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To Theodore van Fossen, generous teacher and good friend;
to Martha Wakefield, kindred spirit;

to Richard Wakefield, master craftsman;

and to the Members of Rush Creek Village past, present and
future.
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The influence of relativity, and quantum theory when it comes, will shift
the emphasis in human affairs from the observed to the observer, from
the obijective to the subjective, from the natural to the human. Each
human being exists at the center of his or her experienced universe and
knows its truths from a unique point of view. If this point of view can be
shared with others, then a modern community can be formed—modern
in the sense that it begins with the experience of each individual and
not with dogmatic “truths” imposed by any one individual on others.
This recognition will lead to new types of architecture and urban form,
which will establish new centers for individual living and new networks
of centers that become the city.

Lebbeus Woods
The New City
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MODERNITY




The voice of him that crieth in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the LORD,
make straight in the desert a highway for our God.

Isaiah 40:3

CONTEXT

If the term Modern is understood according to its original 16th
Century Enlightenment description of the separation between the
ancient and the new, then Worthington, Ohio is as representative of
the Modern Project as any place on Earth.

When James Kilbourne and Nathaniel Little arrived to the newly-
designated U.S. Military Lands of the Northwest Territory in 1803,
they established the center of what would become Worthington on
the high ground along the eastern edge of the Olentangy River Valley.
In April of that year, Kilbourne, an explorer, merchant, and ordained
minister, led an advance party representing the Scioto Company from
the cobblestone streets of Granby, Connecticut into the area to clear
land and survey parcels to make way for the new regime, where
reason and practical faith might displace an “archaic and stable past”
to prevail over the incomprehensible and frightening wilds.1 By July,
temporary structures were clustered along the Village Green
anticipating the first settlers who would arrive by oxcart in September
to redeem the promise of compensation for having participated in the
revolution that had established a republic in the New World founded
on those very same Enlightenment principles. 2

Men like Kilbourne and Little had transported the values of the
Enlightenment from London to Boston and into the interior of a

Original plat of Worthington, Ohio, 1804. Rush Run can be seen at lower right.



continent they believed to require their intervention on behalf of a
deistic god, largely uninterested in directly intervening in the affairs
of men. This left much to be done by the faithful: lands to subdue,
species to catalog, and the application of reason to dispel the unruly
mysteries of nature; most importantly, this mission was to be
executed with a clinical detachment and an eye toward commercial
opportunity.

It had been an ambitious 150 years in the West since Descartes had
established humankind as a separate objective authority over nature
by separating the mind from physiology. Robert Boyle’s publication
of his vacuum experiments of 1660 and the ensuing public debate
with Thomas Hobbes had cemented a specific methodology of
understanding nature, fashioning the pursuit of immutable, objective
fact uncontaminated by subjective understanding. For explorer
merchant ministers and their kind, the world was composed of
discoverers and the discovered and whatever means were available to
bring resources to the marketplace. Spurred by competition with
each other, Modern societies of the West proudly levied their
command of industrial processes to support the inevitable conflicts
with the non-Moderns they encountered while subduing the unruly
remote corners of the world. That mission in North America would
continue westward for nearly another century after the oxcarts
arrived in Worthington, its noisy and brutal advance disrupting the
quiet of other rivers in other valleys, further and further away from

The "Aurora Buttles House" (also known as the Sidney Brown House) in
Worthington, built in 1818.




Kilbourne and Little and their small but ambitious venture.

In its sheltered environs of Central Ohio, the village of Worthington
grew steadily, auspiciously positioned at the crossroads of regional
farmland highways along the outskirts of the state capitol, Columbus.
The collection of humble, one-story, wood buildings extending from
the Village Green was gradually replaced with more permanent homes
and civic institutions rendered in red brick and proper white trim.
Evidence of prosperity and divine endorsement of the enterprise, a
business district developed along the regional rail line extending
north from the capitol. By the time it celebrated its Centennial,
Worthington epitomized all of Modernity’s aspirations and promises
of progress.

Meanwhile, closer to its headwaters, the Modern Project in Europe
asserted its principles of emancipation and revolution with new
expression. Clean and efficient cities were advanced as the solution
for the crowded and polluted urban centers of Europe, where shady
alleys and stagnant air were purported to represent the fractured
human psyche. 3 Man was to be made anew, and the world he
constructed would reflect the bright possibilities. As the 19th Century
closed, architects, artists, and planners struggled against the Classical
tradition and a new century celebrated new technologies and
applications for the built environment.

High Street in Worthington, 1948.



For architecture and design, the industrialization that had fueled the
mechanized carnage of World War I was reallocated to the arts with
unrivaled zeal in Weimar, Germany. The disciplined rigor of the
Bauhaus there presented “a new aspect of architecture corresponding
to the technical civilization of the age.” 4 But while the tools may
have been new and the work assumed new forms, the primary drive
remained loyal to Modernity's fundamental priorities: distilling a
rationalized and “common intellectual outlook” for standardization
of the built environment, inspired as much as it was enabled now by
factory processes to enforce an objectively derived truth. Handicraft
and the “old aesthetic conception of form” were to be abolished. 5
Unencumbered by and purified from the contaminants of individual
responses to the criteria of site, program and budget, this New
Architecture constituted the purest manifestation of Modernity.

Le Corbusier’s contemporary investigations in Paris similarly sought
the universal solution for human habitation. Stark and severe, his
Machine for Living was a standard system by which the calculated
methodology of automobile and aircraft design might be applied to
the prototypical but certainly not personal dwelling. 6

There persists throughout the rhetoric of the New Architecture the
theoretical, idealized abstraction of the human being, perhaps, in
response to the irrationality of ethnic division and nationalism that
had fomented the Great War. Touring Europe in 1928, Philip

Villas at Weisenhoff Estate by Le Corbusier, 1927
Stuttgart, Germany




Johnson found himself sympathetic to the cause of progress through
enforced homogeneity and, appropriately enough, christened this
movement the International Style and promoted its universal
application to all places and peoples.

Even as this effort established itself firmly among intellectuals and the
academic elite, however, other voices advocated for an alternative
approach.

Villa Muller by Adolf Loos, 1928
Prague, Czech Republic



OPPOSITION TO MODERNITY: EAST MEETS WEST

The publication of Frank Lloyd Wright’s Wasmuth Portfolio in 1910
must have had a substantial (even if unrecognized) effect on the early
Modernist designers of Europe. 7 Seductively rendered plans and
perspectives are known to have been reviewed by Walter Gropius,
Mies van der Rohe, and Le Corbusier, who led the Modernist
movement in architecture for the first half of the Twentieth Century.

But within the Modern context of the universal solution, there was no
comfortable place for Wright’s work, which even at the time seemed
so invested in the personal experience. The schism was set when
Philip Johnson marginalized Wright’s work in his 1932 Museum of
Modern Art show in New York. Offended, Wright withdrew his entry.

