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Caring About Places:
Pride

One of the most critical questions
for a profession, indeed for a
culture, is how to allocate its self-
esteem. In what should we take
pride? In what ways should we do
more than is required of us by
others?

People do not invest care in a place
on demand. Care, and its reflection
in pride of craftsmanship, comes
about through deep-seated
commitment, through a necessity
of the spirit. But we should pay
attention to how that spirit
develops. Are the things we’re
learning to care about genuinely
important, or will they obscure
reality in a glitter of false pride?

The contributors to this issue of
Places care differently. They all take
pride in attending closely to the
things that make up our world.
They differ in their commitments.
The imagination we see reflected
in these articles reaches into the
fabric of society as well as into
the realm of forms through which
the makers of buildings solicit our
concern.
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How should we care? With
bravado, with modesty? Through
demonstrations of ingenuity,
through fostering nearly
imperceptible adjustments? By
telling a story, by imagining a
society? How should we not care?

We should not care by suppressing
concern for the disenfranchised, by
settling for ways of making places
that simply display and do not
enable.

Donlyn Lyndon



Tony Garnier

Lawrence B. Anderson

Tony Garnier was a man born too
soon, obliged to adapt to an
environment uncongenial to him.
He was a product of the Ecole des
Beaux-Arts against which he
rebelled. That slowly stiffening
institution was losing its ability to
respond to new ways of thinking,
yet it still retained the authority to
suppress Garnier and his ideas. In
shyness and hurt, he withdrew to
his native province, where he
pursued his independent career
while, through his students and
over a long period, he avenged that
rebuff by his genius as a teacher. He
did not have the possibility to
operate in any other pedagogical
setting or to invent his own, as did
Gropius, who was only fourteen
years younger. In a sense, Garnier’s
Lyon atelier was indeed his own
creation, but in France all higher
education was so highly centralized
that the Paris Ecole with its
prestigious history offered the only
framework for even provincial
teachers. There is also no evidence
that Garnier tried to change the
Ecole’s mode of operation: its
massive anonymous juries, its
centralized programs, its system of
prizes, and its unflagging reliance
on the spirit of competition. It was
only its cultural attitudes and its
lack of social vision to which he
objected.

Garnier and Gropius resembled
each other in several ways: their
rationalism, their visions of

the oncoming industrialized
society, and their conviction that
architecture had to be purged and
given a fresh start. Differences are
also apparent. Gropius belonged to

Photographs |, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 are from Tony
Garnier, Une Cité Industrielle, Etude pour la
Construction des Villes, Ist ed. Paris: A. Vincent,
1918.

! View of Upper City. At left rear, the
hydroelectric dam; in valley at right, the
industrial sector
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a body of like-thinking men who
kept in touch with each other, and
he believed that design should be a
team activity. Having constructed a
set of principles, he was eloquent
and persuasive in explaining them
to the world. Garnier was all
alone; he did not trade ideas with
others, and he was not eloquent in
speech or writing. His message

can be found only in drawings

and executed work. He and his
contemporary Auguste Perret knew 3O O
and admired each other, but they i
did not interact, and there is
nothing to show that Garnier kept
in close touch with the brilliant and
successful men who had been his
colleagues at the Ecole and the Villa
Medicis. Le Corbusier visited
Garnier and had respect for his
contribution. Indeed it is very
possible to think that the ways of
conceptualizing the physical
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The biographer encounters great
difficulty in dealing with Tony
Garnier. It is very hard to be precise
about the influences that shaped
him and equally hard to assess his
influence on the development of the
phenomenon called modernism.
One is obliged to characterize him
as a quintessentially isolated figure
who nevertheless brought into
sharp focus the yearnings of a new
industrial society for better ways to
cope with new conditions of urban
living and new technologies. He
came from a blue-collar background 3 Plan detail of residential district
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and his early education was
vocationally oriented. Lyon had
already become the center of the
French silk industry and was
therefore subject to the growing
pains of booming textile technology
with accompanying social
dislocations and crowding of poorly
paid workers in urban slums of an
unprecedented kind. These facts are
of capital significance in the shaping
of Garnier’s social perspective.

Yet, the temptation to exaggerate
these influences must be resisted. It
is true that Lyon was also a major
center for the development of
socialism as a political movement
and that one of socialism’s most
prominent leaders—Edouard
Herriot—was for many years that
city’s mayor and in effect Garnier’s
principal client in the important
commissions Garnier eventually
executed on behalf of the city. Yet
there is no record of any political
activity or even adherence to a
party by Garnier, no hint of any
intellectual or ideological exchange
with Herriot, and no evidence that
their relationship had any
dimension other than what was
necessary for the projects.

