oo r as a huge 
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t77 Benjamin Wistar Morris: Cunard Building, New York City, i921. The 
Great Hall. 

booking office as well as an elevator lobby. At a time when steamship travel 
was in its prime, Cunard was able to celebrate the purchasing of a ticket in a 
magnificent space that the critic Royal Cortissoz described as "Mcdician." 
When you were in it, you felt "a sense of business raised to a higher power." 
The center of the Great Hall was capped by a seventy-foot-high dome which 
was embellished with scenes from the history of sea travel. 

Magnificent public spaces were also to be found in the huge hotels that 
were built in American cities throughout the i92os. A hotel such as the 
Stevens in Chicago, designed in 1927 by Holabird & Root, could 
accommodate almost three thousand guests. The heart of this bui lding was 
a grand stair hall, 46 feet by 140 feet, designed in the Louis XVI style and 
modeled after a space in the Petit Trianon. The stair hall gave access to the 
building's many public rooms, including a grand ballroom for three 
thousand which was decorated with gilded plaster work, mirrors, and 
mura ls but which, nevertheless, could serve for events as diverse as a formal 
banquet, an automobi le·show, or a small circus. On the West Coast certainly 
the most sumptuous hotel of this kind was Schultze & W caver's Los Angeles 178 
Biltmore (1923), which had a three-story-high lobby that culminated in a 
marvelously elaborate staircase with a richly wrought balustrade. The fact 
that there were ten floors of hotel rooms above this space did not inhibit the 

178 Schultze & Weaver: Biltmore Hotel, Los Angeles, California , 1923. Lobby. 



179 Joseph Urban: Reinhardt Theater, New York C ity, 1928. 

architects from decorating the ceiling with elaborate wooden beams in the 
Spanish Renaissance style. 

T he design of movie theaters of the period was even more lacking in 
restrain t. In the r92os new opera ho uses and theaters fo r drama continued to 
speak to a high culture, but the movies were for a mass audience, and no 
other building type was more responsive to what the public, in the broadest 
sense, wanted. The ma in exterior expression of these buildings was usua ll y a 
lav ishly lit marquee. J oseph Urban (1872-1933), who emigrated to the 
United States from Austria in 1911, was one oftbe few architects who tr ied 
to celebrate the theater bui lding itself. _Urban had designed many opera sets 

179 and had a g reat sense of the theatrical. In his Reinhardt T heater ( r 928) in 
New York he used the electric light as the dominant motif not just of the 
marquee but of the entire facade. Strung out in long lines that ill uminated 
emergency exterior staircases at night, these lights produced a brilliantly 
glowing facade that culminated in a spire-like pattern that advertised the 
theater. Urban's Ziegfeld Theater, New York (1927), was even more self­
consciously theatrical. The front of the building took the form of a huge 
proscenium. The pilasters that framed this baroque fantasy and many other 
details all gave the theater a larger-than-life quality that heightened the 
expectations of arriving moviegoers. 
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The plan of the Ziegfeld Theater departed from. the traditional fan­
shaped form and was an oval. The walls and ceilings were decorated with 
floral patterns of bright colors that recalled those used by Urban's Viennese 
contemporary Gustav Klirnt. But the outstanding theater of this era was the 
Radio City Music Hall (1932) in Rockefeller Center . Radio City largely 180 

resulted from the efforts of Samuel Lionel H.othafcl ("Roxy"), a theater 
entrepreneur who in 1927 built the Roxy Theater which seated 5920. 
Designed in a melange of styles, the Roxy had a huge circular lobby that 
opened into an ornate auditorium. 

At Radio City, Roxy used the same format-a low ticket lobby leading to 
a sumptuous hall and then to a lavish auditorium- but on an even more 
elaborate scale. The object of the ticket lobby was to marshall the customers 
through in orderly lines so that they wou ld quickly proceed to the grand 

,fobby, a space 140 feet long, 45 feet wide, and 60 feet high, culminating in a 
grand staircase that led up to the balconies of the audito rium and down to a 
basement lounge. However, the building made its impact not so much from 
a dramatic sequence of spaces as from a careful choice of colors and details for 
each area. The color scheme of the grand hall consisted basically of reds and 
browns, but these were vitalized by a carefully conceived pattern of m irrors, 
lights, black carrara g lass, and polished n1etals, all of which, together with a 
go lden ceiling, produced a sparkling effect. Although the grand hall was 
dramatic, the auditorium was the true climax. The great stage was 
approached under huge arches, patterned after the sun's rays, that telescoped 
towa rd the prosceni um. A light orchestra tion was capable of producing 

180 lbdio City 
Music Hall , 
Rockefeller Center, 
New York City, 
1932. 
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num erous effects, from the light o f dawn to the aurora boreali s. C learl y 
subtlety was no t what Roxy, th e designers, and the audi ence w ere after. 

Although th e m aj o r th ea ters were in N ew York , it w as incumbent on 
eve ry city to have a m ovie-sho win g fa cility that at least aspired to th e 
standards o f th e pi cture palaces of th e Empire C ity . It is in the nature of such 
buildings that it is difficult to di sentangle th e m emo ri es associated with a 
particular theater fro m th e architecture itself. Even so, a fe w th ea ters stand 
o ut. M eyer & H e ller's Grauman 's C hinese Theater , H o ll yw ood, Ca lifornia 
(1927), for exa mple, was fa m ous in the late 1920s beca use m ovie stars bega n 
to leave their fo o t- and hand prints in th e sidew alk in front of it. But it was 
signifi cant as a building because in makin g on e o f th e m ore ex trem e 
statements abo ut the association o f a mo vie th eater with th e exo ti c, its 
architects w ere inno va tive in th eir castin g of ornament in con crete. The 
Winema Thea ter in the sm all town of Scoti a, Ca lifornia , w as ofa completely 
different scale, but in its consi sten t use o f Ty ro lea n m oti fs w as as delightfully 
o bsessive as any o f its big cit y counterparts. 

D ozens o f sources w ere drawn upon for th e interi ors of m ovie thea ters, 
but certainly one of the m ost in geni ous was J o hn Ebcrson's Capito l Theater 
in C hicago. The audi to rium was m eant to simulate an Itali an garden under a 
M editerranea n sky , featurin g a m oonlit ni ght. On th e left side was a trompe­
l'oeil version o f an Italian palace faca de. The ri ght side represented a terra ced 
roof ga rden with a sm all temple. The ceiling o f th e audito rium suggested a 
deep blue sky with movin g clouds and twinklin g stars. Thus, no t onl y w as 
indoo rs completely transformed into outdoors, but simpl y b y paying th e 
::id mi ssion pri ce, Chi cago 's weary workers cou ld also enter an Ita lian ga rden 
which, its architect admitted, took its motifs as much fro m a P ersian court 
and a Spanish patio as from sources in Mil an , Pavia , and Veron a. 

The movie th eaters and virtually everything th at was built in th e 1920s 
can serve to remind us th at architecture has a scenographic fun ction . In fa ct 
so me of the most vivid images of the period's arch itecture are preserved in 
mo vi es made in the late 1920s and ea rl y 1930s . But architecture ca n be m o re 
th an scenery design. Through a co mpel ling interpretati on of its clements, 
architecture ca n enga ge the deepest levels o f thoug ht and feelin g. Beca use 
no one in th e 1920s was able to respond convin cingly to this challen ge, th e 
loss o f momentum probabl y w ould eventually have resulted in a standstil l 
:ind th en a major reo ri entation , even if events outside the immediate 
concerns of architecture had no t intervened . But th e Grea t D epression did 
happen and could not be ignored . W ith its onse t, m ann eri sm s th ::i r had been 
popular onl y a few yea rs ea rli er suddenl y seem ed d::i tcd. Once th ey were 
stripped away, littl e remained to serve as th e found ati on fo r an architecture 
o f the N ew D ea l. 

C HAPT ER SEV EN 

The International Style and Beyond 

T /1 e A rchitecture of tlie Ne w Deal 

B y 1932 manu fac turin g o utput had fa llen to 54 percent o f what it had been in 
1929. The automobile industry w as operating at one-fifth its i929 peak; steel 
pl ants w ere producing onl y 12 percent of th eir capacity. In th e sa me three 
yea rs Ameri ca n foreign trade declin ed from $10 billi on to $3 billion. A yea r 
after th e stock ma rket crash, 6 million Americans w ere un employed . 
Between August 1929 and March 193 3 employment in the building industry 
had fa ll en 63 percent; by the end of 1932, 85 percent of th e architects in N ew 
Yo rk C ity w ere out of w ork. 

T he cri sis in the nati on 's economy confirm ed doubts about th e future of 
architecture th at at least a few Ameri can pract iti oners had alread y begun to 
sense in the late 1920s . These do ubts had man y sources, but they were 
accentuated by th e kn o wledge th at a new architecture was emerg ing in 
Europe. Thi s architecture was troubling beca use of its austerity and th e fa ct 
th at it seem ed to make re ference neither to the hi stori c styles nor to th e forms 
th at had beco m e so popular after the Expos ition des Arts D ecoratifs in Pari s 
in 1925 . More important, it was acco mpanied by propheti c statements about 
th e chan gin g nature o f industri al produ cti on and a new order o f society. 

The first articles about modern European architecture began to appear in 
American maga zines in 1927. By 1932 it was clear th at it w as not just a 
pa ss in g idiosyn cras y. A sm all but vocal group of European architects who 
had emigrated in the previous decade and a few Ameri can converts w ere 
ann ouncing that the new architecture should and would be adopted in th e 
United States. Therefore, as th e Great Depression dragged on , those 
architects who still believed in th e values that had sustained the profession 
thro ugh th e previous decade w ere forced to begin to entertain the possibility 
that th ey w ere hopelessly behind the tim es . The iron y, o f course, o f thi s 
confrontation with new ideas w as that by 1930 the period o f g reates t 
inn ova tion in modern European architecture was over. 

O ne of th e first Ameri ca n architects to try to come to terms with thi s 
radi ca l shi ft in architectural va lues was George Ho w e (18 86-195 5) . Educated 
at Harvard Co llege and th e Ecole des Beaux-Arts, H o w e returned from hi s 
trainin g in Europe to a co mfortable architectural prac ti ce in Philadelphia. 
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181 Mellor, Meigs & Howe: Newbold Estate, Lavcrock , Penn sy lvania, 1924- 25. 

Howe's approach to architecture at this time was epitomized by the 
181 Newbold Estate (1924-25), which was built on the outskirts of Philadelphia as 

a weekend escape house. The architecture was completely consonant with 
thi s purpose. Howe converted a modest eighteenth-century ston e house into 
an extensive grouping of buildings modeled after a farm co mplex he had 
admired in Normandy. A conical stone tower on the main hou se was the 
Newbold Estate' s most prominent feature . It could be seen from a great 
distance as visitors approached by a long winding driveway that passed field s 
with grazin g sheep, pigeon tower, cattle barn s, goose pond, potager , 
bosquet, and a farm court . 

In a book about th e house, Howe's partner Arthur Meigs (1882-1956) 
mentioned th at he saw nothing inappropriate in the choi ce of a Norm an 
farm for an American house in the 1920s. Industrializa ti on would ne ver 
influence architecture; nor would politics. To prove this point M eigs showed 
two contra sting photographs. One, to demonstrate the "ca pitali stic o rder," 
illustrated all the people who had been in vo lved in the job in descendin g 
o rder-startin g with Mrs. N ewbold , then th e architect an d foreman, and 
eventually down to the lowest unskilled labo rer. The other photograph 
showed the "communistic order." It had the sa me fo rmat , but th e hi erarchy 

was reversed . The fact that M eigs had taken the effo rt to stage these 
pho tographs left no doubt no t only about which o rder he thought was best, 
but also about his disdain for bring ing such issucs into the d iscussion of 
architecwre in the first place . 

B y the late 1920s George Howe had beco m e di sconten t with such 
co mplacency. ln 1928 he left hi s firm and began a new one. With William 
Lescaze (1896-1964), a Swiss architect who had em ig rated to the United 
States in 1920, Howe soon produced hi s most accom pli shed work, the 
Phil adelphia Savings Fund Society Building (1929- 32). By 1929 European 183 
architects had been designing modern skyscrapers for a decade. Mies va n der 
Rohe had publi shed a well-known project for a g lass skyscraper in r9 18; 
W alter Gropius ( 1883- 1969) and Adolf M eyer (1886- 1950) as well as M ax 182 
Taut (1884- 1957) and Johannes Duiker (1890- 1935) had submitted modern 
designs to th e C hicago Tribune Tower competition in 1922. Those entri es 
were never mentioned in the Am erican arch itectural press, and by 1929 a 
modern sk yscraper had yet to be built. The PSFS buildin g wa s, therefore , a 
signifi cant departure not o nly in Ameri can, but also in internation al, 
architecture. 

182 Walter Gropius and Ado lf 
Meyer: C hicago T ribun e 
Tower. Entry in 1922 Chicago 
Tribune Com petit ion. 



174 Unlike Raymond Hood's McGraw-Hill Building, the PSFS building did 
not achieve modernity by wrapping a contemporary-looking skin around a 
conventional interior. Its elevations were overtly unornamented, but 
Howe's primary departure was to separate out and explicitly express the 
different parts of the building. The elevator and service core, the office slab, 
and the public functions on the first floors were all distinctly recognizable. 
Each was clad in its own materials and had its own window system. The 
parts were also massed in a way which deliberately avoided symmetry and 
axial views. Jn fact, entrances were deliberately placed where functional 
necessity seemed to call for them rather than where the compositional 
devices that until that time had been the staple of the profession demanded 
they be. Most important, whereas vertical columns were revealed on two 
sides of the office slab, the Market Street facade appeared to be slung 
between rows of supports and thus was horizontal in orientation. 

The PSFS building definitely looked "modern," but not all buildings that 
were described by this suggestive word had the same attributes. It was clear 
from those American magazines that published articles on modern 
architecture in the late 1920s and early r93os that there was no consensus of 
opinion as to what exactly modern architecture was. European buildings 
were treated almost indiscriminately, with little understanding of the 
context in which a particular architect worked. One result of this insular 
ignorance was that certain buildings and movements which were of great 
importance to the European avant-garde were completely ignored in the 
United States, whereas great significance was sometimes attached to 
secondary works. 

The most important attempt to clarify this matter was an exhibition on 
184 "Modern Architecture," mounted at the Museum of Modern Art in 1932 by 

the historian Henry-Russell Hitchcock (1903-87) and the critic Philip 
Johnson ( 1906- ). The exhibition contained photographs, drawings, and 
models of recent European buildings as well as a few American examples. 
Hitchcock had previous! y written about modern architecture in numerous 
magazine articles and reviews, the content of which he summarized in 
Modern Architecture: Ro111anticis111 and Rei11te"ctration, which appeared in 1929. 
The overriding thesis of this work and of the 1932 exhibition was that 
modern architecture had gone through a pioneering phase that peaked 
shortly after the turn of the century in the work of Frank Lloyd Wright, H. 
P. Berlage, Otto Wagner, and a few others. From these salutary but diverse 
and romantic beginnings, a definite language of modern architecture had 
been distilled in the 1920s and was being adopted throughout the world. In 
effect, a new style, an International Style (the name by which the exhibition 
came to be known) had come into being. 
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13uilding, Phibdclphia, Pennsy lvania , 1929-32. 



184 "Modern Architec tu re-Intern ati onal Exhjbition," staged by H enry-Russell 
Hitchcock and Philip Johnson at th e Museum of Modern Art, New York, 1932. 
View showing model of Le Corbusier's Villa Savoye. 

In The International Style: A rchitecture S ince i922, which was issued 
simultaneously with the Museum o f Modern Art exhibition, Hitchcock and 
Johnson outlined three principal attributes o f the new style . It was, first of all , 
concerned with volume rather than mass . The auth ors argued that because 
the cage of skeletal suppo rts had replaced m asonry bearin g walls, greater 
spatia l freedom was possible on the inside of a buildin g. Exteri o r walls could 
thus be a li ght skin that served ma in ly for weather protecti on. Hitchcock and 
John son's second principle was th at the chief visual motif of a modern 
build ing should be a refl ecti on of the underlying regular rhyth m of the 
structura l system . This regu larity cou ld be mod ulated by an expression of 
the va ried purposes of the bui ld ing, but all attempts to compose the elevation 
o f a bu ilding were artifi cial. T he fina l prin ciple o f the International Style 
concerned the role o f o rn ament and applied deco ration. Hitchcock and 
Johnson were catego ri ca l th at th e elaboration o f architecture, especiall y as it 
had taken place throug hout th e nineteenth century, served no positi ve 
fun ction. 

Onl y a handful o f bui ldings ca n be sa id to have consi stently and 
conscienti ously put Hitchcock and Johnson 's pr in cipl es into practi ce. A 
small house and offi ce building in Palm Sprin gs, C aliforni a (1934) , by 
Lawrence Kocher ( 1886- 1969) and Albert Frey ( l 903-98) and th e 

185 Tuberculosis Sanatorium in Waukegan, Illinois ( 1938), by William Pereira , 
Ganster & H enninghausen were the most accomplished demonstrations 
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185 William Pereira, Ga nster & H enn.inghausen: Lake County Tuberculosis 
Sanatorium, Waukega n, 111inois, 1938. 

of the principles prono un ced at th e Muset}m of M odern Art in 1932. 
Nevertheless , the exhibiti on was important beca use it provoked sustained 
di scussion about moderni sm in architecture and fo rced many architects to 
co me to terms w ith European architectural develo pments. Most rej ected 
that architecture, but in do ing so th ey found that th ey could not return , at 
least not directl y, to the prin ciples that had ea rlier guided th em. 

One group at odds with Hitchcock and John son w as composed of 
architects and refo rmers interested in housing . At th e Museum of Modern 
Art, in addition to th e main exhibit on archi tecture by Hitchcock and 
Johnson, C laren ce Ste in , Henry Wright, and C ather ine Bauer (1905- 64) 
arran ged a separate sho w on housing with its o wn catalog introduction by 
Lewis Mumford. Such a division wo uld have been unthinkable in Europe 
where di scussions abo ut housing had been an integral part of the 
development of modern architecture. In the debates o f th e 1920s, questions 
of ideology, social purpose, and architecture had been all but inseparable. 
Ho wever, H itchcock and J ohnson fo cused on aesthetic principles and thus 
di vorced their subj ect fro m its ideological and intellectu al base. They were in 
one sense simpl y continuing w hat by r9 32 was an o ld traditi on of Ameri can 
architecture. Ameri cans have o ften borrowed th e for ms of European 
bui ldings w ith little understanding of their o ri g inal context. Once 
di sassociated fro m their o ri g ins, th ese form s have often been manipulated in 
wa ys that probabl y wo uld intrig ue, astound , o r appall Europeans. U sually 
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the results have been naive, but some architects have used their detachment 
to produce highly original and cha llenging work. 

However, the consequences of this process for the discussion and 
subsequent building of housing in the United States were not salutary. With 
no encouragement from critics like Hitchcock and Johnson to make the 
connection between architecture and housing, most architects continued to 
think that housing occupied a low level in a hierarchy of building types and, 
therefore, was hardly worthy of their efforts. In reaction to this attitude, 
housing advocates often overstated their case. For example, at a symposium 
on the International Style exhibition at the Museum of Modern Art, Lewis 
Mumford advised his audience that his main message to anyone who wanted 
to design housing was to undertake this task "as though you were working 
for a communist government ." 

Such confrontations led to a polarization of attitudes, and throughout the 
New Deal housing was never treated as an architectural issue, at least not to 
the degree that it had been in Europe. The profession, therefore, had little 
impact on Franklin Roosevelt's housing policies . The most significant of 
these, in terms of the number of people affected and the precedents they set 
for the boom years that followed the Depression, were programs to stabilize 
mortgages. Franklin Roosevelt never wavered in his commitment to home 
ownership, and certainly one of the most important measures of his 
administration was the establishment of an elaborate bureaucracy to 
regularize the practices and procedures of lending institutions. 

A second aspect of federal housing policy was the construction of new 
towns. This approach was favored by many architects, city planners, and 
landscape architects, especially those who were associated with the Regional 
Planning Association of America. During the i93os, about thirty 
communities of"subsistence homesteads" and three "greenbelt towns," one 

186 each in Maryland, Wisconsin, and New Jersey, were begun. Talented 
landscape architects, city planners, and architects took part in the design of 
the new towns, but work proceeded slowly and the results never fulfilled 
initial idealistic expectations. At best these were interesting experiments, but 
with few lasting consequences. The same can be said of the work undertaken 
by the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). This independent government 
agency was created in 1933 to undertake the planning and development of 
the Tennessee River basin , an area of 41,000 square miles with a population 
of 3,000,000. TV A was much discussed as a prototype for what should be 
done elsewhere. However, its example was not soon followed and, though 
many of its public works projects were provocative both in scale and in their 
utilitarian aesthetic, the community buildings and housing promoted by 
TV A were undistinguished . 

EXPLAN ATIO N : t N~'er k~,., 1 o;,,,.,~,.I p;,..nt •nrl !nrin•"'·•l<'r l Picnic: C .. ntn• ,,,.d !.~I,, <I Cmnmun11y c,,..,,,., 5 St ... re G•oup b P ,,.,1 H"me. •·.,,L 7 A•lot,.. .. ni G<i•.1<'~ 

186 Greenbelt, Maryland, Plan , 1936. 

A third area of housing activity was the direct promotion and 
construction of low-cost projects for those for whom private enterprise did 
not provide. The original approach, conceived in the waning days of the 
Hoover administration, was to make funds avai lable for limited dividend 
companies, private organizations based on the semiphilanthropic model 
favored by nineteenth-century reformers. Hoover expected, as Charles 
Abrams (1901- 70) later wrote, that developers wou ld be content with a 6 
percent profit simply because the public welfare was involved. Few were, 
and when Roosevelt took office, he authorized the Public Works 
Administration (PW A) to build housing directly. 

