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Caring about Places:
Architecture

Architecture, the deliberately made
physical structure of place, creates
opportunities for people to position
themselves in space, in time, and in
the order of things.

To choose one’s position in space is
one of the continuing ubiquitous
pleasures in life, a pleasure that we
seck instinctively throughout the day.
To be next to something (someone), to
be above or below, behind or in front,
inside or outside, are existential
conditions that give distinct qualities
to our actions. To look out over, to
shelter within, to rest against, to stand
up to and to face directly are actions
we can imagine, actions with generic
significance that we all understand.
To be able to choose among such
conditions is part of being able to be
human. We should imbue our
buildings and landscapes with
occasions for choice. Functionalism
and determinism, not modernism,
prescribe specific limited actions in a
building~for whatever good or evil
purposes—and deny, thereby, the
expressive potential of relationships
between people and things.

Of course we do more in a building,
in life, than stand about. Architecture,
properly done, enables us to reflect
upon our position, to imagine our
relationship to the building, not just
to act it out, and to see the acts of
others reflected in a building’s form.
Architecture has the capacity to
nurture our attention, to bring things
to mind, to strike associations, and to
reward curiosity. Architecture gives us
places to inhabit, to make a part of
our lives.

To take position is a figure of speech
used more often with ideas than with
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things. We “take position” on the
issues of the day, align ourselves for or
against the large scale forces and
purposes of society. Architects and
architecture do that, too. And we
should do it deliberately. How our
buildings provide choice for people,
what attentions they nurture, whom
they serve, and to whom they can
belong, are cultural and political
questions of consequence. The
positions we take on those questions
are embedded in the places we build
and give rise to their form. We
consider it necessary for architecture
to bring attention to people and to
place: to make places that are filled
with opportunities to choose, that are
visibly related to human actions, that
sustain detailed attention, that can
belong to those who use them, and
that are related always to the larger
place of which they form a part.

Donlyn Lyndon



Reflections on the Founding:
Wourster Hall and The College of
Environmental Design

Sally Woodbridge

“I wanted it to look like a
ruin that no regent would
like. . . . It's absolutely
unfinished, uncouth, and
brilliantly strong. . . . The
Ark, for instance, is a ripe

building; it has been lived in;

it’s been used, it’s been
beaten up and everything
else. It's arrived. Our build-
ing will take twenty years to
arrive.” William Wilson
Wurster, 1964, Oral History
in the Bancroft Library

All photographs by Rondal
Partridge are courtesy of
Donald Olsen.

All other illustrations are
courtesy of the author.

William Wilson and
Catherine Bauer Wurster
Hall is now twenty years old.
The College of Environ-
mental Design, for which
Waurster Hall was built, is
five years older. Yet, the
question of the building’s
arrival in William Wurster’s
sense of being seasoned, of
achieving an old-shoe fit-
ness, remains open and is a
subject of debate in this
anniversary year. Why was
the college conceived? Why
the name? How was the
building programmed and
designed? These questions
are worth pondering because
this was not just another
college on the University of
California, Berkeley, campus,
but the world’s first educa-
tional institution to be
dedicated to the study of
“environmental design.”

The vision that prompted the
college took shape during
the closing years of the
1930s and the early 1940s.
This crisis period brought
professionals together in
unaccustomed ways to
consider new strategies for
the future. One example

of this kind of collabora-
tion was the Farm Se-

curity Administration, a
Depression-born federal
agency with a regional office
in San Francisco where
young architects, landscape
architects, and engineers
collaborated to design new
communities for California’s
migrant farm workers.
Among the architects was
Vernon DeMars, who later
participated in the design of
Waurster Hall.

N ‘ L e

I An early scheme of Septem-
ber 1959.

2 Ground floor plan of Septem-
ber 1959 scheme.
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3 Perspective of the scheme
developed by Donald Olsen,
May 27, 1960.
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In the fall of 1939, a group
of San Francisco architects,
landscape architects, and city
planners formed Telesis.'
According to Francis Violich,
a founding member who
later had the first joint
appointment on the faculty
of landscape architecture and
city and regional planning in
the College of Environmental
Design, Telesis members
believed in “the use of a
comprehensive and planned
approach to environmental
development, the application
of social criteria to solve
physical problems, and the
team efforts of all professions
that have a bearing on the
total environment.” The
organization expanded to
include lawyers, artists,
photographers, civic leaders,
and other concerned citizens;
it also inspired a similar
organization in Los Angeles,
which used the same name.
Through the 14 years of
Telesis’ formal existence, the
membership actively applied
its philosophy to planning
and development issues con-
fronting the metropolitan
area around San Francisco
Bay. Following World War II,
the group’s members were
absorbed into the main-
stream of professional
practice. Several of them
joined faculties within the
University of California
system.

If the concept of environ-
mental design took shape
collectively over a period

of time, the idea of a college
dedicated to the concept
belonged chiefly to William
Waurster. By his own account,

he had this idea in mind well
before coming to Berkeley,
as Dean of the School of
Architecture, in 1950. The
idea of one administrative
entity for professional fields
that dealt with the physical
environment made good
sense to Wurster whose
professional and personal life
had been laced with close
associations with landscape
architects and city planners
as well as with members of
his own profession, architec-
ture. Though Wurster had
not been an active partici-
pant in Telesis, he took what
its members were doing very
seriously. He also began to
take seriously Catherine
Bauer, a housing expert of
national reputation, who
was a visiting lecturer in

the University of California’s
School of Social Welfare
from 1938~1939. In 1940
they were married and
moved to Cambridge,

MA, where Wurster spent
1942 -1943 as a fellow in
Harvard’s Graduate School
of Design. From 1944 -1949
he served as Dean of the
School of Architecture at MIT
where he persuaded the
members of the architecture
faculty and the Institute’s
administration to recognize
the School’s city planning
division as a full-fledged,
coequal department. Its
name was then changed to
the School of Architecture
and Planning,.

Meanwhile, back in Berkeley,
the studies carried out in the
1930s and 1940s toward
establishing a Department of
City Planning finally bore



fruit. The Department,
established in 1948 with T. J.
Kent as Chairman, was
housed in a temporary
building. A year later, when
Warren Perry resigned

as Dean of the School of
Architecture, Wurster
succeeded him. Kent and
Wurster were good friends
who shared an interest in the
mutuality of their respective
fields. Their close collabo-
ration was crucial to the
founding of the College of
Environmental Design.

Waurster’s first thoughts
about the college are not
part of the College’s records.
By the time he wrote the
following statement in a
booklet announcing the
College of Environmental
Design’s first programs for
the fall and spring semesters
of 19601961, he had had
more than a decade to
compose his thoughts. “Each
of these departments (City
and Regional Planning,
Landscape Architecture,
and Architecture) devel-
oped independently {on the
Berkeley campus]. But all
three of them, with their
many distinguished graduates
now scattered all over the
world, have played impor-
tant roles in one of the great
revolutions of our time, the
effort to integrate practical
needs with science, tech-
nology, and art in the design
and organization of the
man-made environment, an
international movement to
which California has made
important contributions in
all three realms. . . .” For
Waurster the movement was

ongoing, its force unifying.
“As the responsibilities

in each professional field
have been broadened and
deepened, the need for
mutual contact and under-
standing has become more
apparent.”

Though the concept of the
college implied an inter-
disciplinary structure, there
was no intention of training
an all-purpose professional
who would address the
environment as a whole. The
task was more to strengthen
the departments and the
liaisons between them
through joint appointments
and interdisciplinary courses.
The students would, thus,
have the opportunity to

mix and match studies in
their chosen areas while, as
Wurster hoped, being part of
the whole picture in the
natural way that physical
proximity implied.

The picture took a while to
compose. Jack Kent recalled
that after William and
Catherine Wurster returned
to Berkeley in 1950-—she

as a lecturer in the City

and Regional Planning
Department—a luncheon
group was formed to discuss
issues of the built environ-
ment. The group met once a
week and also went on field
trips led by members from
the different fields. Kent
observed: “We got together
in the best of all possible
ways because no one was
pushing a special point of
view.” Some members of
this informal group also
belonged to the Faculty

Group in City and Regional
Planning, which had been
given the responsibility of
governing that department
during its formative years.

Soon after assuming his
academic duties at Berkeley,
Wurster wrote to President
Sproul suggesting that
Architecture, City and
Regional Planning, and
Landscape Architecture
should be linked together.
Sproul responded by writing
to Jack Kent: ““. . . wonder-
ing if we really wanted to do
this thing since everything
was going so well.” But since
Kent thought the idea
warranted discussion, he
suggested the formation of

a committee that would be
composed of members of
the three departments and
designated by the acronym,
acrra. The committee met
regularly for four years, but
in spite of considerable inter-
est in grouping the depart-
ments in a new college, no
one took responsibility for
any definite proposal.
Finding that nothing had
changed when he returned
from his first sabbatical in
1955, Kent agreed to put
together background reports
from the different depart-
ments, to crystallize the
proposal, and to write the
necessary legislation for
consideration by the
departments and by the
Academic Senate. In
1956-1957, Kent’s chair-
manship of Acrra resulted in
“A Proposal to Establish a
College of Environmental
Design,” which was sub-
mitted to the Chancellor’s

Review Committee in April
1957. The proposal con-
tained reports from the three
departments that, in addition
to presenting histories of the
fields and descriptions of the
University’s work therein,
evaluated the advantages and
disadvantages of the pro-
posed college.