Coming from this background of
hard work and poverty, Garnier
demonstrated technical skill and
artistic gifts that won him
scholarship support and at age
twenty brought him to Paris and
changed the course of his life as
he completed his professional
education in the environment of the
Ecole. His upward mobility into
the rather elitist profession of
architecture was perhaps unusual
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but certainly not impossible in

late nineteenth-century French
society. Garnier spent ten years—
1889—1899—as a student in Paris.
That is a long time for professional
formation, and we must add the
previous three years in the Lyon
Ecole and the four subsequent ones
at the Academy in Rome before he
set up his own office in Lyon at age
thirty-five.

[t must not be thought that spending
a decade in a Paris atelier was
unheard of. Students progressed
toward the diploma not by time
spent but by values accumulated
through getting passing grades or
higher in project judgments. At a
minimum {in 1930), one had also
to make a satisfactory “construction
project,” a kind of imitation
working drawing. Finally, the
student became diplomable, could
submit an adequate independent
thesis, and become a qualified
professional. But the best designers
often remained in the school
beyond that point in order to
participate sporadically in the
various prize competitions. Of
these, the most prestigious was, of
course, the Prix de Rome.

Despite the existence of the regional
schools, the real action was in
Paris. Competition was intense, and
the student who could win a
number of top awards achieved
national recognition because the
winning designs were published.
This recognition laid the
groundwork for a successful career
in practice. It was comparable to
football in the United States, where
the Heisman Trophy winner is sure

to have attractive offers from the
professional teams. The Rome Prize
winner could normally count on
important commissions being
directed his way. (This did not
happen in Garnier’s case, for
reasons that are developed by Louis
Piessat in his unpublished
biography of Garnier.) Such a
situation was not the case in
American architectural education,
despite the efforts of the Beaux-Arts
Institute of Design (BAID) in New
York to bring it about. As more and
more schools were established in
universities, our educational system
became highly dispersed, and the
practice of centralized judgments
withered by 1940. No correlation
could ever be observed between
success in BAID juries and later
prominence in practice. For very
many years the Paris Ecole could
count on a measure of consensus
about what constitutes excellence
in architectural design, and it

was possible to measure projects
for that quality. The success of
Bauhaus ideas broke any American
consensus, but the Ecole was
chauvinistically unable to accept
the Bauhaus, and it was not until
the 1960s that their centralized
jury system came apart under
circumstances described in Piessat’s
memoir.

Tuition fees at the Ecole were very
low, and under these conditions it
was meaningless to distinguish
between full-time and part-time
students. Garnier was almost thirty,
the age limit for eligibility, when, in
his fourth experience of being a
logiste (finalist), he won the coveted
prize.



Unfortunately, there is absolutely no
record of how Garnier spent those
ten years in Paris other than a few
watercolors and the design projects
that were successful enough to be
officially published. He had come to
Paris on prize money, but he must
have worked as a draftsman/
designer in architecture offices,

as did almost all the advanced
students. It was surely through
office work that he learned how to
cope with the practical problems of
the profession, so that when he
returned to Lyon in 1904 he was
ready to open an office in his own
name.

Most of his time during the four
years of his residency at the French
Academy in Rome (Villa Medicis)
had been devoted to the design of
an imaginary city of 35,000
inhabitants instead of to the
archaeological reconstitution of
some ancient site as required by the
authorities who administered the
prizes. The exhibition of this design
in Paris was received with coolness
by official commentators and
aroused no enthusiasm elsewhere.

Garnier stuck to his guns and in
1917, having established himself in
practice and as a professor, he
published the work entitled Cité
Industrielle, loose-leaf, with very
little text and many illustrations.
Another edition was published in
1933. It is of course now out of
print but may be discovered in the
recesses of the older architectural
school libraries.

Many other people had by 1900
been searching to create models for

4 Typical houses
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cities, which in the industrial age
were growing into unheard-of and
sometimes monstrous forms.
Garnier, being a trained and gifted
designer as well as utopian dreamer,
was the first to depict an ideal
modern city by working out all the
details. He designed an ideal terrain
‘ as well, a hilly area on terraces
overlooking an important river,
with a convenient tributary to be
dammed upstream for all needed
power and with downstream and
downwind flats near the confluence
for a transportation nexus and
industrial park. On a sunny
plateau, serenely above these
activities, was spread the low-
density residential city and its
governmental-cultural-recreational
center. Elementary schools were
distributed to facilitate pedestrian
access, and the health facilities were
0o o | on still higher terrain overlooking
the city. Any activity that could
[ be noisy or pollution-generating
was placed in isolation on the
riverbank.