Between 1932 and 1934 the PWA built forty-three projects. Many of 187 
these exemplified both the initial aspirations that reformers had for public 
housing and the problems the program later encountered. Of all the PW A 
projects the Carl Mackley Houses in Philadelphia was conceived with the 188 
most advanced architectural and programmatic ideas. Its architects were 
Oskar Stonorov (1905- 70) and Albert Kastner (1900-75), both recently 
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arrived from Europe, and its sponsor was the progressive Full Fashioned 
H osiery Workers' Union. 

The Ca rl M ackley Houses contained more than ho using . The project also 
had tennis courts, an underground ga rage, a filling sta tion , a laundry , stores, 
and severa l other comm unity facilities, some of w hi ch were to be run on a 
cooperati ve basis. The framework fo r these fac ilities was not the block of 
row houses that had been so favore d by Philadelphia's working population 
sin ce the ea rl y nineteenth centur y. N o r was it the perimeter apartment 
blocks develo ped in the 1920s in New York. Instead, Stonorov and Kas tner 
designed a seri es of parallel walk-up apartment blocks, with reentrant ang les 
on the end and setbacks in the middle. This configurat ion produced a series 
of court spaces which were joined by passages underneath the blocks. The 
buildings were oriented north-south to allo w light into all the apa rtments. 
Faca des were Aat, with severely punched-in windows and po rches. Flat roofs 
were used for laundri es and roof terraces. ' 

The project 's site plan was different from anything in the immediate 
context. Nevertheless, th e M ackle y H o uses development was still sma ll 
enough (4.5 acres) not to seem like a project. It still fitted into the pattern of 
city blocks that would be used in the development of the adja cent vacant 
land. The sa me can be said of th e scale and detailing of th e buildings. T he 
large-paned windows with minimal trim, the stark brickwork, and the Aat 
roof all establi shed these buildings as di st inctly different from anything in the 
surrounding neighborhood and all , incidentall y, ca used great maintainence 
problem s. Even so, sin ce the project was only three and four stories high , it 
was not so out of character with adjacent buildings as to preclude a sense of 
continuity in th e area. 

This was less the case w ith th e projects that were constructed by the 
United States Housin g Autho rity (USHA) , which superseded the PWA in 
i937. M any of the projects th e USHA built in small towns had only several 
dozen units and therefore were innocuous, bur those in large citi es tended to 
overstate the qualities that were evident, but not yet so pronoun ced, in the 
Carl M ackley Houses. They often covered dozens of acres and their 
characteristic housin g type increasingly diverged from anything in the 
surroundin g area. 

Althoug h so me criti cs faulted th e International Style beca use it divorced 
architecture from social purpose, man y others criti cized the narrow and 
exclusive nature of the aesth etic ca tegori es and principl es that Hitchcock an d 
Jo hnson eli cited from the work that they included in th eir exhibition and 
subsequent book. Some architects who took exception on these gro unds 
favored th e approach to architecture, derived from Bea u x-Arts precepts, 
that sustained the profession throu ghout th e i 92os. Of these the most telling 
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187 Public W o rks Administration: Williamsburg Houses, Brooklyn, New York, 
1938. 

188 Albert Kastner and Oska r Stonorov: Carl Mackley Ho uses, Philadelphia , 
Penn sylvania, 1932- 34. 
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was Albert Kahn (1867-1942), because by the early 1930s he was the most 
highly regarded designer of industrial buildings in the United States. Having 
started a practice in Detroit just before the turn of the century, Kahn was 
well placed to receive commissions from the soon burgeoning automobile 
industry. In 1903 Kahn was appointed architect for the Packard Motor Car 

189 Company, and he eventually also worked for Ford and General Motors. At a 
time when the assembly line was becoming the basis of industrial 
production, Kahn almost single-handedly transformed the American 
industrial plant from a multistory, small-span building to a single-story, 
large-span structure that spread out over many acres and was lit through a 
saw-tooth roof. 

In 1929 in his book Von Material z u Architektur Laszlo Moholy-Nagy 
included a photograph of one of Kahn's factories and by the early 1930s, as 
more American architects were becoming interested in the kind of 
architecture then being designed ;n Europe, Kahn 's factories were frequently 
cited as examples of what the future held in store. But factories represented 
only a part of Kahn's work. In addition, his office turned out a vast array of 
other buildings, from houses to libraries. Unlike the factories, which on the 
whole were frank expressions of the components of which they were made, 
Kahn's houses and institutiona l buildings drew directly upon historical 
sources for thei r expression. For example, the Detroit Athletic Club, 
Detroit, Michigan (1913- 15), was a modified Italian palazzo, the William L. 

189 Albert Kahn: Ford Glass Plant, Dearborn, Michigan, 1922. 
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190 Albert Kahn: William L. Clements Library, University of Michigan , Ann 
Arbor, Michigan, i 920-2 1. 

Clements Library at the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan 190 

(1920-21) , had a Renaissance loggia, and many of Kahn's houses can best be 
described as colonial. 

Kahn had no doubt that it was this side of his practice that was most 
significant . Although he did not attend an architecture school, he developed 
an early interest in the great works of architecture and won a scholarship to 
travel in Europe. His companion was Henry Bacon, the future designer of 
the Linco ln Memorial. Thus, when he started his own practice, Kahn had 
digested and endorsed the approach to arch itecture that was then being 
articulated by American advocates of classicism and the methods of the 
Ecole des Beaux-Arts. Fundamental to this viewpoint was a belief in the 
hierarchy of bui lding types. Those that served purely ceremonial purposes 
were the most significant; those for functional ends the least. This concept of 
hierarchy explained Kahn's antipathy toward the International Style. Of 
Gropius's Bauhaus buildings at Dessau, he asked: "Is it architecture at all?" 
Le Corbusier's work he dubbed "utterly stupid." The error Gropius, Le 
Corbusier, and others made was that they designed all buildings to look like 
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facto ri es. For Kahn, as fo r o ther Ameri ca n architects who were no t swayed 

by modern European architecture, a lang uage of flat roo fs, horizontal 
windows, large glass surfaces, whi te walls, and freestandin g co lumns was no t 
suffi cientl y expressive to encompass all buildi ng types. 

Kahn 's prag mati c attitude explains his success in the Soviet Union. Jn 1929 

he received an offer to bu ild a $40 million tractor plant at C helya binsk . 

When m ore work follo wed , he set up an offi ce in Moscow . B y 19J2, when 

the Russians co uld no longer pay in gold and the offi ce had to be di sbanded , 

19 1 Kahn 's practice had designed 52 1 factor ies in th e Soviet Unio n. In contrast, 

Mart Stam (1899-1986), Andre Lun;:a t (1894-1970), and H annes M eyer 

(1889-1954) went to the Soviet Union hoping to erect a new architecture fo r 
a new society, bu t they soon beca me disillusioned. The Ru ssians were o nl y 

in terested in techni cal knowledge and orga ni za tional experti se, both of 
w hich Kahn had and the idea listi c Europea ns did not. 

It was not surprising that traditi onalists like Albert Kahn took excepti on 

to the ideas pro posed by Hi tchcock and J o hnson. T he m ore troubling 

di sagreement, however, ca me fro m those archi tects and designers w ho had 

different ideas abo ut what modern architecture was. One such g roup was in 

part composed of the industri al designers who in the late 1920s had begun to 

turn out produ cts characteri zed as " modern e." T he origins o f this style, at 

least in the case of its primary practitioner, N orman Bel Geddes ( 1893-1958), 

pro babl y stemmed fro m Euro pean expressioni st design of the immediate 

postwar period . But the explanati on the industrial designers gave for the 

basis of " modern e" focu sed on the fa ct that speed was th e essence of the 

modern age and that the shape w hi ch was most conducive to speed was the 

1Q1 Albert Kahn : Stal ing rad T racto r Plant, U SS R, 1929 . General perspecti ve . 

192 Kraetsch & Kraetsch : H o use for Earl Butle r, Des Moines, Iowa , 1937. 

ovoid or tear- drop. Thus, Bel Geddes, R aymond Loewy (1893-1986), Walter 

Dorwin Teague (1883- 1960), and H enry Dreyfuss (1904-72) designed cars, 

trains, boats, and airplanes with distinctive streamlined forms. 
Althoug h they often talked about the expression o f fun ction, all these 

designers also used the same fo rm for stati c objects. T he interior of a theater 

and the casing o f an alarm clock were as likely to have a strea mlined shape as 

a train or airp lane. Moderne's broad appea l-which its advocates well 

understood- therefore went well beyond the fu lfi llment of fun ctions. It 

stemmed from the fac t that modern e projected an image of a fut ure in which 

technology would produce a fl ourishing economy which, in turn , would 

fos ter a co hesive society. 
Gi ven the suffering and di visi veness that occurred durin g the Great 

Depression , a style tantam ount to modern e pro bably wo uld have been 

invented then had not designers like Bel Geddes already begun to describe 

its outlines in the late 1920s. Because there was little construction during 

the D epression , few buildings were actually designed in this style: It was 
mani fes ted mainl y in consumer products, store fronts , and mten o r 

decora tion . But the style was extrem ely popular, and was ado pted in 

unli kely places throug hout the JJ ation . P ro babl y the most ela bo rate moderne 192 

house was built in i 937 in D es Moines, Iowa. D esigned b y Kraetsch & 

Kraetsch around a switch-back ramp which united the fo ur stories of the 

house, the bui ld ing was made of concrete shaped in curved and undu lating 

fo rms. The fu ll y air-conditioned interior inco rporated every known 
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l9J Norman Bel Geddes: Visitors Viewing Futurama Exhibit , New York 
World's Fair, 1939. 

mechanical convenience. lts kitchen was filled with gadgets including a 
garbage disposal, dishwasher, refrigerator, and ice-cube freezer. The ten 
bedrooms were "perfectly illuminated" to prevent eye strain. An electric eye 
opened and closed the garage doors. The whole house was knit together by a 
communications system that included eight internal and three door 
telephones. 

By the late 1930s, this consumer-oriented style was familiar to every 
American, but the most thorough exposure to it occu rred in i939 at the New 
York World's Fair and in particu lar at the General Motors "Futurama" 

193 exhibit designed by Norman Bel Geddes. The scope and audacity of 
Geddes' exhibit were breathtaking. The immediate purpose of Futurarna 
was simply to show how traffic problems would be handled by 1960, but the 
broader goal was to give visitors a rosy vision of the future. The exhibit was 
1583 feet long. Visitors observed it by sitting in a "sound-chair" on a 
conveyor system which took fifteen minutes to travel the length of the 
exhibit. The display consisted of a series of animated models which gradually 
increased in scale. At first the visitor's vantage point was that of an airplane 
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pilot looking down on a motorway. As the conveyor passed over a 
mountain , into foothills, and across a valley, the visitor gradually 
approached a city which contrasted the sorry conditions of 1939 with the 
wonderful future of1960. The center of the city was shown in great detail; it 
was less congested than contemporary downtown areas and had huge 
skyscrapers which were joined together by elevated pedestrian sidewalks 
that bridged across streets. Finally the spectator was brought down to a part 
of the city where it was possible to see only about six blocks . People were 
relaxing on roof gardens, shoppers were walking on the elevated streets, cars 
were conveniently tucked out of the way, and children were happily playing 
in parks . Suddenly, the conveyor swung around, and the visitor to Futurama 
saw a full-size version of the intersection he had just been looking at. He then 
got off the conveyor and became part of the crowd . 

The forms and attendant vision of rnoderne differed sharply from the 
cubical shapes, undifferentiated surfaces, and austere, factory-like way oflife 
that came to be associated with the International Style. The two aesthetics 
could overlap, bur those who were insistent on the rigid characteristics of the 
International Style were quick to point out the difference . Thus, even 
though the exterior of Joseph Urban's New School of Social Research, New 
York ( T929-30), was composed of horizonta l panels and strip windows, the 
shiny metallic quality of the cladding was too exu berant for the building to 
be characterized as International Style. The same was genera lly true of 
William Lescaze's work. 194 

l94 George Howe and 
William Lescaze: Lescazc 
House, New York City, 
r934. 



Although different, both styles were often criticized because they were 
too concerned with an image and not enough with demonstrating the 
application of technology to architecture and the building process. The 
work of Richard Buckminster Fuller (1895- 1983) was the period's most 
forceful statement about this issue. With inventions such as the Dymaxion 
car, which had two wheels in front and one in back so that it could turn in a 
minimum diameter, Fuller was as able to capture and manipulate media 
attention as a designer like Norman Bel Geddes. But Fuller's work, 
especially that which focused on the design of the house, was more 
significant because it went well beyond surface gestures about a "machine 
for Ii ving in." For better or worse, Fuller came as close to rethinking every 
part of the house, with efficiency always the ultimate criterion, as anyone 
before or since. 

195 Fuller's most radical design, the 4D or Dymaxion House, was first made 
public in 1927 and continued to be a subject of discussion throughout the 
i 93os. Designed to hang from a central mast that contained a utility core, the 
house was factory made, quickly erected, and stabilized by guy wires. Its 
purpose was to reduce drudgery to a minimum. Virtually free of water, it 
contained a ten-minute atomizer bath which used only a quart of water, 
which was then fi ltered, steri lized, and recirculated. The toilets contained a 
packaging system that mechanically stored wastes for pickup and processing. 
Laundry was automatically washed, dried, ironed, and placed in storage 
units. Dusting and sweeping were done by compressed air and vacuum 
systems. Beds had air-filled mattresses; other furniture was made as light as 
possible. The house had no rooms in the traditional sense. Instead, space was 
divided by storage units with movable shelves and hangers. 

Because Fuller assumed that the Dymaxion House would be mass­
produced like an automobile, he designed every detail in anticipation of an 
industry that would be able to make thousands of houses. When asked how 
much the Dymaxion House would cost, Fuller answered that $100 million 
was an appropriate figure; what was important was the cost of the industry, 
not the house. No one was willing to put up a hundred million dollars, so the 
Dymaxion House remained unbuilt and was not exhibited at the Century of 
Progress exhibition in Chicago in 193 3. Nevertheless, there were two other 
houses at that world's fair that did show how the technology then avai lable 
could be applied to the home. By the early r93os machines and gadgets had 
become common in the home, and the equipment of the bathroom and 
kitchen was often designed with streamlined styling to suggest industrial 
products and processes. George Fred Keck (1895- 1983), the designer of the 
two houses, understood that the task that lay ahead was to make the structure 
and skin of the house commensurate with the equipment inside. Thus, his 

L95 R. Buckminstcr Fuller: Dymaxion House, 1927. Model. 

House of Tomorrow and Crystal House were both supported by a steel 196, 197 
frame and a battledeck steel floor system. The exteriors were composed of a 
store-front technology of plate glass, light steel structural members, sheet 
metal panels, venetian blinds, and tubular pipe railings. The House of 
Tomorrow borrowed from Fuller a multisided plan w ith a circular staircase 
wrapped around a utility space in the middle. The Crystal House had a more 
conventional, rectangular plan, but the bar joist bracing members on the 
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196 George Fred Keck: The House of Tomorrow, 1933. 

197 George Fred Keck: The Crystal House, 1933. 
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r98 Howard T. Fisher: 
General Houses ' Display 
House, Century of 
Progress exhibition, 
Chicago, Illinois, 193 3. 

exterior gave it an articulate quality that separated it from buildings that used 
glass as a smooth skin. 

Keck, who by the mid-r93os had joined with his brother William Keck 
(1908-95), was able to use th is level of technology in houses for a few private 
clients, most notably in 1937 in a semicircular house with a sun-protected 
south-facing all-glass facade in Lake Forest, Illinois. However, the chall enge 
for housing was to live up to the analogy with automobile production. 
Although the public an d the building industry proved recalcitrant, especially 
during the Great Depression, the fact that total mass production was neither 
feasible nor desirable did not mean that some level of standardization or 
prefabricati·on could not be achieved. 

Throughout the 1930s arch itects and engineers worked on plans to 
rationalize the construction and therefore lo wer the price of houses. None 
approached the problem more intelligently than Howard T. Fisher 
(1903- 79), whose firm Genera l Houses, Inc. was based in Chicago. Fisher 
was trained as an architect, and his first house, in Evanston, Illinois, 
completed in 1929, was described by Henry-Russell Hitch.cock as "very 
nearly the first in America to which the most rigid international standards of 
architectura l criticism may profitably be applied." Fisher's approach to 198 

standardization was to design a system of prefabricated panels that could be 
assembled in a variety of configurations to meet the needs of different clients. 
His initia l designs were for two- and three-story cubical bui ldings with 
modernist aspirations, but his later houses were less challenging, primarily 
because by then he had learned that to survive it was necessary to adjust to the 

217 



tas tes of the market. Instead o f basi ng th e panels on a steel frame, General 
H o uses, In c. reverted to wood stud con structi on. More important , small­
paned windows and entrance trelli ses were introduced to g ive these fl at­
roo fed ho uses a dom esti c feeling. 

Rudo lph Schindler (1887- 1953) and Ri chard N eutra (1892- 1970) also 
took a rigoro us approach to the construction of th eir buildin gs and in doin g 
so w ere at odds with the idea of an Intern ati onal Style. Both were Europea n 
cmi gres w ho had set tled in Cali fo rni a in the 1920s. Schindler g raduated fro m 
the Vi enn a Academ y of Fine Arts, w here he ca me into contact with O tto 
Wagner, Josef H o ffou nn , Adolf Loos, and Joseph O lbrich. Attrac ted to 
Frank Ll oyd Wright's buildings through the Wasmuth publi cation of 1910, 
Schindler agreed in i 914 to com e to the United States to wo rk for a firm in 
C hi cago, with th e ultimate goa l of employm ent with Wright, which he 
fin all y bega n in 1917. From 19I 7 to 192 1 Wright shifted th e base of hi s 
practi ce fro m C hicago and Ta li esin to Los Angeles and was frequ entl y in 
Japan. Schindler w as, th erefo re, often left to execute proj ects in Ca li fo rni a 
for w hi ch Wrig ht had done onl y th e init ia l design. H owever, in Wright 's 
absence, Schindler was also startin g hi s o wn practi ce . 

The task Schindler set himself was bo th indi vidual and synthetic. Highl y 
aware o f w hat w as happenin g in Eu ro pea n architecture in the 1920s, 
Schindler sought to combine those tendencies with hi s interpretation of th e 
mea nin g o f the wo rk o f W agner, Loos, and Wright. He did this most 

199 , 200 con vincingly in th e Lo vell Beach H ouse, which was designed and built in 
Los Angeles from 1922 to 1926, but which was no t publi shed in a national 
magazine until 1929. The ho use w as for Dr. Phillip Lovell , who wrote a 
co lumn on health and physical fitn ess for th e Los A ngeles Tim es. Schindler 's 
beach house pro vided Lo vell with an en vironment that w as conso nant with 
hi s progressive views. The buildin g w as supported on fi ve concrete fram es, 
allowing th e beach to extend undern eath the hou se where Schindler 
prov ided a kind o f outdoo r li v in g room. Schindler interwove these stron g 
verti cal members w ith hori zontal balconies and supports, also in con crete. 
Floor to ce iling g lass wall s fo rmed the majo r separation between indoors and 
out . 

B y the late 1920s the interpenetrating hori zo ntal and vertical forms of th e 
Lovell Beach Ho use were becoming even mo re pronoun ced in Schindler 's 
wo rk . Sloping sites o ften gave him th e opportunity to design houses on at 
least four levels and thus to exaggerate the stepping qualiti es of hi s 
architectural volumes . His buildings were equ all y frag mented in plan, and 
beca me all th e more complex w hen he started to use nono rthogonal 
geometri es. Schindler also made m an y specific gestures in elevati on, such as 
interruptin g parapets and stepping the sills o f windows, whi ch accentuated 
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199, 200 Rudolph Schindler: 
Beach House fo r Dr. Phillip 
Lovell , Los Angeles, Cali fo rnia, 
1922- 26. Exterior an d li vin g 
roo m. 



the nervous quality of his architecture. The same motifs appeared 
throughout other aspects of his buildings, especially his built-in furniture. 
Trained as an engineer, he thoroughly understood the plastic qualities of 
reinforced concrete and felt no compulsion to conceive a building as a 
rectangular solid wrapped by a uniform skin. Because of the highly personal 
nature of his buildings, Schindler was not included in the exhibition at the 
Museum of Modern Art. In his temperament and his architecture he seemed 
too much in the spirit of the individualistic Wright to be considered part of 
the International Style. 

Schindler's career made a telling contrast with that of Ncutra. Like 
Schindler, Neutra was trained in Vienna and was influenced by Otto 
Wagner and Adolf Loos. With the publication of the Wasmuth portfolio, 
he also became fascinated by Frank Lloyd Wright's work, but unlike 
Schindler, Neutra remained in Europe throughout the First World War, 
worked in Berlin for several years, and did not arrive in the United States 
until late in 1923. Thus, Neutra was much more familiar than Schindler with 
the kind of modern architecture being designed in Europe in the early 1920s. 
Neutra settled first in Chicago and eventually worked for several months for 
Wright. Although he deeply admired Wright, Neutra's tics to him were not 
substantial, and he did not have to struggle like Schindler to disentangle 
himself from the master. 

Neutra moved to Los Angeles in i925 and soon began a productive and 
prosperous practice. By 1932 he had completed enough work to be included 
in the exhibition at the Museum of Modern Art. His buildings seemed, at 
least on the surface, to be acceptable to the canons established by Hitchcock 
and Johnson; but those appearances were deceptive. How a building was 
made was far more important to Neutra than it was to Hitchcock and 
Johnson. Because of this interest in applying up-to-date building techniques 
to architecture, Neutra was the designer who most directly carried on in the 
United States the European polemic about modern architecture. 

