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PrErFaTORY MNOTE

50 it is not a comprehensive assesstmient of any of the individual
eritics concerned. The writings of many of the scholars discussed
in the boak have variery, richness, and a vast range of insights from
which we can continually profit, so that when 1 criticize one aspect
of their achievement it is with no wish to raise questions about che
value of the whole but merely to contribute to a discussion of one
theme in the study of architecture. Of no one over the past century
is this more true than Prsfessor Sic MNikolaus Pevsner. With his pro-
digicus learning, energy, and enthusiasm for his subject he has been
more successful than any cribic since FLuskin in opening the reluc-
tant eyes of Englishmen to works of art. Moreover, his almost
incredible achievemnent in initating and completing the Buildings of
England series has made it possible for Englishmen of all types w
understand anid appreciate their architectural inheritance to an
extent that would have been thought incenceivable before the war,
All this is not in doubt and our debt of gratitude can never be ade-
quately expressed. Without wishing to question the value of that
achievement — of which, as a former pupil of Professor Pevsner, [
have been 2 fortunate beneficdary — [ would like to feel free o
examine one of its postulates.

Finally, 1 would like to thank my friends inside and outside
Peterhouse, in particular Professor Edward Shils, for helping me in
writing this book.

Peterhonse, Cambridge, 1975 D]

Introduction

Exactly a century separates the publication of Pugins Cantrists in
1836 from Pevener’s Piesteers of the Mederr Movement in 1036, With
a simular crusading tene each book argued for the adaption of a
form of architecture ot widely popular in England at the time of
writing: Gothic in Pugin’s case. Internaunnal Modenn in Pevsner’s.
Yet, despite the great difference hetween thrse two types of archi-
tecture, both critics use the same kind of argument to chanipion the
cause of their chosen tvpe: that it is not just a style but a ratonal
way of building evoived inevitably i response to the needs of what
society really is or ought to be, and to question s forms is certainly
anti-social and probably immoral. In the present book, therefime,
we shall cutline the development in architectural writing since the
sighteenth century of 2 tradition of ignoring the inysterions origins
and the importance of “style” and of explaimng architectnre away as
3 consequendce ot manifestation of something else. This ‘samething
else’ will he whar happens e interest the particular critic most
rebigion. polifics, socioloyry, philosoplly, ranonalism, technology,
German theories of space or of the spirit ol the age. T he line of
development from Pugin to Pevsier will be traced, taking i such
wiiters as Viollet-le-Duc, Lethaby, Te Corbusier, and Giedion.
ParLlicukat attention will be paid to Professor Sir MNikelaus Pevsoer
because his works are the richest in the carpus of architecroral Tin-
crature in recent (nes.

We shall uot propose that architecture should be interpreted and
judged solely in terms of visual style nar that that s the way in
which it was interpreted untid the eighteenth cenmury. The idea that
arclittecture s basically generated as a response to pracecal denands
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Was conitnon te ancient and to medieval philosophers, as was dis-
cussioh about the connection between the good, the beautifid, and
the moral. But in the nuniinous vision of the universe developed
by Placo and Agquinas, architecture was essentially pecipheral. The
extreme thechanistic and moral justifications of architectural forn
associated purticulatly with Viollet-le-Duc and with Pugin, to look
no further for the moment, form a theoretical tradition which s
scatcely supported by any interpretaton of architecture found in
Plato or Aquinas. This theoretical aadition is sometimes supposed
to justify the forms of modern architecture, et if those forms are
te be ustified - and it probably does not matrer for the moment
whether they are or not — then that Jusuhication would have
nothing to do with the supposed “theory of modern architecturs’
because there is no such theory, or ar any rite none that has not
been used o justify totally different sevies of architecture during the
past two centuries, What is often overlocked is that from Plato to
Chaisy there existed architectural maditions, mainly Classical or
Cothic, so strong that successive debates abont style wete generally
contained within them. Thus the solely rational or technical expla-
mations of architecture were subordinated to that antecedent
pictore of what architecture would look like, so that their inade-
quacies never became apparent. Without this antecedant picture
such explanations destroy architecture and lead only to hut-
worship.T This is made perfectlv clear by the weitngs of the great-
est theorist of neo-Classical architecmre in the eighteenth cenmory,
Laugier, whose mechanistic and primitivist nterpretation led him
to establish the hut of primitive man as the ideal and normative
type of building. However, because Laugier lived in an age which,