HABITATIONS
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X Garnier has been praised by many
observers for his extraordinary
achievement in controlling the
organization of this vast self-
imposed program. The Cité projects
a powerful image of hygienic,

| egalitarian, and yet sophisticated

1 urban life. Many of its features

! %l remain worth striving for, but it

| — 1 is also interesting to note its
NORD. ‘E shortcomings as a predictor of
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diverged irreversibly from the ideals
embodied in Garnier’s plan. For
example, he firmly downplayed

any office facilities other than

. those accessory to government or
Semidetached houses industry, and one has to look hard
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to find anything resembling a
shopping center. Cleatly, his citizens
were not into service industries,
and they were not addicted to
consumerism.

In his radical separation of
residential areas from places of
employment, Garnier introduced
the need for mass transportation;
the distances were too great for
daily walking. Since the city was

to be abundantly supplied with
hydroelectric power, Garnier chose
to meet all transportation needs
with electric trains and streetcars.
At the turn of the century, the
prevailing urban transport, both
public and private, was surely
horsedrawn vehicles. Garnier must
have been totally confident of the
obsolescence of that mode: no
stable, public or private, can be
found. Although Panhard’s internal
combustion-driven automobile had
already made its appearance,
Garnier gave no sign that
automobiles would be anything but
experimental. By 1917, Model T
Fords were tumbling out of Detroit,
and by 1933 the internal combustion
engine had already revolutionized
transportation, yet Garnier chose
not to make any serious changes

in the Cité as he prepared it for
publication in those years.

By far the largest zone depicted in
the Cité is that devoted to one- and
two-family houses spread out in
long narrow blocks running east-
west. Some higher density housing
is also included, mostly for
unmarried persons, but it is clear
that Garnier’s preferred unit is the
small, free-standing dwelling. There
is no recognition that professional,

government, and management
personnel, with above-average
incomes, would be allowed any
enclave of their own.

Garnier’s residential district is
therefore strongly homogeneous,
articulated only by the carefully
distributed local schools. The
houses face sunshine and view and
are assured of adequate ventilation.
Curiously, however, they have no
outdoor privacy. They stand in a
parklike space crisscrossed by
north-south and diagonal paths
that enable pedestrians to move
everywhere freely, in a system quite
independent of vehicular streets.
There are no boundaries to
discourage voyeurs or that might
suggest the right of a family to grow
its own carrots. Trees, shrubs, and
flowers, together with outdoor
sculpture, are everywhere and are
apparently to be serviced and
maintained at public expense. The
way of life implied by these
arrangements would be hard for
the French to accept; like most
Europeans, they have always
wanted their property to be fenced
or even walled in.

Another urban design feature of the
Cité is the avoidance of the rue-
corridor, the time-honored practice
of giving definition to streets by
positioning buildings continuously
along their flanks. Garnier’s
objection to this was probably
based on hygienic principles that
turned into aesthetic preferences.
He was not the only person of his
time to make a connection between
narrow streets and bad public
health. An accompanying phobia
was that associated with enclosed

courts. Such courts in a city can
provide protection from climate
and can also become quiet
communal spaces, buffers between
the family and the city at-large.
To Garnier they were simply
insalubrious and to be eradicated.
His avoidance flew in the face of
Ecole tradition as well, since the
Beaux-Arts predilection for strong
circulation grids led inescapably to
the formation of interior courts.
See, for example, the 1917 plans
for MIT by Welles Bosworth, an
American architect who lived in
Paris and designed in the best
Beaux-Arts manner.

When Garnier worked at high-
density solutions, as in the
competition for downtown renewal
in Marseille, he did resort to rue-
corridors and interior courts.
However, in his designs for the
1905 Rothschild Foundation
competition, aimed at setting
standards for rather high-density
worker housing in Paris, he
arranged the apartments for passive
solar exposure, and the dwellings
look out on sunny landscaped areas
rather than on surrounding streets.
Garnier’s innovation, which was

in sharp contrast to the other
competition entries, was a first
clear statement of parallel strip
housing without resort to enclosed
courtyards and avoiding direct
street exposure. These principles
for group housing were to reach full
application in German siedlungen
in the late 1920s and early 1930s.