In i927 Neutra wrote a book entitled Wie Baul Amerika, which was 
primarily about American construction techniques and in particular the steel 
frame. He put his fascination with American fabricating techniques directly 
into practice in one of bis first and probably his best-known buildings, a 

201 house for Phillip Lovell, who several years earlier had commissioned a beach 
house by Schindler. Unlike European buildings of the same period with a 
similar appearance, the Lovell House had a steel skeleton, in which steel 
casement windows were fully integrated. The structure was fabricated in 
sections in a factory, transported to the site on a truck, and erected in forty 
hours. What appeared to be cantilevers in fact were supported by steel cables 
from a roof structure. 
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201 Richard Ncutra: House for Dr. Phillip Lovell, Los Angeles , California , 
1927- 29. 

Neutra's other significant interest in architecture focused on how 
buildings were used and how they could provide a physically and 
psychologically suitable environment. This concern informed all his work, 
but it was most evident in his continuing interest in schools. Influenced by 
John Dewey's theories on education, Neutra tried to provide young children 
with an easy transition between home and school; at the same time he 
wanted an environment in which it would be possible to "learn through 
doing." Neutra's architectural response to these concerns was a one-story 
building w ith classrooms opening directly onto a patio . He first put these 
principles into practice in his i928 Ring Plan School project in which 202 

classrooms circled a large field. Each had a patio area intended for 
instruction. Such ideas were completely novel, and Ncutra did not have the 
opportunity to build such a school until r935. The Corona Avenue School, 
Los Angeles, was a simple but remarkable one-story building with one wing 
for classrooms and another for a kindergarten. The classrooms were 
arranged in a row. One side had a covered outdoor corridor which led to the 

221 



202 Richard Neutra: Ring Plan School, 1928. 

rooms; the other an electrically operated g lass door which gave access from 
each classroom to an outdoor space. All classrooms were lit on two sides and 
because there was no fixed seating, the teacher was free to arrange the space 
to suit any type of lesson. 

The presence of the movie industry rendered the D epression less severe in 
the Los Angeles area than in most other parts of the United States. Neutra's 
practice prospered, and he continued to design houses, apartment buildings, 
and schools. What di stinguished this work was a level of consistent 
experimentation. No matter what the job, Neutra tried to introduce 
innovations in construction, thermal control, or the organization of 
functions. Thus, at a time when he could have settled into a comfortab le 
practice, he continued to be interested in designing inexpensive houses, and 
used his larger commissions to test out materials and techniques that could be 
used to further that end. Between r933 and 1936 he designed twenty houses, 
each costing less than $s,ooo. 

By the mid-193os both Ncutra and Schindler were using materials that 
had not previously appeared in their work. Most of their buildings had been 
clad with stucco, not only because the resulting continuous surface was an 
important part of their image of a modern building, but also because they 
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found that material to be compatible with the climate of Southern 
California. However, by the mid-193os both architects began to clad their 
houses in wood. Architects with modernist ambitions had often used wood, 
but in ways that mimicked or aspired to materials that were more suggestive 
of an industrial civilization. Neutra's and Schindler's use of wood was 
different; they accepted and even celebrated its rustic qualities. 

Many architects experienced a similar shift from an aesthetic that aspired 
to an image of machine production to one which was rooted in local 
building traditions. Some did so out of necessity. For exa mple, in working 
for the Farm Securities Administration Vernon DeMars (1908- ) found 203 

that the only feasible way to build housing for a farm cooperative in 
Chandler, Arizona, was to use labor-intensive, but material-·:heap 
techniques. He therefore designed the housi1!g out of cement-covered 
adobe, a material with which the local lalJorers were familiar. In another 
Farm Security Administration rural community, one appropriately turned 
"Woodville," de Mars used wood because it was the cheapest material 
avai lable . 

Nevertheless, most architects who began to use local materials in the mid-
193os did so out of choice rather than necessity. Many of the most notable 
ones, for example William Wurster (1895- 1973), worked in the San 204 

Francisco area, where they discovered a local tradition of wood-frame 
houses with pitched and erratic roofs, simple "carpenter style" detailing, and 
modest clapboard or shingle siding. Architects like Wurster were attracted 
to this seemingly unaffected architecture, and yet their work differed from 
it. A knowledge, no matter how rudimentary, of modern architecture 

203 Vernon de Mars and Burton D. Cairns: Farm Cooperative Housing, 
Chandler, Arizona , 1936- 37. 



204 William Wurster: Clark House, Aptos, California , 193 7. 

enabled them to edit and simplify older forms and details. In some cases that 

impulse allowed them to revita lize a tradition; in others it produced 

impoverished versions of something far richer. 

Although the revival of vernacular forms centered around San Francisco, 

it was a national phenomenon . No work was more representative of it than 

"Squa re Shadows," a house in Whitemarsh, Pennsylvania designed by 

George Howe in 1935 · The ambiguous name perfectly summarized the 

design, which was a synthesis of or compromise between the historicism of 

Howe's early work and his Internationa l Style buildings of the early 1930s. 

The reason for the rev iva l varied from architect to architect, but usually 

reflected a deep-seated distrust both of modernism and a machine-oriented 

civilization. Some who adopted these regionalisms may never have had any 

sympathy for modern architecture as it was introduced to the United States 

in the late 1920s and early 1930&. Others, however, were already looking 

beyond modern architecture. Lewis Mumford succinctly and presciently 

summarized the issue in Tee/mies and Civilization (r934). First it was 

important to "assimilate the machine," to absorb "the essence of objectivity, 

impersonality , neutrality ... " Then a reorientation was necessary in which 

" the diminution of the machine" would take place . Mumford favored a 
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regionally based economy in which the small productive unit would again 

dominate. Of course most of the architects who adopted regionalisms in 

their architecture did not connect that aesthetic to the "Basic Communism" 

outlined by Mumford. Nevertheless, by th e end of the 1930s there was 

virtual unanimity that it was essentia l to diminish the machine. 

As early as 1928 Mumford had written that Frank Lloyd Wright was the 

true successor to Le Corbusier, not, as Hitchcock and Johnson implied in 

1932, vice versa. During the 1920s Wright also experienced a loss of 

momentum. He dealt with it largely by removing himself from the 

American scene. He lived for a short time in Los Angeles, spent much of a 

five-year period in Japan, again tried to set up a practice in Chicago, and then 

finally settled in Arizona, where he built Taliesin West (1937) in the desert 

several miles outside of Phoenix. 
One result of this peripatetic life was a loss of productivity. While Ii ving in 

Southern California, Wright received commissions for five houses, four of 

which were built with a novel system of reinforced hollow concrete blocks . 

Since he had moved to Japan mainly to desi gn the Irnperial Hotel in Tokyo 

(1916- 22), the detailed design and construction of the California houses was 

largely supervised by Wright's assistants, his son Lloyd (1890.-1 978) and 

Rudolph Schindler. When Wright returned to the United States, he devoted 

more time to writing and lecturing than designing. He did receive several 

large commissions and made intriguing designs for them, but none of these 

projects was built. 
The 1920s may not have been a productive period for Wright, but he used 

this time in which he no longer had a clear direction to make preparations for 

another burst of creativity . He did this in part by searching further back into 

the history of architecture for sources of renewal. Contact with Japanese and 

pre-Columbian buildings gave him clues about the very o ri g ins of 

arch itecture, but it was his reaction to the Internationa l Style which largely 

catalyzed these intuition s and helped him to create an architecture for th e 

New Deal and beyond. 
T hroughout the 1920s Wright was in touch with architectural 

deve lopments in Europe, especially in Holland. The International Style 

seemed to him impoverished in its formal possibilities. In hi s speeches and 

writings he often showed his concern not only about its narrowness, but also 

about the dangers of establishing one approach to design as correct. When 

the exhibition opened in 1932, he co uld not restrain himself, and branded the 

lnternationa I Style the "new eclecticism," an easy formula that anyone could 

copy. In 1932 Wright was sixty-nine years o ld and it was easy to dis1niss his 

outburst as the rantings of an old man. George Howe, for example, in 

an article entitled "Moses Turns to Pharaoh" ( 1932) claimed that though 
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Wright had once led architecture out of slavery, he now wanted to reinstate 
the shackles. Y ct the most surprising and significant architectural 
development of the 1930s was the reemergence of Frank Lloyd Wright . 

As in his early career, Wright continued to make a sharp distinction 
between buildings in the public and private realm. His most important work 

205, 206 of the first category was the Johnson Wax Administration Building (1936) 
and Research Tower (1944) in Racine, Wisconsin. Wright conceived of this 
building as an enclave in an unevenly developed section ofRacine. He turned 
the complex inward and based its organization on a memorable route from 
the exterior to the interior. One version of this route proceeded along the 
blank walls of the building, through an imposing gate, and then underneath 
a kind of porte-cochere to the main entrance. The other route started at the 
back of the site, traveled on axis through a courtyard, past the Research 
Tower, under a parking structure, and to the entrance. From the entrance, the 
route continued through a tall transverse space, then briefly under a low 
balcony, and ultimately into the building's main work space. Elevators and 
staircases on either side led to secondary areas. 

Wright used an extraordinary set of formal and structural inventions to 
charge every step along this sequence with significance. He supported the 
roof of the parking structure and of the entry area with his famous "lily pad" 
columns, and then reintroduced the same elements at an entirely different 

206 scale in the main work area. The specia l quality oflight in that space resulted 
from a doubly ambiguous structure. Because the exterior wall rose only to a 
clerestory window that wrapped around the space, the roof seemed to be 
held up only by the forest of columns. But the capitals of those columns 
appeared unconnected to one another because the space between them was 
filled with a membrane of pyrex tubes through which daylight was fi ltered. 
These stunning effects clearly were made to enhance w hat was intended as a 
place of work. Nevertheless, though the building was precisely constructed 
and contained a laboratory, it made no suggestion that the model for it had 
been a machine or mechanical processes. This unsentimental humanism was 
the most important legacy of the Johnson Wax Administration Building. 

Wright's summary statement about domestic architecture was the 
207 Kaufmann House, "Falling Water," in Connellsvi lle, Pennsylvania (1935; 

1938; 1948). Jn this building, more decisively than in any of his other work, 
Wright broke from the format of a constrained box. He did so in part by 
separating horizontal and vertical planes. The terraces and roofs of Falling 
Water had smooth concrete balustrades that in their intersecting and 
overlapping appeared to be interwoven. These planes were held together by 
walls made of rough stone which nevertheless were deliberately laid in 
alternating courses of different thicknesses . 
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205 , 206 Frank Lloyd Wright: Johnson. Wax Building, Racine, Wisconsin. 
Research Tower, 1944, and Administration Buildmg, 1936 (mteuor below). 
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207 Frank Lloyd Wright: Kaufmann House, " Fall ing Water," Con ncll w illc 
Pennsylvani a, r935; 1938; 1948. ' 

Falling Water also made an un equalled accommodati on to the landscape. 
The house straddled a strea m ca lled Bear Run. At the back of the site, the 
ledge of rock to which th e house was rooted was represented in pl an by a 
dense pattern of ro ug h stone w all s. Toward the fro nt these walls becam e 
mo re pier- and column-like, as the house opened up to terraces that looked 
out on Bear Run emerg ing fro m undern ea th the building and then cascad ing 
down a hill. T he contrast between the densely structured and intro verted 
back of the house and the o pen fro nt served as the basic o rgani zing principle 
fo r the sequ ence into an d throug h the ho use . 

Al though the J ohnson W ax Administration Bu ildin g and Fa ll ing W ater 
were_ his m ost acco mpli shed works of the 1930s, Wright considered his 
solution to the problem of the sm all house hi s most impo rta nt contribution . 
T he first of these so-ca ll ed U sonian houses, the Herbert J aco bs H ouse, 
W estmoreland , now Madison, Wisconsin, was des igned in 1936 and 
completed in 1937. In the January 1938 issue of A rchitectural Fo n1111 Wright 
pu bli shed his mani festo abo ut the Usonian ideal. T he J acobs and su bsequent 
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houses demonstrate his complete reth inking of the small house. Ins tead of 
put ting a miniatu rized villa or mano r house down in the middle of a sm all 
suburban lot, Wright tr ied to use the potential of the site to its maximum by 
turning the back of the house to the street and o rgani zin g the building in an 
L-shapcd courtya rd . O n the interior, Wrig ht's main in novation was to 
aboli sh the sepa rate di ning roo m . He ori ented the ki tchen adj acent to a sm all 
dining area so that, almost w ithout moving, the ho usewi fe could wa tch her 
children playing o utdoors, con verse w ith guests, and pu t a mea l on the ta ble. 

T hese novel ideas abo ut the siting and organ ization of a house were put 
into ph ysical for m by three innova ti ons in construc ti on. Wright made the 
wa lls of the Usonian ho uses of a composite panel construction which was 
easy to in sta ll and w hich el iminated much of the time and expense usuall y 
associated wi th fin ishin g and decoratin g. T hese panels were laid o ut on a 
two- foo t by fo ur-foo t grid , w hi ch controll ed the enti re plan and thus 
allowed a degree of prefa brication . Wright's fi nal innovation was the use of 
lightweight fl oo r slabs, cast on grade and conta ining steam or hot water 

208 Frank Lloyd W right: Herbert Jacobs H ouse, Madison, W isconsin, 
I 936- 37. 
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209 Frank Lloyd Wri ght: Broadacrc C ity Project , 1934- 58 . Model. 

piping for heating . At one stroke, Wright th us did away with the underused 
basement, provided continuous heating that w as warm to the feet and cool 
to the head , and in eli minating awkward ra diators made it possible to have 
floor to ceiling windo ws and glass doors to connect exterio r and interi o r. 

The bu ildings Wright designed after the late L92os were for specific sites, 
but were also intended to be examples of the kinds of structures that would 

2 09 exist in Broadacre C ity , a theoreti ca l city whi ch he started to design and 
write about sho rtly after the onset of the D epression . The important 
question Wright asked in these studies was ho w the develo pment of vast 
areas of the United States could best take place, given the prosperity and 
broad o wnership of property he anti cipated once the nation emerged fro m 
the Depression . However, few peo ple were read y to li sten to what Wrig ht 
had to say about this subj ect part ly because, altho ugh he had in 1nind a broad 
strategy fo r land de velopment , he illustrated it in a model that showed onl y a 
typical four-mil e-square area . The model and several perspecti ve drawings 
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allowed critics to focus too easily on eccentric details. From that angle they 
dismissed the whole enterprise as a simple-minded back-to-the-land scheme. 

The revi val o f interest in the work of Frank Llo yd Wright the architect, 
but not the planner, was a clear repudiation of the Internati onal Style, but 
what it implied for the future was un certain . In 1939 the aw arding o f the first 
pri ze in a competition fo r an addition to the Smithsonian Museum to a 
project by Elie! and Eero Saa rincn (r91 0-6 1) seemed to indicate an offi cial 
ackn o wledgment of a change o f va lues. The frag mented co mposition o f the 
Saarinens' scheme w as mo re animated than the severe ca tegori es o f the 
Intern ati onal Style allo w ed , but it w as still clearly modern and therefo re 
m ade a telling contrast to the cl assica l prin ciples and detail s, however 
attenuated , of Jo hn Hussell Pope's Jefferson Mem orial (1934- 43) and the 
National Gallery o f Art (1 937- 41). What little di scussion th ose works 
received when their designs were made public w as almost un animously 
negative. In 1945 Joseph Hudnut (1886- 1968) , w ho by then had alread y 
initi ated reform s in architectural edu cation at C olumbia and H arvard, 
simpl y di smissed Po pe in a review o f the buildings as " the last of the 
Romans." Y ct whereas Pope co uld ha vc easily and eloquently described 
w hat his architecture w as about, it was uncl ear what the Saa rinens stood fo r, 
especially at a time wh en the United States w as em ergin g fro m a period of 
depri va tion to one o f unprecedented prosperit y. Because no one could yet 
give a definitive and co mpellin g interpretati on of modern architecture and 
its necessit y, the spirit o f John Russe ll Pope may not have been bani shed as 
co mpletely as Hudnut and o thers assum ed it had. 
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CHAPTER EI GHT 

From Less Is More to Less Is a Bore 

The Architecture of Postwar A merica 

In th e quarter century after th e end of the Second World War th e Ameri ca n 

city was all but remade. The " Federal Bulldozer" clea red hu ge di stri cts o f 

supposedly substandard buildings in the inner city; at th e sa m e time an 

extensive hi ghway prog ram linked the do wntown to sprawlin g areas of 

sparsely settled land. The essenti al outlines of what took place had been 

described much ea rlier, and m any steps had been taken in th e i93 os to 

es tabli sh th e legal and admini strative machin ery that w ould be used to 

implement th ese changes . But th e D epression and the Second W orld W ar 

largely postponed the constru cti on that was th en increasing ly considered 

necessa ry. Thus, with th e prosperity and th e baby boom o f the postwar 

decades Ameri ca n architects had unprecedented opportuniti es to build . 

Corporate headquarters, government centers, and buildings fo r learning and 

th e arts sprang up in downtown areas while th e suburbs were qui ckly fill ed 

with tra cts o f houses, shoppin g centers, schoo ls, industri al park s, and even 

airpo rts. During thi s peri od Ameri can architects al so fo und m any 

opportuniti es to build outside th e United States, as military bases and a new 

generation o f embassies had to be constru cted to house th e United States' 
increased presence througho ut the world. 

M ost architects and city planners assumed th at all this constru cti on would 

help to crea te a new urban o rder. Sig fri ed Gicdi on (1888- 1968) di sclosed the 

essenti al outlin es of thi s urban context in Space, Time and A rchitecture. This 

wo rk was first g iven as a seri es o f lectures at H arvard University in 193 8 and 

193 9, was pub lished in 194J , and as it went thro ug h man y editi ons came to 

be kn own by archi tecture students and m embers of th e profession as 

"Giedion 's Bible." The first item on Giedi on 's new urban agenda was to 

abo li sh the " ru e co rrido r " w ith its ri gid lines of buildin gs and its 

in termin gling o f traffi c, pedestri ans, and different building types. What 

Giedi on and o th ers call ed for w as no t onl y th e se paration o f pedestrians and 

traffi c, bu t also th e parcellin g ou t of th e city through zonin g in to separate 

areas, each o f whi ch w ould be devoted exclusively to a sin gle purpose. These 
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units would be larger th an th e outdated city block . In such generou s 

surroundin gs buildings w ould no t have to ho ld to a street lin e; they could 

ins tead " Aoa t freely" in space. 
These ideas were at the root of what has often been ca ll ed the 

"suburbani za ti on o f the cit y," w hi ch too k place in th e postwa r peri o d. But it 

is impo rtant to recogni ze th at during th e sa m e yea rs th e ph ysiogno my of th e 

Am eri ca n suburb also changed . The residents o f th e suburbs built in the 

J92os and r93os m ay have owned cars, but th eir communities were usuall y 

still pl anned around a nu cleus o f a commuter railroad stati on, a business and 

commercial center, and nea rb y municipal buildin gs, churches, and schoo ls. 

Residential areas were loca ted on the periph ery . On ce th e auto m o bile 

beca me th e m ain m eth od o f transport, th e prim acy o f the center was 

undermin ed. Shoppin g and admini strative centers, offi ces and industri al 

park s bega n to be loca ted along hi ghways. Similar fo rces changed th e 

suburban street . If th e primary m ea ns of transpo rt was an auto mo bile parked 

in ;i ga rage at th e back of a house lo t , th e pedestri an 's p rocess ion fro m 

sidewalk to fro nt doo r was no longer necessa ry. So in th e postwar suburbs 

much of th e cu lture of th e front yard wa s abandoned , as the sidewa lk , lawn , 

po rch, and so m etim es even th e fro nt doo r itself di sa ppea red . 

Althoug h architects and city pl ann ers agreed in principle, if no t in detail , 

about the need to rem ake th e Ameri ca n cit y, th ere was no consensus about 

what archi tectural va lues should be brought to bea r upon its new buildin gs. 

On e easy response was th at everythin g should be modern. Durin g and 

directly after th e Second W orld W ar th ere w as a rem ark able chan ge o f 

opinion :i m ong both pro fess ionals and th e publi c about modern 

architecture. The fac t that the N azis had closed the Uauh aus and branded th e 

new architecture decadent and the kno w ledge th at so m e of th e fo unders and 

most ambiti o us prac tition ers o f modern architecture had been stiA ed by the 

Soviet governm ent cau sed m odern architecture to be equated w ith th e 

ideol ogy o f dem ocracy and free do m . 

Of course, a fe w traditi onalists held out , and deroga to ry co mm ents 

continued to be made in th e po pular press. But even if no one had spoken fo r 

th e values th at had sustain ed th e profession throug h the 1920s and even th e 

1930s, a reacti onary enem y would probabl y have had to ha ve been invented. 

A w hippin g boy was necessa ry so th at no one had to ask the basic questi on: 

w hat exactl y is mo dern architecture' By harping so long upon th e 

di stin ction between th e trad itional styles and th e m odern way the ad vocates 

of the new architecture were able to g loss ove r an issue w hi ch had been 

o bvious to a fe w di scerning Eu ro pea ns b y th e turn o f the century, and w hi ch 

was even apparent to a hand ful o f percepti ve Ameri can archi tects :rnd criti cs 

by th e late i 92os . They knew th at it was all but fruitl ess to try to fo rmulate a 
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unified modern style or approach to architecture. Modern architecture at 
best was a broad term that encompassed many attitudes toward design, some 
of which were directly irreconcilable. By 1945 this should have been clear to 
all, but in the postwar rush to build few architects allowed themselves to 
dwell too long upon this knotty problem. 