In New York, Johnson formally established the taxonomy of the
century’s architecture and design that, like the larger context of
Modernity, would prove to be awkward and ill fitting. The narrative
dictated that there was Modernism, progressive and representative of
Modernity’s values; in opposition to it, antiquated sentimentalism,
embodied by Wright’s work. It was not entirely accurate, but it was
(and remains) a convenient narrative, easy to learn and use as long as
the scope and depth of study is necessarily restrained. It was
inevitable, too, as Wright’s philosophical underpinnings which
prioritized personal experience with nature through an integrated

Frederick C. Robie House by Frank Lloyd Wright, 1909
Chicago, lllinois




architectural environment contradicted the Modern premise of
rational, objective segregation from the world.

Wright largely owed those underpinnings, early on at least it appears,
to the New England Unitarian Transcendentalists of the 19th Century.
Thoreau, Emerson, and their contemporaries had advocated for
leaving the Modern world and its concomitants in favor of a simpler
life, free of society’s constraints and intimately engaged with the
natural environment. To the Transcendentalist mind, progress was an
illusion; only nature’s processes—the change of seasons, the comings
and goings of neighbors and loved ones, and thoughtful response to
the natural environment—were real. Personal development and
achievement of human potential were dignified pursuits, more so than
others, and they argued for personal (though nonviolent) action to
further an agenda of social justice for the betterment of a society
whose conventions they ignored. These sensibilities allude to a more
than casual influence by Taoist thought. To wit, Thoreau is alleged to
have read one of the first French translations of Lao Tzu’s 2500 year
old Tao te Ching. 8

The fascination with Eastern mysticism within the intellectual
Transcendentalist movement in the United States appealed to many
artists who looked to Asia and Wright was certainly among them. ¢
Perhaps even more directly was the work of the Boston Orientalists,
among them Kakuzo Okakura, author of The Book of Tea, and Ernest

Danjo Garan Fudo-do, 1197
Koyasan, Wakayama, Japan



Fenollosa, well-published commentator on Japanese aesthetics and
first cousin of Joseph Lyman Silbee. It was in Silbee’s office that
Wright first found employment and from Fenollosa that he obtained
his first Japanese screen print. 10 Wright recalled Okakura’s work
later in life as a touchstone, 11 as it refers to the Tao te Ching:

We join spokes together in a wheel,
but it is the center hole
that makes the wagon move.

We shape clay into a pot,
but it is the emptiness inside
that holds whatever we want.

We hammer wood for a house,
but it is the inner space
that makes it livable.

We work with being,
but non-being is what we use.
Chapter 11

Unity Temple (Interior] by Frank Lloyd Wright, 1906
Oak Park, lllinois



In both his writing and his work, Wright consistently campaigned for
direct personal engagement with the natural environment as a means
to self-actualization and inclusion of humanity within the larger
context of the natural world. Where allowed to develop unhindered by
the distractions and standardization of the Modern world, the
individual could better discern truth and beauty as an extension of
self. In his introduction to his 1910 Wasmuth Portfolio, he professed
that “We ourselves are only a product of natural law. We reach for the
light spiritually, as the plant does physically, if we are sound of heart
and unsophisticated by education.” 12 The built environment,
sensitive and responsive to these innate human tendencies, could
facilitate that relationship.

His linking of the two, especially citing the “spiritual lessons the East
has power to teach the West,” offers insight into the personal
motivations which would be articulated in the Usonian home, his
solution for low-cost housing that was in many ways, an American
adaptation of the traditional Japanese residential building type. 13

As considerable the influence of Japan on Wright’s personal life and
work was, his treatment of architectural space as a positive entity was
entirely his own innovation. 14 According to Wright, it was Unity
Temple, completed in 1906, where this idea would find expression in
what he would describe as the destruction of the box being, “the first
real expression of the idea that the space within the building is the

Unity Temple, exterior detail



reality...the interior space opening to the outside and...the outside
coming in.” 15

Wright’s regard for space as a “continuous flowing substance which
could be articulated but should not be artificially confined” 16 can be
seen as a reflection of Lao Tzu’s meditation on the Tao:

It lows through all things
inside and outside, and returns
to the origin of all things.
Chapter 25

Just as importantly, Wright’s interlocking of the programmed spaces
of a building create resultant transitional spaces in which the Taoist
view of nature as existing in a state of constant flux is articulated. 17

Being and non-being create each other.
Difficult and easy support each other.
Long and short define each other.

High and low depend on each other.
Before and after follow each other.
Chapter 2

Marin County Civic Center by Frank Lloyd Wright, 1960
San Rafael, California




These innovations are inseparable from Wright’s consistent criticism

of mainstream Western architecture as contributing to a “jittery,

jealous, envious, mean” society. 18 While he was not the first to

explore the psychological affects of the built environment, Wright’s

body of work can be seen to be largely, if not primarily, motivated to

promote a sense of wellness in the building's occupant (and

ultimately, society at large) through a deliberate, integrally designed

personal relationship with the natural world. Impossible to reconcile

within the Modern Critique, Wright’s work was and remains 12
dismissed by Modernists as romantic.

To the present day, scholarly analyses struggle to comfortably and
consistently place Wright within the larger context of 20th Century
Modernist architecture. These efforts prove difficult, if not superficial
and flat, simply because Wright’s motivations and body of work do
not exist within the context of the larger Modern Project.

Marin County Civic Center, interior planter
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MID-CENTURY'S EXPERIMENTS WITH AFFECTIVE ARCHITECTURE

Regardless of present day difficulties metabolizing his work, Wright’s
fascination with the potential for architecture to provide an affective
environment did not go unnoticed at the time. As a student in Vienna,
Richard Neutra had seen the Wasmuth Portfolio and was obviously
intrigued. Neutra had been for a while keenly interested in
psychology, was a classmate of Sigmund Freud’s son, and found
himself on more than one occasion a captivated guest in Freud’s
home. 19 Seeking an audience with Wright, Neutra called upon
Rudolf Schindler, a friend and former Taliesin fellow, to petition the
U.S. Government for permission to immigrate from Austria.

Neutra found Wright and apprenticed at Taliesin in 1924 and 1925
before leaving to launch a practice with Schindler in Los Angeles.
Being a product of two seemingly irreconcilable philosophies
(according to Johnson’s binary taxonomy, at least), Neutra’s body of
work, not entirely unlike Schindler’s, represents an application of the
Bauhaus-influenced minimal Modernist formal language to Wright’s
fascination with the natural world and his encouragement of
interaction with it.

What Neutra found in Wright was a shared belief in the affective
potential of design on human psychology and his 1954 Survival
Through Design remains a 384-page manifesto calling for an

Kaufmann Desert House by Richard Neutra, 1946
Palm Springs, California




“organically-oriented design” to better serve humanity. 20 While the
organic design theme echoes Wright, Nuetra’s tone was very much the
product of his own highly-psychologized era, demanding that the
study of “physiology must direct and check the technical advance in
constructed environment.” 21 To Neutra, this meant that the Modern
Project’s duality between beauty and function should be a unified
approach of clean structural expression unencumbered by ornament
where human activity might continue unimpeded by excessive
construction. Clinical research on the direct effects of the man-made
environment on the brain, he argued, would provide the means of
objectively evaluating the success of functional design to aid in the
very survival of the human organism.

In spite of its evidence-based foundation, however, Neutra’s influence
on American design was chiefly aesthetic. His refined application of
the International Style became representative of the New Architecture
in the United States, especially in California, where the post-WWII
housing boom provided ample opportunity to test new theory,
materials, and methodologies.