Architecture was the only
department that noted “no
disadvantage of collabo-
ration serious enough to
warrant its inclusion in this
report.” Architecture, the
oldest department—it had
been in existence since 1906
and was designated a college
in 1957—had by far the
largest number of stu-

dents and faculty. As Dean,
Wurster had first joined-the
undergraduate department
with the graduate School of
Architecture to create a
college. To combine City and
Regional Planning and Land-
scape Architecture with
Architecture in some mu-
tually acceptable manner
was a reasonable strategy for
gaining University recog-
nition for the design
professions as a whole.
However, the other depart-
ments were wary of being
subsumed, of having their
own distinctive professional
fields subordinated to the
older and larger field of
architecture.

Also, all three departments
had ties to other disciplines
in the university. Landscape
Architecture, which was
housed in Agriculture, was
related to that field as well as
to Forestry and to Conserva-
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4 First floor plan of May 27,
1960, scheme.

5 Second floor plan of the
May 27, 1960, scheme.
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tion in somewhat the same
way that Architecture was
related to Structural En-
gineering. City Planning had
an even more ramified nature
beyond its two main branches
of Physical Planning and
Public Administration.
Research and development in
the social science fields were
of critical importance. At the
time, more than half of the
eight faculty members came
from academic backgrounds
without design orientation;
some were especially con-
cerned that joining up with
the design fields would be
misunderstood as a move
away from their fields of
interest. Thus, though the
name of the new college was
important, the perception of
this issue was different from
what we might suppose
today. Although Archi-
tecture’s report does not
mention the name, the
reports of both Landscape
Architecture and City and
Regional Planning make a
special point of it. The
former proposed: “That a
name for the new college be
chosen which is indicative
of the common goal and
function of the three depart-
ments rather than of the
departments themselves.”
The latter stated in a lengthy
paragraph the hope that
“Our new building will be
designated from the outset as
the Environmental Design
Building rather than by the
name of the department that
happens to have the largest
faculty and student body. We
are aware of the fact that
this may not be considered
by some to be a matter of

major importance, but we
think that it is essential that
the equal status of the three
professional fields be clearly
expressed.”

Actually, Jack Kent had
proposed the name for the
College; it had often been
used by the Telesis group
and was descriptive to its
former members. How-
ever, it held no historically
accrued values for the
majority. Within the College
of Architecture, the mere
mention of the term “envi-
ronmental design” was
greeted with hoots and
snickers. Professionals in the
outside world were aroused
to such indignation at the
thought of leaving “Architec-
ture” out of the name that
Waurster felt constrained to
set up what he called a
Professional Committee to
meet with him and with the
faculty about matters of
mutual concern. When it
turned out that what the
committee considered to be
of mutual concern was
principally the organization
of the new college, Wurster
disbanded the committee.
But before he could do this
an historic confrontation
took place at the Claremont
Hotel in Berkeley during
which members of the
profession voiced their
disapproval of the name
and of other aspects of the
college.

This uproar had the effect of
reversing William Wurster’s
previous opposition to the
term “environmental design,”
which both he and Catherine



thought pretentious. Finally,
when no one suggested
another name, it stood by
default. This hurdle out of
the way, the legislation
worked its way through

the various commiitees in
19561957 and came to
the floor of the Academic
Senate in 1939 where it was
approved. The issue of the
narme surfaced for the last
time with proposals for the
new building. A memo to the
faculty from Wurster, dated
October 12, 1961, had as its
subject: “Name, if any, for
the Environmental Design
Building.” In the memo
Wurster discussed two
possible names that had
been suggested to him, John
Galen Howard and Bernard
Maybeck. No names relating
to the other disciplines were
mentioned. The memo
closed by stating: “This
action should never be a
hasty one and the proposal is
to let the matter go now as it
is with no man’s name, but
these words might start the
thinking and discussion.” In
hindsight, Wurster’s failure
to muster another name for
the new building seems
prophetic. Upon his retire-
ment in 1963 the building
was named for him and for
Catherine,

To design an educational
environment for the profes-
sions whose work concerned
the design of the physical
environment was no ordi-
nary architectural challenge.
Wurster approached it with
a zeal that came not only
from the opportunity at
hand but from the memory

of a building project that he
had orchestrated during his
deanship at MiT. Student
research directed by Law-
rence Anderson and Vernon
DeMars, then a visiting
professor, led to a faculty
housing project sponsored
by the New England Life
Insurance Company. When
the University and the
Company asked Wurster for
advice on architects for this
important project, he replied
that he had hired the bright-
est and most capable archi-
tects for his faculty at mrT.
As a result, Vernon DeMars,
Robert Kennedy, Carl Koch,
Ralph Rapson, and William
Brown, Jr., were made
architects for the project,
now called 100 Memorial
Drive, which was to be a
12-story apartment building
for mit faculty. Wurster then
left his brightest and best
alone to produce the design.
But, as DeMars recalled,
because no one was put in
charge of the project, no one
took the lead for fear of
being judged a prima donna.
After some thundering on
Wurster’s part, the team
finally got to work—but not
in a wholly collaborative
way. When a consensus

was reached, Rapson was
delegated to draw up the
final scheme, which even-
tually produced a building
that has been written about
extensively and has won
several awards. The painful
beginnings were forgotten;
the results persuaded
Wurster that a team of
unlike-minded architects
could produce a brilliant
scheme.

6 Ground floor plan of the
November 1, 1960, scheme.

7 Site plan for the September
1960 scheme.
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In the late 1950s the ques-
tion of architects for the new
college building arose. By
then DeMars had become
Chairman of the Architec-
ture Department and had

an office with Donald Reay
in Berkeley. With Donald
Hardison they had won the
competition for the Univer-
sity’s new student union
complex. DeMars was an
obvious choice for the team
of architects Wurster was
assembling for the Environ-
mental Design Building. Two
other strong design talents
on the faculty were Donald
Olsen and Joseph Esherick.
Both men had small offices;
Esherick’s was slightly
bigger. From Wurster’s point
of view it was important that
the three had totally different
points of view. He distrusted
unanimity and constantly
stressed variety within the
architecture facility. He
wanted “strong people, each
with a different slant . . .

the school should present a
rough place with many
cracks in it.” DeMars conjec-
tured that he and Esherick
were chosen for different
degrees of humanistic
leanings; Olsen represented
the formalist perspective that
would correct any overly
romantic tendencies. In the
beginning Donald Hardison
was on the team because,

as Esherick put it, “Bill
didn’t think any of us

was competent to do the
construction drawings.” In
respect to this judgment,
Waurster had cause for cau-
tion. The project description,
at an estimated cost of
$7,077,000, contained an

assignable area of 137,972
square feet.

According to the first
Chancellor of the University,
Clark Kerr, who became
President in 1958, the
administration was reluctant
to approve the appointment
of three faculty members for
the design of a major
building. Design by commit-
tee had inherent difficulties
in achieving consensus,
which could be compounded
because the architects would
not have the useful immunity
to inside pressures that non-
residents enjoyed. Wurster
argued successfully that not
to hire the faculty team
would represent a no-
confidence vote in the skills
of the department at the
moment when they could be
used most appropriately—
and, besides, it was a unique
opportunity.

The Chancellor appointed a
Faculty Building Program
Committee to advise the
architects on departmental
needs. The members of the
committee were Francis
Violich (City and Regional
Planning), George Simonds
(Architecture), H. L.
Vaughan and Robert Tetlow
(Landscape Architecture),
Lucretia Nelson (Decorative
Arts), and Helen Worden
(the University’s library
system). Louis DeMonte,
the campus architect, served
as the liaison between the
faculty committee, the

team of architects, and the
University’s Vice President
of Business Affairs, Elmo
Morgan, who was the official



client for the building.
Serving as both an adminis-
trator and an architect,
DeMonte ran what he
recalled as pretty much a
three-ring circus.

The 137,972 square feet
allocated for the building
was apportioned to the
departments according to
the needs stated in their
programs. These programs
resulted from intense
bargaining that went on
both within the departments
and among the faculty
representatives. Issues of
location and space had to be
resolved within a context of
decisions that included the
site of the building and its
place in the overall campus
planning process. In the
1956 Long Range Develop-
ment Plan, major new
campus developments such
as the student center, the art
museum, and dormitory
complexes were located

on the south side of the
campus, which contained
few buildings of large scale
or importance and more
open space than the north
side. A priority was to
encourage the consolidation
of campus precincts devoted
to related disciplines. Music,
Art, and Anthropology had
found homes in the south-
east corner of the campus. A
nearby site was under
consideration for the art
museum. While a member
of the Campus Planning
Committee, Wurster had
come to believe that the new
college would benefit from
physical proximity to the
humanistic disciplines of Art,

8 Rendering by Dimitri
Vedensky of the September
1960 scheme, view from the
east.

9 Entrance lobby of the Sep-
tember 1960 scheme. Rendering
by Dimitri Vedensky, showing
also an exterior ground level
court, omitted later.

10 Studies for the tower element
with balconies at each level.

H1, 12 First and second floor
plans of building as built.
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13, 14 Construction photos,
1964, showing precast units
lifted in place. (Photo-
graphed by Don Aron)
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Anthropology, and Music.
More important, a site large
enough for the new building
could be made if College
Avenue, which then ran
through the campus, were
closed and some miscel-
laneous structures and tennis
courts were removed. By the
time the architects were
chosen, the southeast site
had been decided.