Louis Piessat, who has been a
student and employee of Garnier,
and who, with Pierre Bourdeix,
presided over Garnier’s teaching
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studio in Lyon during the years
following Garnier’s retirement,
rightly calls attention to Garnier’s
remarkable range of scale, his
ability to give clear organization to
vast complexes while treating many
intimate details with understanding
and love. But he is obliged to quote
Michel Roux-Spitz, himself a
Garnier allumnus and prominent
architect, who said among other
things, “il n’aimait pas le métier,”
“he did not like the craft.” Garnier
was an exponent of the new
material—reinforced concrete, in
the use of which the Lyon building
industry made great progress
during his lifetime. When one looks
today at the facade of the Ecole de
Tissage (weaving), now almost sixty
years old, with its faceted
pseudopilasters, the quality of
workmanship is astonishing; no
marks of successive pourings can be
seen, and every arris is pristine. Yet,
when Garnier specifies that, for
buildings in the Cité, all interior
intersections of planes are to be
rounded, it is the hygienist speaking,
not the designer concerned with the
technology of concrete placement.
Garnier conceived of concrete as a
universal material, to be seen inside
and out. This led him to make all
roofs flat. In the smaller buildings,
no serious structural problems
presented themselves, but Garnier
did not think, as did Le Corbusier
in terms of separating supporting
structure from enclosure, so as to
gain more freedom in space-
making. The fact that Garnier was
not, in his heart of hearts, a
“constructor”, resulted in him
being outdistanced by two of his
contemporaries in the search

b
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for real elegance in the use of
reinforced concrete. Early in
Garnier’s career, Auguste Perret
began his persistent search for a
legitimate classic analogue in
concrete, and in 1916 Eugéne
Freyssinet astonished the world
with his hangar at Orly.

In the area of long-span structures,
Garnier introduced two solutions
that became part of his signature

as architect. The great Cattle
Market is his finest architectural
achievement still surviving without
change. Its prototype is to be seen
in the boat-building shed in the
industrial part of the Cité. The
original intention was to realize this
form in concrete; when this proved
impractical, the frame was built in
steel with concrete decks. These
three-hinged arches are low in the
haunch, the building seems to be
all roof, the multiple flat planes
articulate continuous clerestory
windows that bathe the interior in
diffused light. The latticed pattern
of the arches has a gossamer quality
that would not be attainable in
concrete until the days of Nervi.
Garnier’s other characteristic
spanning device, never built but
drawn repeatedly on projects by
him and his disciples, is an alternate
to the dome. The high-rising
renaissance dome had had enormous
impact in France (Invalides, Val de
Grice, Panthéon) and it became the
everpresent centerpiece in typical
grand plans drawn at the Ecole.
Programs invariably called for some
big assembly hall or other feature
occupying a hierarchical position in
the plan and whose dome would
rise to dominate the ensemble.

Such a cliché Garnier could not
accept; his solution for covering
such a space was to build pairs of
parallel concrete girders, tiered on
top of each other with diminishing
magnitude, the upper tiers becoming
octagonal with clerestory windows
or a crowning lantern. In his
formidable 1919 project for

a Labor Exchange in Lyon, he
proposed to span in this fashion the
great congress hall seating 4,000
persons.

Both these solutions enabled the
architect to obtain natural top
lighting, while avoiding any sloping
or curved surfaces. However, in his
Cité project for an immense public
bath, Garnier proposed great
horizontal girders between which
the roof slabs, horizontal atop the
girders, warped upward to meet
oval skylights, prefiguring an
improbable membrane structure.
This could have been the beginning
of a structural breakthrough had
means been available at that time to
analyze such a form. Unfortunately,
Garnier never had a brilliant
engineering collaborator who could
have done for him what Komendant
did for Kahn and Arup for Utzon.

