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abstract

e research aims to rebuild connections between modernist architecture and contemporary architectural
thinking and practice. It seeks to position modern architecture, through an evaluation of the work of Polish
modernist architect Jerzy Sotan (1913-2005), as material and immaterial heritage, in order to restate its
meaning and possible ongoing relevance to architectural theory and practice. rough a cross-disciplinary
case study of the design, teaching, and theory of So tan, the thesis questions the accepted canonical vision
of modern architecture from several perspectives, asking what is Sotan's legacy. Firstly, reviewing the
historiography of modern architecture, it brings attention to the often neglected discourse of Central and
East European countries, whilst speci cally analysing So tan’s design activity in Poland. Secondly, analysing
So tan’s lifelong teaching and theoretical work, it reinstates, through his beliefs, the importance of ideals and
values instead of forms and materials into the discourse on modern architecture. As a result, the thesis aims to
answer the broader question on how the modern architecture legacy can be rede ned and assessed as heritage
through the case study of So tan’s work. It 0 ers an alternative reading of modern architecture historiography,
which calls for a reinstatement of the modern ethos, which was so misunderstood and thus criticised by late-
century postmodern critics and architects. Following So tan’s reading, modern architecture and its heritage,
while connected to the past, are projected towards the future and potentially still bear answers to important
issues. So tan's work for, and close relationship with, Le Corbusier and his direct involvement and relevance in
CIAM (Congreés International d’Architecture Moderne) and Team 10 show his relevance in core places of the
discussion on modern architecture throughout the second half of the twentieth century. As a result, through
Jerzy So tan's presence, the thesis includes new insight to the dynamics of late CIAM and Team 10, as well as
their in uence in Poland and in the United States .

e study of So tan's work starts with his texts and ideas, which lay down the basis for the analysis of his
teaching and designs. e emerging theoretical framework is centred on the ideals of beauty and poetics, in
collaboration with other arts and with science, and on a social-political vision of architecture as a contribution
to the society and to the future of human civilisation. is enables us to fully understand the meaning of his
professional and academic activity. e former, though limited due to the importance of his lifelong teaching
work, stands as an interesting demonstration of So tan's theoretical position through design work. Di erent
design teams and projects were able to engage with a number of typologies including exhibition and interior
design, religious architecture, school design, private residences, and others. In addition, the relevance and the
importance of his teaching in both Poland at the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw and the United States at
Harvard Graduate School of Design enable us, through a gathering of oral histories, to understand So tan’s
ideas, reading, and vision of architecture and modernism. His teaching — recognised in 2002 with the Topaz
Medallion for Architectural Education awarded by the American Institute of Architects and the Association

of Collegiate Schools of Architecture — stands as an important contribution to education of new generations of
architects in the spirit of modernism.

e thesis develops an original methodological synthesis of information gathered from a range of di erent
records: researching unpublished archival documents, private archive materials including diaries, and through
the taking of oral histories, both uno cial and untold, from Jerzy So tan’s former colleagues, students, and
co-workers. It combines these documents with material studies of the architecture and drawings produced.
rough this approach, the research illustrates the importance of modernist architecture as a ‘living heritage’,
tightly connected to the problems of the present-day world, recognising similar issues, and with the potential
of proposing relevant solutions to contemporary issues. It reads modern architecture as a resource, necessary fc
the development of present-day practice, and needing recognition as a legacy to be protected.



introduction

Modern architecture was not a style; it was not a tendency which now belongs to the past; it was not a
movement that was washed away by postmodernism; it was not a formalistic fever caused by new technologies
and materials. On the contrary, modern architecture positioned humankind back at the centre of architectural
discourse — a belief, which can still inspire across the world. Present-day architectural practice does have
roots deep in the modern tradition, and the heritage of modern architecture has become our everyday life.
It is safe then to repeat after architectural critic and educator Michael Spens, “modern architecture was not
destroyed as a canon and it exists again in recurring plurdlitissheroic’ foundations in the rst half of

the twentieth century electri ed architects throughout the entire world — as was clearly testi ed by the large
and growing attendance at the International Congresses of Modern Architecture throughout the years.
Entire neighbourhoods and cities were created according to modern paradigms, and many present-day issues
concerning architecture are linked to modernist theory and prddise¢heories and models of living change

and we seek to develop sustainably, the modern canon and its values continue to be challenged and updated
erefore, to study modern architecture means to look at the past while seeking for answers for the future.