To preserve the open space
necessary to the park-like
setting of the campus, the
Long Range Plan also stated
that buildings should only
cover 25 percent of the land.
Because this decision made
tall buildings inevitable, the
campus skyline became an
issue. Locating high-rise
buildings or tower elements
became a new concern.

The southeast precinct of

the campus was a logical
location for a tall building
that would mark the gateway
to this newly important area.

Waurster strongly favored
the tower element. He and
others also considered a
courtyard imperative. One
of the most cherished parts
of the old Architecture
building, called the Ark, was
the brick-paved court where
social and ceremonial
occasions took place. The
new court was intended to
express continuity with the
old setting, to be the
symbolic heart of the new
college building.

The team of architects and
the faculty building commit-
tee went to work in the fall
of 1958. Judging by the

recollections of those who
were involved, the two
years of biweekly meetings
resembled the deliberations
of the representatives of
clans that had agreed to
occupy the same turf

but wanted the internal
boundaries made clear. At
first, the architects and
committee wrestled with the
problems of how and where
to allocate space for the
departmental components.
Both Architecture and the
Library wanted locations

on the north side of the
building, the former because
of the desirable exposure for
the studios, the latter to
avoid the damaging effects of
sunlight on the books. The
Department of Landscape
Architecture also favored the
north side because of the
adjacent open space that
could be laid out in demon-
stration gardens. (This idea
had to be abandoned
because of the siting of the
Melvin Calvin Building in
the area.) One of the
paramount issues was

the location of department
offices. While grouping the
offices together expressed
the spirit of the college, the
departments also wanted
their faculty offices and
support spaces close by. The
discrepancies in size between
departments resulted in a
plan that, even if it had
worked in other ways, was
unacceptable to the smaller
departments because they
would all have been lined up
facing Architecture.

Gradually, in the course of
protracted committee



discussions, the plan took
shape. The most articulate
committee members,
Lucretia Neison and Helen
Worden, won acceptance for
their plans while others were
never as clearly formulated.
Issues of department identity
came up so often that
Esherick suggested that the
college issue departmental
tee shirts.

Among the architects
consensus was equally
elusive. As with the project
at MIT, DeMars recalled that
it was not clear whether any
one member of the team
should take the initiative in
the design process or
whether they should all
participate equally. Although
Wurster was aware that the
three architects had very
different perspectives, he did
not see this as an impedi-
ment to production. “At
least,” he said with in-
scrutable satisfaction, “they
can work at cross-purposes
together.” Though Wurster
did not participate formally
in the design deliberations,
he was the éminence grise
whose wishes were taken
seriously.

The two years of meetings
to determine the building
program produced a number
of schemes—Esherick
estimated about 20. Not all
were developed in any detail.
An early scheme in Septem-

ber of 1959, drawn up by I5 View of Wurster Hall from
DeMars, shows the building the southwest. (Photograph by
as a set of differently scaled Rondal Partridge)

and articulated blocks 16 Wurster Hall 1965, from the
around a generous court. south. (Photograph by Rondal
However, this one and others Partridge)
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17 Wurster Hall 1965, from the
west. (Photograph by Rondal
Partridge)
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proposed by DeMars failed
to find favor because they

exceeded the site boundaries.

About this time because
DeMars’ duties as Chairman
of the Architecture Depart-
ment were consuming most
of his time, the task of
creating a plan to express
the program was given to
Donald Olsen and to Joe
Esherick. As Esherick
recalled, the committee
meetings over how to mesh
the parts of the program
together had produced
mostly frustration for the
architects. “The way 1 saw it
was that everyone was using,
words very differently; that
is, we each had different
perceptions and our means
of expressing them were so
different that we ended up
talking about entirely
different things. . . . So 1
tried to develop a common
language with Don Olsen so
that he and I would know
what we were talking about.
Don and 1 saw the planning
issues as fairly concrete in
terms of getting people
through the campus and of
the proper orientation of the
elements of the building.
Vernon, I think, tended to
take a more formal or
picturesque view.”

In the next series of
schematic plans, Olsen and
Esherick focused on the
issues of circulation and
orientation. One scheme,
which had the studios,
shops, and service areas in a
big square-tower element,
worked well because it had a
core for the elevator and
stairs with considerable
space around them. A large
seminar room with a bal-
cony occupied the top floor.
This arrangement was
especially dear to Francis
Violich who thought that
designers and planners
should have access to a lofty
view of the environment
both near and far. “But,”
Esherick commented, “in
addition to not working in
other ways, it was a kind of
dumb, square tower. Bill
said square towers were ugly
so that was the end of that.”
Though progress was slow,
major pieces of the plan
were falling into place. The
department office locations
on the second floor were
settled. City and Regional
Planning, Landscape
Architecture, and the Library
were on the north side. The
Dean’s office had a central
location immediately
accessible to the stairway

and to the entrance from

the court; Architecture was
next door in the next most
obvious location; and
Decorative Arts was down
the hall to the south. Class-
rooms and studios were near
department offices except for
the Architecture studios,
which were stacked up in a
tower on the north side to
get the proper exposure. The
sculpture studios, which
along with the Decorative
Arts Department were

part of the new building,
occupied the south side of
the building. The last major
space, an auditorium to seat
about 200, had still not been
firmly anchored. Wrestling
with pieces of the puzzle,
Don Olsen finally settled on
a schematic plan that was
acceptable to everyone
involved.

Missing from this solution
were two elements that
DeMars had tried to in-
corporate in the beginning.
The first was a grand stair
hall, a two-story space that,
he felt, would be conducive
to sociability. He also
pressed for a landscaped
atrium near the stairhall to
enhance this meeting place.
In retrospect, DeMars



supposed that these ideas
were too romantic for the
times; his colleagues were
not sympathetic. “In fact,”
he recalled, “the more 1 tried
to push the ideas, the meaner
and meaner the stairhall and
atrium got.” Then there was
the issue of brick paving for
the court. “We could have
afforded brick, but, beside
being sentimental—the court
of the old Ark had been
paved with brick—it was
judged incompatible with
concrete. So we have honest
asphalt.”

With approval of a final plan
in 1960, design development
could proceed. But because
Donald Hardison had
resigned from the team by
this time, the question of
finding an office to produce
the working drawings arose.
Although the University had
previously questioned the
capability of a small office,
the advantages—in terms

of continuity and rapid
progress—of having the
work done in the office of
one of the principals were
conclusive. Esherick took
charge and organized a staff
consisting of Richard Peters,
Chester Bowles, D’mitri
Vedensky, and Victor Torres,

with George Homsey as the
project manager. Weekly
meetings were held with all
the architects, but the design
process proceeded largely
under Esherick’s direction.

The building began to take
shape. The decision to
construct it of concrete
inside and out reflected both
economic considerations and
the aesthetic of the times. As
often happens within the
subculture of architecture,
the architects were reacting
to another building, the Yale
School of Architecture,
which had been designed by
Paul Rudolph. This building
had prompted the comment,
according to Esherick, that
“you couldn’t even go to the
men’s room without having
a spatial experience.” For
Wurster such prescriptive
design was anathema; he
made his point loud and
clear. “I want you to design
a ruin,” he would say,
pounding the table for
emphasis. Wurster’s idea of
a “ruin” was a building
that achieved timelessness
through freedom from
stylistic quirks. While
Waurster Hall has been
categorized generally as a
Brutalist design, the archi-

tects protest that the
Brutalist aesthetic did not
cause their preoccupation
with consistency in the use of
materials and forms. Their
rigorous approach was more
in sympathy with Louis
Kahn’s ideas of how a
building might “become
what it wanted to be.”
Unfortunately, as Esherick
recalled, “We didn’t have the
money, as Kahn did at the
Salk Center in La Jolla, to
do fantastically controlled
concrete work. Also, the
technology of color control
in concrete was not what it is
today. We were dealing with
an unprecedented amount of
concrete. We had to have all
the cement as well as all the
aggregates come from one
place; it’s just not good for
the integrity of the structure
to change.”

In designing the building’s
structural system, the
architects relied on the
advice of their structural
engineer, Isadore Thompson.
Both precast and poured
concrete were used. The
precast, which contains some
lightweight aggregate, was
used in the sunshades and
the main exterior walls.
Two-story, precast sections

18 Wurster Hall, courtyard
looking northwest. (Photo-
graph by Rondal Partridge)
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were lifted into place while
concrete was poured for the
floors, the roof, the elevator
enclosure, both ends of the
tower, and the east end of
the south wing. The poured
elevator and stair towers
became the shear elements
used for seismic bracing.
Because a building of this
size had never been con-
structed, using precast
elements, dimensional
control above three stories
was problematic. Yer, this
aspect of the structure
succeeded, while another,
steam-curing the concrete to
save time and to reduce the
number and expense of the
forms, resulted in a crazed
surface that is unattractive
when wet.

As for the interior, Esherick
acknowledged that “Of
course we were thinking,
probably unfairly, of a
building for architects and
forgetting there were a lot of
other people in it. We also
assumed that it was in-
appropriate to design
something with a number of
specialized environments
because people’s attitudes
and ideas change. So we
tried to deal with such facts
as the sun and wind. I regret
that we didn’t have the
money to make the library
more special and that, at the
last minute, we had to make
the auditorium a deduct-
alternate, which meant that
it was never scheduled to be
buile.”