In the design of the medical center
now known as the Hopital Edouard
Herriot, Garnier was able to bring
to fruition a project that embodies
a pervasive trait in his character:
compassion toward helpless people.
It consumed much of his time
during the period 1909-1927 and
resulted in an institution that
continues in high gear today.
Medical practice of that time was
almost totally without the tools
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6 View of industrial sector, with boat-
building facilities in foreground

7 Interior of Cattle Market in Abattoir of
Lyon. Photograph by Lawrence Anderson.
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8 Pavilion in the Hépital Edouard
Herriot. Photograph by Lawrence
Anderson.
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and treatments now in common
use, but it had become apparent
that sunshine and pure air were
helpful in overcoming many
diseases. There was a great
movement toward breaking down
big hospitals into units called
pavilions, thus giving patients close
relationship to these amenities and
making them feel more relaxed
than if they were in a huge crowded
environment. Garnier’s hospital is
the example par excellence of

the psychological and therapeutic
merits of the pavilion concept, later
abandoned by health planners
because of its inefficiency. I recently
visited Grange-Blanche (its original
name) and was impressed at the
bustle of outdoor circulation
between the many two- and three-
story buildings and deeply moved
to see that the windows of a
sunroom had bracketed above them
trellises on which wistaria bloomed.
This Garnier touch not even a
hospital administrator could
suppress in six decades.

The closest Garnier came to using
the architectural language of Perret
was in the City Hall of Boulogne-
Billancourt (a Parisian suburb); it
is the only major work Garnier
executed outside greater Lyon. The
work exhibits superior probity

and dignity without any immodest
gesture. It was under construction
in 1931-1934, overlapping my
own study period in Paris, but | was
unaware of it then and still have
never seen it.

Although I never had the good
fortune to meet Tony Garnier, 1
benefited indirectly from his



professorship through close
association with his students.
Arriving in Paris in the autumn of
1930, I joined the Atelier Defrasse-
Madeline-Aublet, a studio external
to the Beaux-Arts, located in the
rue Visconti. Also inducted there
during that period were several
students from the Garnier atelier
who had come to Paris for their
advanced studies. Among them
were Pierre Bourdeix and Louis
Piessat, author of Garnier’s
biography. Georges Dengler, also a
Garnier protégé, had already
spent a glorious year in Defrasse-
Madeline-Aublet and was in the
Rome competition. Although new
to the atelier and thus lacking other
friendships, these students and
myself were doing work in premiére
classe; we naturally socialized
together in the café and restaurant
life that gave relief not only from
the atelier but from our sleazy
hotels that were no more than
rooming houses.

It came to pass that in the 1930
Rome competition Piessat had
“negrified” for Bourdeix (still in
Lyon) while I did the same for
Dengler in Paris; that is to say we
elaborated on parts of the designs
by means of sketches, which, if
approved, could be incorporated in
the final drawings. Dengler also
sought criticism from Garnier by
sending studies by mail; one of
these was returned with a marginal
critique in the form of a sonnet.
The general tenor of Garnier’s
advice to Dengler was to keep

his design airy, light, and clean,
avoiding all nonessential
enrichment. The jury awarded the

first prize to Dengler, who, after a
suitable period of celebration and
commemoration by his supporters,
was sent off to Rome by train from
the Gare de Lyon.

Those were heady days, among the
most joyously rewarding that the
Ecole could still furnish to its
adherents. They uplifted me; not
only did I bask in the glow of
victory as a close friend of the
winner and the general exhilaration
the event provided for atelier
morale, 1 distinetly felt being
rubbed off on me large segments of
the attractive philosophy of the
great man that Garnier was. |
relished his teaching vicariously
and came to admire him for the
positions he took and the creative
work he produced.

His eminence remains solitary; a
heroism part of, but also very
peripheral to, the Ecole, an
achievement foreshadowing, but
not exactly merging with, the
idealistic first phases of modernism.
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Does the Vision Stick?

Donlyn Lyndon

The State of lllinois Center in
Chicago offers an extraordinary
example of the public realm as
conceived in the 1980s. It is

a building that belongs to the
public, to the people of the State of
lllinois, but it does not house the
representative public spaces of
government. [t is not a place for
convening. The legislature does not
meet here; it is not the place of
public debate. It is rather a place of
businesslike transactions, a place
for bureaucratic operations and for
the legislators and the governor

to meet with their staffs and
constituents. It is where bills are
paid, legislation is drafted, and
deals are made, not the stuff with
which to represent the public. It

is a workaday place that houses
activities scarcely distinguishable
from the activities that shaped

the boxy skyline of Chicago even
though their consequences may
profoundly affect the citizens of
the state.