One of the first such tests was the Mutual Housing Association (MHA)
in Los Angeles. Encouraged by the new postwar availability of
construction materials and inspired by Wright’s numerous
manifestos, progressive designers and artists purchased 800 acres in
the Crestwood Hills area in 1946 for a cooperative development with

the goal of bringing quality modern design to homeowners of middle-
class means. 22 Architects Douglas Honnold, John Lautner, Whitney
R. Smith, A. Quincy Jones and others produced 28 Modernist designs
that were executed to construct 160 homes, sited to provide
maximum exposure to vistas of the Santa Monica Mountains and
retain privacy for individual residences along winding suburban
streets. Unable to maintain the financial burden of holding 800 acres
for exclusive use, the project collapsed and the remaining land was
opened for more conventional development, limiting any benefits
from the overall planning originally intended.

Inspired by his experience in the Usonian Wright designed for Sidney
Bazett, 23 San Francisco Bay Area merchant builder Joseph Eichler 14
envisioned modest communities of similar design ideals. In 1949 he
retained local architects Anshen+Allen who interpreted Wright’s
Usonian planning through Neutra’s austere (and more easily mass-
produced) formal language to create eponymous icons of post-WWII
Modernism. Eichler’s single-family homes featured expanses of full-
height exterior glass, flat roofs, and radiant floors. 24 Taking full
advantage of coastal California’s mild climate, the openness of the
Eichler designs encouraged garden and atrium life and greatly
influenced mid-Century American suburban culture as families could
encounter the patterns and rhythms of nature within their discrete
properties. Joseph Eichler provided Modernist design to mainstream
America, at least in California, and Eichler Homes remain an



example of successful suburban residential design, having earned a
15 loyal following among owners as much for their memories of
sunsplashed breakfast tables as for their lasting marketplace value.

Eichler Home in Los Angeles, California



THE FAILURE OF MODERNISM AND THE MODERN PROJECT

Wright’s work and the work of others within his sphere of influence
were widely disavowed by their contemporary Modernists. John
Lautner, who left Taliesin after six years in the 1930’s struggled to find
work in Los Angeles when employers discovered he had worked for
Wright. 25 While Neutra’s portfolio is canon in the academe and
professional practice (one of the few areas of correlation between these
two disparate worlds) little discussion is afforded to his affiliation with
Wright. In fact, Wright is largely absent from American architectural
education altogether.

This should not have been unforeseen in light of the dominant 16
framework of the last several centuries in the West. Taliesin
philosophy was always counterculture. There was no way to account
for the individual’s experience within the larger Modern context. Since
the time of Robert Boyle’s vacuum experiments in the 1680’s, the
Modern Project had relied upon the participation of separate groups’
observations of carefully constructed experiments to arrive at a
consensus that overrides the individual’s experience. The empirical
process, in this intervening time, had transcended to become at least
equal to human beings and in many ways had rendered humans
subservient to the replicated results of the laboratory. 26

Architects were able to exploit the industrialization and volatility of the

Plan Voisin, by Le Corbusier, 1925



74

20th Century as opportunities for the application of such an ethic.
The International Style was so aptly named because of its capacity to
disregard local vernacular traditions and unique characteristics of
site with modular, industrial, a priori solutions. Midcentury
American architects and city planners promoted High Modernism as
symbolic of democracy and indicative of the industrial power of the
non-Communist West, but by 1965, voices protested it as “cold,
inhuman, and unfriendly” 27 as it was obvious to too many that “a
certain strain of modernist architecture, at least, was intent on
transforming the world into a...nightmare of rationalism
triumphant.” 28

The failure of Modernist architecture reflected growing
dissatisfaction with the larger Modern Project. During the last
decades of the 20th Century, Modernity came to be seen as “a secular
movement that sought the demystification and desacralization of
knowledge” in favor of universal reason, incongruous with the way
that human beings experience the world as individuals. 29 There was,
actually, more than one answer to every question. Burdened to its
yield point with these glaring inconsistencies the Modern Critique
simply ceased being a useful model for understanding the world, and
so not surprisingly the architectural movement that it spawned was
ultimately rejected.

This architecture deemed Modern by academics (who also believed

Pruitt-lgoe Public Housing Project by Minoru Yamasaki, 1946
St. Louis, Missouri




themselves to be Modern) succeeded where solutions afforded
sensitive access to nature, where individuals could engage in their
own relationship with the natural world they experienced around
them. In this light, the current method of discretely classifying
architectural style needs to develop, instead, into discussion about the
built environment not in terms of aesthetic appearance or the
designer’s rhetoric, but function, in terms of its efficacy as sensitive
mediator between humankind and nature, for it seems that this is the
defining characteristic of successful design from the occupant's
perspective.

In this respect, Wright, Neutra, Lautner, and the others who shared
their values seem to have been prepared for what was to come, for
even as Modernism was reaching its apogee as an architectural
movement, nature itself was being remarkably redefined.

Time-lapse of the demolition of one Pruittlgoe Tower, St. Louis, Missouri, April
1972

Pruittlgoe was demolished at 3:00pm on March 16, 1972, which American
theorist and landscape architect Charles Jencks deemed “the day Modern
architecture died.”



REUNIFICATION: WEST MEETS EAST

The primary assumption of Modern thought, the immutability of
fact, was overturned in 1927. German physicist Werner Heisenberg,
with his colleague and mentor, Niels Bohr, announced to their
colleagues gathered in Copenhagen, Denmark their discovery that
the mere act of observing nature alters it and even with the most
careful measurement, there always persists a degree of uncertainty
about what is observed. Twenty years previous, Einstein had already
provided an alternate definition of nature of light as a particle,
expanding upon a century-old understanding of light as a wave and
contradicting the Modern mind’s comfortable, if not mistaken,
distinct classification of the world and everything in it.

That the new physics seemed more like Eastern mysticism than
anything familiar in the West was not lost on Bohr. His own focus,
the dual nature of matter, complicated things further for the Modern
Project: subatomic entities exist, in fact, both as a particle and a
wave, which are alternately manifested by the processes of
observation. Bohr’s work revealed that an observer chooses, for
instance, whether a photon appears and behaves as a particle or a
wave, though in reality, it exists as both. For Bohr, this duality in
nature and the paradoxes it revealed were their own reflections of the
Tao te Ching:

Neils Bohr and Albert Einstein, 1925




Thus it is said:

The bright path seems dim;
Going forward seems like retreat;
The easy way seems hard;

The highest Virtue seems empty;
Great purity seems sullied;

A wealth of virtue seems frail;
Real virtue seems unreal;

The perfect square has no corners;
Great talents ripen late;

The highest notes are hard to hear;
The greatest form has no shape.
Chapter 41

Later in life, upon receiving the Order of the Elephant by the Danish
government, Bohr would design his own coat of arms prominently
featuring a taijitu (yin and yang symbol) with the motto, in Latin,
contraria sunt complementa (“Opposites are complementary”).