One aspect of the design that

has been generally misinter-
preted is the exposure of the
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ductwork and of the other
mechanical equipment. Far
from being an expression
of style, the exposure was

a means of avoiding the
tunnel-like corridors that

a dropped ceiling could
produce and to obtain the
effect of a high ceiling in the
rooms. Esherick designed
parts of the system. “Getting
the duct work neat and
orderly was something I did
because the mechanical
engineers didn’c have any
spatial sense about it. With
the ducts down the corri-
dors, we could just put the
stringy stuff in the rooms. In
the studios the matin dis-
tribution is in the center so
that you have the feeling of
a higher space around the
periphery.” Having the
mechanical equipment
exposed also made main-
tenance easier, and was
useful, to some extent, in
teaching.

When new, the mountain of
concrete was crisp and, in
the main, well-received as

uncontestably contemporary.

Waurster got his wish—no
regent liked it. In fact,
Donald McLaughlin, who
had served on the Campus
Planning Committee with
Wurster, remarked—
apropos of the elegant
renderings D’mitri Vedensky
had made: “They should not
have disguised that building
with trees.” Clark Kerr, then
President, recalled being
shocked by the relentless,
stark repetition of concrete
forms. Much earlier, during
the design development
phase, Louis DeMonte

recalled teasing Esherick by
asking whether it took that
much concrete in the sun-
shades to cast a shadow. At
first DeMars also questioned
the unremitting use of one
material, but later concluded
that the concrete horizontals
gave the building a sculp-
tural unity consistent with its
character. Esherick chiefly
regrets the University’s
judgment that the building
was free of maintenance.
Such weak points as the
caulking were never checked
or repaired.

If, as many think, the
building has not aged
gracefully, there is no single
cause. Certainly, its capacity
to withstand neglect and
intensive use is appreciated.
Though it has been beaten
up, it has kept the uncouth
quality that Wurster so
admired; it has not become
comfy like the lovable old
Ark. As for fashion, the
pendulum has now swung
to the other side. Nostalgia
for the palmy days of rich
materials and ornament now
prevails.

If Wurster Hall has weathered
but not mellowed, it still
reflects, perhaps all the more
so, William Wurster’s
prescription: “A school
should present a rough place
with many cracks in it.”
Perpetually unfinished,
Wurster Hall is an open-
ended and provocative
environment for teaching
and questioning,. J. B.
Jackson put it well:

Where beauty has to be
sought out and extracted

from a reluctant environ-
ment, the arts often seems
to flourish best; wherever
it exists in profusion and
variety it is likely to be
accepted as a condition of
daily existence, a kind of
birthright calling for no
special acknowledgment.
American Space, 1972,

Extracting beauty from the
environment is what the
College of Environmental
Design is all about.



The General from
the Local

N. John Habraken

The following text is a
reedited version of the author’s
keynote address for the

8th International Forum of
the European Association for
Architectural Education,
Newcastle upon Tyne, England,
April 13, 1983.

There used to be a time, not so long
ago, when students from developing
countries were admitted to western
European and North American
schools to learn things the western
way. Both teachers and students
were convinced that this was a
good thing to do: developing coun-
tries could best develop by applying
the western ways. There was no
alternative.

We have lost that innocence. On
both sides we know now that the
issues are much more complex. It is
not just a question of transfer of
knowledge, skills, and technology
from one place where there is plenty
to another where more is needed.

In developing countries westerniza-
tion is seen as a mixed blessing at
best. Among the younger genera-
tions there is a renewed interest in
their cultural heritage. They see
how local customs and forms dis-
appear rapidly to make place for an
image of western affluence, well-
being, and power that stands for
the state of “being developed.”
Others in the western world share
their concern. Is there a way, we
have come to ask, to be developed
and yet not westernized?

At the same time architects from
developed countries have become
involved. Professional expertise has
gone international and much of it
has to do with the Third World.
Consultants of all kinds come with
government aid programs, with
commercial projects, and at the
request of local authorities. In such
contacts clarity and simplicity are
sometimes lost. The dilemmas of
the Third World architect who

returned to his country after a
western education are now shared
by many of his colleagues in Europe
and the United States.

It is, however, not only in Third
World relationships that the west-
ern architects and architectural
educators question their responsi-
bilities and their role. Within the
context of the western European
tradition itself questions are raised
as well.

Indeed, one could, with a little
effort, advance a plausible argument
that we have no business to educate
people from other cultures, that we
had better first deal with our own
problems. I am opposed to that
idea of retrenchment for reasons
that I will explain, but you may
agree with me that we are far
removed from the happy times
when we felt that we had something
indispensable to offer to those who
had the misfortune to be born in
another part of the world.

Of course architectural education in
the West cannot ignore the Third
World. There are many good reasons
of political, economical, ethical,
and even philosophical nature to
say this. Not in the least there is the
practical expectation that a growing
number of western students in
architecture will, in the course of
their careers, become involved with
Third World questions either di-
rectly or indirectly. It will not hurt
at all when they can study with
Third World colleagues with whom
they may work in the future.

But | believe that there are other
reasons for connecting western
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education to Third World problems.
These are of a more intellectual
nature and they have to do with the
future of our profession as a whole.
I firmly believe that our profession
will only have a future if it can deal
with a profound and central ques-
tion that comes from an interaction
between architects from both sides
of the world.

I am talking about the following
question. What is generally valid
and generally applicable in the field
of architecture? A profession can
only be a profession when it shares
certain principles, theories, and
methods that it holds as valid and
useful in all circumstances and in
all places. What are the shared
principles, theories, and methods in
architecture? If we cannot answer
this with a reasonable degree of
consensus we will not have a pro-
fession and we will continue to lose
credibility in a rapidly changing
world. This question, which I hold
to be fundamental, can easily be
ignored in a homogeneous culture
where practice is in harmony with
its context. It becomes unavoidable,
however, when such practice is
confronted with a different cultural
context. The best reason that I can
see for the education of Third World
students in European schools is that
such education forces us to sort out
what is universally valid and appli-
cable in architecture. It makes us
define the field. It is good for archi-
tecture everywhere.

The making of buildings and settle-
ments is, by definition, a local
affair. Architecture is the making
of the right building at the right
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moment in the right place. It is an
act that can never repeat itself in
the same way. It is intimately con-
nected to local conditions, customs,
climate, culture, and resources. We
are interested in the enormous
range of possible contexts, the
variety of social, cultural, technical,
and economic conditions within
which architecture must come
about. What can we bring to bear
in all circumstances and all places
that may be helpful and effective?

When this question comes up, as it
inevitably does when one contem-
plates the state of architecture
today, I often think of another
discipline in which the tensions
between the local and the general
must be relevant too. 1 refer to
agriculture. There is nothing more
local than the raising of crops. To
farm is to attach oneself to a piece
of land. Certain plants only grow in
certain places. To make them grow
the farmer must know the place.
Architecture, the art of settlement,
is like that. It is not only that the
building must serve local needs.
This functional argument is much
too limited. The building must be
built by local workers, it must
perform in a local climate, it may
use local materials, and it must
honor local codes. Therefore, it
must be nursed into existence in
harmony with all these factors.

A successful project is cultivated
locally. But the act of building is
also an instance in a continuous
process of change and renewal by
means of which built environments
live and prosper. If this analogy
with farming is acceptable, what
then, we must ask, may the cultiva-

tors of the built environment share
dispersed as they are across the far
corners of the world?

Agriculture is a professional field. It
studies the nature of plants, their
properties, metabolism, and che-
mistry. It also concerns ways of
cultivation and their relation to
local conditions. It must also have
to do with the exercise of appro-
priate judgment in time and place.
It may be that other families always
seem to be happier than one’s own,
but I tend to think that we have not
come that far yet in architecture.
We have not yet separated that
clearly the local from the universal.
Unlike the farmer, who, | suspect,
knows what he is doing, the archi-
tect is often confused about his role
in the world. We like to debate a
variety of images of what an archi-
tect is and what he does. We think
of the architect as an artist, a
reformer, an organizer, a mediator,
an orchestrator. We borrow from
many fields: science, sociology,
psychology, technology, linguistics,
economics, and, most recently,
anthropology. But who and what
are we ourselves?

Let me offer my simple conviction. I
believe that the architect’s business
is built form. He must understand it
and be capable of organizing it. To
be sure, the built environment is a
social artifact. Everybody under-
stands it in an implicit way. It does
not exist by the grace of architects
but will exist as long as people
inhabit the earth. Built form is not
our exclusive product but it is the
subject of our expertise. The archi-
tect may be more sensitive to built



form than the layman and he may
be very skillful in its manipulation
but these qualities are not enough
to establish his expertise among the
many other professionals who have
an impact on the built environment.
It is also necessary that he under-
stand form in an explicit, codified
way; understand the deployment of
materials in space, the organization
of space itself as a vehicle for be-
havior, for power, for territorial
organization, for self-expression,
and for collective coherence among
people. In this way the general must
emerge from local experience.

This professional understanding of
form, it seems to me, must come to
us in two major ways: we need, first
of all, theories that formulate this
shared understanding of form. These
theories must explain to us the
bebavior of form under the pres-
sures of habitation and social inter-
action in the context of technology,
climate, and topography. Through
the continuous shaping and re-
shaping of such theories the large
amount of facts already available
about built environments can
become comprehensive and useful
to the architectural profession. In
time our theories may point toward
new questions and help focus a
search for new data. They may
contribute to the general study of
human settlements that we share
with other disciplines.