To an eye trained in urban civilities,
the exterior of the building is an
affront. On two sides, it is covered
with a pastiche of cheap-looking,
scaleless curtain wall panels that
call to mind a diverse array of
offensive buildings from the 1950s
{chiefly the Jack Tar Hotel in San
Francisco and the Prudential Tower
in Boston). This effect is neither
diminished nor made more
interesting by being carried around
the other sides as fragments of

a false front scattered across the
edge of the plaza space. These
fragments of wall, trivial as they
are, bear some analysis. What role
do they play in creating a public
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realm? I think none. They are not
shaped to accommodate anyone.
They are too thin and harsh to lean
against or sit within. The materials
and colors belong more to the
world of buses and cars than to the
world of touch. And the fragments
of wall they purport to represent do
not enfront the street or make any
other notable urban gesture because
they are not large enough to define
the edge of the space or to enclose
the plaza within. They are, from
the discernable evidence in the
place itself, simply a gimmick, the
trace of a design move not made, an
announcement (hardly necessary
one would suppose) that the build-
ing does not fill out the block. They
make the citizen aware, perhaps,
that this is an unprecedented
building, a curiosity, perhaps even

a joke. One can’t help but suppose
that their more explicit purpose
was to demonstrate the architect’s
awareness of what passes (or once
passed, since it’s now several years
later) for architectural knowledge
in the early 1980s, namely, that an
“urban building” fills the block;
that fragments of a well-known
form may be suggestive of the
whole; that curtain wall panels are
simply the skin of a building; and
(most vociferously) that the inter-
dictions of Mies van der Rohe no
longer hold sway in Chicago. These
are useful insights for architects
perhaps but not precisely the stuff
of which great public visions are
made. In any case, the execution of
these fragments is too thin to bear
further exploration, too obvious to
sustain inquiry. The gesture that
was fragmented was neither strong
enough nor relevant enough to bear

dissolution. In short, the fragments
are a throwaway line in the midst of
a big show.

The big show, of course, is inside,
and it is indeed quite a show. The
sun shines into an astonishingly
large rotunda-atrium that is roofed
and walled on two sides with glass—
a winter garden like none you’ve
ever seen or, more closely still, a
launching platform awaiting its
missile. All of it is provisional, with
no effort at explanation. The walls
of the drum are a miasma of open-
railed passages and walls dissolved
in mirrored colors. Great openwork
stairs similar to the fire escapes that
once threaded across the back alley
silhouettes of Chicago lead the eye
up toward the roof from which

they hang. Only in the roof trusses
is there comprehensible pattern:

a network of trusses with no
discernible means of support. This
is an environment, not a structure,
a fantastic act of will that is to

be taken at face value, dressed

in a stagey coverall of technical
ingenuity. It yields neither to
empathy nor to inquisition. It is
simply a phenomenon, a show you
won’t forget.

The bottom several floors are filled
with shops and restaurants, a
multilevel space of the sort that

is familiar now from shopping
centers, but it is nonetheless
engaging as a peopled scene, with
movements in all directions on
several levels, flowing escalators,
exposed elevators, tables and chairs
galore, and plenty of railings to lean
out over and survey the passing
scene. Not surprisingly, on a



Saturday morning the main floor
was filled with extras being filmed
walking briskly through, sauntering
provocatively along the balcony
rail, stopping in the midst of paths
to exchange a last few words. It
was as though they were filming

a William H. Whyte extravaganza,
with costuming that was suitably
diverse (though perhaps just a bit
too natty) and with a racial mix
that was commendably balanced.
[t was altogether believable, not
stranger, really, than any other of
the fictions of urbane city life that
have been constructed in Chicago’s
Loop and the various central
business districts of America.

These fictions follow three general
modes: Captains of Industry,
Patrons of Rationality, and Art and
Entrepreneurs of Environment.
There are buildings of the carly part
of the century that construct a
world of tight streets, classically
derived orders, and stone. They
project a world of Captains of
Industry carrying civilization and
technology forward with the help of
a dutiful crew. The matrons of the
crew are provided great places to
shop in. The seriousness of the
enterprise was manifested in
permanent materials, stone (or terra
cotta meant to look like stone),
and carefully contrived details
executed with a craftsman’s skill (or
manufactured to seem so—skill
once or twice removed, but a craft
mastered one way or another).

This vision of urbanity was
gradually cheapened until it lost
authority and was swept away by

. 6 Entry colonnade.
the Patrons of Rationality and Art, Photograph by James R. Steinkamp.
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who conceived the city (with a lot
of encouragement from architects)
as a plane upon which to dispose
idealized objects, unblemished by
any evidence of the tawdry world of
daily provisions. This can be seen
most clearly in the federal office
building, next door to the new state
office building. It is on a flat paved
plaza with a flat paved glass lobby
and a giant work of Picasso
standing forth alone in the wind.
This building is serious, still, clearly,
carefully, almost painfully studied.
Its architects were intent on doing it
just right, on being approved for
the care with which each act of
building was considered.