whatever fantasies it indulged, did net ultimately question the

supremacy of the Classical style or of Antiguity as the norm, his
simplistic and destructive theories were necessarily rendered harm-
less. Instead, they played a role in creatitiy a stylistic transfortiution

from Baroque to nea-Classical within an existing Classical tradition

T Sec ). Rvkwert, € Aden’s Howse in Paradive, Museum of Modermn Art, New
York, To68,
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- the ‘classical language ol architecture’ in Suthimerson’s phirase —
which Langier accepted ns the norm aknost unconsciousty. The
same is true of Pugin who said the same things about Gothic that
Laugier had said about Classical architecture. In fact Pugin knew
before he formulated his theories what he wanted architectore to
look like. If one did not know that what Pugin happened to be
defending was Gothic architecture one would certainly not guess
frorn his supposed principles. How, for example, can his austere
dortrine that ‘there should be no features aboue a building which
are not necessary for convenience, comstruction, or pmpriet}r'l be
supposed to justify the spire of Salisbury Cathedral and not the
pertco af 5t Marnn-in-the-Fields? The way the doctrine col-
lapses when applied to real bnldings of imaginative quality has
never been sulficiently emphasized and it has consequendy been
used to sell modern architecture o an audience prepared to beheve
that there is ouly one logical solution to the problems presented w
an archiatect by each new conumnission. In fact there are a hundred
and one solutions, and the one adopted will always depend pardy
on the current fashionable notions of what buildings cught to look
like.

Three of the wost persistent explanations of architecture —
terms of {1} religion, sociology, or pohtics, {2} the spirit of the
age; and (3} 3 radanal or technological justification — can be seen
as respectively English, German, and French in engim. It 1 tiet,
of course, always easy or possible to separate them. Moreowver,
pervading many of these approaches is a romantic and collectivist
populisn which believes chat the architect has no imagination or
will of his own but is merely the ‘expression’ of the ‘colicctive
unconsctows’, We shall find this thetne in the writings of Lechaby
and Herbert Read. With Pugin, though all three approaches are
present, the first is manifestly the most important. A frenzied and
sommetimes  confused convert w Boman  Catholicism, Pugin
claimed in Comirasis (18360 the same doctrinal justitication for
the formis of church architecture as (or the truchs of the Church’s
teachings. It was a unique heresy which the Church mighn well have
condemned had she thought about it
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In fact long before he became a Catholic Pugin had vvidently
rstablished, solely nn grounds ol aesthetic taste, that Gotlic was the
perfect style, but in liis writings he obscures that poind and iniplies
thar he selected Gothic because it was the embodiment of Catholic
doctrine and serucouial rationality. Ieis clear, however, thae like the
rational approach of Viollet-le-idue and others, Pugin® approach
does not begin to explaim and jostify the forms of Gothic architec—
ture. The Cutholic Church, regarding lierself as the permanent
exponent of revealed truth, can claim thar her members belicve
cisentially the same doctrines in 1977 a5 in 1477, though their
implications may in the meantime have been more {ully developed
and undestond, Yet the forms of chureh architectsre of the owo
periads are totally different. In other words, the differences cannot
be explained away in terms of truths or doctrines which believers
nwst regard as permanert and unchanging,

The religious interpretation is not fashionable today, bur one
vowsequence of it certainly is. This is the belief that architecture
expresses social, moral, and phifosophical conditions, and that if
ene knows enough about such conditions in a given pericd one can
theretore predice what ies architeceure will be and declare whar i
showld be. This view can be seen in some ways as the legacy of
Winckelmann and, ironically, strongly coloured the work of Bugin.
It sees architecture as an instrument for the attainment of social
policy emploved o achieve supposedly ‘moral’ ends. Thus for
Giedion ‘contemporary architecenre wkes its seart in oa reosal
probleny . .. [and wlhere it] has beenr allowed to provide a new
setting for contemporary life, this new setting has acted in turn
upon the fife fom which it springs. The new atmosphere has led
te change and development in the conceptions of the people who
live oo ie."