In 1953, Erwin Schrodinger further expanded upon Bohr's discoveries,

Attendees of the 1927 Solvay Conference on Quantum Mechanics, Belgium,
including Albert Einstein (front row, center), Niels Bohr (second row, right),
Werner Heisenberg (back row, third from right)

20
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demonstrating in an exchange of correspondence with Einstein how
both states of an entity exist simultaneously in a state of
superposition until the act of observation collapses the wave
function, that is, reduces the statistical probability to a unitary state.
This discovery undermined Decartes' assertion that human
consciousness is separate from the corporeal world: in fact, it is
conscious human interaction with nature that determines its very
materialization.

Emerging from these discoveries and refinements of Quantum
Theory was the revelation of the inherent interconnectedness of all
things. The universe, as Moderns understood it, was a well-regulated
assembly of component parts—an elaborate, divinely designed
Copernican clockwork exhibiting immutable truths. By contrast,
Quantum Theory reflected the dynamic character of nature, always in
flux and in constant interaction. This, as Lao Tzu attested, was the
essence of Tao:

There was something formless and perfect
before the universe was born.

It is serene. Empty.

Solitary. Unchanging.

Infinite. Eternally present.



It is the mother of the universe.

For lack of a better name,

| call it the Tao.

It flows through all things,
inside and outside, and returns
to the origin of all things.
Chapter 25

Pursuant to Quantum Theory, the universe is comprised solely of
fields of electromagnetic energy. Even the building blocks of matter
are simply fleeting concentrations of energy that exist only
momentarily at the confluence of colliding fields which in the process,
exchange, create, and annihilate photons (light). These fields,
intangible and insubstantial as they may be, are the only real things in
the universe. 30

Matter is energy.

Even more challenging to prevailing thought, particles once in
proximity then separated across vast distances were found to act upon
one another instantaneously. Einstein didn’t care for these non-local
effects, or entanglement, calling them “spooky action at a distance.”
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If, as he insisted, nothing exceeds the speed of light, and these
particles are affecting one another across space instantaneously, the
ramifications were staggering: either the two particles were multiple
manifestations of the same entity, or spacetime was simply a
construct for these real experiences. The logical end to this train of
thought meant the certain death of Modernity's discrete
understandings: because at the time of the creation of the universe
every particle was in close proximity to every other, everything in
nature would necessarily be entangled, constantly in flux as
everything acted upon everything else. For those on the forward edge
of science, nature became inextricably interactive and seamless and
ultimately relative to the experience of the observer. Nothing in the
traditions of the West seemed familiar anymore; it appeared that the
non-Modern mystic traditions of the East had it right all along.

By mid-century, even as Modernism as an artistic and architectural
movement was reaching its apex, the physical sciences had eroded
the confident assumptions that had fueled the work of Moderns for
300 years. It is grand irony that Modernity, grounded in revolution
and the empirical method, would be undone by a burst of activity
within the physical sciences. Quantum Theory had effectively
invalidated much of the Modern Critique and its claims of separation
between humankind and the natural world. Even notions of East and
West as geographic and philosophic identities could be discounted as
contrivance.



A new context for understanding nature and humanity’s place within
it was developing in Europe and the United States. Unfortunately,
except for the weaponization of the atom and its sublime deployment
in 1945, outside intellectual circles, hardly anyone noticed. A select
few designers, however, were prepared for this change. Through their
affiliation with Wright, they were uniquely poised to address the
human relationship with nature to the benefit of both. Their work
would enjoy a special longevity and relevance.
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The obstacle is the path.

Traditional Zen Teaching

HISTORY: RICHARD AND MARTHA WAKEFIELD

Among this small group, Martha (Barouth) Wakefield was born in
Columbus, Ohio in 1922. Her mother having died when she was four,
Martha grew up in her father’s engineering office. Later in life, she
would recall spending her childhood days sitting on his office floor
reading plats. Attending The Ohio State University for one year, she
pursued an ambitious curriculum of philosophy and art before
meeting Richard Wakefield.

In 1942, Martha married Dick Wakefield, a fellow Central Ohio native
who had attended Columbus’ North High School before earning a
degree in business from Ohio State. During the war effort, Dick
worked at the Curtis Wright aviation manufacturing facility located in
Columbus. At home, Martha developed drawings for a new house.
After Dick took Martha’s drawings to the facility to solicit comments
from the engineers and designers, he returned home with a copy of
the January 1938 Architectural Forum dedicated to Fallingwater.

At age 23, Martha Wakefield had never heard of Frank Lloyd Wright
or his work, but upon seeing the magazine, immediately purchased An
Autobiography. “I sat and read it, and there wasn’t one section that I
disagreed with,” she would recall fifty years later. 1 In 1945 when
Wright spoke in Columbus, Martha and Dick were in attendance.
Having heard that Wright enjoyed Scotch whiskey, which was hard to
procure due to wartime provisioning, Dick presented a bottle to him

South Street bridge over Rush Run, Worthington, 1955
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after the presentation. In appreciation, an invitation to visit Taliesin
was extended.

“Right after the war, we decided that we were going to study with
Frank Lloyd Wright. We sold all our furniture--the piano, everything.
And we bought a trailer,” Wakefield remembered. Their six-week-old
daughter, Pam, was left in the care of Dick’s mother and the pair
drove to Arizona in the summer of 1946. Upon arrival at their hotel in
Phoenix, they telephoned Wright:

“He said, ‘Oh no! You’re not staying at a hotel. You come right out
here!” So we went to Taliesin West. The Goulds were there--the
banking family. But there were no class distinctions at all.” 2

Martha was struck by the setting at Taliesin: “You could look forever.
The canvas roofs flapping in the wind, this great man, and everything
that was going on with the apprentices. Oh God, it was just
wonderful.” 3

But soon enough into their two-week stay it became apparent that the
desert complex wasn’t appropriate—or even safe—for children. On the
first day of their visit, an apprentice killed a rattlesnake at the studio
entrance. Scorpions were a constant concern. And lacking a
formalized curriculum and class schedule, apprentices were often up
working all night. Dick and Martha, realizing that a tenure at Taliesin

Martha and Dick Wakefield at Taliesin West
Scottsdale, Arizona, 1946
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as young parents was unfeasible, thanked Wright for his hospitality
and packed their bags.

For the rest of her life, Martha Wakefield would retell the story of their
departure in detail. “Mr. Wright walked us out to the car and stood
there against the sunset, with his coat and hat, his silk scarf fluttering
in the breeze.” His benediction to them there would motivate their
work for the rest of their lives: “He said to us, ‘Go home. Buy a Jeep.
Build a house. And then build one for your neighbor.” And that’s
exactly what we did. A lot of houses!” 4

Upon their return to Central Ohio, Martha contacted Bob and Mary
Gunning and accepted their invitation to visit their remarkable home
on Columbus’ east side. Martha and Dick had met the Gunnings the
previous year after Wright’s lecture and were regaled with stories of
their home overlooking Blacklick Creek. Designed and built in a
collaborative effort by former-Taliesin fellows Tony Smith and Larry
Cuneo, and Columbus native Theodore van Fossen, the Gunning
House, or Glenbrow, was the example of organic architecture for
which the Wakefields were searching. For several years, Martha would
bring anyone willing to join her to the Gunning House to see just what
it was she wanted to do. What she needed now was a designer.