Examining the work of Jerzy So tan (1913-2005) — a Polish modernist architect, educator, theoretician, and
artist, who worked and taught in France, Poland, and the United States — aims to look for such answers. e thesis
situates his entire body of work as a case study revising the still persisting assumptions in modern architecture
historiography and discourse towards the signi cance of modernity today. So tan’s continuous involvement
in the discussion on modern architecture, heavily in uenced by Corbusian ideas due to his extended contact
with Le Corbusier and to So tan's work in the Parisian atelier, along with his activity within modern groups
such as the internationally expanded CIAM or the much smaller and friendship-based Team 10, enables us
to look di erently at both the history of modern architecture and its ideals. rough his extensive writings

and lecturing, in addition to continuous design teaching at the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw and at Harvard
Graduate School of Design (where he was chairman of the Department of Architecture in 1967-1973), which
eventually gave him the prestigious Topaz Medallion for Architectural Education in 2002, he has shown not
only commitment to modern ideas, but also the capacity to in uence and pass them onto his students. anks

to this rich design and educational activity, this study aims to revise the concept of modern architecture heritage
through looking at Jerzy So tan’'s work. While fully acknowledging So tan’s activity as an artist and his notable
graphic and visual production, this research concentrates on the extensive impact of his architecture-related
activities. His artistic production remains as a background to many considerations present in this thesis, as an
important reminder architecture was considered by So tan as an art and as such, “it has to be beautiful”.

Studying So tan’s body of work, the thesis engages with the contemporary discourse on heritage. Whereas
modern heritage is generally associated with built artefacts and with material culture, the intangible and the
immaterial values present in his work bring new focus and light to the discussion. e research aims also to
engage with the current heritage scholarship and to produce an original study on So tan's body of work, which
ts into present-day research into lesser-known modernisms, and as such, it broadens the current vision of
modern architecture canon. As a result, throughout an analysis of the complex contexts of his work and the
comparison of the data gathered in the archives, through new oral histories, and through material culture,
this research aims to identify So tan’'s legaky.his work and activity have been rst limited and later often
neglected (especially due to the geopolitical reasons related to the communist regime and its propaganda in
Poland), it is the rst complete critical analysis of his Wwarlering a revised account of modern architecture

read through an example outside the iconic architects.



nding So tan — research methods and structure

e research o ers an alternative method for studying architectural history, refusing the traditional approach
which is usually limited to archival research. Instead, a more inclusive model is proposed, consisting of new oral
histories and material culture analysis to complement archival and bibliographical research. Such methodology
is claimed to be transitively applicable in future research. is cross-method approach has been dictated by
the limitations of a research based on archival data: due to how they were managed in the past, to what
documents were being conserved or rejected, archives are often partial and subversive, as in So tan's case. eir
incompleteness is then a di culty to be faced, and the void of material has been partially lled by secondary
literature and by the collection of oral histories, which have given a more complete image of the past. As a
result, they have been a crucial element of the research aimed to re-interpret the events and re-evaluate the
canon. Along with the analysis of material culture — observations, readings, and analysis of existing buildings
and drawings — these testimonies stand as one of the pillars of this di erent approach to architectural history.

e focus on Jerzy So tan's work as an example of modernist theory and practice, examining his legacy today
follows a clearly oriented line of questioning. It aims to answer the broader question on how modern architecture
legacy can be rede ned and assessed, through the case study of his work. At the basis of this issue lies the
assumption that So tan’s life-work is exemplary of a better and revised understanding of the modern canon and
its values. In order to proceed with this main problem, the thesis follows an organised re ection, which aims to
answer several questions related to Jerzy So tan’s activity. First, it analyses what the modern architecture canon
is and, through the analysis of the geopolitical and architectural context, what Jerzy So tan’s position is within
this canon. e following part of the research analyses what his legacy — as evidenced in his architectural theory,
teaching, and design — is in the light of the changing values and needs within architecture and within society.