Second, there are ways of working.
Methods of design and form ma-
nipulation can be developed and
studied. We can learn from a com-
parison of methods and can seek
general principles as well. Methods

are, of course, related to theory.
Implicitly or explicitly they rest on
theory. They link theory to practice
as they shape the processes taking
place. The application of a method
tests its underlying theory. Short-
comings of methods lead to new
theoretical work. Hence the in-
ternational discourse that we

seek must lead toward theory and
methodology. | have argued that in
the comparison of different local
problems we will find what we
share in our professions. I will try
to make my point by applying it.
Let us consider the educational
needs of a Third World student in
architecture with those of his fellow
student from a western country.

To begin with there is what can be
called the question of conflicting
values. Our Third World student—
we all know—is torn between the
values of the western world as these
are reflected in products, styles, and
criteria that he learns about, and
the indigenous spaces, forms, and
materials that represent his own
tradition. Chances are, when he
comes home to practice his profes-
sion, his position is not shared by
those he must work with or wants
to work for—regardless of what
that position may be. The ramifica-
tions are many. Background, reli-
gion, family, peer group, economic
means, career expectations, and
political motivations all contribute
to the inescapable awareness that
the world of architecture is not one
of homogeneous value.

Our western student will not
operate in a world of homogeneous
value either. I do not mean to say

that the West does not have different
cultures and traditions, but even the
architect who stays within his own
country finds himself trying to
operate in at least three separate
value systems at the same time.

There is, first of all, the professional
world: the peer group system. It
manifests itself in magazines and
other publications, at professional
conferences, and especially in our
teaching. It is a double-edged
sword. On the one hand, it de-
mands that our student becomes a
“leader” in the eyes of his peers.
There is only true prestige and
glory in the eyes of the profession
itself. He is expected to look down
on bureaucrats, lawyers, and tech-
nicians who are believed to hamper
quest for architectural excellence
and is encouraged to treat clients
and users with benevolent paternal-
ism. On the other hand, he must
obtain this professional glory by
finding his own “voice.” Above all
he must be original. To be good in
architecture is to be different, or at
least to be part of the latest de-
velopment. The worst is to be
accused of doing something already
done by someone else.

When this student enters the world
he will find that his client is un-
aware of the values within the
architect’s profession. He has his
own notions about good and bad.
The client today, moreover, is seldom
the user of the building. The users
themselves may have their own
value system that is different from
that of client and architect. [ do not
have to elaborate further. The west-
ern student will never operate in a
homogeneous value system either.
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It is useless, obviously, when con-
sidering an educational program, to
try to decide what is the right value
system. It is also foolish, obviously,
to try to create an artificially homo-
geneous value system in a school.
Most of our educational system as
well as our professional skills still
stem from a distant past where a
homogeneous value system shared
by all parties involved could reason-
ably be expected. Because we re-
fuse to see the discrepancy between
this professional tradition and
today’s reality we fall hopelessly
short in professional and educa-
tional effectiveness. It takes a con-
frontation with the problems of the
Third World to acknowledge this
discrepancy.

Some may argue that technology is
an even more important aspect of
the relation between developing and
developed nations, When we talk
about development we think about
technology. We believe that our
culture need not be superior to
another. We want to live in a world
of different cultures. But what really
separates nations is their control
over technology. Western European
technology has triggered the serious
imbalance with which we now must
deal in the world. We know the
devastating impact that can come
from a single-minded application of
of new technologies on the subtle
but vulnerable ways in which tra-
ditional materials and building
systems are integrated with house
form, life-style, and climate. We
know how people can suffer from
well-intended attempts to modern-
ize the built environment.

Some argue that inevitably modern
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technology will take over from
traditional ways and that a price
must be paid. Others argue that
technology is basically neutral: that
any form can be made in different
ways and that performance has
more than one solution. There is no
reason, from that point of view, to
condemn technology as long as one
knows it well and contains it. Still
others argue that technology con-
sists not only of materials and en-
gineering principles but of ways of
working that are inevitably linked
with forms of organization and,
therefore, with social structure.
Hence import of technology is
import of social structure that is
inevitably disruptive.

There is, of course, truth in all these
positions. We are only slowly begin-
ning to understand the complex
relationships between ways of
making, social organization, and
cultural value. One thing, however,
is clear. The architect who operates
in developing countries will not
operate in a homogeneous building
system. His abilities of form making
cannot depend on just one way of
building.

But his colleagues in the West have
already wrestled with this problem
for a long time. The age of indus-
trialization brought a proliferation
of materials and building tech-
niques. The architect and the en-
gineer parted long ago. I believe
that there is a causal relation be-
tween the ideology of abstract form
in modern architecture—the inter-
national style—and the prolifera-
tion of new materials and ways of
building that took place in the
beginning of this century. But this is

not the moment to explore this
interesting connection.

Because of that ideology, however,
we have been able to avoid the
problem in theoretical and methodi-
cal terms. The question of form
making in a technically diverse
world is clearly felt yet remains
unexplored. There is no explicit,
rational debate. Architectural
education has not come to grips
with the issue either. There is the
design studio and there is the
building technology workshop.
They have no common theory of
form making and remain in an
uneasy relation to one another as
do the architect and the engineer,

In the western world we have been
able to circumvent the problem for
much longer than we can rightly
afford to. In the Third World we
can no longer ignore it. To teach
our student from the Third World
we must come to grips with an
issue that is equally important for
his friend in Europe.

It is not uncommon that we come
to see our own problems better
when we first study those of our
neighbors. The case of mass housing
is another example. In Europe
particular socioeconomic condi-
tions coupled with a rapid increase
of the urban population and the
devastation caused by World War HI
brought forth extensive deploy-
ments of repetitious blocks com-
posed of uniform units. They were
the result of the belief that the good
environment for the modern citizen
could be provided by massive
infusions of capital, expertise, and
centralized organization. The



underlying ideology was that decent
living for all was, first of all, a matter
of professional responsibility: a

gift from those who “knew” and
“could” bestowed on those who
were “unable” and “ignorant.”

This was a powerful dream. How-
ever, it was a typically technocratic
dream and when transported to
developing countries its futility as a
general solution became painfully
clear. No government, no matter
how rich, can provide ready-made
dwellings to all its citizens. The
only hope for decent shelter for all
is to encourage people to develop
their own. For some 20 years now
in Latin America, the Middle East,
and the Far East, and more recently
in Africa, architects and other
professionals have been involved in
a slow and difficult learning pro-
cess. They have come to share the
basic understanding that a built
environment must be cultivated first
of all by those who inhabit. People
have always built for themselves,
but they need professional help.
This worldwide experiment entailed
a radical change of professional
attitude vis-a-vis the built environ-
ment because the western European
model, which was taught for so
long in architectural schools, was
diametrically opposed to the idea of
gradual cultivation.

The case of mass housing is a good
example of a problem in which the
experience of many in very different
locations around the world seems
to lead to a consensus among ex-
perts about some general principles.
The western student will benefit
from study of what is done in some
Third World countries and what is

advocated by such international
agencies as the World Bank. His
Third World counterpart would
learn from alternative approaches
that are now tried out in the West.

We can now see the central issue
with which the architecture profes-
sion must wrestle if it wants a
future for itself. The question of
conflicting values, the problem of a
variety of ways of building, and the
issue of housing for the masses are
each part of a conflict of two pro-
fessional models. The first model is
the one that we have inherited from
the western European architectural
tradition. In this model the archi-
tect is seen primarily as the maker
of the exceptional product, for an
exceptional occasion, and for
exceptional use. Even in residential
construction it sees the architect as
the maker of monuments: buildings
that by their very existence must
transcend time and must symbolize
special values. In this traditional
model the architect shared his
client’s values. The user was not
known as a separate power, and
skills and trades operated in a
homogeneous technical system
known by all. This professional
image may have been appropriate
in the past, but today it offers a
hopelessly obsolete model.

The alternative model sees the
architect engaged in the cultivation
of the everyday environment that
was taken for granted in the past.
In this model the result is not static
but must change and grow over
time. It is not an exception to but
reality itself. It is full of meaning
but not a symbol for society. This
alternative model of the professional

role is based on the awareness that
monuments will eventually grow in
a healthy built environment, yet
that a healthy built environment
can never be made out of monu-
ments. This simple truth has been
revealed to many of us but it is still
not generally understood. European
architects were the first to declare
their concern for the quality of the
everyday environment. The Chartre
d’Athenes architects saw everything
that was built—the dwelling, the
factory, the railroad station—as
important and worth their atten-
tion. However, the sad reality is
that we never examined the attitude
necessary to deal with the everyday
environment. We continued to
approach all these new and exciting
problems as we approached the
problem of building the excep-
tional. Classic symbolism was re-
placed by technological symbolism
and is now traded for historic
reference. Avant-gardism, form
ideology, and, above all, peer-
group approval remained the yard-
sticks for professional esteem. They
are still, when all is said and done,
the formal criteria in education. We
may have abolished the beaux arts
way of working, but we have not
abandoned the dream of profes-
sional achievement as it was
enshrined in the academy. Our
genuine concern for the built en-
vironment as a whole is not matched
by our behavior, methods, or skills.
The reasons for this ambivalent
attitude are, of course, part of the
broader dilemma of modern profes-
sionalism: when does expertise
nourish the common good?

We must ask ourselves whether we
can afford to be confused much
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longer. But I believe one thing is
certain. The challenges of the Third
World will bring forth a new prac-
titioner more in tune with the
intelligence, sensitivity, and under-
standing necessary to do a good job
for the everyday environment. The
new role model will come into its
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own. It will be equally valid for the
architect in the developed countries
as it is for his colleague in the Third
World. The question of course is
how it will come about.