Now we have the era of consumers
having fun. Urban life here and
elsewhere has been conceived by
the Entrepreneurs of Environment
as an extended lunch hour, a
pageant of casual encounters and
festive shopping, with evocative
environments cast around in
evident unseriousness.

The respective urban scenes,

the public realms that are thus
constructed, vary in their import, in
the visions of collective life they call
forward., What difference do they
make? Are we moved by their
respective messages? Does the
vision stick? Are there standards

to apply? What might we expect
from a suitable public realm? The
answers all depend on the power
and purpose of myth and whether
myths can be constructed or, of
necessity, must grow out of the
rampant energies of society as they
intersect with the permanent
conditions of being.
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In a conventional public building,
the symbolism is all established and
directed; the building forms are
representative, and its inhabitants
are assigned appropriate roles. The
mode is one made familiar in
government buildings throughout
the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. In the Chicago state office
building, everything is a part of the
spectacle, but your use of it is
undirected. The spectacle is a
casually related event that hovers
over a set of transactions and
activities that are formed freely
within it. It is a monument simply
to the act of being there. It has no
designated meanings; it is instead a
memorable form to which people
will attach their own asociations, a
framework that they are free to fill
out with the stuff of their own daily
lives. Yet on this scale, and with the
weight of significance the state
building necessarily bears, this
seems not enough. It should refer
beyond itself if to nurture a
common bond for its citizens is a
part of its intent.

Ten years ago or so I argued, in an
article titled “Five Ways to People
Places,” that architecture should
turn our attention to people, should
remind us, in so far as it can,

that we live among others and
that each is a center of initiative
and imagination. Our culture
needs, 1 contend, to care more
about its participants and less
about technology and power and
abstraction.

It seemed then that the new breed
of shopping environment that
was developing was exciting and

hopeful, that we could discover that
it was really in the pleasures of
human exchange that our public
realm would find meaning and
purpose. It seems less so now.
Showing people to each other has
merits but not enough. The scene is
amusing but not gratifying. Being
in the throng may bring a rush

of either terror or recognition, but
it does not sustain attention,
Watching people mill past objects
they might buy, commit themselves
to environments and foods of
diverse origins, stand in line at the
banking machine, or stare blankly
at other people is not a way of
learning much, especially if what we
see mirrors ourselves. What we wish
to know and learn, what we wish to
encounter, are qualities of mind and
sympathy, to observe how others
deal with each other, to learn of
their works, to recognize lineage
and invention, to be made aware of
qualities that we might emulate or
recommend unto our children. We
wish, in fact, to find through our
encounters with the public some
forms of ethical thought.

This would lead us, I presume to
seek a public realm that would
encourage investigation, that would
let us see people through the
medium of their works, to judge
actions in relation to context. We
would seek a public realm of true
encounters, where it is possible

to make judgments regarding

the appropriateness of observed
responses, to perceive the mind and
sensibility at work. Following this
line of thought will lead us to the
importance of formalization—
setting things into a frame of



reference that distances perceptions
and sets a context for examination.
Returning to the State of lllinois
Center, it would appear that its
proposition that state bureaucratic
work is like any other but affiliated
with a more wonderous scene may
be seen on the one hand as a useful
deflation of pomp. On the other
hand, it can be seen as inherently
corrupting, with government
understood to be just another form
of business——in this case housed in
a building that is callous in its
disregard for convention and bent
on a form of display that creates
spectacle in and for itself without
mediating intentions.

The one obvious effort to make a
symbolic tie to civic tradition is the
placement in its recessed center of a
paving pattern directly related to
that of the Campidoglio on the
Capitoline Hill in Rome. Whether
wholly or only half-intended to
make the connection with Rome,
the gesture is hollow. The paving of
the Campidoglio is on a convex
form, recalling the hill on which

it sits, and is occupied in its center
by a statue of Marcus Aurelius, a
revered tie with the earlier Rome.
The Chicago paving is flat and
empty. Chicago is flat, too, but

one could hardly suppose that
underneath that floor there is earth.
Indeed earth is hard to imagine here
at all. We stand not between earth
and sky, as Christian Norberg-
Schulz would have it, but enmeshed
in webs of steel, glass, and hype.

Perhaps you will say, “What’s wrong
with creating a great people place
with all the means available to you?