Because of the constant emphasis on the difference between modern and 
traditional architecture, another equally important issue was neglected. No 
matter how diverse it had been in its early years, modern architecture was 
largely spawned in Europe by avant-garde groups as a response not only to 
an official architecture but also to an outmoded society. The nature of the 
relationship of the new architecture to the new society was rarely well 
defined, but most European exponents of modern architecture in principle 
thought the connection important . Similarly, the outlines of the new society 
to be ushered in with the new architecture were also usually left vague, but 
they did at least often encompass ideas about the increased presence of the 
state and new economic policies. 

Once modern architecture was endorsed by a society which had the same 
political structure as, and was certainly more prosperous than, the one that 
had been building Roman banks and Gothic churches ten years earlier- ' 
once it became, in effect, the official style of a democratic country that 
largely championed the free market and a government with a low profile­
the time had come to reassess its basic premises. However, the leading 
architects, including many European emigrcs, were reluctant to do this. If 
they thought about these complex matters at all, they usually dispensed with 
them by simply positing a consonance between modern architecture and the 
United States because America was a land of freedom. Louis Sullivan and 
Frank Lloyd Wright had made a similar point much earlier, but no one in the 
postwar period tried as rigorously as they had to extrapolate an 
architecture from this premise. 

Although there was no clear discussion of these issues, it is obvious in 
retrospect that modern architecture had several distinctly different meanings 
in the postwar period. One interpretation was that the modern architect 
shou ld serve society rather than represent it through the symbolic character 
of a building. This was not a new idea . It had a long lineage in European 
architectural thought; it had always been at least latent in American 
discussions about whether the art of architecture was more than just an 
indulgence; and by the late r93os some American architects and critics were 
trying to describe its appropriateness for the contemporary context. Lewis 
Mumford, for example, in "The Death of the Monument," an essay written 
in 1937, argued for an ever changing architecture, one which did not have 
the weight and pretensions of traditional buildings, but which instead could 
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2ro Walter Gropius 
(associated with Boston 
Center Architects): Boston 
Back Bay Center 
Development, Boston, 
Massachusem, 1953. Model. 

respond because of its lightness to the varied and changing needs of its 

physica l and social context. 
Ideas similar to these were elaborated by and quickly became associated 210 

with the German architect Walter Gropius. Gropius left Germany in 1934, 
spent the following years in England, and arrived in the United States in 
1937 to become Chairman of the Department of Architecture at the Harvard 
Graduate School of Design. Of course, Gropius had formed impressions of 
the United States and American architecture long before he arrived in his 
adopted country. He had visited the United States in 1928 and, more 
important, he was familiar with American architecture through discussions 
that had taken place in German architectural circles ever since the turn of the 
century. ln effect, Gropius arrived with strong preconceptions, and it is hard 
not to conclude that in the thirty years he lived in the United States he paid 
attention to whatever confirmed those ideas and dismissed whatever did not. 

Reacting in part to the conditions and people responsible for the mass 
movements that had brought the National Socialists to power in Germany, 
Gropius tried to define a more wholesome context to fit and nurture his 
conception of the ideal citizen. Gropius's American was a practical person, 
more a doer than a thinker , someone who knew how to fix his car and who 
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enjoyed building an addition onto his house on weekends. Such people did 
not thrive in large, chaotic cities dominated by the allurin g culture of 
commerce; the more salutary environment was the small community in 
which a grassroots democracy cou ld flourish. The architect's role was to 
serve such people by interpreting their social and psychological needs and by 
applying technological innovations to the buildings that housed their 
institutions. 

In conjunction and sometimes in conflict with Joseph Hudnut, who left 
Columbia in r936 to serve as the Dean of the Harvard Graduate School of 
Design , Gropi us initiated studies about the use of buildings and how 
construction cou ld be rationalized. Subsequently, many other American 
architecture schools mounted programs of research in these areas. Some even 
established research organizations which published their work. The history 
of the issues addressed in research, especially the technological roots, was 
described in several significant works, the most important of which were 
Gicdion's Space, Ti111e a11d Architecture and Mecha11iz atio11 Takes Co111111a11d 
(1948). 

Although many architecture schools have continued to undertake 
research into the making and use of buildings, the impact of this work on 
American practice has been marginal. The involvement of the federal 
government in the regu lation and promotion of building has been weaker in 
the United States than in other countries, so there has never been a direct and 
forcefu l channel through wh ich to turn research into practice. But the 
ineffccti veness of this work has also been due to its poor quality. Architecture 
schools have often produced and endorsed badly conceived projects, the 
work too o bviously of second- and third-rate engineers, socio logists, and 
psychologists. 

The more important difficulty with architectural research of the postwar 
period was that no matter how objective it claimed to be, it was often based 
on assumptions that were not shared by its supposed beneficiaries. Much of 
the work on housing suffered from this problem. Catherine Bauer, the most 
distinguished American student of housing, was expli cit abo ut this matter in 
a revealing self-criticism made in 1965. She claimed that throughout the 
postwar period, American architects persisted in thinking about housing as if 
they were still Jiving in the 1930s, a time when there was no ex pectation of 
economic growth. "Existcnzminimum ," standardization, and collectivism, 
therefore , continued to be the three principles that guided architects in th eir 
investigations of housing. However, the vast majority of Americans wanted 
none of this. Their dream was individualism in the suburbs . Thus, Bauer 
contended, by continuing to conceive of housing in terms of existenz­
minimum, standardization, and collectivism, architects merely established a 
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2 L 1 Demolition of part of Minoru Yarnasaki's Pruitt- Igoe public housing 
project, St. Louis , Missouri , 1972. 

separate standard of housing that served further to divide poor and low­
income groups from othe r Americans. 

The distinction was readily appa rent. In the postwar period many sma ll , 
low-rise projects continued to be built. These developments have usuall y 
had long waiting li sts for apartments, and in many other ways they have 
largely been successful. The more problematical projects were the vast tracts 
of hi gh-ri se buildings constructed in American cities from the late 194os 
through the 1950s. This configuration of apartment towers set in open space 
may ha ve been encoura ged by the federal agency that administered the 
housing program, but it certainly was never mandated. Rath er it was chosen 
by loca l housing authorities and their architects through a usua ll y vague 
sense that its supposed efficiency and repetitive appearance was tantamount 
to or symbolized progress. From their opening most of these projects 
experienced administrative and maintenance problems, both of which were 
exacerbated when the resident population shifted from the working poor to 
the city's disturbed , disabled , and dispossessed. The descent from idealistic 
beginnings was most starkly dramatized by the part-demolition in 1972 of 211 
St. Louis' once-heralded Pruitt-Igoe project (1958), designed by Minorn 
Yamasaki (1912-86). 
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Preconceptions and misconceptions about what was good for Americans 
also had important consequences for the suburbs. On the whole American 
architects joined sociologists in condemning the suburbs for creating a lonely 
crowd of organization men, consumption-crazed housewives, and spoi led 
children. Hence, their primary response to the burgeoning culture of tract 
developments, shopping centers, drive-in theaters, chain restaurants, motels, 
and gas stations was to sit moralistically in judgment. They therefore took 
little or no part in determining how these vast areas of new development 
should be designed and built. Architects often complained that they were 
involved with only a small percentage of construction, but their basic stance 
toward the culture permitted no more. 

Even if research is more able and is founded on clearer assumptions a bout 
whom it serves, there will never be a direct and obvious way to apply it to 
practice. No architect has ever been more doctrinaire about the primacy of 
the need to serve than Hannes Meyer, a former director of the Bauhaus. Yet 
his projects of the late 1920s were obviously influenced as much by a love of 
industrial imagery, which he must have absorbed from Russian 
constructivism, as they were by technical and programmatic requirements. 
American architects who endorsed the ethic of service did not allow 
themselves such liberties . Their buildings may have been influenced by the 
space-time themes of artists like Klee and Moholy-Nagy. They may also 
have drawn sustenance from features of the landscape in which they were set. 
But the overriding objective was a building that derived its form from no 
external source whatsoever. As it is all but inconceivable to design buildings 
on this basis, certa in architectural motifs that had been devised to fu lfil 
functions became instead emblems of service. Examples were the flat roof, 
sun screens, concrete block co rridors, and the all but invisible entrance of the 
postwar, suburban elementary school. 

The inherent difficulty, the impossibility even, of an architecture based 
purely on the fulfillment of func tion soon became apparent, even to some of 
its most ardent advocates. Thus in "The Need for a New Monumentality," 
an essay of 1943, Sigfried Giedion acknowledged that it was also necessary 
"to create symbols in the form of monuments." Whereas Giedion was 
concerned primarily about the future of public buildings, few of which had 
been designed or built by modern architects in the i92os and 1930s, Joseph 
Hudnut discussed the same matter in terms of housing. In "The Post­
Modern House" of 1945 he argued that a house was not just a machine; it also 
had to express "the idea of home." 

Of course, the rhetoric about the need for architecture to serve continued. 
Throughout the postwar period to be called a "formalist" was the worst 
insult, designing a single-fami ly house was equated with social 
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irresponsibility, and using conventional construction techniques was 
tantamount to a betrayal of the mission of the twentieth century. 
Nevertheless, the need to represent values could not be st ifled. Different 
architects came to this realization at different times and in different ways, but 
the February 1950 issue of L' Architecture d'aujourd'hui devoted to "Walter 
Gropius et son ecole" and edited by Pau l Rudolph, was the most significant 
milestone marking this transition. The issue was meant to summarize and 
celebrate Gropius's achievement, but at the same time it can be read as his 
students' way of saying farewell to his influence. 

Rediscovering how to represent values in buildings was not an easy task. 
Some architects traveled to Europe to draw inspiration, however furtively, 
from the great monuments that their history of architecture courses omitted 
when they were students. However, what to make of these works was 
unclear; g iven the climate of opinion that prevailed in architecture schools, it 
was unthinkable for a young practitioner to consider himself, at least 
overtly, a possible successor to John Russell Pope. Most, instead, looked for 
guidance to those figures who were already considered the "masters of 
modern architecture." 

In trying to find a modern idiom that went beyond an architecture of 
mere service, many young architects were first attracted to the work of 
Ludwig Mies van der Rohe (1886-1969). When Mies arrived in the United 
States in 1937, he was fifty years o ld and might have been expected to live 
out his years in semiretirement as Director of Architecture at Armour 
Institute, now Illinois Institute of Technology, in Chicago. Mies was an 
effective teacher, but he made his reputation in the United States mainly 
through his surprisingly productive practice. M ies did not talk or write 
much about his work, and it has now long been customary to discuss his 
buildings as an architecture of fact, partly because he made painstaking 
studies about the components of his buildings and how they were to be 
assembled. Yet it is also clear that his work was guided by a conception of 
architecture's significance that encompassed far more than a concern for the 
making of buildings. From his first American design, the r93 8 project for the 
Resor House in Jackson Hole, Wyoming, to his best-known work, the 
Seagram Building (1954-58) in New York, Mies tried to articulate a 215 

language of architecture that could give expression to his vision of a new, 
postwar and American world. This quest was guided as much by his 
interpretation of the special qualities of the American landscape and his 
knowledge of the history of architecture as it was by his proficiency at 
detailing corners and other critical building intersections. As such, Mies's 
American work was both a continuation of themes that had informed his 
designs of the 1920s and 1930s and a new departure. 
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212 Ludwig Mies van 
der Roh e: "Fi fty by Fifty" 
house project, 1950--5 l. 
Plan. 

2 1 3 Ludwig Mies van 
der Rohe: Convention 
Hall , Chicago, Illinois, 
1953-54 Photomontage 
of interior. 

Mies was able to accomplish his objective in a remarkably short time. The 
Resor House wa; only the first of several significant projects that tried to 
reconstitute the very basi s of the house in its siting, planning, and 
construction. The Farnsworth House of 1945- 50 in Plano, Illinois, was his 
most widely discussed statement about domestic architecture. This 
exquisitely detailed glass-walled box was lifted off the ground and supported 
by four pairs of I-beams. As in many of Mies's other buildings, the 
Farnsworth House 's interior had no dividing walls. It was zoned only by 
carefully chosen and placed furniture and the location of bathrooms and a 

2 12 kitchen service wall. These ideas were taken to an extreme in Mies's "Fifty 
by Fifty" house project (1950- 51). A square in plan, this house had a flat roof 
supported only by four columns, one each at the mid-points of a side . 

The "Fifty by Fifty" house was as much a prototype for the vast public 
spaces Mies was building as it was a house. Mies's attempt to give public 
institutions a proper presence began with hi s 1942 project for a museum for a 
small city and culminated in his massive New National Gallery , Berlin 
( 1962- 68). In between he designed a series of equally provocative bu ildings 
including the Architecture and Design Building for Illinois Institute of 

2 13 Technology (1952) and a Convention Hall for Chicago (1953- 54) which had 
a 720-foot clear span. All these buildings were conceived as bounded figures 
with none of the dynamic interpenetrating planes that had characterized 
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earlier works such as the Barcelona Pavilion of 1929. It has often been sa id 
that the spaces Mies created in these buildings were not shaped to 
accommodate the activities they were to contain. Mies did undoubtedly 
aspire to universality, but as his photomontages show, he also had an image 
of how and what was supposed to happen within. 

Mies 's other significant contribution to American practice was his 
solution to the tall building . He had designed several projects for glass 
skyscrapers shortly after the end of the First World War , and a multistory 
apartment house of his was built in Chicago in 1949. But his first and most 
forceful statement about the tall building came two years later. The two 
apartment towers at 860 Lake Shore Drive in Chicago set an image of the tall 
building that was imitated and elaborated upon for the next quarter century. 
These towers were glass and steel cages that aspired on the exterior to 
complete uniformity. Mies applied window mullions to steel columns to 

achieve this effect. 

214 Ludwig Mies van der Rohe: 860 
Lake Shore Drive Apartments, Chicago, 
Illinois, 1949-5 l. Horizontal section 
showing relation of window mullions 
to steel column at corner of building. 

; 
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The matter-of-fact quality of Lake Shore Drive's construction has often 
been contrasted with th e sel f-con sciously sophisticated materi als and 
detailin g of th e Seagram Building. For Mies, however, the di stinction was 2 15 
simply a reflection of th e difference between a speculative apartment 
building and a co rpo rate headquarters. The sa me di sti nction accounted fo r 
the Seagram Building's pyram idal m assin g and suggest ively classical 
composition . Similarly, whereas the Lake Shore Drive towers were placed 
o bliquely to the roadway that separated them from Lake Mi chi gan , the 
Seagram Building had its front on Park A venue, as w as appropriate to its 
urbane setting and its location o pposi te M cKim , M ead & White's Racquet 
and Tennis Club. 

Mics's work had an immediate but varied impact on Ameri can practice. 
For so me architects hi s buildings sug gested only a voca bulary of metal 
detail s; for others its statem ent o f th e primacy of the steel fram e showed how 
to give an order to architecture that went beyond th e m ere accommodation 
offunctions. The architect with the closest and most sustain ed tic to Mies was 
Philip Jo hnson. Johnson had conspicuously included Mies in the T932 
Museum of Modern Art show on modern architecture and had 
commi ssioned him to design an apartment in N ew York for Eddy W arburg, 
one o f the Museum's tru stees . In r934Johnson left the Museum of Modern 
Art to cm bark on a st ran ge and di stasteful po li tica l ca reer in which he first 
wo rked as resident intellectual for Huey Long, th e Louisiana senato r then 
running for president, and later for Father Coughlin, a populist demagogue 
w ith fascist sympathies. After running unsuccessfu ll y for Congress in Ohio 
in r936 on Coughlin's ti cket,J o hnson helped to found the ominously named 
organization Youth and th e N ation . These dubious esca pades ended with hi s 
enro llment at the Harvard Graduate School of Design in I940. 

Johnson 's preference for the luxurious dimensions and materials of Mies 's 
arch itecture, especially in compari so n to the work and precepts of W alter 
Gropius, was already evident in i932. Hi s championing, not of Mies, but of 
his own interpretation of Mies appeared aga in in his final project at H arvard, 
a box-li ke house based on one ofMies's courtyard designs of the mid-193 os, 
and in hi s Four Seasons Restaurant (T958) in the Seagram Building . It was 
also evident in his 194 7 book on Mies which, unlik e Ludwig Hilbersheimcr 's 
more informati ve work o f T956, did not include illustrations of working 
details. But it was most expli cit in hi s own house of 1949 in New Canaan, 2 16 
Connecti cut. Ostensibly a Miesian bo x, Johnson 's house contained one space 
which was interrupted only by bathroom and kitchen faciliti es . The 
stru cture and skin , however, did no t have th e freshness of in vention that 
informed the detailing of the Farnsworth House, no r was the ho use sited in as 
aggressively cha llen ging a way as Mies's best houses . More interestin g to 

2 1 5 Ludwig Mies va n dcr lloh c and Philip Johnson: Seagra m Building, New 
York City, 1954- 58. 
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216 Phil ip J ohnson: Johnson Jicsidcncc, New Ca na;rn , Conn ecticut, 1 949. 

Jo hnson were the sources on w hich hi s design drew. In an artic le about th e 
house, John son claimed a lineage fro m no t onl y Mies, but also Le Corbusier, 
T heo va n D oesburg, Kasim ir Malevich, Au guste C ho isy, Karl Fried ri ch 
Schinkel, and C laude-Nico las Ledoux. 

M any of the Case Study H o uses sponsored by Arts and A rcliitec f11re, an 
influential California-based magazine edited by John Entenza ( 190 5-84), 
suggested a more direct ex tension o f Miesian principles in residenti al 
architecture. The Case Stud y H ouses were largely concei ved as a response to 
what by 1945 already appea red to be th e "wacky googy" qu ality o f recen t 
attempts to reo ri ent modern architecture in a regional o r verna cular 
direction . One o f th e first and most influenti al Case Study Houses was 

2 17 designed by C harles Eames (1907- 78), w ho was primaril y a furniture and 
industria l designer. Eam es was trained at the C ran brook Academ y of Art in 
Michi ga n under Eli e] Saa rin en. Jn i 940 he won a furniture competi t ion 
sponsored by th e Museum o f M odern Art . His molded pl ywood chairs and 
man y o f hi s subsequent designs soon beca me all but essenti al fi x tures in the 
postwar m odern house . His Case Stud y House drew its language more from 
Albert Kahn 's facto ri es, w hi ch he must have seen w hen a stud ent at 
C ran brook, than from a kn owledge of Mies's buildings . Its wa lls were made 
of g lazing clements drawn fro m ca talogues used fo r industri al buildin gs, and 
its roo f and fl oo r were suppo rted by bar j o ists. Un like Mies's houses, th e 
impli cit ex pand abilit y and in terchangea bili ty of Eames's construction 
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implied a less deterministic attitude both toward th e pattern of use within 
and the building's relationship to the site. Eames's house was soo n fi lJ ed with 
clutter, and it was no t unthin kable to photograph it with a tree in the 
foreground. 

By 1950 th e Case Study H ouses becam e more decisively Miesian . R aphael 
Sori ano (1907-88), C raig Elwood (r922--<J2), and others based th eir houses 
on a steel stru ctural fram e which was then infilled with glass. Unlike Mies, 
however, the Cali fo rnia architects did not aspire to a constant, completely air­
conditioned interior environment. The C ali fo rnia houses often had plans 
w hich were not just rectangles, but w hich tri ed to incorporate decks, ter­
races, and swimming pools to mediate between interior and exterio r. 

Exemplary as the C ase Study Houses may have been as individual works, 
th ey did not make a substantial impact on th e design and construction of 
th e ordinary developer's house, mainly beca use steel always seemed an 
inappropriate mater ial for a house; nor was it as mall eable as wood for 
small-scale construction . Mies's more lasting impact, therefore, was on com­
mercial and o ffi ce buildings. H e was not in fac t the first archi tec t to use 
th e glass curtain wall for a tall building. The Equitable Life Assuran ce 
Building in Portland, Oregon (1944- 47), by Pietro B elluschi (1899-1995), 2 18 

and th e United N atio nal Secretari at (1948-5 1), designed by a team of 2 19 

2 17 C harles Eames: Ea m es 
House, Los Angeles, Ca li forn ia, 
1948. 



architects coordin ated by W allace K. Harrison (1895-198 T) with Le 
Corbusier's parti cipation , bo th used this technique before Mies did. Another 
signifi cant use of it was Eero Saarin en's General Motors T echnica l Center 
(r948- 56), but th e firm whi ch m ade the glass and steel curtain wall virtuall y 
synonymous with Ameri ca n corporate architecture was Skidmore. Owin gs 

220 & Merrill. Their Lever House in N ew York City (1951- 52) w as important 
beca use it was the first N ew York o ffi ce building planned around a public 
plaza and set back fro m the street. But Lever House and other Skidmore, 
Owings & Merrill buildin gs of th e sa me period were also of no te becau se 
they were among the ea rli es t and most success ful elaborations o f the metal 
and glass curtain wall. Mies had set a high standard in es tablishing a dialogue 
between the articulation of the parts of the curtain wall and the statem ent 
of a compelJing profil e. [n its early offi ce buildings Skidmo re, O wings & 
Merrill was able at least to approach this standard , but especiaJJ y as such 
bui ldings became larger, this highly rarefied discipline was easily violated or 
ignored. Toward the end of his life even Mies could not convincingly sus-

2 1 8 Pietro Bdluschi : Equitable Life 
Assurance Bu ilding, Portl and , Oregon, 
1944- 47. 

2 19 Wa llace K . H arri son et al.: U ni ted 
Nations Secreta ri at, New York C ity, 
1948- 51. 

220 Skidm o re, Owin gs & Merrill : Lever 
H ouse, N ew York C ity , 195 1- 52 . 
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tain it. Even in the 860 Lake Shore Drive Apartments the critical relationship 
between the skin and the structure had been more implied than real. Once 
this dialogue was abandoned, the appearance of the skyscraper became arbi ­
trary, determined as much by the glass manufacturer's latest gimmick as by 
the architect. 