HISTORY: THEODORE VAN FOSSEN
Born in Columbus, Ohio in 1919, Theodore van Fossen demonstrated

Reading list recommended by Frank Lloyd Wright, given to Martha and Dick
Wakefield prior to their departure from Taliesin, 1946
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his prodigious talent and ambition at an early age. After banishing his
expansive wood block cities from the living room to the library, at age
eight his parents enrolled him in Saturday morning art classes at the
Columbus Gallery of Fine Art. While still in high school, he gathered a
group of like-minded friends and built an art gallery in an abandoned
stable on South Front Street in downtown Columbus. He had read
Wright’s An Autobiography when he was 15, and the following year
ran away to New York City for several weeks to hear him lecture and
experience firsthand the art world he’d seen in books and galleries.

In 1936 van Fossen came upon a newspaper ad for the opening of the
New Bauhaus in Chicago. Artist Norma K. Stahle had recruited the
cultural elite and industrialists of Chicago, under the banner of the
“Association of Art and Industry” to reconstitute the Bauhaus school,
closed by the Nazi regime three years earlier. At age 17, Theodore van
Fossen persuaded his parents to send him to Chicago.

The New Bauhaus afforded van Fossen the opportunity he had
sought. On faculty were photographers Edmund Teske and Georgy
Kepes. Alexander Archipenko taught a sculpture studio; that year two
of van Fossen’s sculptures were shown at the New York Museum of
Modern Art. Outside of class, Chicago was a city in renaissance, and
the 23 students of the New Bauhaus’ inaugural academic year were
immersed in their culturally rich surroundings. H. H. Richardson’s
Glessner House was across the street. Students would enjoy special

July 14, 1936 newspaper article prominently featuring Theodore van Fossen
(center top, with shovel) at age 17, building a stone wall for the gallery he
envisioned for “stimulating interest in art among young people.”

Setorban, Jubv 8464
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dinners in the dining room of Sullivan’s Auditorium Hotel. Of course,
Wright’s work was everywhere to be studied.

Friendships that Theodore van Fossen forged among the other
students that year in Chicago would last far beyond their time there
and provide a broad cultural foundation for his own work. Fritz
Bultman went on from the New Bauhaus to Hans Hofmann’s Studio
School in New York; it was through Bultman that van Fossen met
Maria “Miz” Hofmann and participated in her European-style Sunday
afternoon salons at her home on Morton Street. There, van Fossen
found himself in the spirited company of Lee Krasner and Jackson
Pollock, Linda Lindeberg, Giorgio Cavallen, Mark Rothko, Franz
Kline, Alfonso Ossorio, and Jack Tworkov.

It was his friendship with Tony Smith, however, that had the most
considerable influence on van Fossen. Seven years his senior, Smith
had been a Taliesin fellow and from that experience shared his view
that Frank Lloyd Wright presented a new method of approaching
space and form. After participating in the student protests that led to
the closing of the New Bauhaus in 1938 and the unsuccessful breach
of contract lawsuit against director Lazlo Maholy-Nagy, van Fossen
returned to Columbus only to receive word from Smith encouraging
him to join him in Ardmore, Pennsylvania.

Wright had designed a multiple-family housing prototype in Ardmore

Theodore van Fossen with Lee Krasner, Easthampton, 1964
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known as Suntop Homes for builder Harold Turner (previously the
contractor for the Paul R. Hanna House in Palo Alto, California), and
Smith had parlayed his experience with Wright into a job as “clerk of
the works.” By the time van Fossen arrived, however, the project was
largely completed:

"We camped out in an unoccupied unit, having dinners with
friendly new occupants — it all had an atmosphere of pioneering
and people were moving in with dreadfully inappropriate
furniture. I designed some furniture that belonged and Tony
wanted to get it built. The A.P. Smith Manufacturing Co. in New
Jersey, his grandfather’s, whose name he bore (Anthony Peter),
was a city waterworks equipment manufacturer...We went to the
factory pattern shop at night and built my furniture designs and
brought them back to Suntop to be used in place of the awful stuff
tenants brought with them. Typically we gave them to the tenants
[at] no charge." 5

In a short time, they next found work as construction hands on
another Wright project:

"Harold Turner, the builder of Suntop and the previous Hanna
House, the hexagonal module house in Palo Alto, had gone to
Taliesin to be given another Wright house to build next. That
turned out to be the Betty and Andrew F.H. Armstrong house in

Suntop Homes
Ardmore, Pennsylvania, 1939




Ogden Dunes, Indiana, a most unusual enclave in high sand dunes
with a wide range of vegetation from pines to cactus at the south
end of Lake Michigan, outside of Chicago. Tony, who had talked
with Wright when he made a supervisory visit at Suntop, had been
invited by Wright to visit Taliesin, so he used that time to do so, for
a couple of weeks. Of course they put him to work. He took
materials lists off of plans and made some estimates for Wright,
before he and I turned up in Ogden Dunes to start work on the
Armstrong house which began that fall in ’38 and went through a
cold winter taking the brunt of winds sweeping down the length of
Lake Michigan against the house high on a dune facing them.

"I worked on building that house along with Tony Smith and a fine
Danish craftsman and his capable son, Rolf. Their wife and mother
cooked traditional Danish cuisine — including mid-morning Danish
pastries just out of the oven with Danish coffee brought to the
arctic cold of the job." 6

Once again returning to Columbus after the completion of the
Armstrong House, van Fossen was eager for an opportunity to apply
what he had learned. There was a feeling of urgency, too, as he sensed
—as many did—that the news from Europe and Asia foretold war for
America. Hearing his adventures and ideas for architecture, family
friends Mary and Robert Gunning commissioned him to design a
home for their secluded property overlooking Blacklick Creek. Tony

F. H. Armstrong House (under construction)
Ogden Dunes, Indiana, 1939
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Smith arrived from New Jersey at van Fossen’s request and they in
turn contacted New Bauhaus classmate and former Taliesin fellow
Larry Cuneo to detail millwork, windows, and doors. The clients’ one
demand, that their new home was not to have a flat roof, was
overcome by a compelling design and persuasive presentation.
Construction began immediately in 1939 with Smith overseeing all
aspects of the work on site.

Their collaboration on the Gunning House a success by all accounts,
Smith and van Fossen received subsequent commissions and worked
together or consulted with one another on seven other projects across
the United States during the next decade. Among these joint projects
were explorations of prefabricated low-cost housing, though none of
them were built:

“When the Gunning House was finished before Christmas 1940—
full of mosquitoes living on from summer—I wanted very much to
use that experience to explore plans and planning of many kinds,
especially a truly low-cost house. After Christmas, Tony asked me
to come over and work on my ideas at his family’s large, old,
shingle house in South Orange, N.J. He was exploring ideas in
painting, as we also had done in offtime at the New Bauhaus.

"I developed a plan for an absolutely minimum house—kitchen,
bath, heater for radiant floor heat—for which I also designed a

Top > Theodore van Fossen, Larry Cuneo, and Tony Smith review floorplans
for the Gunning House just prior to their presentation to Mary and Bob
Gunning, 1938.