Chicago can always use another
tourist attraction. What could be
better than to create a memorable
spectacle that can be identified with
the life of the state.”

It would be better to make the
public realm in ways that sustain
investigation, that accommodate
many imaginings; to make settings
in which one can attend to the
transactions of people on issues that
matter. It would be better to give a
structure for experiencing
individuals in the public realm, for
being able to know and understand
the works of men and women from
dimensions of time that exceed the
present. Solidity in time is not casily
achieved, and in this building it is
hard enough to grasp and difficult
to imagine keeping a storehouse of
civic memories.

To grasp and keep (to use Christian
Norberg-Schulz’s terms) has an
unfortunately acquisitive tone,
because it is so easily associated
with things rather than with
concepts. Yet our personalities are
made up of those memories and
response patterns that we keep. And
our collective life, the public of
which we can become a part, is that
set of ideas and experiences that we
hold in common with others. The
way in which these are represented
and made concrete in the spaces
that we share is a major qualifier
of how we consider each other. It

is a matter for contention, then,
whether our buildings and public
places would have us believe that
individuals are important; whether
they would remind us of the
thoughts and considerations our

predecessors have given to similar
circumstances; whether they
embellish our perceptions of place
and serve as discernable landmarks
in the construction of our public
persona, whether they intimate that
there is importance in times that
will follow.
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4 Entry Plaza,

Photograph by James R. Steinkamp.
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I came upon the new State of
Iinois Center in Chicago while
taking a walk during a break in a
conference. Actually, [ had seen it
from a distance a few hours earlier
in a taxi and wondered what it was,
perhaps some new athletic facility
or performance hall of one sort or
another mixed with an office
development. The round shape and
sloping walls may have generated
that response.

Now, however, 1 was experiencing
the State Street Mall, or whatever
it’s called, I was disappointed: just
some trees on one side, then some
trees on the other; no strong use
of landscape; a little bit of this
and that, [ might have expected
such a design in a small city (but
then Iowa City has done its own
central streets so very well), not in
Chicago, a big, tough, wonderful
city, or on “State Street, that great
street. . . .7

Walking on, or just off of, State
Street I saw, again, what I was to
learn was the State of 1llinois and
thought I should find out just what
it was, expecting to see, somehow,
a marquee and ticket booths and
posters announcing coming events.
I couldn’t see what was inside, so

I walked in. It’s not an athletic
facility, but maybe it is a per-
formance hall.

I thought then, and think now, that
it is a strange building. At first |
was confused. Where do you walk
to get to where you might want

to go? How would you get around
on the different floors if you
worked there? Despite the apparent

obvious flow, there seemed to be
confusion. Perhaps it was just my
vantage point, or maybe it was all
the lights and uneven reflections.
Does the circulgtion work? There
seemed so many ins and outs and
separate pieces. The confusion was
not just one of orientation; it was
sensuous as well, so much shine and
glitter and glitz, so stylish, so of-
the-moment. But then, most of the
clothes I buy aren’t stylish. Most of
them I can wear for a few years;
not all, but most. Won’t a space and
materials and detailing like this be
out of fashion soon? Maybe not,
but maybe.

Along with the glitter there is a
sense of thinness and fragility.

Over time, who will maintain and
wash all the windows that surround
the lobby (and more) and polish all
the shiny surfaces. Those surfaces
have to be shiny, always. It’s like a
black Alfa Romeo Spider Veloce.
Dust is its greatest enemy. How
vulnerable, I wonder, is this state
office building?

Overall, being in that lobby made
me think of being inside of a
transparent 1950s jukebox.

Outside, the paper-thin impressions
continue, Why the thin false walls
in front of the circular columns,

as if to separate the facade from

the structure and show that how
it’s done is a great virtue. But,

more important, why this building
shape? How does it relate to the
grid of streets? What does it gain
from or give to, its surroundings?
Why all the activity, the restaurants,
the shops, on the inside? What is

there for the street or the space?
Maybe the site is too big, or maybe
the building could have been lower
(God forbid!) and used more of
the site. What spaces are created
outside? None of the answers, in
positive terms, were, Or are,
apparent to me.

It is a big building. It does gain
attention.

I walked across to Murphy’s civic
center building, the one with the
Picasso sculpture and the large
plaza in front. Rain started, then
stopped. It was getting on to late
afternoon of an early spring day.
That building and that space and
the building across from it seemed
so solid and strong and right. That’s
a bit of a surprise. I would have
thought I would want more activity
and animation.
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