The nation that ene could argue whether architecture might
actually be 'true’ in the sense thal une could debate the truth of
religtous doctrines is another legacy of Pugin’s which has been of
tar-reaching consequence. If architecture is seen as something that
can be truthful it must be immoral Gor it o tell a lie, and this belicf
runs through the French rationalists aid the Enplish Arts and Crafts
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theorists to  twentieth-century  propagandists, Viollet-le-Duc,
Morris, Berlage, Frank Lloyd Wright, Le Corbusier have all
believed that their work was generated by truth to materials, Yet
even when they used the same materials they always worked in
completely different and immediately distinguishable styles. The
idea that what distinguished one ohject from another is not stvle but
morality has been very clearly stated by Pevsner who argued that
‘sham materials and sham technique’ are ‘immoral’
The second of our interpretatians of architecture is 2s an expres-
sion of the spirit of the age. Like the furst, this sees the determi-
nants of style and the criteria for assessing archicectural style as lying
outside architecture, It is particularly strong in the German-Swiss
art-historical tradition from Burckhardt and Walflin to Giedion
and Pevsner. To criticize somne of the results of this tradition is not,
of course, to deny that all history is necessarily selective and that
the art historian must therefore have some organizing principle,
somte antecedent idea, before he approaches a particular period.
This may simply be a keen ability to perceive commen aims, visual
and spiritual, in apparenty dissimilar objects or achievements, At
some moments these common aims and themes will seem so domi-
nant in so wide a variety of media and flelds of intellectal and
social activities that we can reasonably speak ol a spirit of the age,
though this may only mean that men were more swayed by fashion
thens than at other times, Indeed, it may be impossible to write
interesting art history without taking into account the extent to
which fashions sometimes become so popular that they can domi-
nate the mood of an age. However, art historians have often turned
this taol of delicate inguiry into a crude bludgeoning weapon to be
used against individval personalitics in a process of niaking gener-
alizations about the inevieability of particular changes. But we
simply do not know why men become anxious o follow ditfferent
faslions at diflerent times. We do know, however, that since our
personalities are highly complex, the reasons can only be cqually
complex: they will range from the trivial ta the profound and same
of then will be unconscicus. We know, too, that our inclination teo
enjoy a thing precedes any attempt to rationalize or defend that
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enjoyment.” This chronology should therefore be taken into
account in any interpretation of such rationalizations or defences.

The case with which the cultural historian can distory or abuse
Ins sense for the mood of an age is illustrated in the view expressed
by Read that to him between the wars ‘it seemed elementary that
a belif in Marx should be accompanied by a behef in, say, Cézannc;
and that the development of art since Cézanne should interest the
completely revolutionary mind as much as the development of
soctalist theory since Proudhon.’ For Reead

the cause of the arms is the cause of revolution. Every reason — histo-
rical, economic, and psycholugical - points to the fact that art is only
healthy in a communal type of sociery, where within one organic
consciousness all modes of life, all senses and 3l frcultics, function
freely and harmeniously. We in England have suffered the severest
form of capitalist exploiation . .. We have na wste because we have
no freedom;, we have no freedom because we have ne faith in our
common humanity.?

Pead’s argument is that the Zeirgeist, the “one organic couscious—
ness’, inherent in 4 cohesive collectivist society will inewvitably
express itself in ‘healthy” art, the whole forming an indissoluble
unity as it makes steady progress towards the complete fulfilment
of the wevolutionary ideal. However, although we know or think
we know what themes, techniques, and materials men chose to
adopt and to reject in the various historical periods we study, we
must not in every case conclude that it was all a reflection of the
inevitable progress of an all-pervasive spirit, 2 development which
could not have been other than it was without npserting the march
of history. This brings us close to what 5ir Herbert Butterfield