Bottom > Tony Smith on site during construction of the Gunning House, 1939

Opposite page > Gunning House or “Glenbrow” from the ravine below,
1939
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‘atility core’ to be manufactured and brought to the site—from
which a manufactured panel house could grow out in several
directions. Using a hexagonal shed in the Sears catalog, I designed
a low-cost rural house of hexagons clustered together in a variety
of ways that Sears (which had once made prefab houses) could
supply and offer to the customer. I also explored the possibilities
of various modules and angles (45- right triangle, 30—60-right
triangle) useful in designing houses to fit various sites and
landscapes, how the aesthetics worked differently in each case. I
pursued these possibilities, ideas, materials, forms, spatial
indications in a variety of designs. But the ‘minimum house’ was
my primary object. Tony and I wanted to see it built.

“We returned to Columbus where the best bank loan terms we
could get would require such a large down payment as to make
laughable its intended low income purchase. However two
landowners offered their large acreages for us to plan a community
and for which I did siting plans. At this time my draft board called
me. I presented them with these plans and they were interested
enough to grant me a deferment which continued until Pearl
Harbor.” 7

In 1942 van Fossen’s mother, Katherine, asked the pair for
preliminary designs for a compound of buildings (called Fosskroft)
on the family’s 10-acre property in Central Ohio, marking the

“Minimum House for a Revised American Standard”
Collaborative Study by Tony Smith and Theodore van Fossen, 1941

Opposite page > Plan, Elevation for Morris Merker Residence (Unbuilt)
Los Angeles, California, 1946
Theodore van Fossen
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THEODORE VAN FOSSEN: THE NEW BAUHAUS

| made a conscious decision not to get a formal architecture education. Early
on, | knew | didn’t want to study architecture at Ohio State, | felt I'd have to
unlearn too much. | was grateful that the New Bauhaus opened in Chicago.
For all the ways in which it didn’t turn out, what it did do was connect me with
a larger, international world. | met more artists at the New Bauhaus than
architects, which was good.

The Association of Arts and Industry in Chicago was led by a remarkable
woman, Norma Kay Stahle, who took the idea of designing for industry and
tried to make a school at the Art Institute, but the people involved were
traditional people and that didn’t work. Later, when Hitler closed the
Bauhaus, she approached Gropius, who headed the Bauhaus in Europe, but
he had already been employed by Harvard. Then she approached him [Laslo
Maholy-Nagy], and he helped set up the New Bauhaus there in Chicago,
which was backed by industrialists who were mostly important people socially
in Chicago. One of the industrialists was a man named Walter Paepke, the
chairman of the Continental Can Company. They had used modern graphic
artists in their advertisements. They were a forerunner of the practice of using
important artists.

| went there when it opened at the end of 1937. It was headed up by
Maholy-Nagy. Some of the better students got down on Maholy-Nagy, who
had a certain reputation in Europe. | got down on Maholy-Nagy, and |
suppose in some ways | was the leading instigator of the thing that finally led
to a suit brought by the people who sponsored the New Bauhaus, against
Maholy-Nagy, for breech of contract, which he finally won. | guess it's pretty
hard to prove breech of contract.

There was a student at the New Bauhaus named Larry Cuneo, and he had
been at Taliesin. He was a photographer, and | guess he had done
photography there; that was something that happened to several people |
knew. Edmond Teske, who taught photography at the New Bauhaus for a
time, had set up a photo laboratory at Taliesin and had shot photographs that
appear in almost anything that's published of Wright. | knew him in
California; you saw a lot of Edmond Teske. He camped out at one of the
buildings at the Hollyhock House. He arrived there and went into one of the
deserted buildings and made himself at home. [Laughs] He lived there many
years, and finally Alene Barnsdall ran into him there and threw him out. But he
came back with her permission—and without it—several times. When she
would throw him out, he would go to a little trailer at the end of the wall of the
house, and live there until he got in! [Laughs] He was quite a friend.

The New Bauhaus was a mixture of things. | was there for one year; it closed
after one year.




Theodore van Fossen's circle of friends in Los Angeles is documented in gelatin silver prints by New Bauhaus photography instructor Edmund Teske. Those
friends included New Bauhaus classmate and design practice partner Tony Smith, Smith's fiancee, actress Jane Lawrence, and avantgarde filmmaker
James Whitney.

"Ted van Fossen with Jane Lawrence, Santa Monica," 1943
Opposite page, top > "Ted van Fossen with Jim Whitney, Altadena," 1945
Opposite page, bottom > "Tony Smith," 1945
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beginning of Theodore van Fossen’s experimentation with multiple
building compositions, but due to wartime scarcity the only
structures built, a guest house and tool shed, were eventually
demolished for materials.

Even before his military service ended, van Fossen found himself in
Southern California, part of a generation determined to build a better
world in the wake of wartime destruction and deprivations. As had
been done by the previous generation after the Great War, the
industrial processes that had supplied the military were re-examined
for peaceful applications. Architects and designers were eager to
experiment with new solutions and methods for housing.
Participating in the Los Angeles Mutual Housing Association in
Brentwood, California, van Fossen was invited to submit two designs
for the ill-fated project. While his designs were rejected for being “too
radical,” his involvement with the failed venture provided an
important lesson in residential development. 8

Theodore van Fossen established an architectural practice in Los
Angeles with his old friend, Tony Smith. In the interim, however,
Smith had married actress and singer Jane Lawrence. Not long after
the formation of the design practice, Lawrence landed a role in a
Broadway production and Smith followed his bride to New York, and
so in 1945, Theodore van Fossen found himself on his own in
Southern California in the midst of an enthusiastic design



community.

On the recommendation of friend John Lautner, van Fossen found a
job as a designer with the office of Whitney R. Smith. Arts &
Architecture magazine publisher John Entenza had undertaken a
campaign of selecting local architects to submit designs for low cost
experimental solutions for housing with the intention of introducing
to the country the potential for modernist design. Whitney R. Smith’s
office was selected to participate in the Case Study House Program,
and van Fossen’s designs (CSH #5, 1945 and CSH #12, 1946), though
never built, were noted for their use of materials by the panel and for
being, ironically, the most “native Californian.” $ When asked by
Whitney R. Smith if he wanted to be credited for the work, van Fossen
demurred: “I didn’t want credit for them because I knew they
wouldn’t be executed the way I designed them.” 10

In February 1946, van Fossen was invited to visit Taliesin West for the
first time. Immediately following his experience in Chicago almost ten
years before, van Fossen had written the Fellowship inquiring about
joining, but the roil of the intervening years had kept him more than
occupied. Finally, he would go:

"I went over from Los Angeles to Taliesin...I had a friend who was
going back to Texas on a motorcycle, and I got a ride on the rear
fender...Storms had been playing across the desert all the way over
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there, but we hadn’t been hit. But we were hit just before we got up
to Taliesin and we were drenched—absolutely totally soaked—and I
think that kind of appealed to Mr. Wright. Wright was a gracious
host; we were taken in by a fireplace to dry out." 11

There, by the fire, they spent hours discussing culture and the
contributions of various architects, artists, and musicians. Wright
took stock of his career, comparing his own work favorably to
Michelangelo, but doubted out loud if his own achievements ranked
with Beethoven’s. 12

It was the first of many visits van Fossen made to Taliesin, but he was
never an apprentice.