On e reason m any architects did not continue for lon g to design in a 
Miesi an manner was that they were looking for an architecture that could be 
m ore o bvio usly monumental th an even the Seagram Building 's understated 
class icism. B y the time the Seagram Building w as fini shed many Ameri ca n 
arch itects, especiall y those designing major cultural institutions, we re 
already m akin g more pronounced allusions to the classica l traditi on. T wo 
embassies, one for [ndia, the o ther fo r G rea t Britain , epitomi zed the 
p roblems inherent in this approach. 

Before the commission fo r the American embassy in N ew D elhi , th e 22 1 

wo rk of Edward Durrell Stone (1902- 78) had gone through several phases . 
Stone was edu ca ted at the Boston Architectural C lub and in the architecture 
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22 1 Edward Durrell Stone: United States Embassy, N,ew D elhi , 1954. 

programs o f Harvard and M .l.T. At M.l.T. he stalfted to abso rb moderni st 
ideas and on a scholarship traveled to Europe to m e some of th e significant 
modern buildin gs of the 1920s, including Mies va n der Ro be 's Barcelona 
Pav ilion. Stone was impressed by the exhibiti on at th e Museum o f Modern 
Art in 193 2, and in the followin g years he design ed several International 
Style houses as well as th e new building fo r th e Museum o f Modern Art . 

However , by th e late 1930s Stone had beco m e disillusioned with th e 
International Sty le, because he felt that it would ne ver be acceptable to the 
public. H e began to revert to rcgio nali st gestures in hi s domesti c architecture 
and to a kind o f decorati ve cl ass icism for hi s public buildin gs . Stone's 
so lution at N ew Delhi , and in o th er buildings such as the Kenn edy Center 
fo r the Perfo rmin g Arts, W ashing ton , D. C. (1961- 71 ), was to retain th e 
axial nature o f th e classical plan and the column ar basis of its architecture, but 
to infuse th e building cl ements with a sense o f lig htness, a qu ality that he 
associated w ith bo th a m odern and an Ameri can sensibility. Thus, the 
embassy was set up on a podium and was surrounded by a co lonnade of 
gentl y taperin g g ilded column s. Its walls w ere, in effect, a sun sc reen that was 
detailed both to hover abo ve th e ground and not to tou ch th e roof. 
Throughout th e embassy Stone tri ed to redu ce ever y surfa ce to an intri cate 
pattern made of sm all units so tha t nothing w o uld seem m o no lithi c or 
overbea rin g. 

Th e Am erican Embassy in Lo nd on was designed by anoth er pro minent 
member of th e profession , Eero Saarincn . Born in Finland , Saa rin en ca m e to 
th e United States w ith hi s fa th er in r923 . After g raduatin g from Yale 
Uni versit y, he wo rked with hi s fa th er until 1950, w hen he beca me principal 

222 Eero Saarinen: TWA Terminal at John E Kennedy International Airport, 
New York City, 1959-62 . 

partner of Ecro Saa rinen and Associates. By then hi s work in creasingly 
showed evidence o f the need to brea k away from th e craft-oriented 
architecture o f hi s fath er. As Saa rin en o ften put the m atter , modern 
architecture, especiall y as it w as understood in the United States, lacked 
drama . Hi s goa l above all was to crea te buildin gs w ith a mem orable im age, 
one which preferabl y capi ta li zed upon a darin g stru ctural technique. Hi s 
m ost noted examples w ere several large-span stru ctures, such as th e 63 0-
foo t-high and 630-foot-wide Jefferson Nati onal Expan sion M emorial , St. 
Louis (1947- 48; 1959-64). In one of hi s m ost contro versial w ork s, the Trans 
World Airlines Terminal at Kenn edy (ldl ewild) Airport ( 1959-62), Saarin en 222 

not only wanted to distinguish TWA from th e o th er airlin es but his goal was 
also to " express th e drama and specialness and excitem ent of travel. " Saarinen's 
them e was th e terminal as a place of m ovem ent ; to ex press it he used a 
structure based on four intersectin g barrel va ults supported by four Y -
shaped columns. The result was a vast con crete shell , 50 fee t hi gh and 315 fee t 
long, which made a huge umbrella to protect all the passenge r areas . 

T he Ameri ca n Embassy in London had no space that could be co vered 223 

with a striking stru cture to identify th e buildin g. In fa ct, th e embassy largely 
co ntained offi ces, and alth o ug h the project was exemp t fro m loca l zonin g 
laws, Saarin en fe lt obliged to respond to th e Geo rg ian context o f G rosvenor 
Squ are. Even so, th e features and m o ti fs of the buildin g emphatica ll y 
ann ounced it to be an Ameri ca n embassy. It held the roo f line of adja cent 
buildings, bu t was set back fro m the street on a podium th at m ade it seem 
aloof from its sur roundin gs . Like the Geo rg ian houses, it used repetiti ve 
w indow clem ents, but they we re designed w ith a nervo us rh ythm th at was 



223 Ecro Saarinen: 
United States 
Embassy, London, 
1955- 60. 

unchara cteristic of the adjacent bui ld ings. However, the most distinctive 
features of the embassy were its "costume jewelry" gold anodized aluminum 
trim and an eagle with a thirty-six-foot wing span that was mounted at the 
roof over the entrance. 

Given classica l architecture's longevity and the fact that the most 
significant modern arch itects- Wright, Le Corbusier, Mies, and Alvar 
Aalto-had all taken a close look at classical buildings in defining their own 
lan guage of architecture, it was not a betraya l of principle for American 
practitioners again to turn to these works . The problematical aspect of what 
followed was not the sou rces, but the interpretation. The platitudinous 
planning and cosmetic details of the buildings at the Lincoln Center for the 
Performing Arts in New York C ity (1959- 66) revealed all too clearly the 
superficia lit y with which analogies to ancient works could be made. 

The only arch itect to undertake a more than perfunctory study of classical 
architecture in the postwar period was Louis I. Kahn (1901-74). Born in 
Estonia, Kahn came to the United States with his parents in r905. He 
received a degree in architecture under Paul Cret at the Beaux-Arts oriented 
University of Pennsylvania in 1924, and then began an apprenticeship that 
extended through the Second World War. During this lengthy period Kahn 

250 

worked for and with, among others, Cret, George Howe, and Oskar 
Stonorov. 

The immediate reason Kahn was so slow to make his own statement in 
architecture was that very little work was available during the Depression 
and the Second World War, especially for a Jewish architect with no 
substantial connections . But Kahn was also hesitant to commit himself in 
practice because he was uncertain about the nature of modern architecture, 
at least as it was interpreted in the United States throughout the 1930s and 
1940s. It was only when Kahn was able to reconcile the premises of modern 
architecture with his early training that he was ready to receive and execute 
m.ajor commissions . The significance of his education was clarified for him 
by a stay at the American Academy in Rome, travel in Greece and Egypt, 
and perhaps the publi cation in 1952 of Emil Kaufounn's inAuential article 
on the work of Boullee, Ledoux, and Lequeu in the Journal of the American 
Philosophical Society. One way or another the early 1950s marked the 
beginning of two remarkable decades in which Kahn produced, among 
many important works, the Richards Medical Research Building and 225 

Biological Research Building, Philadelphia, Pennsy lvania (1957- 64), the 
Jonas Salk Institute for Biological Studies, La Jolla, California (1959- 65), the 226 
Kimbell Art Museum, Fort Worth, Texas (1966- 72), the Phillips Exeter 
Academy Library, Exeter, New Hampshire (1967-72), and the Center for 
British Art and Studies, Yale University, New Haven (1967- 74). 

As Kahn became more prolific, he developed an often self-indulgently 
obscure explanation of his central premise: that there is an essential aspect of 
architecture, w hich he called "form," that exists beyond the ostensible 
function of a building. Architecture did not involve fitting uses into 
dimensioned areas. It was instead a "creating of spaces that evoke a feeling of 
use." At one level Kahn tried to achieve this end through an interpretation of 
the elements of which his buildings were made. In a revealing article of 1943 
he wrote that a new monumentality in architecture could be attai ned by 
stretching contemporary materials to their limit and prophesied that light 
tubular steel members could form the basis of an updated Gothic 
architecture of ribs, vaults, domes, and buttresses. Not long after, Kahn 224 

began to doubt whether such light structures (which, though Gothi c in 
spirit, were at least in part a response to Mies van der Robe's early work in 
the United States) could ever have the presence of great architecture. This 
interest in mass and solidity led him to reexamine the basis of trabeated 
arch itecture: the relationship between column, beam, and slab. Equally 
important was his discovery of the thick masonry wall as a device to filter a 
desired quality of daylight and to contain built-in furniture such as study 
carrels in libraries. 
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This analysis of column, beam, and wall had immediate implications for 
building plans. Despite the prevalent rhetoric about the virtues of a free and 
dynamic plan, Kahn never relinquished a basic belief, instilled in his 
education under Cret, that a gridded order was essential to the organization 
of a building. However, especially in designing the Richards Medica l 
Research Bui lding, Kahn began to understand that the plan of a building for 
a modern institution had to be based on more than a network of wa lls and 
columns. It also had to be supple enough to channel the complex tangle of 
plumbing, heating, air conditioning, electrical, and other services that had 
become so prominent in contemporary buildings . From this fundamental 
distinction between "servant" and "served" spaces Kahn developed a series 
of memorable building plans, all based on a tartan grid. 

Kahn designed the Richards Medical Research Building first by defining a 
unit of space to suit a laboratory. He then agglomerated a number of these 
units, both horizontally and vertically. All the non-laboratory functions, 
even the entrance, had to fit the parameters of this repetitive unit . Although 
the building was made out of seemingly massive concrete and brick, the 
emphasis on this unit of space suggested indefinite extendabi lity and 
universal adaptability . Partly in response to the rigidity of this approach, 
Kahn's later buildings always had a more diversified plan composed around 
at least one focal space, the primary function of which was to celebrate the 
"worthiness" of the institution . So, for example, the central space in the 
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224 Louis I. Kahn: 13cauvais Cathedral 
in Steel. 

225 Louis I. Kahn: Richards Medical 
Research Building, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, r957-64. 

226 Louis I. Kahn: The Salk Institute, 
La Jolla , California, t959- 65. 
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227 , 228 Phillips Exeter Academ y Library may serve as a passageway fro m one area 
on the m ain le vel to another and as a setting for evening concerts; it also 
brings light to the center o f th e building. But its ultimate justifi ca ti on is no t 
so easil y describable. In its g randeur and qui et solemnity, th e space g ives 
presence to th e institution and , es peciall y throu g h the qualit y of light th at 
fi lters down fro m above, attempts to connect those within to a sense of a 
hi g her order. 

Even thoug h th e works th at fo llowed th e Ri chards M edi cal Research 
Building had m o re articu late plans, Kahn 's buildings have been faulted for 
no t hav ing a suffi cientl y g radu ated hierarchy o f spaces. Hi s entrances, for 
exa mple, in va riabl y seem abrupt . A similar questi o n has o ften been posed 
abo ut the quali ty o f hi s det ailin g . Kahn had th e tas te and budgets to choose 
fin e and di stin cti ve materials, but he often detailed th em in a manifestly 
direct or even crude m ann er . O ne reason Kahn' s buildings did no t have 
mo re nuance is th at thi s w o uld have entailed making a m o re co mpl ete 
exa minati o n of the essence o f class ical architecture th an· either Ill' n r th e 
profession was read y to und ertake. But th e m o re co mpellin g explanatio n is 
that Kahn m ay have been interpretin g in hi s o wn way and fo r hi s own time 
an Ameri ca n traditio n of class ica l architecture. Am erican buildings in th e 
class ical traditi on , even the m ost sophisti cated wo rk s of M cK im, M ead & 
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227, 228 Louis I. Kahn: 
Phillips Exeter Academy 
Library, Exeter, New 
Hampshire, L967-72. 
Early fl oor plan and 
central space . 

229 Alvar A:il to: Finni sh 
Pav ilion, New York 
World 's Fai r, 1939. 

White and th eir contempo rari es, have never been as ar ti cul ate as th eir 
European co unterparts. M ost American arch itects have been apologetic 
about thi s fa ct; Kahn kno w ing ly used it as a po int of st reng th. 

Kahn 's chan ge fro m an interes t in li g ht tubu lar steel ribbed stru ctures to a 
fa scination with a heav y trabeated architecture of con crete and masonry 
could not have taken place witho ut a kn o wled ge o f w hat A Ivar Aalto, Frank 
Lloyd Wright, and Le Corbusier were designing. Ameri can s learn ed of the 
architecture of Aalto (r 898- 1976) not on ly from published accounts of his 
European work but also from his Finnish Pavi li on at the N ew York World's 229 

Fair in 1939 and , more importantly to the postwar period , his Baker House 230 

(1947-48), a do rmitory for th e Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Baker 
House was one in a long sequ ence of buildings in which Aalto attempted to 
resolve a problemati cal conditio n of modern life: th e connectio n between 
th e indi vidual and the co ll ecti ve . The building thus was co nceived as a 
di alogue between the dormito ry room and th e commo n areas, but it was 
also abo ut th e many spaces in w hi ch th ese two rea lms intersected . A simil ar 
con versa ti on took p lace with refe ren ce to th e site. Baker H o use's undul atin g 
fro nt wall w as a response to th e ri ver it faced; its enclosed back broug ht th e 
bui lding into contac t with the g rid on which th e res t of th e M.I.T. campus 
was based . Such ju xtaposition s had broad implica tion s. Th ro ug h th em Aa lto 
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230 Alvar Aalro: Baker House, Cambridge, Massachuscrrs , 1947- 48. Enrrancc facade. 

was trying to reconcile two di vergcnt interpretations of modern architecture 
or even architecture in general. H e gave empha sis to these issues not on ly 
through the basic themes of the buildin g, but also throu g h his vivid 
rendering of speci fi c details and incidents suc h as the main door, the columns 
in the entry, the handrails, and the dormitory furniture. 

A alto had often been fascinated by th e problem of creating sin uo us shapes 
out of straight or rectilinear materials. Some comments about bricks he 
heard Frank Lloyd Wright m ake in a speech in r 946 provided Aalto with 
insights that later informed B aker House's ri ver facade. Wright continued 
designing until his death in 1959- The building for which he was best known 

23 1 , 232 in the postwa r period was the Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum in New 
York City. The fir st designs for this buildin g to house a collection of non­
objective art were made from 1943 to 1945· Work wa s soon halted, was then 
on ly resumed a decade later, and when the Guggenheim Museum was 
fini shed in J 959 it was ev ident that much of the vitality of the original design 
had been di ssipated. The office building behind the Museum, shown in an 
ea rly render ing, would have made sense of the mu ch critici zed siting and 
ma ssing. Similarly, it is not implausible to think that had Wright been able to 
co nstruct the building when th e design was fre sh , hi s detailing wou ld have 
been more co mpellin g and he might have devi sed a more convincing 
so lution for th e display of wo rks o f art. 

N everth e less, despite its many faults , the Guggenheim Museum, 
especially its central space which is wrapped by an ascending spira l ra mp , was 
still a stunning accomp li shment. Versions of the spira l route had a ppeared in 
several of Wright' s ear li er design s, rangin g in sca le from the gigantic parking 
garage of the Sugarloaf Mountain project of 1925 to the delicate ramp in th e 

23 1, 232 Frank Lloyd Wrigh t: Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum , New York 
C ity, 1943-59. 
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V. C. M orris Gi ft Shop in San Francisco (1948-49), and of course 
predecesso rs of the Guggenheim's central space date back to Unity T emple 
and the Larkin B uildin g, if not before. But in the Guggenheim Museum 
W right most full y attain ed his idea l of an organi c archi tecture in w hi ch plan , 
elevation , and secti on trul y interact. 

Le Corbusier 's (1887- 1965) relationship with Ameri can architecture 
extended back at leas t to hi s publi ca tion of photographs of grain silos in Vers 
une architecture (1923). He visited the United States in r935 and recorded hi s 
impressions in Q ua11d /es cathedrales etaient blanches (1937; Engli sh edition 
1947) . Because he emph asized the "engin eer 's aes thetic" and chided 
American archi tects for being timid , Le Corbusier 's arch itecture was usuall y 
summarized, and di smissed , by his phrase "a machine fo r li ving." In fac t , by 
the mid- to late 1920s both hi s painting and hi s architecture were beginning 
to assume a different, perh aps more melancho ly bu t certainly mo re 
profound aspect. Le Corbusier's attemp t to m ake contact th ro ugh personal 
but hi ghly charged metaphors w ith a world of fo rms drawn more overtl y 
fro m nature and the his tory of architecture than fro m machines reached its 
fruition in the postwar period in a series of m asterwo rks that included the 
Uni te d ' Habitat ion in Marseill es (1 947- 53), N otre D ame-du-Haut at 
R.onchamp (1950--5 4), the La Tourette monastery, Eveux-sur Arbresle, near 
Lyons (1 955), the M aisons Jaoul , N euilly-sur-Seine (1956), and a seri es of 
remarkable buildings in India. 

2 19 Except for the United N ations Headquarters, in the design of which he 
was only partially invo lved , Le Corbusier 's one building in the United States 

233 was the Carpenter Center for the Visual Arts at Harva rd University, 
Ca mbridge, Massachusetts ( 1960-63). This bui ldin g primarily contained 
open studio, workshop , and exhibition spaces, with a few offi ces and 
cl assrooms. Le Corbusier dealt with thi s program by interwea vin g cubic and 
curved volumes withi n a grid o f concrete columns. The armature of the 
design was a ramp that rose fro m ground level to the second fl oor and 
penetrated completely throug h the buildin g. Although the concrete was 
fi nished with a smoother surface than had been used in hi s o ther postwar 
works, Ca rpenter Center had man y recogni za ble motifs of Le Corbusier 's 
architecture, such as thin concrete mullions, brise-soleils, and walls o f glass 
block . These have often made the Carpenter Cen ter seem discordant with its 
predominantly red brick and Georgian neig hbors, but it can also be 
understood as Le Corbusier 's interpretation, th ro ugh his own architectural 
metaphors, of the pattern of buildings and space in nea rby H arva rd Yard . 

Aalto , Wright, and Le Corbusier, like all g reat arti sts in their maturity, 
were re interpretin g themes develo ped in th ei r youth , which in turn had been 
fo rmulated in response to the work of their masters and to their 

23 3 Le Corbusier: Carpente r Center fo r 
the Visual Arts, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 
1960- 63. 

23 4 Jose Luis Sert: Peabody Terrace, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1964. 

understanding o f the signifi cant buildings of the hi sto ry o f architecture. In 
the postwa r peri od, Wright, Le Corbusier, and to a lesser ex tent Aalto had 
Ameri can disciples who tried to draw out th e implica tions o f the master 's 
work. The Tali esin Associated Architects executed, in both senses of the 
word , Wright' s unfini shed proj ects, and in new co mmissions produced a 
version of Wrightian architecture that bordered on kitsch . Jose Luis Sert 
( 1902- 83) was more successful in extendin g and developing some of Le 
Corbusier's principles, especially in the design of housing. But most 234 
Ameri can architects, including those who had work ed w ith the masters, did 
not try to draw direct implications from the buildin gs o f Aalto, Wright, and 
Le Corbusier. W orks like Baker H ouse, the G uggenheim Museum, and 
Carpen ter Center simpl y seemed to say that modern architecture did not 
have to be limited b y the straightj acket of the In tern ati onal Style, Mies's 
di scipline, o r references to the cl ass ica l traditi on . Instead, they suggested that 
it was both possible and desirable to develop a mo re subjective language . 
T hi s conclusion was affi rmed by critics as di verse as A yn Hand and N orm an 
M ailer w ho ad vised architects that they co uld best contribute to the culture 
by crea ting wo rks o f str ikin g invention and indi viduality. 
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In postwar do mesti c arch itecture, man y of the m ore eccentric houses, 
especially those w ith fl amboyant roof structu res, fo llowed the cue that 
Wright had given in recent ho uses such as th e Ri chard D avis Residence 
(" W oodston"), Mari on, Ind iana (1950) , with its "teepee" roof. But the 
champion of indi vidu al expression was Bruce Goff (1904-83). Born in 
Kansas, Goff began wo rking in an architectural offi ce in Tulsa, Oklahoma at 
the age o f twelve. At the fi rm of Rush, Endacot t & Rush, Goff discovered 
Frank Lloyd Wright's 1908 " In the Cause o f Architecture" article and was 
soon produ ci ng Wrightian designs. In the 1920s Gaffs buildings for Rush, 
Endacott & Rush revealed hi s fa mili arity w ith German and Austri an 
expressioni sm. His Boston Avenue Methodist-Episcopa l C hurch in T ulsa, 
Oklaho ma (1 926- 29), was one o f that decade's few buildings fo r a signifi cant 
insti tuti on to depart fro m the safety of the established styles. Goff was largely 
unp ro du ctive during the D epression , spent th e Second W o rld W ar in the 
navy, but in 1945 was able to design the Sea bee C hapel, Camp Park s, 
Cali fo rnia out of Quonset huts and other scavenged materials. 

Gaffs most producti ve peri od began with the end of the war. His 
practi ce's staple- the buildin g type which allowed him and his clients the 
m ost freedo m of expression- was the pri va te ho use. Some o f the plans of 
these houses were amorphous, but most were based on geo metrics of circles, 
spirals, triangles, and squares . Goff used exo tic roof structures to transfo rm 

235 the sections of these houses . For exa mple, the Bavinger House in No rm an, 
Oklaho ma (1 951- 55), spiraled up to a fi fty-five- fo ot-high mast from w hi ch 
radi atin g ca bles suppo rted a copper covered roof. To emphasize the ends of 
the ridges o f the sloping planes of the gold anodi zed roof of the Price House 
in Bartlesville, Oklaho ma (1956; i 966; i 974) , Goff used sharply proj ectin g 
metal spikes. 

