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Editorial Statement

OPPOSITIONS is an attempt to estab-
lish a new arena for architectural dis-
course in which a consistent effort will
be made to discuss and develop specific
notions about the nature of architec-
ture and design in relation to the
man-made world. It is our joint belief
that truly creative work depends upon
such an extension of consciousness. To
this end, OPPOSITIONS will orient
itself towards the process of critical
assessment and re-assessment. It will
regularly feature a number of articles
which critically examine either a build-
ing, a book, or a theoretical position
with a view to interpreting and evaluat-
ing the general complex of ideas in-
volved. It is hoped that a series of
dialogues will result which will occasion
an exchange of views not only among
the editors, but also between the reader
and other outside contributors. To this
end we will extend some of this dis-
course into a series of forums to permit
an open discussion of the issues raised
by OPPOSITIONS. These forums will
be held at The Institute for Architec-
ture and Urban Studies. A record of the
discussion will be edited for publication
in anissue of OPPOSITIONS.

In all this, no attempt will be made to
establish a single editorial line. The
Institute will maintain its independ-
ence while we, as editors, will simply
attempt to maintain the discourse at a
high level and to concentrate on issues
which in one way or another must nec-
essarily affect the future status of
architecture and design. Naturally our
respective concerns as individuals for
formal, socio-cultural and political dis-
course will make themselves felt in our

joint editing of OPPOSITIONS. The
opposition alluded to in the title will
first and foremost begin at home.

OPPOSITIONS will address itself to
the evolution of new models for a theory
of architecture. It will attempt to relate
such models to specific buildings and
theories which, in our opinion, either
directly state or implicitly evoke the
existence of such models. We will not, in
all this, restrict our discourse to the
very latest work. On the contrary, we
will attempt to link the present to the
past to assess the overall contribution
of major individuals and movements
which still have relevance today. Our
editorial position will be to attempt to
create a climate of opinion where ideas
and action are seen as being necessarily
complementary to any vital architec-
tural culture.

Peter Eisenman
Kenneth Frampton
Mario Gandelsonas



Neoclassicism and
Modern Architecture

Colin Rowe

These two articles on the Miesian
school of “neo-Palladianism’ and on
the generic classicism of Mies’s later
work were written in 1956 and 1957
respectively. Hitherto unpublished,
they extend and broaden the argument
first broached in Rowe’s essay “The
Mathematics of the Ideal Villa” of 1947.

Colin Rowe has been at Cornell Uni-
versity where he is Professor of
Architecture,since 1962. After grad-
uating in architecture from Liverpool,
he also studied at the Warburg
Institute with Rudolf Wittkower and
at Yale with Henry Russell Hitchcock.
Besides Cornell, he has taught at the
universities of Liverpool, Texas and
Cambridge.



Part I

The Miesian and the Palladian — for some time in certain
circles these epithets have been almost synonymous, and
now that we are no longer shocked by their juxtaposition,
and no longer even shocked by our lack of shock, one might
well ask what larger issues are subtended by this little
semantic revolution. It has been so quiet a coup, so lacking
in flags and manifestos, that one might be tempted to believe
it not to have taken place — if only the buildings were not
there to prove it, and if innumerable student drawing boards
did not seem to promise more to follow.

Nor has there been any unwillingness to recognize these
buildings for what they are. Already in 1953, in a house
whose symmetry a casual observer might then have dismissed
as innocent, Architectural Forum was ready to detect “Pal-
ladian” overtones; recently the Architectural Record has
been able to designate similar manifestations as “Space-
Time Palladian”; while in England—from time to time—the
Architectural Review has hinted of the formalistic dangers
inherent to a neo-Palladian program. It would thus be ill-
advised to believe that a new attitude has not appeared, or
to assume that the appellation “Palladian” is not something

Figure 1. Oneto House, Philip Johnson,
architect. 1951.

Figure 2. Oneto House. Plan.

more than another straw casually blowing in the critical wind.

Most generally the contemporary “neo-Palladian” building
presents itself as a small house equipped with Miesian eleva-
tions and details. Conceptually a pavilion and usually a
single volume, it aspires to a rigorous symmetry of exterior
and (where possible) interior. If not Mies’s Resor House,
then Philip Johnson’s Oneto House at Irvington-on-Hud-
son, may be considered a forerunner of the type, of which
John Johansen’s house in Fairfield County, Connecticut and
Bolton and Barnstone’s De Moustier House in Houston
might be allowed to represent more elaborate examples. But
almost certainly other examples, and not necessarily domes-
tic ones, will suggest themselves.

It may be noticed that buildings such as these are a dis-
tinctly American phenomenon, or at least that they are
scarcely for the moment to be found outside the United
States. It may also be suggested that their resemblance to
any alleged prototype along the Brenta or around Vicenza
is slight, that obviously their architects have eschewed any




Figure 3. Goodyear House. John Figure 5. De Moustier House. Bolton
Johansen, architect. 1956. and Barnstone, architects.

Figure 4. Goodyear House. Plan. Figure 6. De Moustier House. Plan.




Figure 7. St. Louis Airport. Hellmuth,
Yamasaki & Leinweber, architects.
1955.

Figure 8. Kresge Auditorium and
Chapel. Eero Saarinen, architect.
1953. Model.
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