“If I had joined, I certainly wouldn’t have lasted long. The
apprentices were given kitchen duty as a part of the
apprenticeship, and I remember one morning I was there, Mrs.
Wright sent back her breakfast three times! [Laughs] I was aware
enough of Mrs. Wright, and I knew a few of the apprentices there
at Taliesin, and I knew how she would interfere.

“One time when I was there, Mr. Wright asked me if I wanted to
join the fellowship, and I said, no, and though I had wanted many
times to join, I was doing work at that point that interested me
very much and I couldn’t leave it. And he said, ‘Well, you're not a



THEODORE VAN FOSSEN: MARGUERITE BRUNSWIG STAUDE

A woman named Marguarite Brunswig Staude had an idea to build a
skyscraper church in Los Angeles, that was a cross in plan and in
elevation, but couldn’t convince church officials fo invest the money.

She decided she would do it on a smaller scale she could afford, so
she brought me in to design it on a lot in Sedona, there in town. Before
that, | had designed a studio for her, on her ranch. | struggled to make
her idea work.

She was disappointed with my design, and then brought in
Anshen+Allen. She found a new site, up on the rocks above town;
Anshen+Allen had the good sense to ignore her and made the cross
the central feature.
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follower. You know how it is with followers!” Of course,
surrounding him were sixty-five followers! [Laughs] I guess he
knew how it was, t00.” 13

Back in Los Angeles, van Fossen set about taking commissions for
private residential designs. In 1948, he designed and built a home for
his wife, Maggie, and their son, Anthony (named after Tony Smith)
on the edge of a mesa near Chatsworth, California. Though the only
structure erected on the site, Qutcrop, as van Fossen called it, was
originally intended as another multiple home complex, much like the
concept for Fosskroft. These explorations, and his proximity to the
failure of the Mutual Housing Association, would prove invaluable
soon enough.

Preceding page, top > Marguerite Brunswig Staude, near Sedona, Arizona,
date unknown.

Preceding page, bottom > Chapel of the Holy Cross, by Anshen+Allen,
Sedona, Arizona

Opposite page > Site plan of Theodore van Fossen’s residence, “Outcrop,”
Chatsworth, California, 1948
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COLLABORATION

Problems in their marriage in 1952 compelled van Fossen and his
young family to leave Los Angeles and return to Columbus. Maggie,
however, was a Southern California native ill-suited to the changes in
climate and culture. The following year, the couple divorced.

It wasn’t long before Martha Wakefield heard that Theodore van
Fossen was back in Columbus. Familiar with his work on the
Gunning House, Martha contacted him to design a house for her
family. Cautiously, van Fossen accepted the commission; the
Wakefields freely admitted they had little money and no land on
which to build.

In winter 1954 Martha opened a Worthington telephone directory
and, at random, dialed a real estate agent. She told him sarcastically
that she wanted “woods, a ravine, a brook, and a school district. And
without hesitating, he responded, ‘Well, I've got it. It’s my bird
refuge!™ 14

Originally designated for the purpose of agriculture on the plat
established by James Kilbourne and Nathaniel Little in 1804, the site
along South Street had long since been abandoned as unsuitable for
farming. Now, new efforts would be undertaken to reconcile human
affairs with the ravines along Rush Run:

Top > Clearing and earthwork along East South Street, 1958

Bottom > Final grading for East South Street following completion of the wider
bridge over Rush Run that exists today, 1958




"We’d come up here every weekend. It took us six weeks just to
clear a path. It was that dense: poison ivy, solid, huge, like cutleaf
philodendron. The land had been an old apple orchard, and the
:" \dP F R e URETS orchard had blown over. As we cleared the land, we began to see
= i~ ’ : 4 what we had, and what was going to happen." 15

Living on site, Martha raised her family, which by then had grown to
include two more children, enduring the primitive living conditions of
a construction zone. “For months and months, the birds were flying
through my half-finished house. We lived in a place that was full of
machinery. There was no furniture, because there were no walls.” 16

Before the Wakefield House was substantially complete, Martha
proposed to van Fossen the idea of acquiring more land for the
purpose of an architecturally integrated residential development. He
recalled the demise of the Mutual Housing Association in Los Angeles
and advised caution. First, the land they would need was currently
held by several owners; to retain the design character of the proposed
project, they would have to acquire all of it. Next, their purchases
would have to proceed fairly quickly; the tract home subdivisions of
Colonial Hills growing to the south of the Wakefield House created a
sense of urgency to their scheme. But the ravines of Rush Run would
provide natural boundaries against the burgeoning threat of the large-
scale developers. And the site itself backed against the established
campus of Harding Hospital to the east, prohibiting through traffic

Top > Foundations and concrete masonry work at the Wakefield House, 1955.
The Wakefield's Jeep, purchased on the advice of Frank Lloyd Wright, is
visible in the background.

Middle > Concrete masonry and primary roof framing of the Wakefield House
complete, early Autumn, 1955.

Bottom > Framing of the Wakefield House carport, 1956

Following pages > The Wakefield House, interior and exterior in the 1990's
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and requiring a cul-de-sac master plan. Weighing the risk and
potential, and pending financial backing, Theodore van Fossen
signed onto the project.

Martha needed a loan to secure property along the ravine:

"We found Carl Fergus from Park Federal Savings and Loan, who
agreed to go along with us. It took me four days, going all through
Rush Creek Village with him, to project what I proposed, and to
get him to come along with us. But he did.

And after that, after we made it work, my God, he drove through
here in his Alfa Romeo and giggled. I think that Rush Creek
Village was the most risqué thing he ever did." 17

Martha and Dick Wakefield paid $50 for a six-week option to
purchase land across Rush Run. For several months before,
Theodore van Fossen had been in discussions with a gathering of
professors at The Ohio State University similarly interested in
forming a community. From that group, John and Inez Freeman
were fascinated by the Wakefield House and purchased an option on
a lot belonging to a farmer along Rush Run, commissioning van
Fossen to design a home there. That activity, coupled with the
gradual completion of the Wakefield’s home, generated a measure of
interest around Central Ohio. In turn, the charter members (the
Shingledecker, Wiess, Tye, Wilder, and Evans families) toured

Carl Fergus, date of photograph unknown

At first inspection, the biography of Carl Fergus doesn’t suggest a bank loan
officer comfortable with assuming the risks of a venture like Rush Creek
Village, but Fergus is remembered for his progressive values, ignoring
conventions of racial segregation, hiring Japanese-Americans during WWII,
and advocating for returning war veterans struggling to re-establish themselves
in peacetime. No doubt, Martha Wakefield’s commitment captured Fergus’
attention, as did the lack of racial restrictions for Rush Creek Village
membership.




Martha and Dick’s home and subsequently committed to purchase a
lot. Constantly marketing to anyone who would listen, Martha came to
favor the name Rush Creek, as it sounded more romantic.

As the concept of Rush Creek Village took form, van Fossen stressed
the need for maintaining control of design. Even if finances didn’t
force the Wakefields to open up the development to others, nothing
prevented a property owner, title in hand, from improving that
property as he or she saw fit and diluting the integrity of the project.
Martha searched for a lawyer who might understand this risk. After
weeks of limited success, she found Mac Lee Henney, a local attorney
who appreciated the nuance of what she needed.