Just as important to Goff as the hi ghl y individual vo lum es of hi s houses 
were the materials out o f which they w ere constructed and with w hi ch they 
were decorated . The wall s of the owner-built Bavinger House were large ly 
made of ro ugh stone fro m nea rb y fi elds. The m ast was fabri ca ted from oil 
well drilling pipes . The Price House was for a w ealthy client, but it was made 
of equally uncon ventional materi als. Its retainin g walls were composed of 
anthracite coal and gli stening glass cullets; the studi o's ceiling was covered 
w ith acousti call y absorbent and li ght-refl ecti ve goose fea thers. 

An eccentric house ca n always be explained by the fac t that an indi vidual, 
whether architect or cli ent, wa nted it that way. T he issue of expression and 
symboli c meanin g in public institu t ions is m ore co mplex. In museum s, 
libra ri es, and ci ty halls a statement about societal values is inevitabk. In the 
1950s and 1960s architects who received such co mmi ssions often elaborated a 
language o f sculptural shapes in rough masonry and concrete . T he three-
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235 Bruce Goff: Bavinger House, 
N orman , O klahoma, 195 r-55. 

dimensional nature o f these fo rms, w ith consequent pron ounced shadows, 
was seen as a humane alternati ve to the repetiti ve gridded surface o f the 
burea ucrati c curta in wall, th e roughness o f the surfaces was a response both 
to the detachment o f Miesian steel and glass and the tin sel-like prettiness o f 
1950s cl ass icist works, and masonry and concrete gave buildings a sense o f 
grav ity and purpose w ithout the need to repli ca te or elaborate upon the 
language of details that had traditi onally been asso ciated with buildings fo r 
signifi cant institutions. 

W orks o f thi s type were designed by Ulri ch Franzen (192 1- ), Jo hn 
J ohansen (1916-- ), Kallmann , McKinn ell & Know les, and man y others, 
bu t the most skill ed and no tewo rth y practitioner in thi s manner was Paul 
Rudolph ( 191 8- 97). Edu cated first at Alabama Polytechnic Institute and 
then at the Harvard Graduate School of Design, Rudolph quickly rebelled 
against Walter Gropius's fun ctio nalism. From 1948 to 1957 he worked 
primaril y in Flo rida, m ainly designin g houses . T he influence of Mies va n der 
Rohe was ev ident in the structural di scipl ine he brought to bea r upon man y 
of these buildin gs. H owever, the statement of stru cture was never enoug h 
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236 Paul Rudolph: Walker Guest House, Sanibel Island, Flo rida, 1952- 53. 

236 for Rudolph. In works like the W alker Guest House, Sanibel Island , Florida 
(1952- 53), he constantly tried to elaborate upon the capab iliti es of the 
structural frame. Rudolph also applied this inquiring att itude, one which 
often led to an exploration of triangulated stru ctures, to larger commissions 

237 such as the Jewett Arts Center, W ell esley, Massachusetts (1955- 58). 
However, by the late 1950s Rudolph beca me di ssa ti sfied with the di scipline 
of structure, no matter how broadl y it was interpreted, and soon started to 
work in a manner which enabled him more fully to achi eve the Wrightian 

238, 239 goal of breaking the arch itectural box . In hi s major works- th e Art and 
Architecture Bui ldin g, Yale University, New Haven , Connecticut 
(1958-64), the Interdenominationa l Chapel, Tuskegee Institute, Tuskegee, 
Alabama (1960-69), the Boston Government Service Center (1962-69), and 
the Southeastern Massachusetts Technical Institute, North D artmouth, 
Massachusetts (1963- 68)- Rudolph used reinforced concrete , which he 
sometimes finished with a corduro y-like texture, to crea te an architecture of 
extraordinary intri cacy in plan, eleva tion, and section. 

Rudolph 's buildings were usually based on a twisting route that started 
well outside the walls, extended to terraces, and culminated in a winding 
sta ircase. Along the way this route intersected with or gave access to a major 
outdoor or enclosed area. These spaces did not have the sense o f repose that 
was typical of the focal rooms in Louis Kahn 's buildings. Instead, they were 
defin ed by jutting balconies, stepping p~ofilcs, di agona l geometri eo , and 
animated surfaces, all of which were further accentuated by da ylight 
po uring in from a variety of angles and directions . 

237 Paul Rudolph: Mary Cooper Jewett 
Arts Center, Well es Icy , Massachusetts, 
1955- 58. 

238, 239 Paul Rudolph: Art and 
Architecture Building , New Haven, 
Connecticut , 1958- 64. View and section 
perspective . 



240 Robert Venturi: Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Competition , 1960. 

The sheer virtuosity of Rudolph's labyrinthine plans and multifaceted 
forms was undeniable . Nevertheless, there was something fundamentally 
troubling about the overwrought nature not only of Rudolph's work, but 
also of that of many of his contemporaries. This seemingly obsessive desire 
for formal variety was Rudolph's way either of compensating for what he 
perceived to be the lack of content in the contemporary building program or 
of masking the fact that he had lost touch with the culture of those for whom 
he was bui lding. The unfortunate abuse of the Art and Architecture 
Bui lding, culminating in 1969 in an extensive fire of suspicious origin, was 
one indication that something was askew. Another was the demolition in 
r981 of Rudolph 's Oriental Gardens housing project in New Haven, 
Connecticut. In designing this development in 1970 Rudolph used mobile 
home units in an attempt to align himself both with the future inhabitants 
and a rapidly growing segment of the housing industry . The project turned 
out to be so technically and socially ill-conceived that it was soon declared 
uninha bita blc. 

The aimlessness of many of the attempts to find an appropriate language 
for postwar American architecture was epitomized in 1960 by the entries to a 
competition for a memorial to Franklin Delano Roosevelt to be located near 
the Mall in Washington, D.C. There have never been many regrets that the 
winning scheme (by Pederson & Tilney), featuring eight Stonehenge-like 
slabs on which were to be inscribed excerpts ofRoosevclt's speeches, was not 
built, mainly because Congress could not agree to appropriate funds for it. 

240 The only memorable entry to that competition was by Robert Venturi 
(1925- ), with John Rauch, George Patton, and Nicholas Gianopoulos. 
This project did not have as its focus a sculptural shape to compete with the 
Washington, Lincoln, and Jefferson memorials. Instead it featured a 
promenade along the Potomac River flanked by marble walls and a 
continuous grass mound. 

241, 242 Venturi, 
Rauch and Associates: 
House for Mrs. 
Venturi, Chestnut 
Hil l, Pennsylvanja, 
r962-64. Facade and 
plan. 

Venturi's scheme, his other projects of the early 1960s, and his book 
Complexity and Contradiction in Architecture (1966) all indicated a way to 
resolve, or at least to go beyond, the postwar d ilemma of how to represent 
values in architecture . At one level Venturi's .intention was to present an 
alternative to the blandness of conventional architecture. Venturi in part 
summarized his point by changing Mies van der Robe's dictum "less is 
more" to "less is a bore." He argued for an architecture that sought neither 
clarity nor picturesqueness, but which instead capita lized on complexities, 
contradictions, ambiguities, and paradoxes- qualities which he thought 
consonant with the temper of the times. 

V enturi's best known works were a house for his mother in Chestnut Hill , 241, 242 

Pennsylvania (1962- 64) and the Guild House, an apartment building fo r the 243 

elderly in Philadelphia (1962- 66). Both were full of incidents and details 
which embodied the qualities that he enjoyed. Critics and architects have 
generally been put off by the second floor staircase leading to nowhere, the 
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243 Venturi, Rauch 
and Associates; Guild 
House, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, i962-66. 

244 Robert Venturi, 
Denjse Scott Brown 
and Steven lzenour: 
Frontispiece of Learning 
from Las Vegas, r972. 

applied wood mouldings, and the distortions of symmetry in his mother 's 
house . They have been equally offended by the Guild House's anodized 
aluminum television antenna, its round column of polished black granite at 
the entrance, and the perforated steel plate balcony railings. But in 
dismissing Venturi's architecture as coy, eclectic, and obscure, they avoided 
coming to terms with his more important point, one implicit in his design 
work, hinted at in Complexity and Contradiction in Architecture, and drawn out 
in greater detail in Learningfrom Las Vegas (1972), which he wrote with Denise 244 
Scott Brown (1931- ) and Steven Izenour (1940-2001). 

In effect, Venturi said that architecture did not have to be "heroic and 
original." Instead it could draw upon a rich history. Venturi 's buildings and 
writings contained a broad range of references, but he was especially partial 
to works of the Baroque period and, even more provocatively, to buildings 
in the American landscape, a source which he sanctioned with the phrase, 
"Main Street is almost all right." Hence, the house for his mother overtly 
drew upon the domestic architecture that Vincent Scully (1920- ) had 
described in The Shingle Style (1955), the Guild House was an adaptation of 
an ordinary apartment house, and his F.D.R. memorial competition entry 
took as its point of departure an interpretation of the intentions of L'Enfant's 

plan. 
Of course, huge questions remained about what in fact the temper of the 

times was, about an architect's relationship to the culture dealt with in 
Learningfrom Las Vegas, and about how to balance originality and learning in 
formulating a compelling language of architecture. Nevertheless, Venturi's 
work was so trenchant, especially in its critique of postwar American 
architecture, that no thinking member of the profession could avoid coming 

to terms with it. 



CHAPTER NINE 

Looking Backward and Forward 

The practice of architecture in the United States underwent a radical 
transformation between r975 and 2000. For centuries, ever since at least the 
Renaissance, architects made drawings to forecast what their buildings 
would look like and how they would be built. By the end of the twentieth 
century, except for initial sketches, architects no longer drew. In a period of 
no more than ten or fifteen years all the paraphernalia that had accompanied 
the hand-made drawing-the array of pencils, different types of tracing 
paper, erasing shields, circle and ellipse templates, etc.- was swept away by 
computer-aided design (CAD) software and display monitors. By 2000 it 
was also common to transmit drawings by email and to use digital cameras 
to send photographs back from building sites, thus making site visits, if not 
unnecessary, then certainly at least less important than they had been. By the 
same time the World Wide Web gave architects access to a wealth of product 
information that only a few years earlier took days or weeks to obtain. 

Such changes were both part of and responsible for a dramatic increase 
in the complexity of architectural practice. As architects were making the 
transition from hand- to computer-generated drawings the num.ber of 
consultants necessary for even the simplest project increased enormously. 
The usual consultants-structural engineer, mechanical engineer, landscape 
architect and a few others-were joined by an ever diversifying group of 
sub-specialists, from code consultants to curtain wall engineers, signage 
designers and telecommunications experts. These consultants had to be 
masters not only of their particular areas of expertise, but also of a myriad of 
regulations, as the number of building codes and related laws, often with 
conflicting and contradictory requirements, grew exponentially. 

All of these developments were manifested in an asto nishing increase in 
information, whether digital or on paper.The size of contracts, the thickness 
of specifications, and the nurn.ber of drawings to produce even a smaJJ 
building were vastly greater in 2002 than previously. A product that an 
earlier generation had specified in two lines or less now needed many pages. 
Phrases such as "good workmanship" or "as is customary" that had served 
the profession so well for so long were now replaced by a numbing battery 
of test, submittal, and approval requirements. 
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Architecture, like the other professions, entered the information age 
awkwardly and grudgingly. However, architects were probably separated 
from other professionals by the sense that in this transition their very 
existence was at stake. It was hard enough to assimilate computers and 
everything they entailed. But this sea change in the culture of architectural 
practice was all the more difficult because it happened at the same time that 
other people were using computers to produce an explosion of images-the 
virtual world of movies, animated advertisements, and videos-which made 
the real environment, especia!Jy buildings, often seem nothing less than tame 
and boring. This fear that the built environment was losing its grip on 
the imagination of those who used it had a long lineage. But in the last 
decades of the twentieth century, as "web architects" conunanded higher 
salaries and more glamour than traditional architects, this sense that the built 
environment was no longer where the action was became ever more real. 

A few architects, especially in paper projects, tried to explore the interface 
between the virtual and the real. The New York- based firm Diller + 
Scofidio, for example, in r990 designed a house (unbuilt) that ostensibly was 245 
a vacation retreat. However, it was equipped to be connected "at a moment's 

245 Diller+ Scofidio, Slow House, 
Long Island, New York, 1990 (model). 



notice back to the sites of anxieties" through a network of video cameras and 
telecommunications equipment that also gave universal access within the 
house to the prized "natural" view of the waterfront on which it was located. 

Most American architects responded in more prosaic ways to 
this challenge from the world of virtual images. One reaction, especially 
in the face of this glut of paperwork and project coordination, was to 
abandon the age-old role of designer and to become a manager. Architects 
have always had to manage projects to see that their designs were properly 
constructed. But in the last decades of the twentieth century, as the balance 
of time and effort between design and management shifted so heavily 
toward the latter, it was tempting to think that design was almost an 
irrelevancy. The assumption of management as the primary role of the 
architect was all the more urgent as clients increasingly hired independent 
project managers to usurp some of the architect's previous role in mediating 
between the owner's and the contractor's interests. The donning of the garb 
of, if not the manager, then at least the facilitator, was also favored by 
architects with a populist agenda. Claiming that architecture is foremost a 
service, they argued that a design had to emerge from a dialogue with 
diverse constituents rather than be imposed by one author. 

The more common response of architects to the proliferation of images 
and thus, as they perceived it, to the degradation of the value of architecture 
was to reestablish the cultural role of buildings by reassessing and reasserting 
the importance of their communicative power. Whereas a previous 
generation of architects had aspired, at least in public or written statements, 
toward symbolic objectivity, by the mid-197os discussions of"meaning" in 
architecture were common. That topic was then expanded and expounded 
in a flood of publications from critics and theorists who drew upon works of 
anthropology, philosophy, and linguistics to make the case, in language that 
too often slipped from the obscure to the obscurantist, for the cultural 
significance of architecture. 

In this quest for meaning architects all too easily concluded, especially 
as they were aided and abetted by critics and theorists, that- to borrow 
a phrase from advertising (an increasingly competitive field)-"image is 
everything." Thus, the complex and subtle Vitruvian discourse between 
comrnoditas (convenience),firrnitas (strength), and venustas (beauty) that had 
so long sustained the profession, even in the preceding periods of 
modernism, was often quickly jettisoned. By the last decades of the 
twentieth century it was tempting to leave all of those troublesome 
cornrnoditas and firrnitas issues to the ~ngineers and managers and to think of 
buildings as first and foremost attention-grabbing advertisements for the 
institutions they housed. 
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246 Santiago Calatrava, Quadracci Pavilion, Milwaukee Art Museum, 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, 1998-2001. 

This desire above al l for the photogenic effect left its impact on all 
building types, but no institution felt the pressure to use its building as 
a means of self promotion more heavily than the museuni. Museum 
directors and trustees frequently seemed to lack the confidence that the art 
within their buildings would attract visitors. The building itself had to be an 
alluring spectacle. Charismatic architects, superstars, were given commissions 
to design buildings in places they may never have previously visited 
and knew nothing about. Thus, Norman Foster (r935- ), Renzo Piano 
(1937- ), Raphael Moneo (1937- ),Yoshio Taniguchi (1937- ), Tadao 
Ando (1941- ), Zaha Hadid (1950- ), and Santiago Calatrava (1951- ) 246 
received commissions in the United States. Correspondingly, I. M. Pei 
(1917- ), Frank Gehry (1929- ), Robert Venturi , Richard Meier (1934- ), 258, 259, 255 
and Steven Holl (194 7- ) built on foreign soil. Brought in as exotic 247 
imports, these architects rarely disappointed their clients. They delivered 
spectacular designs whose primary purpose seemed to be less the display of 
a collection of works of art and more the making of an iconic image, 
one which would promote not only the museum but also the city in which 
the museum was located. 



247 Steven Holl, Kiasma Museum of Contemporary Art, Helsinki, Finland, 1992-98 . 

One source of this imagery was the history of architecture. By the late 
1970s it was no longer, as it had been only a few years earlier, unacceptable 
to pattern new buildings overtly after historical precedents. In part, this 
response resulted from the renewed interest in the communicative power of 
buildings. The historic styles and periods of architecture had associations that 
modern buildings, especially those that aspired to symbolic objectivity, 
lacked. This renewed interest in the historic styles over modern design, 
however that was defined, was given a further boost by the technical 
shortcomings of so many modern buildings, especiaJJy those that had been 
based on lines of thought that were conveniently but not very knowingly 
summarized by the word "functionalism." Compared to the glass prisms 
and concrete bunkers of the recent past, the visual richness and common­
sense building techniques of the historic styles of architecture started to 
seem attractive. 

Architects came to this conclusion in response to forces outside the 
profession as much as those from within. A growing interest in historic 
preservation put them at the least on the defensive. The desire to save 
historic buildings was slow to develop in the United States.At the beginning 
of the nineteenth century it was a concern of only a handful of people, 
mainly antiquarians. For the fo!Jowing hundred years there were isolated 
efforts to save buildings such as Independence HaJJ in Philadelphia and the 
Old South Meeting House in Boston. But these were exceptions. 
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The first broad federal legislation on this subject was the Antiquities 
Act of 1906, which a!Jowed the federal government to save as national 
monuments properties that were significant to the nation. In 1935 the 
Historic Sites Act broadened the federal role. However, the major turning 
point in the legitimization of historic preservation was the passage in 1966 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act that established the National Register 
of Historic Places. By then historic preservation was no longer the interest of 
an exclusive blue-blooded, antiquarian-minded elite, but instead was a broad­
based and self-confident force in shaping the future of the American city. 

The interest in historic buildings manifested itself in practice in several 
ways. Unlike a quarter century earlier, by 2000 it was much more difficult to 
tear down older buildings of merit, and laws requestnly required the owners 
of historic properties to maintain and refurbish them. The contrast between 
the fates of Pennsylvania Station and Grand Central Station in New York 
City is telling. In large part due to the revulsion that ensued from the 
destruction of Pennsylvania Station in 1965, the attem.pt in 1966 to impose a 
forty-story tower on Grand Central was disa!Jowed in a ground-breaking 
legal decision. In the late 1990s the station, which had deteriorated badly, 
was refurbished in an expensive but meticulous restoration by the firm of 
Beyer, Blinder, Be!Je. 

In the last quarter of the twentieth century architects who specialized in 
historic preservation not only increased in number, but also secured a place 
of respectability within the profession that they had not previously 
occupied. These firms frequently also made the case that new buildings, and 
not just those in historic districts, should be designed in a recognizable 
historic style. First and foremost, especiaJJy after the Beaux-Arts exhibition 
at the Museum of Modern Art, New York, in 1976, that meant the classical 
tradition. If that architecture had been vital in fourth-century BC Greece, 
first-century AD Rome, the Italian Renaissance, eighteenth-century France, 
and the United States of 1900, why could it not stiJJ have value and meaning 
in the late twentieth century? 

In response to this fundamental question, classical architecture was 
rendered in several ways. The architect who became known as the strictest 
interpreter of this tradition was Allan Greenberg (1939- ). A careful student 248 
of the history of architecture, especially that of the colonial period , 
Greenberg argued that classical architecture's strict canons not only could 
be maintained but also should be. After all they were rooted in 
anthropomorphic realities that through the centuries had become embodied 
in the humanistic traditions of Europe and America. His projects, few in 
number but carefully detailed, were knowing adaptations of age-old details, 
motifs and elements to solve the design problems at hand. 
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248 Allan Greenberg, the Beechwoods residence, New England, r988--si2. 

249 Robert A. M. Stern, Spangler Campus Center, Harvard Business School, 
Boston, Massachusetts, r997-2oor. 
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Robert A. M. Stern (1939- ) was more prolific than Allan Greenberg. 

His work was also more programmatically varied. Nevertheless it was based 

on similar principles and assumptions. The author of a valuable book about 

George Howe and the lead co-author of a monumental multi-volume 

study of the architecture of New York City, Stern made the case that new 

buildings should follow past prototypes. For his vacation houses he 

frequently drew upon the body of work thatVincent Scully had included in 

his path-breaking book The Shi11gle Style (1955). For public architecture, 

especial1y buildings within classically planned campuses, Stern produced 

works that, when finished, could easily have been mistaken for having been 

constructed well before the phrase "modern architecture" came into 

conm1on currency. 
The Spangler Center at the Harvard Business School (1997-2001) was a 249 

case in point. The commission for the plannjng of the School was won in a 

competition in 1927 by the firm of McKim, Mead & White, which by then 

no longer included any of the founding partners, and the original buildings, 

constructed in the following five years, were in an adulterated brick 

Georgian style. Subsequent additions to the campus, especial1y a chapel by 

Moshe Safdie (1930- ) in the shape of a copper-clad cylinder intersecting a 

glass pyramid, had been more adventurous. At the Spangler Center, 

containing student dining halls, lounges, and recreation facilities, Stern in 

effect turned the clock back. The language of brick walls with inset arched 

ope1ungs for tall ground-floor windows, projecting end and center bays, 

slate and copper roof, white-painted dentil1ed cornice, limestone quoins 

and stringcourse, and leaded glass side-lights, was predictable to the point 

of banality. A smug complacency suffused everything. In the ascendancy of 

American corporate culture in the late 1990s, as MBA graduates made their 

way from such environments into the sinularly paneled and sheltered club 

and boardroom world, that attitude may have been defensible. But the 

ensuing corporate scandals, especially given that the most disgraced of the 

bankrupt companies was the largest employer of newly nunted MBAs, 

should have cast doubt not simply on this approach to architecture but on 

the state of nund that gave rise to it. 
Such questions were certainly raised earlier. Thus, another approach was 

to adopt the principles of classical architecture-axial planning and 

distinctions between base, nuddle, and top-but to render them in a manner 

that was thought to resonate more compatibly with a contemporary state 

of mind. That usually entailed a degree of abstraction, attained by jettisoning 

the tradition of moldings and shades and shadows to which previous 

generations had given so much thought and care. Successful buildings along 

these lines were designed by Michael Dennis & Associates at Carnegie 
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250 Michael Dennis & Associates, University Center, Carnegie Mellon 
University, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania , 1991-95-

Mellon University in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, as part of a master plan 
competition that Dennis (r937- ) had won in 1990. The campus had 
originally been designed by the firm of Palmer and Hornbostel in 1909 in a 
style that mixed classical composition techniques and motifs with freely 
rendered materials and details. From the 1930s through the nud-198os, 
as the Beaux-Art~-inspired plan fell into disrepute, the integrity of the 
master plan was largely ignored and a discordant series of modern buildings 
was constructed. Dennis's plan sought to reestablish the intention of 

250 Hornbostel's work by locating a student center at the core of the campus, 
and thus creating two new quadrangles, one oriented around a new playing 
field. Dennis used Hornbostel's industrial brick with white stone trim for an 
architecture of brick piers filled in with metal-frarn.ed windows and spanned 
by steel lintels. 