t As EH. Gontbrich argues, *Apologise for certain kinds of are often plead that
il we would cidy undesstand it we would also like 3. By and large, T think, the
sequence it inverted, Without first liking a game. a style, a genre, o a medivn we
are hardly able to absorb its conventions well cnough to discTiminate and uonder-
stand.” [Art Mistory ard the Social Sdemes, Chxfood, 1975, p. §7.)
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called ‘the whig interpretation of history' and what 5ir Karl Popper
described in the following words as ‘historicism’: "Historicism is
out to find The Path ot which mankind is destined ro walk; 1t 15
ot to discover The Clue ta 1istery.™ 1t is the combination of this
aimn with a fervent belief in the Zeitgeist which is responable for the
line taken by many historians of modern architecnure. The histo-
rian of modern culture, who believes that if 3 Zeitgeist docs not
exist it ought to be created, will inevitably ignore or candemn
those wha question what sre, or what he believes ought to be, the
current orthodoxies. [n this way even the general public has been
persnaded that it ought to believe that certain current modes,
whether it likes them or not, have an authority and an inevitabil-
ity which it would be improper to question. A consequence of this
view in the field of architecoure is expressed succinetly and charae-
terstically by Pevsner when he writes of Marshall Sisson’s substan-
tial rebuilding of Okeaver Hall in the 1550 that “to add
nro-Georgian to real Georgian' is an act the need for which ‘one
must be permitted to deny’.” But what can it mean to imply that
it is ‘real’ for Lord Butlington to look back to Palladio but not for
Sisson to look back to Vanbrugh? This denuding of the arnst of all
cultural resonances, of all possibihty of a tradition of his own,
derives from a historicist and Zeitgeist-inspired belief that human
nature has changed radically, that 3 new man has been born who
must either learn to express himself in a radically new way which
15 externally dictated by economsc and political conditions, or must
hirnself be changed radically in order to conform to these new con-
ditions. But according to an older belief, human pature does not
alter frum generation to generation. Moreover, artists develap ra-
ditions which are capable of interpretation and development by
other artists. It is these facts which make possible the survival and
development of tradition in a culture, though the forms adopted
will have different meanings for different prople at different omes,
and possibly also at the same tme since individuals may differ as
much from other individuals living at the sane tine as they do
frotn those hving at other tmes.

What we have called the historicist and  Zeitgetsi-inspired
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hi;tﬂrian will tend to regard modern collectivist ideas as right; he
_wﬂi be ever amxious to deal wholesale with humanity’, to I;he]
individuals as types, to identify themt in classes, and to seek for total
-':Drluilstency throughout all fields of intellectual, social, and spiritual
activity. He believes in a state which 5 antagonistic 1o all groupings
which come between it and the individual and which will allow no
real power or autonomy to any subordinage structures, ranging from
the family to the corporation. He expects to find in the past the
same total consistency with a single overriding principie or pattern
which he thinks political organization is trying o establish in che
present. But if we begin to concentrate our awention on the indi-
wdu‘:ﬂ we will know from looking into ourselves that this supposed
consistency with 2 dormnant pattern, casy enough to believe in
v..rhen We are concentrating on theoretically constructed types
s?mp]y does not exist in fact. Nevertheless, this direction of attcn:
tion away from the individual and from the particular traditions of
the varivus arts with which the individual athist Interacts, has been
a powcrful influence on the assumptions which underly much
twennticth-century art history. These assumptions echo in varying
d;grces Alois Riegl’s notion of Kunstwolien which itnplies that the
:.-.rﬂl of the individual is powerless against the fefos of art and thac jt
is not the artist buc art thas ‘wills’. Professor E.H. Gombrich has
dm_ﬂ.'n attention to the history of this tradition in art-historical
writings, but less notice has been taken of the history of architec-
tural history.
| The third of the three interpretations which we have identified
i5 the rational or technologicalt From at least the eighteenth
:‘.enmry. French crities, whether propasing Classical, Gothic, or
modern’ atchitectuee, have generally argued thac it was or should
be the natural outcome uf a rational intellectual discipline applied
to thf: solution of measurable practical or technological problems.
The Fnadequacy of this view tmay be instanced by the vault of a
Gothie church where the details may be rationally worked our in
themselves bur are essentially 2 means to an end which cannot be