Will the Third World eventually
produce this new architect in spite

of westernized education or will it
be the result of a joint effort to deal
with the realities of the built en-
vironment rather than with the
dreams of an obsolete profession?
Who, indeed, will learn from whom?



Place Debate: Milton Keynes

Passing in the Night:

Public and Professional Views

of Milton Keynes

Jeff Bishop

Introduction

Although the earlier British
New Towns are perhaps the
best known abroad, a brash
newcomer, Milton Keynes,
has been gaining visibility in
the last few years partly
through the actual substance
of what its guiding spirits
have been attempting to
achieve and partly because of
its own aggressive self-
advertisement. It seems
strange to describe Milton
Keynes as a newcomer be-
cause it is already more than
12 years old, but it is only

in the last few years that
enough substance has sur-
faced to permit some sort of
sensible comment on the
place both now and in its
ultimate form. Comment is,
indeed, beginning to appear
in a variety of settings, much
of it very critical and all of it
based upon professional
(using that term broadly)
judgments of success and
failure. In the midst of this,
The Milton Keynes Develop-
ment Corporation (MKDC)
has been living up to some of
the original aims by under-
taking many forms of evalua-
tion and monitoring—some
focused not upon profes-
sional reactions but upon the
reactions, attitudes, and
aspirations of the residents.’
What is more, already some
examples of policy and
practice are changing as a
result of the outcomes from
this evaluative research. This
article describes (almost in
story form as the dynamic of
the work was very important)
one of the pieces of moni-
toring work that has altered
policy and also has some

fundamental implications for
research and for planning
and design theories generally

The last comments above are
extremely important because
the work to be described was
not an academic project,
although it must also be
judged by these standards if
some of its implications are
to be accepted. The project
was, in fact, conducted for
and with the MXDC by the
School for Advanced Urban
Studies at Bristol University,
and rhis author in particular.
The genesis of the project
came with a realization by
several members of the MKDC
Planning Directorate (set up
more as a policy unit than
for physical planning) that
there was a major mismatch
between the form of the New
Town as proposed in the
Master Plan of 19707 and
the current (1979) layout.
This mismatch was assumed
to be the reason for several
problems circulating around
the various implementation
groups in the Corporation—
especially planners and
architects. The Corporation
wanted to check these as-
sumptions but it did not
want to undertake the work
alone. The Corporation felt
the need for some sort of
outside consultative link to a
group who might bring in
some fresh and challenging
ideas. The brief can, hence,
be seen to be impossible: to
produce direct practical out-
comes to feed into future
planning but also to generate
some more basic, one might
almost say theoretical, criti-
cism. Because the School for
Advanced Urban Studies

makes great claims for its
abilities to make such links,
it was approached for the
work.

Setting the Scene

At the outset the substantive
research brief was very
mixed, apparently very ran-
dom and apparently not tied
to obvious implementation
changes. After some ques-
tioning it appeared that the
issues were merely hunches
in the minds of very many
people and yet they could be
grouped together into two
broad sections—one on
aspects of overall urban form
(later called city structure)
and one on housing estate
layout and house design
(later called house form and
layout). The latter will not be
covered here except inas-
much as the overlaps beyond
the crude labels are obvious.
The early assumption was
that the research would
focus on residents’ views and
that some form of interview-
ing would be appropriate.
The more important deci-
sions about method came,
however, during discussions
about the balance of the
team and the ways in which
results were to be fed back
into practice. The team
ended up well-balanced be-
tween Milton Keynes and
Bristol, with one architect,
three planners (of differing
backgrounds), and other
staff with relevant nonpro-
fessional training. An early
decision was to avoid the
conventional research pro-
cess in which the team goes
away, does the fieldwork,
presents a weighty tome of

results, and departs with the
fee. Several tactics were
devised to improve the final
effect of results on practice:
in general, to overlap field-
work with dissemination and
transfer “ownership” of any
results to the practitioners.
The major vehicle for this
was a very successful steering
committee of people from
many implementation de-
partments who did not just
stay in touch but affected
content, came to mnterviews,
helped to change tack when
necessary, and gradually
took the emerging conclu-
sions on board and back to
their staff in a way that
would have been impossible
for any outsider to achieve
through a conventional
“Report of Findings.” (In one
case some results were even
incorporated into proposals
before the final conclusions
had been written—a worry-
ing prospect for the purist
but a sign of success for the
team.) Other more basic
policy changes did occur and
will be described later.

The final choice of methods
was, superficially, quite ordi-
nary. No completely new
techniques were introduced,
although the use of housing
estate modeling in the other
main section was rather
unusual. The main approach
could best be described as
corroborative. This approach
emerged from several con-
cerns: first with the range of
issues to be tackled, second
with the theoretical suscep-
tibilities of almost all stan-
dard methods in perception
research, and third with a
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need to sustain interest with
a wide variety of people dur-
ing, what were certain to be,
lengthy interviews. In the
city structure section we,
therefore, did the following:

Map drawing of Milton
Keynes as a whole

Showing, on blank paper,
the “area in which you
live”

Delimiting neighborhood
on a prepared map

Recognition of photo-
graphs taken at various
locations in Milton
Keynes

Description of instructions
for a visitor arriving in
Milton Keynes to one’s
own house

Verbal description of the
pattern of usage of
facilities

Verbal description of pat-
terns of friendships

Description of a route
from home to shops (or
other location)

Verbal comment on
previous environments
Verbal comment on overall
feelings, reasons for

moving, aspirations, etc.

Comments on Milton
Keynes as a whole (this
question is described
more fully later).

The interviews were under-
taken with 210 people in
150 households from 10
estates scattered around
Milton Keynes. Most house-
hold types were covered,
around 50 percent of the
sample were in private houses
and 50 percent in public. A
special group of newcomers
was selected to follow the
settling-in process; this
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group (who soon ceased to
be dealt with specially)} even-
tually comprised one-third of
the sample. The car owner-
ship rate was slightly above
the average in Milton Keynes.

Before moving on to the re-
sults it is essential to set the
scene in terms of Milton
Keynes as a place, and (for
the benefit of readers un-
familiar with British New
Towns) the development of
New Towns in general. By
the time of the Milton Keynes
plan, there was considerable
emphasis on social and
economic planning, but

a physical plan was also
essential. This mixture of
objectives—Dboth physical
and social—has been at the
heart of debate about ideal
cities and new towns for
centuries, even if memory
causes us to focus in too
strongly on formal images. It
still surprises many Britons
to discover that one of the
founding fathers of the
British New Towns move-
ment, Ebenezer Howard,’
actually concerned himself
far more with social, politi-
cal, and, especially, economic
issues than with physical
form.

Milton Keynes is, in fact,
almost the last of a line
(given current government
attitudes) for Great Britain
where, since 1946, 28 major
New Towns have been started
and, in many cases, finished.
Earlier initiatives such as
Letchworth are important,
but the main thrust came
after 1945, building very
strongly on ideas of tackling

urban decay, removing social
problems, offering air and
space to city dwellers, and,
generally, avoiding the often
iniquitous effects of laissez-
faire city development (such
as proximity to heavy indus-
try, poor transport, and lack
of public open space). The
powers that go along with
New Towns are considerable
and should not be under-
estimated. Power over land is
an essential key and @/l land
in any designated area can, if
necessary, pass through the
hands of the controlling
body, the Development Cor-
poration, thus offering the
chance to dictate every single
land use and its relation

to others. Also of central
importance is the status of
Development Corporations.
They are not elected bodies
and are nominated by central
government. Hence, they are
not accountable to the local
community and can exercise
the considerable control
necessary to implement any
Master Plan over a period of
some 20 years.

Not surprisingly, since 1946
there have been phases and
fashions in New Town plan-
ning. It is valuable to see the
way in which some ideas are
now bouncing back into
currency after being dropped
at one time or another. It is
conventional” to divide the
progress into three waves:
Mark 1 New Towns, Mark 11,
and Mark 1. However,
some boundaries between
them are rather blurred. In
the early years with Mark 1
Towns such as Harlow and
Stevenage, the overall pattern

was clear and simple: clus-
ters of housing were ar-
ranged in neighborhoods
around centers, with one
major town center (in the
center), radial roads, and
mostly peripheral industrial
estates. This was a period of
very low car ownership,
especially among public
housing renters to whom
the New Towns catered pri-
marily. In this period and in
the time of Mark Il (Towns
such as Cumbernauld), one
other ermnphasis was on forced
self-containment, although
in the second wave, as car
ownership increased a much
greater emphasis was placed
on roads and transport sys-
tems. While the rigid neigh-
borhood concept began to be
overlaid with principles of
wider use of facilities and
improved access, local cen-
ters, relatively high density,
and walking routes retained
their significance. The greater
emphasis on the car led

to complex systems such

as underpasses and level-
segregated shopping centers,
and on often totally separate
systems for public transport.

Although by the time of
Milton Keynes it had become
difficult to detect common
trends, Milton Keynes is a
Mark I New Town. The
thrust for changes, however,
came from commonly per-
ceived problems: an increase
in private home ownership,
car ownership, mobility, and
pressure for choice, flex-
ibility, and adaptability over
time were all themes in the
1960s. Industry had also
become less intrusive and,



so, the careful arguments for
zoning had begun to erode in
favor of adaptations of basic
grid systems that could be
infilled in a variety of ways,
none of them deemed as
restrictive and determining
as the old “neighborhoods.”
To some extent architectural
fashion had changed away
from the rather cozy style of
the early New Towns (in-
herited from the Garden
Suburbs movement) towards
an approach that empha-
sized both “extremes” of
truly rural design (Milton
Keynes was to be a “Green
City”) and truly urban (high
density and unambiguously
modern).