On Henney’s advice, it was agreed that a non-profit organization could
best represent and protect Martha’s ambitious goals. In December
1954, the Rush Creek Village Company filed articles of incorporation
with the State of Ohio.

Together, they established a process in which interested parties would
attend a conference with Mac Lee Henney for review of legal aspects
of the community, another with Karl Fergus to determine their ability
to purchase a lot, and a third with Martha and Dick Wakefield for a
general orientation to the objectives of their endeavor. Purchasers of
lots would only receive their deeds upon approval of their plans by the
members of the board. Deed in hand, they could obtain a loan from

Dick Wakefield during ongoing construction of the Wakefield House, 1956
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Carl Fergus. But only with a design approved by the Board of
Directors could they break ground. This, according to van Fossen,
was absolutely critical to maintaining the design integrity of Rush
Creek Village, and for 51 years Martha Wakefield would see to it that
Theodore van Fossen was the only designer allowed on site.

Unfortunately, the sale of the parcel for the Freeman House occurred
in 1954, prior to the establishment of the Rush Creek Village
Company and the protective design restrictions. As a result, the first
house built at Rush Creek was never formally admitted into Rush
Creek Village and insensitive alterations from subsequent owners
have since rendered it almost unrecognizable as having been
conceived as part of the greater plans for the site. The Freeman
House still remains a sad reminder for many who might otherwise
dismiss the rigor with which the design controls were originally
drafted and are still maintained.

For all of the liberties that lot purchasers surrendered, there were no
minimum area or cost requirements for homes. Notably absent, too,
were race restrictions, all too common in American suburbs at the
time. Anyone who could afford a lot was considered a welcome
partner in Martha’s great mission and among the early members
were African American, Asian American, and Jewish families.

Worthington was incorporated in 1956 and immediately annexed

Freeman House, prior to modifications, date of photograph unknown.




MARTHA WAKEFIELD: THE FREEMAN HOUSE

Well, | came up right after the first man bought it. Of course, remember now,
there was no such thing as Rush Creek when this house was built, so it wasn’t
a part of it. Rush Creek was for the members to develop the land and we'd
already had this lot and this house was there—or almost there. And it was all
block, which they covered with boards and there was a wonderful carport, all
cantilevered —big cantilever—which you can see...and the living room had
mitered glass doors and they are just wonderful.

| looked in the window after this man bought it and he had Colonial carpeting
down and Colonial wallpaper in the kitchen and Chinese silk over the living
room walls and then he managed to make a big addition on the Lower Level
and it was just God awful.

And the house just slowly, owner after owner, got ruined.
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Rush Creek Village. City authorities now had jurisdiction over the site
and new officials were understandably uncomfortable with the
unfamiliar development plan. Any agreements the Wakefields had
struck with their predecessors would not be automatically honored.
Streets on a regular grid were preferred and while the municipality
would have enforced typical requirements for curbs, gutters,
sidewalks, and street lamps if they could, the Wakefields had retained
a civil engineer the previous year and secured variances from the
county development code while the land was still unincorporated. The
town fathers needed persuading to allow the development to proceed
unopposed, so the new trustees of Worthington toured the site, saw
firsthand Dick Wakefield’s craftsmanship, and were satisfied enough
to permit construction on the first several houses without incident.

Those initial years were marked with sacrifice. Water service,
promised by the city, was delayed again and again; John and Inez
Freeman showered at the Wakefields and cooked there even after
Dick had completed their house. George Williams lived with Martha,
Dick, and the children while his house was under construction
through 1956.

Undeterred, Martha was aggressively promoting her project. Within
weeks of establishing the articles of incorporation, she approached
the owner of a property on White Oak Drive, arranging a purchase
option because, as she recalled, “We didn’t have any money. I think

Top > Plan of the Williams House from 1957 reveals its original planning
concept of two interlocking isosceles triangles pinned by a central masonry
chimney.

Bottom > Williams House under construction, summer, 1957.
Opposite page > Plan of the 1985 addition to the Williams House by

Theodore van Fossen for owner Clark Leavit demonstrates a commitment to the
modular planning established thirty years earlier.
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THEODORE VAN FOSSEN: THE IGELSRUD AND TYE HOUSES

The Igelsruds and the Tyes were close friends, and they decided to run
the drive—which | hardly approved of —right up the properly line and
share the drive. Well, we had a building inspector in Worthington
that tried to give us a little trouble. He also gave us a little trouble on
George Williams' House down there.

When he saw this properly line running right through here and that
wall extension, which | simply regarded as a garden wall which you
could run right up against the properly line, he said, “No, that's part
of the house, and it's not far enough back from the property line.”
And his solution was, “You've got fo tear it down.”

Well, because the Tyes and the Igelsruds were such good friends, the
Igelsruds simply took how far it was the building inspector was going
to require it to be set back from the property line and gave them a
piece of land...that made the wall that far back from the property line.

The building inspector was furious! That's not what he had in mind at
alll He wanted something torn down! [Laughs]

The first houses that | had designed in Rush Creek Village—and
already we had, gosh, more than 10, maybe 15 members...just
going on sheer faith in me that | could design something, and there
were all kinds of delays in getting things built—the first houses were
the Wakefields' and the Freemans' and George Williams' down
there. Well, these were nothing like what they wanted. That is, could |
design anything that they would want? And | took that as a real
challenge, because the group would break up. | mean, it was tenuous,
at best.

So, the Igesruds were retired, and relatedly conservative, but quite
open—open to all sorts of things. So in designing this house for them,
they wanted a garage, and...it would be in part utilized as a
workshop. But a garage is driving a car into a box that does not
participate in the architecture, and...the freedom of the plan is not
present in a garage like that. With cars the way they are, the ability
to simply drive into the architecture, as Vera and Clark [Leavitt] can
over there [in the Williams House], and as you see in other places [in
Rush Creek], you're in it: you just get out of the car, and you're in and
out of the house, and back into the car and go.

Everything about this architecture is gefting away from “box rooms,”
getting away from all of that, and the garage just sets it off wrong to
begin with. In a few cases, | didn't fry to give much of the explanation
that I'm giving to you now, and | thought it was very reasonable,
where Iver [Igelsrud] wanted a workshop and didn’t plan to build a
workshop, he could just expand info the garage space. | just wanted




to point that out.

And here, Arthur and Josie [Tye] wanted to reminisce about some of
the ways in which a Chinese house worked. It wouldn’t “be” Chinese
in the house but | would incorporate the way that a Chinese house
worked, and some of the feeling, and so forth. It's just impossible to
replicate a traditional architecture and have it be meaningful in my
mind, and they agreed with that.

But they did want a walled entry, which is Chinese, and a Moon Gate
info the walled entry. Of course from the Living Room there, this end is
glass and it gets a peek out this way, and the wall gives privacy fo that
which would be otherwise exposed, and they have glass on the far
side info the ravine.

There was this little side ravine here, that made a dynamic of the
landscape for the house in addition to the big ravine down that way.
So they enjoyed a rich natural setting. And a deck, not large but large
enough, was cantilevered out from the end of the Living Room so they
could dine there.
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those lots were $750.” 18

That same month, van Fossen approached the owner of the property
on Evergreen Circle, the 10-acre site of a boarding school for disabled
children that had just been destroyed by fire:

“Another dev<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>