251 Michael Graves (1934- ) has produced the most sustained body of 
work that has at its core interpretive rather than literal themes from 
classical architecture. Graves began his career as a comnutted modernist. 
His work was included in the influential 1975 book Five Architects, which 
also presented projects by Peter Eisenman (1932- ), Charles Gwathrney 
(1938- ),John Hejduk (1929-2000), and Richard Meier. Shortly thereafter 
Graves lost confidence in modern architecture's ability to be meaningful 
to the broad public that uses and experiences buildings. He then began 
to elaborate his own classical language, drawn from a variety of sources 

but especially from French neoclassicism. In projects that ranged from 
beach houses to office buildings, Graves used axial planning and symmetry 
to govern a distinctive architecture that included cylindrical columns, towers 
with attenuated pyranudal roofs, elemental pergolas, walls composed of 
fl at piers arranged in tight geometrical grids, pronounced cornjces, and 
exaggerated arches. 

Because of its overscaled keystone motif, Graves's fourteen-story Public 252 

Service Administration Building in Portland, Oregon, attracted much 
attention and criticism when it was completed in 1982. From around 1900 
until the building slump of the Great Depression,American architects had of 
course struggled to give appropriate expression to that supposedly most 
contemporary building type, the skyscraper. In the period after the Second 
World War the glass and steel prism was favored, as mirror-glass windows 
and spandrel panels became indistinguishable on the exterior. In reaction, 
architects such as Graves and the firm Kohn Pederson Fox looked back to 
the beginning of the twentieth century when skyscrapers had windows that 
looked like windows, were clad in stone, and had a distinguishable base, 

25 1 Michael Graves, Benacerref House Addition , Princeton, N ew Jersey, 1969. 
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252 Michael Graves , 
Portland Public Service 
Administration Building, 
Portland, Oregon , i 981-82. 

253 Kohn Pederson Fox, 
225 West Wacker Drive, 
Chicago, Illinois, 1985-89. 

middle, and top. KPF projects such as 1325 Avenue of the Americas in New 
253 York City and 225 West Wacker Drive in Chicago recalled the Art Deco 

skyscrapers of the r92os. 
When such buildings are compared with the ones after which they were 

modeled, it is difficult not to conclude that, even as antidotes to the banality 
of the post-Miesian boxes they replaced, there was something lacking in this 
approach. The abstract way in which both specific details and larger 
architectural elements were reduced too often betrayed a lack of conviction 
about what this rummaging through the history books was all about. 

Other architects came to terms with such feelings by designing with 
irony, or at least with an overtly expressed self-consciousness about the 
appropriation of historical elements. This was true of much of the work of 
Venturi and Rauch, which became Venturi, Rauch and Scott Brown in 
I 980 and Venturi, Scott Brown and Associates in 1987. In the last quarter 
of the twentieth century this firm had ample opportunity to give specific 



254 Venturi, Scott Brown 
and Associates, Seattle Art 
Museum, Seattle, Washington, 
r984-9I. 

2 5 5 Venturi, Scott Brown 
and Associates, Sainsbury Wing, 
National Gallery, London, 
r985-9I. 

expression to the ideas articulated in Complexity and Contradiction in 
Architecture and Learning from Las Vegas (see above, p. 267). The results were 
full of interest and ingenuity. Some of them, notwithstanding Venturi's 
stated preference, were more "heroic and original" than " ugly and ordinary." 
Nevertheless, they invariably lacked the kind of authenticity that is the 
hallmark of accomplished architecture. 

The equivocal nature of the built work ofVenturi's firm resulted from 
the fact that their buildings too often were illustrations of ideas, and from 
their preference, in a quest for complexity and contradiction, for mannerist 
and therefore unsettling gestures. Such qualities were especially evident in 
projects that were additions to or near historic structures. These designs were 
ostensibly shaped by specific architectural devices supposedly chosen to 
show deference to the buildings in whose shadows they were located; but 
the working out of those devices invariably resulted in the upstaging of the 
building to which the addition was supposed to be subordinate. 

These complex problems, illustrating both the strengths and weaknesses 
ofVenturi's approach, were evident in university projects such as the Allen 
Memorial Art Museum at Oberlin College, Ohio (1973-77), and the 
Charles P Stevenson, Jr., Library at Bard College, Annandale-on-Hudson, 
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NewYork (1989-93), but they can best be understood in two prominent 
commissions for art museums, the Seattle Art Museum in Seattle, 254 
Washington (1984-91), and the Sainsbury Wing of the National Gallery in 255 

London (1985-91). Both were set in complex contexts of older structures 
and surrounding streets. In both cases the architects were deferential to 
that context. Both buildings have curved or eroded corners that join and 
thus undercut the potential monun1entality of two prominent facades .Yet 
both contain specific eye-popping, even tortured, gestures and details that 
belie the larger strategy. At the Seattle Art Museum the exterior is 
decorated with a pattern that incorporates segmental, triangular and ogee 
arches which recall the arcaded ground floors of nearby commercial 
buildings. At the Sainsbury Wing, the architects used the entablature and 
Corinthian pilasters ofWilkins's National Gallery, but given the irregular 
shape of the facade, the latter are spaced out in an irregular and unsettling 
nunner. 

Perhaps the most ambiguous aspect of the work ofVenturi and Rauch and 
its successor firms is whether it is the product of a traditional or a modern 
sensibility. When Venturi reintroduced the discussion of historic buildings 
into the discourse on architecture, that approach was novel and provocative. 
Ten or twenty years later, as the possibilities of various forms of historicism 
were played out, modernist forms again seen1ed promising. Some architects 
had never given then1 up; others, especially a younger generation , discovered 
them afresh. 



The discussion about modernism in the last quarter of the twentieth 
century repeated, often with a disturbing lack of awareness of what had 
gone on from 1925 to 1975, themes that had been touched upon earlier. In 
Europe in the period immediately after the First World War the new 
architecture had been associated with, often without precision, visions of a 
new society. In the United States that idea was greeted toward the end of the 
century with even less conviction than it had been earlier. Modern 
architecture was sometimes deemed to be an appropriate response to events 
that culminated with the collapse of the Soviet Union and the consequent 
triumph of consumer capitalism and globalization. Those sentiments were 
associated with Rem Koolhaas (1944- ), who wrote about shopping as the 
quintessential experience of modern culture. But his understanding of 
capitalism was tenuous, and of the relationship between capitalism and 
democracy even more so. In all of this the necessity for modern design, as 
opposed to any other approach, remained ill-defined. 

Lacking a societal agenda, except as a vague evocation of a future 
(whether rosy or bleak), modern architecture in the last decades of the 
twentieth century evolved in two directions. One was a frank, if often 
unacknowledged, revival and at its best reinterpretation of forms from 
earlier periods of modern design. The forms of the white (as it appeared 
in black-and-white photographs) modern architecture of the I 92os 
were especially popular, but they were then superseded by motifs from 
buildings of the 1940s and 1950s. The other approach was a quest for the 
strikingly original. This search was often based on or justified by highly 
personal and intuitive leaps. Thus, for example, Frank Gehry found 
inspiration in childhood memories of a fish in a bathtub, while Steven Holl 
spoke of insights derived from a sponge in his bathtub. 

At their worst these impulses resulted in a set of frequently repeated 
architectural cliches such as roofs in the shape of eccentric vaults, walls tilted 
at an angle, and the use of materials like polished concrete and acrylic resin. 
At their best they produced buildings of breathtaking accomplishment. 
However, it has to be said that no one in this period produced a body of 
work as coherent and compelling as that summarized in, for example, Frank 
Lloyd Wright's language of walls and roofs, Le Corbusier's five points of 
architecture, Mies van der Rohe's ruminations upon corner details and their 
implications, or Louis Kahn's exploration of the relationship of beam to 

column-certainly high and perhaps unattainable standards. 
By far the most original architect was Frank Gehry. In 1985 Gehry was 

hardly known even within the profession. By 2000 he was the most widely 
celebrated architect in the world . However, this transformation did not 
happen overnight. Canadian by birth, Gehry was brought up in Los Angeles 
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256 Frank 0. Gehry, Gehry Residence, Santa Monica , California, 
i 977-78; 1991-94. 

and educated at the University of Southern California and the Harvard 
Graduate School of Design. In the late 1950s he began designing buildings 
that elaborated upon many formal mannerisms of other architects working 
in southern California. 

The project that gave Gehry wide publicity was the renovations and 
additions that he did in date? to his own house, an ordinary gambrel-roofed 256 
bungalow originally built around 1920. One distinctive quality of the 
project was his use of materials such as chain-link fencing, corrugated steel 
walls, and asphalt paving that are not ordinarily associated with residential 
architecture.The other was the way in which the additions in these materials 
changed the nature of the house. The outside and the inside, so clearly 
defined in the original bungalow, were made to interpenetrate completely, 
and previously distinct interior spaces were intertwined. 

In the following twenty years Gehry consistently carried out this 
subversion of traditional building typologies. One strategy was to conceive 
of buildings not as a single entity under one roof but instead as an 
aggregation of small separate structures. The result, for example in the 
Winton Guest House (1982-87), was an intentionally disorienting inversion 257 
of scale. Because of its massing the building seemed larger than its actual 
area; at the same time the parts had a similarly distorted scale, a kind of 
doll's-house miniaturization. 



257 Frank 0. Gehry, Winton Guest House, Wayzata, Minnesota, 1982-87. 

Another theme in Gehry's works, revealed in the renovation of his own 
house but also present in even earlier projects, was a tendency to free the 
structure, whether wood studs or steel beams and columns, from an 
enveloping skin. However, more conunonly Gehry did just the opposite. 
Many of his early projects had a cladding system that blurred traditional 
junctions, for example at corners and between walls and roof. This search for 
a universal cladding system was manifested in the Steve Davis Studio and 
Residence in Malibu, California (1968-72), a trapezoidal box, clad in 
corrugated steel with a slightly tilted flat roof that was like a fifth elevation. 

Many of these preoccupations were prominent in other projects by 
Gehry. But they were brought to full realization in his Guggenheim 

258, 259 Museum in Bilbao, Spain (1991-97). The museum was set in a derelict 
industrial area on the city's waterfront. From the surrounding hills it looked 
like a vast undulating organism, with its titanium skin glistening in the sun. 
Traditional clues to reveal its scale were lacking as it spanned highways and 
railroad tracks. Equally startling were the views of the building when it 
was first glimpsed through the tangle of traditional streets lined with 
masonry constructions. In brief, the museum was truly incomparable. 
As such, it invited questions about the possibility, as the occasion arises, 
to build adjacent to it or to plan a district or an entire city according to 
such principles. Similar questions can also be asked about its interior, which 

258, 259 Frank 0. Gehry, 
Guggenheim Museum, 
Bilbao, Spain, 1991-517: 
exterior and interior. 



260 Richard Meier, The Atheneum, New Harmony, Indiana, 1975-79. 

was as breathtaking as the exterior. The character of the spaces was 
not describable in conventional terms: words like "ceiling," "wall," and 
"window" did not apply. Given that the building was designed from the 
outside in, its suitability for the display and appreciation of works of art was 
open to question. Such issues were apparent in other projects by Gehry. His 
Experience Music Project Museum in Seattle (1999-2000) also had a 
stunning exterior, but within this thoroughly unconventional enclosure 
there was an undeveloped interior with indifferent displays. 

Other, perhaps more conventional, approaches to modern design have 
better accommodated the requirements of diverse and demanding programs. 

260-262 The work of Richard Meier is a case in point. Over a thirty-year period he 
designed a wide array of buildings that included houses, apartment 
complexes, office buildings, hotels, museums, and churches. They were 
located on dense urban sites as well as in countryside with no other 
structures in view. Beginning with vacation houses in the environs of New 
York City, Meier has now built throughout the United States, in Europe and 
the Far East. 

These buildings drew inspiration as well as specific forms from modern 
architecture of the 1920s, especially from Le Corbusier's works of that 
decade and from specific buildings like Brinkman and Van der Vlugt's Van 
Nelle factory in Rotterdam. From these Meier elaborated a language of 
forms that had as its hallmarks flat roofs, white walls, strip windows, floating 
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planes, and industrial railings, all governed by strict geometries. In effect, by 
deriving his work so clearly from a canonical strain of modernism, Meier 
disavowed the role of original form-maker that so many American modern 
architects have tried to assume. 

The result has been a thoroughly consistent body of work that has shown 
remarkable resilience and inventiveness, its obvious debts to earlier buildings 
notwithstanding. The culmination and su111111ary of this work was Meier's 

261, 262 design for the Getty Center in Los Angeles, California (1984-97). Located 
on a hilly site, adjacent to the San Diego Freeway and near a residential 
neighborhood, the Getty Center was a vast complex of buildings that 
included a museum, a center for the history of art and the humanities, 
a conservation institute, an auditorium, and a restaurant. Taking advantage 
of the varied terrain and the distant views offered by the site, Meier used 
axial organizing devices to create a contemporary temple-like complex of 
buildings that were planned with equally pronounced geometries. 

With projects now spanning the globe, there is certainly much to admire 
in practices as comprehensive, consistent, and resourceful as those of Frank 
Gehry and Richard Meier. But in an ever-shrinking world, the future of 
architecture may belong to practitioners who, either because they have not 
had the opportunity to build far-flung projects or because they simply prefer 
to work within a restricted context, have given intense scrutiny to local 
circumstances and have gradually built up a body of work enriched by the 

263 Antoine Predock, Fuller House, Scottsdale, Arizona, 1984-87. 

264 James Cutler, Virginia Merrill Bloedel Education Center, 
Bainbridge Island, Washington, 1992. 

resulting insights. Throughout the United States many architects are now 
practicing, often without much publicity, who, taken together, are defining 
an architecture that is neither historicist nor modernist. It owes a debt to 
specific locales or regions, but it does not employ the cloying regionalist 
cliches of previous periods. Thus, the work of Antoine Predock (1936- ) 263 
draws great sustenance from the landscape of the Southwest, especially the 
enigmatic characteristics of the desert.The buildings ofJames Cutler (1949- ) 264 
reflect both his study with Louis Kahn at the University of Pennsylvania and 
a love of the materials and traditions of the Pacific Northwest where 
he works. Similarly, the best work of Peter Bohlin (1937- ) is rooted in the 
Pennsylvania countryside. 

An equivalent impulse spurred the work of Samuel Mockbee 
( 1944-2001) and the Rural Studio. Mockbee founded the Studio in 1992 265 
when teaching at Auburn University in Alabama. He did so out of the 
conviction that architectural education should not be simply about 
hypothetical projects, that the profession has a responsibility to improve the 



265 Samuel Mockbee and the Rural Studio, Bryant (Hay Dale) House, Mason's 
Bend, Alabama, 1994. 

living conditions of the poor, and that the fundamentals of construction 
should be at the root of architectural form. Mockbee located the Studio in 
Hale County, one of the poorest regions of the United States. There for a 
period of almost ten years, until his untimely death, he directed a series of 
student-designed and built projects. These were constructed on limited 
budgets and often with discarded materials such as automobile windshields 
and tires, combining structural inventiveness with an affinity for the humble 
buildings of the region. The result was an architecture that was both highly 
inventive and appropriate for its context, small buildings but eloquent 
statements about important issues. 

In the aftermath of the devastating events of 1 r September 2001 there was 
an unprecedented amount of discussion by both architects and the public 
about what should replace Minoru Yamasaki's twin towers of the World 
Trade Center in New York City (1966-77), a complex of buildings that had 
never been popular with either practitioners or the public. This turning 
point, "the day that the world changed," could also have been the occasion 
for the American architectural profession to conduct a broad reassessment of 
its role in society. But that kind of inquiry was surprisingly mute. Certainly 
there is a great distance, both physically and spiritually, between the Hay 
Bale House in Alabama and the canyons of skyscrapers in Lower Manhattan. 
However, American architecture could now benefit from an understanding 
of what that gap is about and of how to bridge it. 
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64, 84 
Bennett, Edward H ., 148 
Berkeley, First Church of Christ 

Scientist, 1 64-5, t 64 
Berlage, H. P, 200 
Beyer, Blinder, Belle, 273 
Bing, Alexander M., 1 80-1 
Bogardus, James, 82-3 
Uohlin, Peter, 289 
Boston 

Beacon Hill Memorial 
Column, 40, J I 

Boston Back Bay Center 
Development, 2J5 

Boston Public Library, 132, lJJ, 
134, 140, 141 

Bratde Square C hurch, 1 1 5 
Christ C hurch (Old North 

C hurch), 28, 29 
Exchange Coffee H ouse, 84 
Govermnent Service Center, 

262 

Harvard Business School, 274, 

275 
King's C hapel, 3 3, 35 
Massachusetts State House, 

40-2,42 
Old Brick Meeting House, 28 
O ld South Meeting House, 28, 

29, 272 
Tontine Crescent, 43, 43 , 63 
Tremont House, 84, 85 
Trinity C hurch, l 15, 115, 132 
Washington Arch, 40, 41 

Bosworth, Welles, 1 84-5 
Boyington, W W, 126 
bridges, 73-4 
Bristol, Norris House. 62 
Broadacre C ity Project, 230, 230 
Brookline, St. Paul's Episcopal 

Church, 88, 89 

Brooklyn 
Brooklyn Bridge, 74, 75 
Flatlands, 19 
United States Army Supply 

Base, 167, 168 
Williamsburg Houses, 208, 209 
Williamsburg Savings Bank, 1 09 

Buffalo 
Larkin Building, 155 , 157, 258 
Martin House, 159 
Prudentia l Building, 15 1 

Buffington, Leroy, 1 22 
Bulfinch, C harl es, 39-44, 41, 42 , 

4J, 50, 63, 68 
Burges, William, 101 , 103, 112 
Burlington, St. Mary's Church, 

89 
Burnham, Daniel , 1 22, 134, 

135-6, 144, t47-9, 148 
Butterfield, William, 101, l l2 
Byrne, Barry, 16 1 

Cafferty, James H., 99 
Cairns, Burton D., 223 
Calatrava, Santiago, 27 1, 27 1 
Cambridge 

Baker House 255-6, 256 
Carpenter Center for the Visual 

Arts, 258, 259, 259 
Christ C hurch, 33, 34, 35, 36 
Harva rd University, 10 1, 102, 

r77, 258 
Massachusetts Institute of Tech­

nology (M. l.T.), School of 
Archi tecture, 165 

Memorial Hall, 101 , 102 
Peabody Terrace, 259 
Vassall (Longfellow) house, 30 

Camps Park, Seabee Chapel, 260 
Cape May, Mount Vernon Hotel, 

86,86 
Carrere & Hastings, 140-2, 

t41 , 163 
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Cary, Henry, 27 
Case Study Houses, 244-5 
cast iron, 82-3 
Chambers, Sir William, 42, 43, 44 
C handler, Farm Cooperative 

Housing, 223, 223 
C harleston 

Brewton House, 30 
County Record Office, 56 
St. Michael's Church, 28, 29 

Charlottesville 
University of Virginia, 44, 47-8, 

49 
Virginia State Capito l, 44, 46--7, 

46 
Chelyabinsk, Stalingrad Tractor 

Plant 2 LO, 210 
C hester, Sun Village, 169 
C hestnut Hill, House for Mrs. 