Thus, the scene was set for
something that would un-
doubtedly seem very differ-
ent from the early days of
Basildon and even the middle
years of Runcorn, although,
as | have suggested, some
themes such as “neighbor-
hood” were found to be very
resilient. Milton Keynes
found itself a niche and
picked up some of these
themes in particular ways, as
follows:

1 The Plan emerged from a
critical 1960s revaluation
of the (assumed) determin-
ing and inhibiting effects of
the “Neighborhood” con-
cept. Led directly by the
ideas of Melvin Webber’—
personal mobility, “com-
munity without propin-
quity,” and so forth—the
plan proposed several ways
of encouraging these and
avoiding neighborhoods.
These included a grid-road

system with a spread of
major facilities, local facil-
ities along grid squares to
encourage road crossing,
overlapping catchment
areas, and the careful con-
struction and naming of
estates to avoid links with
road patterns.

2 There was an attempt
to break the traditional
stranglehold (in Britain at
least) of high-density, built-
form dominated urban
design approaches® by
producing a primarily
“green” city. But the
emphasis was still to be on
overall form and coherence
at the “city” scale, with a
final population that at
one time was to be 250,000.
(At the time of the re-
search, the population was
around 80,000.)

At the time of the research
the first diagram would still
be relevant at one level, but
the second had been replaced
by a very practical procedure
of building each separate
grid square on its own to the
design of a distinct team.
The changes to the Master
Plan were either purely prag-
matic or had happened by
default, but they were signifi-
cant enough to suggest that
perhaps the original plan
should be reestablished. The
basic arguments for this,
which also formed the re-
search brief, were that the
separate development of in-
dividualistic grid squares had
produced a problem of di-
visiveness and isolation for
the residents, that the city as
a whole lacked any overall

® Cius Shops

FACILITIES

1 A typical view of a housing area.

2 Diagram of overall plan
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3 Diagram showing overlapping catchment

area

4 Freehand map of Milton Keynes
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coherence, and that it was
difficult to find one’s way
around.” One commentator
summed up these feelings
by describing Milton Keynes
in 1979 as an “enormous
patchwork.”*

The team was perhaps aware
of these ideas—and knowl-
edge of the literature, espe-
cially that on the image of
cities, navigation, urban
knowledge, social patterns,
neighborhoods, and so
forth? all supported the
feeling that something had
gone wrong and required
remedial action. The research
was designed to confirm
these hypotheses before
finalizing actions; some, such
as infill housing and more
landmarks, had already
been sketched out. It is not
giving away the punchline
too soon to say that some-
thing almost the opposite
was found, which makes the
fact that this alternative
became policy all the more
remarkable.

Emerging Results

The story could well have
been very different because
the early results appeared to
confirm some of the hypoth-
eses about lack of coherence
and divisiveness. A glance at
a fairly typical freehand map
of Milton Keynes as a whole
would certainly seem to
suggest that there is little
overall image and that the
basic perception is indeed
one of a “patchwork.” No
traditional landmarks are
shown (there are not any!)
and each grid-square is
detached from its neighbor.

Such maps would be catego-
rized in other studies as
“unaccomplished.” ' At the
same time, public concep-
tions of neighborhood and
patterns of friendships also
showed a very heavy reliance
on the single grid-square.
Some cautions were also
apparent. Despite what one
might be tempted to call
“poor” maps, people were
recognizing a large number
of photographs (mainly
views along major roads),
there were no scare stories
about navigational problems,
and the patterns of usage of
facilities were extremely
diverse and clearly not limited
by grid-square boundaries.
Making sense of such re-
sults—especially because the
questions offer mainly in-
direct indicators of attitude,
perception, and behavior—
has typically been an issue
for the professional judgment
of the researchers. We decide
that maps are poor, and we
decide that people are cut
off from each other, by
inference. Only occasionally
is an alternative model,
which can reconcile the
apparent conflicts resulting
from the application of the
reseacher’s model, sought.
This could have been the
case in Milton Keynes except
that one very important
question was included. For
reasons that are now rather
obscure, the public was
asked:

Do you think you

are living in a city?
(If No) Does this matter to

you?

Is it anything if it is

not a city?




The large majority of people
did not feel as though they
lived in a city, were nof
bothered because they did
not wish to live in one, and
characterized the existing
arrangement as something
akin to a series of villages.
In later questions they ex-
pressed strong feelings
against proposals to make it
more like a city, to add more
landmarks, and to blur grid-
squares together. Far from
feeling cut off by grid-roads,
they argued that this pattern
creates a positive sense of
“identity” and did not in any
way inhibit their use of
facilities outside their own
personal “square.” Far from
wanting all the gaps between
estates filled in, they valued
them as the “countryside” in
which their village was
located. Rather humorously,
when asked about the “city”
they would reply only about
what the planners consider
the city center (downtown),
construing this as the place
they go to for special trips—
and yet it is only two miles
down the road from their
village.

With these thoughts in mind
one can now look at all the
relevant results, I hope, with
a different perspective.
Starting with the freechand
maps one must immediately
drop the use of terms such as
“poor” or “unaccomplished”
because the maps are in fact
excellent expressions of a
series of villages in a land-
scape. The structure is also
very easy to grasp as can be
shown from the lack of
difference between maps

drawn by an established
resident and by a newcomer.
To assess such maps one
searches the literature in vain
for a study of mapping in a
more rural area;'’ the urban
bias of most researchers
affects even the choice of
subject. A minor rectification
of this came with this author’s
attempt to find a parallel by
studying a small group in
rural Gloucestershire. There
were more points in common
between the Gloucester maps
and those from Milton
Keynes than between those
from Milton Keynes and
anything else in the litera-
ture. The same applies to
finding one’s way around in
Milton Keynes. Interviewees
were asked to offer a set of
directions to their house for
visiting friends. Many were
verbal but all used the basic
vocabulary: roundabouts,
signs, and long-distance
landmarks. Resisting the
temptation to describe this
as evidence of an impover-
ished environment one can
add that this result also came
from a second part of the
study in Gloucestershire;
residents there use the same
exact structuring elements.
Adding to this the very many
ad hoc comments punctuat-
ing the interviews, one is left
with an image of a landscape
dotted with loosely related
settlements, each one quite
distinct and clustered around
a “city.” No overall coherent
image exists or is required.
Within the grid-square, two
results—quite similar in
some ways——demonstrate the
next stage of the argument.
The good old standard “draw

5

WMrg W, Stantonbury, Rent

ESTABLISHED RESIDENT ' /

Mrs. ., Neath Hill, Rent

A NEWCOMER

5 Freehand map by established resident

6 Freehand map by newcomer
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a line around your neighbor-
hood” question was used,
along with another request-
ing people to draw what they
could of the area in which
they live. The former ques-
tion was interpreted (as was
discovered by asking respon-
dents) as related to social
aspects of a local area—i.e.,
where friendships and social
contacts are made. Not
surprisingly, given the village
notion, this was fairly
strongly bounded by the
grid-square. However, the
latter question produced
“maps” that were very rarely
bounded by the grid-square,
largely because respondents
interpreted the question as
being about the more func-
tional aspects of life such

as shopping and sports
facilities. It began to seem
that, although residents had
an image of Milton Keynes
as a series of villages, they
were using it as a city, in a
very mobile and pragmatic
way. So, having lost the neat
notion of a city in image
terms, the team found itself
left with another apparent
inconsistency between image
and use.

Here again was a direct
challenge to many urban
theories, in particular to

the concept of congruence,
i.e., that people need to con-
ceive of a place as a city in
order to use it as such. The
residents appeared not to
have any problems, were
extremely happy with Milton
Keynes as it was, wanted it
to stay that way, and, gener-
ally, coped very well with the
theoretical anomalies. This

prompted the team to ask
themselves who was right:
the residents or the theo-
rists? Certainly the residents’
notions appeared quite
consistent and operable.
Could one find a model to
explain this? The answer,
which did not take long,
emerged again from refer-
ence to current ideas on rural
planning in Great Britain.
One shibboleth of planning
and design theories is the
idea of contrast between the
tidy, neat, self-contained,
small village in a landscape
and the large, functionally
interdependent, complex
city.'” (Suburbs are, of course,
to be decried because they
offer the worst of both
worlds.) In real life, however,
this tidy notion of the village
is long dead (if it ever was
alive), replaced by a pattern
quite similar to that demon-
strated in Milton Keynes. As
the economics of shopping
have changed, so butchers,
bakers, and other small
shops have closed in many
villages; development has
coalesced settlements into a
(sometimes) almost contin-
uous belt; and personal
mobility has lessened depen-
dence upon the small village.
At the same time (in Britain
at least), the “Save our
Village™ movement has
grown, determined to hold
on to and sustain the tradi-
tional image of the self-
contained unit—in image
terms. In reality, therefore,
in a large swath of Great
Britain the model of separat-
ing image from use is already
the norm—and a highly at-
tractive one at that. To close




the circle finally, one can
even lay the ghost of the size
notion for cities to rest
because the research team
managed (with no problem
at all) to locate an area of
Great Britain immediately
south of Bristol where a
population equivalent to
that of Milton Keynes lives
in a physical area identical
to that of the New Town,
with several villages, one
small town, and a fringe of
a larger urban area similar
to Bletchley near Milton
Keynes.