T Sec ELL. de Zutko, Origing of Fanitionalis Theery, Colombia ULE, 1y37.
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rationally justified since the real roof to the church s the lead and
timber teof visible from ouside though not from inside, The kind
of imaginative leap involved in the decision w have an elaborately
ornamented stone vault ag all cannot be ignoted when we describe
how Gothic buildings camie into being or when we draw up a pro
gratmmne Lor a present-day architecture, The mechamsue interpre-
tation of Gathic is partcularly associated with Viollet=le-Dhe who
sutnmarized it when he wrote: “There are in architecture — 1f ['may
thus express myself — two indispensable modes in which truth must
be adhered to, We must be true i respect of the programme, and
true n respect of the constructive processes,”” Here is the begin-
ning of what we might calt the ‘programme-worship’ of maodern
architectural theorists who believe that the elaborate specifications
which rhe modern client, often a public body, hands to architects
and engineers in the form ol a ‘programme’ will and should dicate
their vwn architecrural solution. Sir Jolin Sunuuerson, 2 partcular
admirer of Viollet-le-Ig, has generally mainlained too sophist
cated and independent a stand to ally himself to the cause of the
crusade we shall be investgating in the present book. Nooe the
less, his published lecture of 1057, ‘The Case for a Threory of
Madern Architecture’, was pre-occupied with the search for 4
‘source of unity’ in twentieth-centry architecture and proposed
that ‘the programne as the source of unity 1s, so far as [ can see,

the one new principle involved inn modern architeciure .. Tt s
part of my case for a theory of modern architecture that it it the
source. 'l

Significandy, the inadeguacy of this view was exposed by a his-
torian, Revner Banlam, and by an architect, Peter Sinithson, in the
discussion which fallowed Summerson’s lecture. Bathatn pointed

ot that

t Sumneerson 1Llhﬁ€i.]l]fl][]‘;' withdrew B this pu;itil_m annd wernke of bis R_LB. A
lecrume of ags7: T bad Lo give the paper — 1 had committed pryself and ic was duly
printed, but that was the moment at wiech 1 stopped besng an aechitectural propa

pandist and. mdeed, an anchitectural critic at all’. {Arehrrectural Ascortatane Jorraal,

beww, Teh, 1o, po 1470
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when Gropius was thinkimg about the Baubaus teaching programme
he thought of it in terms of neat rectangular rooms or drew rectatigles
;u.:d circles connected by long straight lines. like the circulation
diagram of a Hertfordshire schuol. Onee you stzrted to think about

the programme of the bulding vou were committed to a set of
symbolic forms,

Smitlson put the same fundamental point in a tore general way:

To say that you can evolve a form from a soeial progranme or fom
an analysis of the sitvatton in terms of flow and s on is meaningles,
because analysis without the formal content, the archirects particu-
lir specialisation, has one factor missing from it.