Venturi, 26 5, 26 5 
C hicago 

Auditorium Building, £29-30, 
129, 130, I 52 

Burnham and Bennett Plan of 
Chicago, 148, 149 

Capitol Theater, 196 
Century of Progress exhibition , 

217 
C hicago Tribune Tower, T83-4, 

184, 185, 199, 199 
Convention Hall, 240-41, 241 
860 Lake Shore Drive Apart­

ments, 241-3, 24 1, 247 
Home Insurance Building, T22 
Illinois Institute of Technology, 

240 
Marshall Field Warehouse, 11 7, 

12T , 12 1, T25)--3 0 
Monadnock Building, 123, 123 
Robie House, t 58, 158 
Rookery, T 24 
Stevens Hotel, 193 
225 West Wacker Drive, 278, 

279 
World's Columbian Exposition, 

134, 135, 147, 149-51, 149, 
150 

C hicago School, 161 
C hicago Tribune Competition, 

183-4, 184, 185, 199, 199 
C hoisy, Auguste, 244 
churches, TT-T4, TS, 20-2, 

26--30, 33-4, 54, 57, 87--93 
C ity Housing Corporation, 

181-2 
Clement, T. , 35 
Clerisseau, C.-L., 46 
Cockerell , S. P., 51 
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Colonial style, 9-38 
Connellsville, Falling Water, 

226-8, 228 
constructivism, 238 
Corbett, H arvey Wiley, 183, 190 
Le Corbusier, 190, 202, 207-8, 

225, 244, 245, 250, 255, 258--9, 
259, 282, 286 

Cortissoz, Royal, 193 
Cram, Ralph Adams, 174, 176, 

177 
Cret, Paul, 171-3, 171, 172, 250 
Crystal H ouse, 21 5, 2 16 
Cutler, James, 289, 289 

Davis, Alexander Jackson, 94, 94, 

97,97 
DeMars, Vernon, 223, 223 

Dean & Dean, T73 
Dearborn, Ford Glass Plant, 206 
Deering,James, 180 
Dennis, Michael, & Associates, 

275-6,276 
Des Moines 

Benjamin Franklin Allen 
Residence, 126 

House for Ea rl Butler, 211- 12, 
2 11 

Detroit 
Detroit. Athletic C lub, 206- 7 
Detroit Institute of Arts, 171 

Dewey,John, 22T 
Diller+ Scofidio, 269, 269 
Downing, Andrew Jackson, 

94--'7, 95 
Dresser, Christopher, 1 1 2 

Dreyfuss, H enry, 2 l l 

Drummond, William, 16 1 
Duiker, Johannes, 199 
Duke University, 177 
Duluth, C lub Building, Morgan 

Park, 173 
dumbbell apartments, 137, 137 
Dymaxion House, 214, 215 

Eames, C harl es, 244-5, 245 
Eastlake, C harl es, 1 24 
Eberson, John, 196 
Eidlitz, Leopold, TO T 

Eisenman, Peter, 2 76 
Ellett, Jam es, 73 
Ellicot, Andrew, 67 
Elmsli e, George Grant, I 53, 161 
Emergency Fleet Organization, 

167 
Entenza,John, 244 

Exeter, Phillips Exeter Academy 
Library, 251, 254, 254 

expositions, 147-5 , 186, 197, 
212-13 

factories, 79-82 
Falling Water, 226--8, 228 
Farm Security Administration, 

223 

Felsensthal, Eli , 128 

Ferriss, Hugh, 184, 185, 190, 190 
Fisher, Howard T., 2 17-T8, 2 17 

Flagg, Ern est, T37, 137, 138, 169 
Foley, James, 73 
Ford, George, 137-8 
Fort Worth, Kimbell Art 

Muse um, 25 T 
Foster, Nonnan, 271 

Fourier, C harles, 98 
Franzen, Ulrich, 261 
French, Daniel Chester, 146 
Frey, Albert, 202 
Full er, Richard Buckminster, 

2 14, 215 

functionalism , 72, 152, 238 
Furness, Frank, TT 2-T 5, 113, 114, 

T 27, T28 

Galli er, James, 5 1 

Geh ry, Frank, 271, 282-6, 
283-5, 288 

General Houses Inc., 217, 217 
Gianopoulos, Nicholas, 264 
Gibbs, James, 28, 66 
Giedion, Sigfried, 232-3, 

236, 238 
Gi lbert, Cass, 167, 168, 183, 184 
Gill , Irving, 162-3, 163, T65, 

166, T73 
Gill, Louis J., T73 
Glen Cove, Manor House, 143 
Godefroy, Maximilian, 5 1 , 64 
Goff, Bruce, 260, 26 1 
Goodhue, Bertram, 174-7, 175 
Gothic style, 87-93, 116 
Graves, Michael, 276--'77, 277, 278 
Greek architecture, 62, 64 
Greenberg, Allan, 273, 274 
Greene & Greene, 165-6, 165 
Greenough, Horatio, 71-2 
Griffin, Marion Mahoney, 16T 
Griffin , Walter Burley, T6T 
Gropius, Walter, 199, 199, 209, 

235-6, 239, 243, 261 
Gunston Hall, Fairfax County, 30 
Gwathmey, C harl es, 276 

Hadfield, George, 5 1 

Hadid, Zaha, 27 1 
Hallett, Stephen, 5 1, 64, 66 
Hamilton , Alexander, 80 
Hamilton, Andrew, 27 
Hannon, Arthur Loomis, 186 
Harrison , Peter, 33-6, 34, 35 
H arrison, Wallace K. , 246, 246 
Hartford 

Hartford County Building, 17 1, 
172 

Trin ity College, 101, 103 
Haviland, John , 5 1 

Hearst, William Randolph, 178, 
179 

Heins & b Farge, 177 
Hejduk, John , 276 
H elsinki , Kiasma Museum of 

Contemporary Art, 272 
Hilbersheimer, Ludwig, 243 
Hingham, O ld Ship Meeting 

House, 20- 1, 21 

Hitchcock, Henry-Russell, 
200-203,202, 204, 2 10, 

2 17, 225 
Hoban , James, 54, 66--7, 69 
Hoffo1ann,Josef, 218 
Holabird & Root, 193 
Holl, Steven, 27 1, 272, 282 
Holly, H enry Hudson, 123 
Hollywood, Gra uman's Chinese 

Theater, 196 
Hood, Raymond, 183, 184, 186, 

188, 188-90, 189 
Hoosac Tunnel, 73 
hotels, 84-6, 193-4 
House of Tomorrow, 2 15, 216 

housing, 1 8-20, 30-2, 62, 93-8, 
124-7, 143-4, 165-6, 178-82, 
204-5, 2 14-20, 228-30, 236-7, 
240, 243-5, 260 
apartments, 93-8, 142-3 
public, 167-9, 204- 10 
tenements, 137-8 

H oward, Ebenezer, 1 So 
Howe, George, 197-200, 198, 

20 1, 2 13, 224, 225, 25 1, 275 
Howells.John Mead, 183, 184 
Hudnut, Joseph, 23 1, 236 
Hunt, Richard Morris, 103--9, 

105-8, 11 2, 113 , 132, 136 

International Style, 194-23 1 
Irving, Washington, 94 
Isle of Wight County, St. Luke's, 

18, 19 
lzcnour, Steven, 266, 267 

Jackson Hole, Resor House, 
235)--40 

Jamestown, State House, 23, 24 
Jay, William, 5 1 

Jefferson , Thomas, 37, 44-50, 45, 

46,48,49, 59, 64, 80 
Jenney, William Le Baron, 1 22, 

127 
Johansen,John, 26 1 
Johnson, Philip, 200-203, 202, 

205, 210, 225,242 , 243-4,244 

'Kahn, Albert, 206-8, 206, 207, 

210, 210, 244 
Kahn, Louis l., 250-5, 252, 253, 

254, 262, 282, 289 
Kallmann, McKinnell & 

Knowles, 26 1 
Kansas City, Liberty Memorial, 

173, 17J 
Kastner, .Albert, 208, 209 
Kaufii1ann, Emi l, 25 1 
Keck, George Fred, 2 14- 17, 2 16 
Keck, William, 2 1 7 
Kellum, John, 82, 83 
Kelsey, Albert, 171 
Kimball, Fiske, 170 
Klee, Paul, 238 
Klimt, Gustav, 195 
Kocher, Lawrence, 202 

Kohn, Dila, 128 
Kohn Pederson Fox, 277-8, 279 
Koolhaas, Rem, 282 
Kraetsch & Kraetsch, 2 11- 12, 211 

La Jolla 
Jonas Salk Institute for Biologi­

cal Studi es, 25 I , 253 
Scripps Playgro und Building, 

173 
Lake Forest, Villa, 142, 143 
Lancaster, C hurch of C hrist, 43 
lattice truss, 77 
Latrobe, Benjamin, 51- 4, 52, 

53, 55, 57, 63, 65, 66--7, 68, 69, 
7 1, 90 

Laverock, Newbold Estate, T98 , 
198 

Lawrie, Lee, 174 
Le Notre, Andre, 65 
Ledoux, Claude-Nicolas, 244, 

25 T 
Lefuel, Hector, 103 
L'Enfant, Pierre Charles, 5 L, 

65-6, 147 
Lequeu, Jean-Jacques, 25 I 

Lescaze, William, 199, 201, 

213, 213 
libraries, 104-6, 1 17, 140-2 
Lienau, Detlef, 101 
Lincoln, Nebraska State Capitol, 

T74-5, 175 
Lodoli, Carl o, 72 
Loewy, Raymond, 2 1 1 

London 
American Embassy, 249-50, 250 
National Gallery, Sainsbury 

Wing, 281, 281 
St. Martin's- in-tl1e-Fields, 

28-3 1 
Long, Huey, 243 
Loos, Adolf, 2 1 8 
Los Angeles 

Biltmore Hotel, 1 93-4, 193 
Corona Avenue School, 22 T-2 
Dodge House, 163, 163 
Eames House, 244, 245 
Getty Center, 287, 288 
Lovell Beach House, 2 18, 219 
Lovell House, 220, 221 

Lost Generation, 169 
Lovell, Dr. Phillip, 2 18, 2 19 
Lowell, Boston and Lowell 

Railroad "Car H ouse," 76 
LLir\at, Andre , 2 TO 

McComb, John , 5 1 
Mcintire, Samuel, 60-2, 6 1 
McKim, Charles Follen, 1 32, 

143, 150 
McKim, Mead & White, t32, 

133 , 138-40, 138, 139, 141 , 143, 
144, 145, 184, 243, 25 4-5, 275 

Madison, Herbert Jacobs House, 
228, 229 

Magonigle, Harold Van Buren, 
173, 173 

Malevich, Kasimir, 244 
Malibu , Steve Davis Studio and 

Residence, 284 
Manchester, Kragsyde, 126 
Mangin ,J. -F., 5 1, 64 
Mansart, Fran,ois, 50 
Marin,John, 186 
Marion, R..ichard Davis 

Residence, 260 
Maybeck, Bernard, 163-4, 164 , 

166 
Meadville, Railroad Station, 76 
Meier, Richard, 27 1, 276, 286--8, 

286, 287 
Meigs, Arthur, 198-9, 198 
Mellor, Meigs & Howe, 198 
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M erion , B arnes Foundati o n, 17 1 
M eyer, Adolf, 199, 199 
Meyer, Hans, 238 
M eyer & Holler, 196 
Mies van der R ohe, Ludwig, 199, 

239-43, 240, 241 , 242, 244, 245, 
246-7,248, 250, 25 1, 259, 261, 
265, 282 

Mills, R obert, 54-7, 56, 57, 59, 
64,7 1 

Milwawkee, Q uadracci Pavilion , 
Milwaukee Art Museum, 271 

M ockbee, Samuel, 289---90, 290 
Moholy-N agy, Laszlo, 206, 238 
M oneo, Rafael, 27 1 
M onticell o, 37, 44-7, 45 , 48 
monun1ents and n1en1 o rials, 

40-2, 54-6, 144-6, 173, 264 
modern e style, 2 1 0- 1 1 
Morga n,Julia, 178, 179 
M o rris, B enjanLi n Wistar, 19 1-3, 

192 
Morris, William, 162 
M t. Kisco, Woodston, 142, 143 
Mount Vernon , 37 
Mumford , Lewis, 136, 146, r8o, 

203 , 204,224-5,234 
Munday, Richard , 32, 33 

Natchez, Longwood, 96 
N eutra , Richard , 2 18, 220-3, 

22 1, 222 

N ew Amsterdam , City Tavern 
(Stadthu ys), 23, 23 

N ew Canaan, Johnson 
R esidence, 243, 244 

N ew Dell1i , American Embassy, 
247-8 ,248 

N ew Harmony, Atheneum, 286 
N ew Haven 

Art and Architecture Building, 
262, 263, 264 

Harkn ess Memori al Tower and 
Q uadrangle, 178 

O riental Gardens, 264 
R ailroad Station, 77-8 , 78 
Yale Center fo r British Art, 25 1 
Yale University, 177, 178, 

262, 263 
N ewport 

Appleton H ouse, 1 08 
Brick M arket, 33 
Colony H ouse, 32, 33 
Ochre Court, 108, 108 
R edwood Library, 3 3, 34 
Touro Synagogue, 35 
Trinity Church, 33 

3 02 

N ew York City 
Ameri can R adiator Building, 

186, 188, 188, 190 
Ameri can Telephone and 

Telegraph Building, 1 84-5 
Anshe C hesed Synagogue, 92 
Astor House, 86 
1325 Avenue of the Americas, 

278 
Barclay-Vesey Building, 186 
Bayard Building, 15 1 
branch librar ies, 143 
Ca thedral of St. John the 

Divine, 176, 1 77 
Central Park, 104, 105 
C hickering Hall , 109 
C hrysler Building, 1 86, 186 
C hurch of th e Holy Com-

munion, 89 
C ity Hall, 51, 64 
City Tavern (N ew Amsterdam 

Stadthu ys), 23, 23 
Condict Builcling, I 5 1 
Cunard Building, 19 1-3, 192 
Daily N ews Bui ldin g, 189, 189 
Grand Central Stati on, 139-40, 

140, 273 
G uggenheim Museum, 256-8, 

257 
lnterborough R apid Transit 

Company Power House, 1 43 
Knickerbocker Trust Company, 

138-9, 138 
Lenox Library, 104-7, 105 
Lescaze House, 213 
Lever H ouse, 246, 247 
Lincoln Center fo r the 

Performing Arts, 250 
M cGraw-Hill Building, 189, 

189, 200 
M etropolitan Muse um of Art, 

86 
Municipal Builcling, 184 
Museum of Modern Art, 

200-204 ,202, 243, 248, 273 
National Academy of Design , 

101 
N ational City Bank , 139, 139 
N ew School of Social 

R esearch, 2 13 
N ew York Public Li brary, 

140-2, 141 
Pennsylvania Station , 132, 144, 

145 , 273 
Produ ce Exchange, 1 1 1, 111 
R acquet and Tennis C lub, 243 
R adio City Music H all , 195-6, 

195 

Reinhardt T hea ter, 194, 194 
R ockefell er Center, 19 1, 191 , 

195, 195 
St. Patrick 's Ca th edral, 90- 1, 90 
St. Pau l's C hapel, 30 
Seagram Buildi ng, 239, 242, 

243,246, 247 
Shelton Hotel, 1 86 
A. T. Stewart Sto re, 83, 83 
Sunnyside Ga rdens , 181 
Tribune Building, 106, 107-8 
Trini ty C hu rch, 88, 89 
TWA Terminal, 249, 249 
United Nati ons Secretariat, 

245-6,246, 258 
Vanderbilt M ansion, 106, 107 
Western Union Building, 11 0, 

11 0 

Woolworth Build ing, 183, 184 
World Trade Center, 290 
World 's Fair, 2 12- 13, 212, 

255, 255 
Ziegfeld Theater, 194-5 

New York Sta te Tenement 
Association , 138 

N o nn an, Bavinger Ho use, 2 60, 
26 1 

N orth Dartmouth , Southeastern 
M a<Sachusetts Techn ica l 
Institute, 262 

Oak Park, Unity Temple, 155, 258 
Oberlin, Allen Memorial Art 

Museu1n, 280 
O'Keefe, Georgia, 1 86 
Olbrich, Joseph, 2 1 8 
O lmsted, Frederi ck Law, 1 04 
O watonna, National Farm ers' 

Bank, 153 
O wen, Robert, 98 

Palladi o, Andrea, 45 
Palmer and Horn bostcl , 276 
Paris, Ecole des Bea ux-Arts, I 03, 

109, 127, 132, 136-40, 152, 158, 
16 1, 163- 4, r65 , 170, 17 1, 178, 
188, 197, 207 

Parris, Alexander, 59 
Pasadena, David B. Gamble 

House, 165-6, 165 
Patton, George, 264 
Pawtucket, Old Slater Mill, 79, 79 
Pea body & Stearns, 126 
Pea rson, ). L., 1o 1 
Pederson & Tilney, 264 
Pei, I. M ., 27 1 

Pereira , Ga nster & Henning-
hausen, 202, 203 

Pereira, William, 202, 203 
Perret, Auguste, I 77 
Ph iladelphia 

Bank of Pennsylva nia, 52-4, 
53, 64 

Biological Research Building, 
25 1 

Ca rl Mackl ey Houses, 208, 209 
Guild Ho use, 265-7, 266 
Independence Hall , 26, 27, 272 
National Bank of the R epublic, 

I 12, 11) 

Octago1{ Unitari an Chu rch, 57 
Pennsylvania Academy of th e 

Fine Arts, I I 2, 113 
Philadelphia Exchange, 5 8, 59 
Philadelphia Savings Fund 

Society (PSFS) Building, 
I 99-200, 20 I 

Provident Li fe and Trust 
Company, 11 3-14, 114 

R ichards M edi ca l R esea rch 
Building, 25 1, 252 , 253, 254 

St. Stephen 's Episcopal C hurch, 
87, 87 

Sansom Street Baptist C hurch , 
57 

Second Bank of the United 
States, 57-8, 58 

Temple Mikva h Israel, 91 
Piano, Renzo, 27 1 
Pittsburgh 

Allegheny Coun ty Court 
H ouse, 11 7, 120 

Carn egie M ellon University, 
276,276 

Plano, Farnsworth House, 240, 
243 

Platt, C harles, 142, 143-4, 143 
Pope, John Russell , 142-3 , 

23 1, 239 
Port Jefferson, housing project, 

168 
Portland 

Equitable Life Assurance 
Building, 245, 246 

Portland Public Service 
Administration Building, 277, 
278 

Post, George B., 109-12, 11 0, 111 
Prairie School, 16 1 
Predock, Anto ine, 288, 289 
Price, William, 28, 29 
Princeton , Benaccrref House 

Addition, 277 
Princeton University, 177 

public buildings, 24-6, 66---9, 
146-7, 155, 174-7 

Public Works Administrati on, 
205, 208, 209 

Pueblo Bonito, 9 
Pugin, A. W N ., 72, 88, 89, 10 1 

Q uin cy, C rane M emor ial Library, 
11 7, 11 8 

Raci ne, Johnson Wax Building, 
226,227,228 

Radburn, 18 1-2, 181, 182 
ra il road stations, 74-8, 139-40, 

144 
R amee, ). -). , 50, 5 1, 64 
R auch, John , 264; a11 d see Ventu ri 
R eed & Stem, 139, 140 
Regio nal Planning Associati on of 

A1nerica, J 80, 204 
R.ensselaersville, R ider House, 62 
Renwick, James, 90, 91 
Richardson , H enry Hobson, 

11 5-2 1, 11 5, 11 8, 11 9, 120, 12 1 , 

128-9, r3 1, 132, 135, 16 1, 177 
Richmond 

Monumental C hurch, 57, 57 
Vi rginia State Capitol, 64 
Virginia State Pen itentiary, 

5 1- 2 ,52 

l'l._ing Plan School, 221-2 , 222 
Ripley, George, 1 27 
R oebling, John , 73-4, 74 
R oebling, Washington A. , 74, 75 
R ogers, Isaiah, 59, 84, 85 
R omanesque style, 1 16 
Roosevelt, Franklin D. , 204, 205 , 

264; m emorial, 264, 264 
R oot, John Wellbo rn , 1 22-7, 123 
R osenberg, Charles G., 99 
R othafel, Samuel Lionel 

('R m.-y'), 195-6 
R otterdam, Van Nelle facto ry, 286 
Rudolph , Paul , 239, 26 1- 4, 262, 

263 
Ru ral Studio, 289---90, 290 
R ush, Endacott & R ush, 260 
R uskin, John, 72, 10 1, 104, i62 

Saarinen, Eero, 23 1, 248-50, 
249, 250 

Saarin en , Eli e!, 183-4, 185, 
23 1, 244 

Saeltzer, Alexander, 92 
Safdie, Moshe, 275 

St. Augustine, Ponce de Leon 
Hotel , 163 

St. Louis 
Jefferson National Expansion 

Memorial, 249 
Pruitt- Igoe project, 237, 237 
Wainwright Buildi ng, 15 1, 151 

St. Mary's, State House, 23 
Sa lem 

Pi ngree I-l ouse, 61 
Wa rd House, 21 

San Antonio, San Jose y San 
Miguel de Aguayo, 12, 12 

San Francisco 
Pana ma-Pacific Exposition, 164 
V. C. Morr.is Gift Shop, 258 

Sanibel Island , Walker G uest 
House, 262, 262 

San Simeon, Hea rst Castle, 
178-80, 179 

Santa Fe, Governor's Palace, 10, l l 
Santa M onica, Gehry R esidence, 

283, 283 
Schindler, Rudolph , 2 18-220, 

219, 222-3, 225 
Schinkel, Karl Friedri ch, 244 
Schul tze & Weaver, 170, 193-4, 

193 
Schu yler, Montgomery, 134-5 
Scotia, W inema T heater, 196 
Scott Brown, Denise, 266, 267, 

278-8 1, 280, 28 1 
Scottsdale, Fuller House, 288 
Scully, Vincent, 267, 275 
Sea ttle 

Experience Music Projec t 
M usewn, 286 

Seattle An Museum, 280, 28 1 
Secoton, 8 
Semper, Gottfried, 122 
Sert, Josi: Luis, 259, 259 
Shaw, Nonnan, 10 1 

Shryock, G ideon, 59 
Sierra Madre, Bella Vista Terrace, 

163 
Skidm ore, O wings & Merrill , 246 
skyscrapers, IOC)- 1 1, 183-96, l99 
Sloan, Samuel, 96 
Smea ton , John , 5 1 
Soane, Sir John , 5 1 
Sor iano, R aphael , 245 
Spanish style, 9- 1 4 
Spr ingfield 

C hu rch of the U ni ty, 1 1 5 
Susa n L. Dana H ouse, 148 

Sta lingrad, Tractor Plant, 2 io, 2 10 
Stam , Mart, 210 
Starru cca Viaduct, 73 