The Link to Policy—and
to Theory

With these results and con-
cepts in mind, the team had
to persuade the Steering
Committee first and the
policymakers second. The
first was quite easy—the
Comimittee was very excited
about “their” idea—and one
crucial gambit, more than
any substantive argument,
persuaded the policymakers.
In one sense Milton Keynes
has succeeded for its re-
sidents but despite, not
because of, the planners and
designers. The policymakers
could, therefore, build pub-
licly on the success while
privately coping with the
180 degree change in plan-
ning emphasis—away from
coherence and towards
pluralism. Alchough this
appears to play down the
power of the results them-
selves it is realistic. However,
it can be argued that the
whole process with the
Steering Committee and
elsewhere had paid off so
well that its effects were

barely noticeable. In the end
a policy change stated that
future developments should
seek to retain those qualities
currently admired by the
residents, to enhance them,
and to add other elements
when they do not detract
from existing features. Little
detailed guidance was given
except to re-emphasize the
ways—such as gaps between
estates—in which the ad-
mired features could be
achieved. The team wished
to avoid a precise design-
guide because, as residents
themselves argued, there
were many ways of achieving
certain effects. Indeed, one
current benefit of Milton
Keynes is its diversity.

This brings the story up to
date, except to add—as was
the case from 1976 to 1980—
that a policy is not neces-
sarily a guarantee of an
outcome. What actually
appears on the ground will
be very interesting to see.
Incidentally, an opportunity
was created to feed the re-
search results back to the
residents who not only con-
tributed to them but to
whom they truly belong. The
reaction was very positive,
although there was some
scepticism about the idea
that the Development Cor-
poration would take notice.
The implications for theory
and practice should now be
obvious. The residents have
demonstrated that there can
be consistent and operable
models that confound some
of the more simplistic ideas
of mainstream academics
and practitioners. In parti-
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8 Typical resident’s use of shops

9 Diagram showing resident’s home
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cular, the traditional ideas
about overall coherence,
tight-knit form, landmarks,
and interconnectedness begin
to seem irrelevant. Perhaps
only visiting architects got
lost in Milton Keynes and
only their own planners
searched for a single overall
form. The word “simplistic”
was used deliberately be-
cause two recent develop-
ments—one in theory and
one in practice—offer more
considered views of “urban”
form. The first is the revalua-
tion that is going on within
parts of British rural
planning—away from the
traditional model known as
“Key Settlement Policy” in
which facilities are con-
centrated in one town in an
area. While this development
has been gaining importance
for almost 30 years, several
county planning groups have
recently moved more toward
what is sometimes called a
“cluster” principle which, at
some levels, is strikingly
similar to the pattern found
in the Milton Keynes Plan
(by default of course).” The
theoretical advance comes
from the person most often
quoted in all the work on
urban form: Kevin Lynch.
His latest book A Theory of
Good City Form " finishes
with a glimpse of Lynch’s
personal “utopia” derived
from the theories in the main
part of the book. There are
striking parallels between
this utopia and Milton
Keynes—that is, the Milton
Keynes that the residents
inhabit and that I hope will
now be fostered and
enhanced.
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Signals and
Response:
A Reply to
“Passing in
the Night”

John de Monchaux

Drawing in Figure 6 courtesy of
Derek Walker, Derek Walker
Associates, Milton Keynes.

Al other illustrations courtesy of
Milton Keynes Development
Corporation. Copyright 1970
Milron Keynes Development
Corporation. Reprinted from
“The Plan for Milton Keynes.”

The development of Milton
Keynes offers physical
planners and designers a
remarkable opportunity for
evaluation, research, and
scholarship. The planning
process for the new city itself
generated a trail of evidence
on attitudes, ideas, and
arguments that went into the
making of the plan. The two
volumes of the plan itself
and the ten supporting
technical supplements are
part of this evidence.’ The
Milton Keynes Development
Corporation (MKDC), in
advocating the plan, com-
mitted itself to a program of
monitoring and evaluation
that would “allow the
Corporation to measure the
success of plans and policies
and therefore provide a basis
for future action and any
new decision which this
requires.”* As a part of this
monitoring and evaluation
program, from time to time
the Corporation has under-
taken and published surveys
of resident attitudes and
comments on the capacity of
the plan to respond to social
and economic change.’ And
Milton Keynes as a new
town is host to a range of
vigilant and informed
scholars at the Open Univer-
sity who have offered their
own commentary and
counterproposals.

Not only does the develop-
ment of the new city provide
an opportunity for scholar-
ship, but also the plan itself
states the imperative for
study and examination, In
the foreword to the plan,
written by Lord Campbell,

Chairman of the MKDC in
1970, the intention is stated
as “the Plan shall lay the
foundations upon which an
organic process of develop-
ment will grow and become
a living reality as the people
who come after us plan and
build for the future. . . . and
as the needs of those who
live in it change [there will
be] a continuing process of
research and consulration
between the Corporation
and the citizens of Milton
Keynes.”*

On the face of it, Jeff Bishop’s
article elsewhere in this issue
would seem to be simply a
desirable and welcome part
of this process. His descrip-
tion and analysis of resident
attitudes in Milton Keynes,
however, is presented in such
a way as to indicate that he
has really missed some
important and fundamental
principles of the plan itself,
not least of which is that
research be an integral rather
than a challenging part of a
process of development
expressly intended to avoid
any fixed and inviolable end
design.

Some question always lies
behind research, and the
appropriate framing of that
question is an important key
to successful research. When
the question—whether
before or after the event—is
linked to policy its associa-
tion with policy issues has to
be clear. Bishop frames his
question around what he
describes as a perceived
mismatch between “the form
of the New Town and the

proposed Master Plan” and
ends up asking: “Do the
public who live in these
places (British New Towns)
share the perceptions, values,
and attitudes of those who
plan them?”” The question
has some sociological interest
and the answers may bear
upon the way professional
organizations develop their
own value frameworks—
compatible with or distinct
from those of client groups,
for example——Dbut the policy
point of the question is
obscure. If the answer is
“yes,” in what way is that
better than if the answer
were to be “no,” and does
any practical action emerge
from either answer? If we
acknowledge that there are
good political as well as
professional reasons for
knowing how far planner
and planned for differ in
outlook (putting aside for
the moment its relevance to
the issues Bishop goes on

to deal with), we see that
Bishop gives us only one-half
of the picture. We may learn
something of whar residents
think, but the values, percep-
tions, and atritudes of the
planner are nowhere docu-
mented or compared; and
such indirect references as
are made imply that irrespec-
tive of what they are they are
identical over time, place,
and individual. Certainly the
planners of Milton Keynes
must include the develop-
ment corporation and
consultant team responsible
for the plan for Milton
Keynes as published in 1970,
but the new city’s planners
must also include the many
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I Milton Keynes is located 70
Kilometers (45 miles) northwest
of London. The new city is
served by major transport
routes of every period including
the M! Motorway, the London-
Birmingham railway line, the
Grand Union canal, and the
Roman road to Wales.
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members of the development
corporation team that has
had the task of preparing
structure and action plans
within the plan’s framework
over the last 14 years.

Bishop’s article suggests that
the planners held “tradi-
tional ideas about overall
coherence, tight-knit form,
landmarks, and intercon-
nectedness” but does not
identify which of the city’s
many planners may have
held these ideas or when or
in what form they were
manifest. He suggests that
professional visitors to
Milton Keynes may have
been concerned with these
issues. If so, their concerns,
while interesting, do not help
us understand any better the
relationship between the
planners and the planned.
Bishop’s study seems to
indicate that residents do
indeed appear to grasp the
structure of the city at least
in terms of being able to take
advantage of the grid roads
to give access to different
opportunities and to be able
to describe their patterns of
use of the centers and roads,
but it implies that this came
as a surprise to “the plan-
ners” without explaining
who they were and what the
basis for any contrary
judgments may have been.

Given that we do not know
which planners Bishop refers
to, we do at least know
broadly which “planned for”
group he is interrogating:
those living in Milton Keynes
in the late 1970s—when the
city is only in its tenth year

and when despite its many
achievements or short-
comings it would be pre-
cipitous to describe it as
“built.” We also know that
he asked such residents the
question: “Do you think you
are living in a city?” Again,
what are we to make of their
answers, particularly if one
does not have a common
understanding of why the
question was asked or what
was meant by a city—at

any stage of its building
program.

Because Bishop roots his
critique of the Milton
Keynes’ planners and his
policy conclusions in the
historical context of the
city’s development, it is im-
portant to correct some of
the assertions that he makés
about that context.

Bishop correctly charac-
terizes the Mark I (1940s)
new towns and Mark 11
(1950s) new towns in terms
of their recognizable physi-
cal properties and their
approach to planning—
particularly at a neighbor-
hood scale. However, in his
description of the so-called
“Mark III” new towns of the
1960s he oversimplifies their
purpose as well as their
structure. Milton Keynes, for
example, was conceived
explicitly as a part of a
regional strategy for south-
east England and sought

to account for part of the
absolute growth in the
population and region.’ It
was not—as were the earlier
new towns—"‘aimed spe-
cifically at those living




amongst urban decay.”
While, as Bishop states, it is
true that Milton Keynes and
many of its expanded town
contemporaries such as
Northampton, Swindon,
and others gave much less
emphasis to self-containment
and more encouragement to
private housing, it is hard
to find the evidence that

planning in the United
States.

The planning of Milton
Keynes began in many places
and many minds before the
MKDC was brought together
in the spring of 1967. The
Corporation’s own guide-
lines for competing
consulting firms in the