T]’!E_,‘ comments of Banhant and Smithson go some way to detno-
]Jshl_ng what we have called the morally insinuating and widely dis-
5E-.1ru.na1:::|:| argument that modern architecture exercises some
special unassailable claim over us since it is not a “style’ which we
ate free to like or dislike as we choose, but is the expression of some
utichallengeable ‘nced” or requirement inherent in the twentieth
century with which we must conform. This frequentiy repeated
argument i5 wholly arbitrary: those who propose it construct first
::rf" all a picture of twentieth-century society to which they then
impute ‘needs’ and as a result demand that architecture must
Fwnﬁ:rm with those needs. The technique is succinctly expressed
in Pevsner's threatening assertion that ‘vnless a further 1evelling of
social differences takes place in this country, no steady development
towards the aims of the Modern Movement is possible.™ But the
‘needs’, of course, are the invention of the critics who speak of
them, They are needs only in so far as they are neaded to realize the
beliefs assuciated with a particular political or social PrOgrarne
which could only be iniposed by a party but which may by no
tneans be widely shared. Even if they were widely shared they
would have no necessary moral standing and certaindy o proper
a.ud'lDIit}’ over art and architecture. This technological, mechanis-
tic, and political approach has affinities with the rwo approaches we
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have already defined: thase of monality and of the spirit of the apge.
[n this third approach we are again faced with the imposition of 4
criterion external to architectural style itselll In this case it s an
arbitrarily chosen technological, political, or sucial 'mecessity’
Programme-worship and the technological approach have
recently gained new support from those whose approach to archi-
tecture canmot but supgest that the forms of architecture can be
generated by mathematical modelling and the use of the computer.
The implication hete is that all human desires can be discerned by
statistical, sociological, and psychological surveys angd can be
expressed numerically so that, as one modern crine has put i,
‘architecture is the system of controls on which the arrangement of
the urban scene is based".'" The inadequacy of this as an explana-
tion of the forms of modern architecture can easdy be shewn ina
building which, ironically, is clevated to key status in Reyner
Banhanis The Architeciure of the Well-temipered Environment. 1y6g.
This is the Roval Victoria Hospital in Beliast of 1903. a negleceed
pioneer in the introduction of air-condioning. Bt the point we
should note is that the sophisticated system of air conditioning was
conceived as part of a building designed in a wholly tradinonal
Victorian style. In other words, the presence of advanced techno-
logy need not determine the form of the building which contans
it. The architect can certainly decide that he wanes his building o
look like a building that contains advaneced technology, but that s
an aesthetic decision which we should be free to accept or reject as
we wish. None the less, the old views die bard. Sir Leslie Martin
was still able to arpue, in a paper called “Architects” approach to
Architecture’ published in the R./IB.A. Jourmal in 1967, that
modern architecture rested ‘on an important shift of attendon and
process’ that took place in the 1yzos and 19305 and from which
‘three powerful lines of thought appeared’. These he defimed as
follcws:

The frsr came from the passionaely held helief that there had to be
some kind of complete and systematic re-exanunation of lhutan
needs and that, as a result of this. oot only the frnn of buildags, but

TS
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the total environment would be changed, The second line of
thought, interlacking with this, was simply that changg in the form
of buildings, ot envirenuent, would only be achieved cwnpletely
through the full use of modern technology. These twa ideas pro-
duced a third, which was that cach architerural problemn should be
ronstantly reassessed and thought ot afresh. ™

The so-ralled *homan needs’ are defined arbitrarily, arrogantly, and
with a complete disregard for the importance of eradition as a puide
to the architrct. The article was accompanied by illostrations
depicting the realization of these principles in the form of Martins
scheme for the “development’ of Whitehall, first published in 1965
as Whitchatl: a Plan for o National and Governmient Centre, These pro-
posals, which were subsequently dropped by a Labour government,
involved the elimination of numerous buildings of interest through-
vut 4 vast area both in and near Whitehall from the smallest shop to
the largest public building. The large-scale descruction, suctally and
architecturally, of a histotic environment in favour of the creatjon
of 4 ‘national centre’, Mustrates clearly the dangers artendant upon
the assumption by architects that they have soine special social
mussion allegedly based on a ‘complete and systematic re—examing-
oon of human needs® so as to ‘change the tatal environment',
However, Martin attached so much significance to the principles of
the Whitehall scheme that he set up a research group at the
Cambridge Schoul of Architecture where they could be developed
and extended. This was known. significantly, as the ‘Centre for
Land Use and Buile Form Seudies’, a title which indicated cleariy
erroligh a belict that archirecrure as an art involving taste, imagina-

tion, and schelarship should finally be sbolished and replaced by a

screntifically plotted Utopia in which gimed collectivist man with
all his wants defined by technilogy and gratified by cotnputerized
planning would contentedly tke his apportioned place as in some
gigantic rationalistically constricted beehive, 1

I Far a fuller zccount of ehe werk of this 'Centre”, see R Scrien, "The
Architecture of Stalinisen’, Carebridge Review, wl, xcix, t Mow. 1470, pp. 3641
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What is ipnored in most of the interpretations we have so far ocut-
lined is that architecture is an art with its own maditions, and not a
science, so that its concern with image-making'? is at Jeast no less
vital than its solution of practical problems. Thus, as Mark Girouard
put it, modern architecture ‘has failed almost completely, for
instance, to produce images of enjoyment or entercainment, or
images of domesticity with which any large number of people can
identify’."* Moreover, ideas on what is or is not practical and con-
venient vary 50 muach from ene individual, coantry, and time 1o
another that an architecture devised solely as a ‘communal service'
based on the fulfilment of "practical requirements’ defined by archi-
tectural and academic doctrinaires, mighe nhimately be found more
unpractical than one which gave stress to other considerations. An
analogy with costume, an important subject largely neglected by art
historians, may be helpful here. Like architecture, costume might
be supposed by some to fulfi! a basically practcal role, yet, like the
architect, the costume desigmer st create an image with which
the public wishes to identify and it is perhaps surprising how little
the public is concerned with what planners would deem pracncal.
An unhappy example of this in coswme would be the craze for
‘platform shoes’; a happy example in architccture would be the
Palladiany willa in early eighteenth-ventury England which led
Alexander Pope to commemt wryly that modern patrons wete
‘Proud to catch cold at a Venetian door”

But since the mid-eighteenth century there has developed a con-
spiracy of silence about the truth contained in Fope's penetrating
observation. Historians and theotists have ignored that, whatever
else it may do, architecture cannot escape involvement with image-
making. Instead, they have been searching ‘for an ideological base
which would remove acchitecture once and for all from the arena
of Style and fashion’.!® 1 base from which they could propaose ruth-
lessly rationalistic and collectivist selutions to ‘the whole question
of the relationship of the total environment to commumty need'. '
Pewsner believed that the final solution of this queston had been
reached with the International Modern movement and that any
deviation fram it would be anti-social and immaoral. This guasi-
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religious comtnitment to a secular ideal acquires a particular
emphasis in men who have abandoned formal religious belief
thenwselves or who, like Pugin, have temnporarily confused religion
with architecture. Pugin argued that what he was defending was
‘ot a siyle, but a principle’,'? and that pathetic fallacy is echoed again
and again in the nineteenth and nwenticth centuries by men anxious
to cling to some objectively existing trath in 3 godless world, Thus
Ruskin wrote of the Renaissatice that ‘it is not the form of this
architecture against which I would plead. . . . But it is the moral
nature of it which 15 corrupt’;'® and even today Strling, hero of the
architecrural avanf-garde, can write of his student days at Liverponl
Schoo] of Architecture in 1945—30: "There was furious debate as to
the validity of the modetn movement, tempers were hreated and
discussion was intense, . . . Ar any rate T was l=ft witl: a deep con-
viction of the moral rightness of the new architecture. ™" The archi.
tect Marcel Breuer similarly claimed that ‘to us clarity means the
definite expression of the purpose of a building and the sincere
exptession of its seructure. One can regard this sincerity s a sort of
moral duty . . ¥

For Lethaby, as eadier for Viollet-le-Duc, the Gothic cathedral
“was not designed as beauy, it was developed along aline of experi-
ment as surely as the great ocean liners were developed”; indeed,
it his view "a noble architecoure is oot a thing of will, of desiym, of
scholarship’*? "This particular torch was kept burning by Le
Corbusier and handed on to Giedion who also asserts - indeed
tather suspiciously over-asserts — the belief that ‘there i 3 word we
should refrain from using to describe contemporary architecture -
“style”. The moment we fence architecture within a notion of
“style” we open the door to a formalistic approach. The contem-
porary movement is not 2 styte . . .'® Finally, Pevsner stated the
view in an extreme forn: when he attacked all European archicec-
ture from 1760 to 186o on the grounds that like Art Nouveay it
consisted merely of surface fashion, and that because it is basad o
individual inventiveness, a genuine aniversal seyle could niot there-
fore spring from it."* One of the developments we shall be tracing
in the following pages is the consequence of the belief that madern
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matt should build 2 new collectivistic society based om a universally
accepted moral and social consensus in which architecture would
be an unassailably "genuine’ and ‘universal’ truth no lunge.r rrmn.'ed
by the ‘individual’ and ‘inventive' traits of the old world in which
indrvidual taste and imagination were regarded as important.
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