e re ection is structured in eleven chapters, which look at di erent aspects of the context or of So tan's
work. e rst chapter sets out the broader context of the scholarship concerning heritage studies throughout

a literature review, and it is structured in three parts: starting with the understanding of history and heritage,
of the relation between them, and of their importance and meaning. In the process, it illustrates the idea
of heritage as a construct and it exempli es recent developments in heritage practice towards immaterial
elements. Secondly, it narrows the eld and it concentrates on the issues of the modern architecture heritage,
referring to its importance for present-day practice and to its criticism. e second chapter concentrates on the
methodology used in the research. It discusses the research process, explaining how di erent methods were
able to provide di erent types of data and information complementing each other. In addition, it analyses the
validity and the broader applicability of the undertaken approach.

e third chapter concentrates on the analysis of the canonical understanding of modern architecture, based on
the teaching practices today and the key texts, which continue to inform new architects. It examines critically
the approach to modern architecture historiography by analysing the global extent of the scholarship and it
positions So tan’s work in this context clearly dominated by Western European and American examples even
if more recent research into modern architectures indicates a revision of a limited and traditional vision based
on key gures and buildings. Secondly, it analyses So tan’s own reading of modern architecture and provides
nomenclature related to modern architecture based on his texts and lectures, which is used throughout the
thesis. e fourth and fth chapters analyse Jerzy So tan’s biography in the light of the architectural and
geopolitical context. is analysis stands as a necessary background to understanding the meaning of his
contribution to architecture and to contextualising his own theory and design work. e analysis is divided
into two parts — the rst (Chapter 4) concentrates on his early years and formation (at the Polytechnic of
Warsaw and during his work at Le Corbusier’s atelier in Paris), and on his activity in Poland when struggling
with the political and cultural context, which was not favouring developed re ection on modern architecture.

e second part (Chapter 5) concentrates on the international dimension of Jerzy So tan’s involvement in the
discussion on architecture, particularly in his role in the re-organisation of CIAM, in his participation in Team
10's discussions on architecture, and in his contribution to the architectural teaching at Harvard. rough these
considerations, it is possible to understand not only So tan's role, but also the reasons for his work to have been
marginalised.

e sixth and seventh chapters analyse So tan's texts and lectures explaining his architectural ideas and theory.
Providing a theoretical background both for his teaching and design analysis, these chapters aim to illustrate the
continued validity of many of the modern ideas, which have been present in his texts, and which are illustrated
by his designs. e rst part (Chapter 6) concentrates on the relation between art and architecture, modularity
(in particular, the interest in the Corbusian concept of the Modulor), and on the concept of synthesis of

arts and sciences within architecture. e second part (Chapter 7) is interested in more social-political and
anthropological questions related to housing and mass production of dwellings, to systematic design and the
importance of the programme, and to the cross-historical values present in modern architecture. e eighth
chapter concentrates on So tan’'s teaching, and it takes as the case study his pedagogical activity at Harvard
Graduate School of Design, both concerning theoretical and design teaching. It analyses So tan’s role in the
curriculum, and through an analysis supported by the briefs, reading lists, and student testimonials, it examines
the impact and the legacy of his teaching. e ninth and the tenth chapters analyse So tan's design activity,
considering both built and unbuilt designs. ey point to the continued themes and to the consistency of the
vision of architecture, which were present throughout his design work. e analysis includes architectural,
spatial, tectonic, and social issues, and comments on the design concept, use, and later maintenance and
evolution. e rst part (Chapter 9) concentrates on So tan’s work in Poland within the group of artists and
architects from the Artistic and Research Workshops at the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw. e second part
(Chapter 10) helps in understanding the consistency of the themes, as it illustrates his design activity outside
the Workshops and developed in di erent groups and teams at the time when he was teaching at Harvard.

e eleventh chapter stands as a conclusive re ection on the research, which collects the previously gathered
evidence on the importance and relevance of So tan's work, in a de nition of his legacy. rough this analysis,
which refers to all of the previously discussed aspects, the thesis is also presented as an exemplary applicatio
of a critical and historical research in the heritage conservation process. As such, it forms an opening of the
previous research results towards the application of their ndings.



towards a modern architecture heritage
to be “eternal” implies that the city has always conserved its identity
— Christian Norberg-Schuiz

In ancient Rome, a spirit called genius loci was a minor supernatural being closely tied to a speci c place, as
the embodiment of its character, its identity, and its history. It had a protective role for a house, a village or a
community. is idea was taken by Norberg-Schulz in his essay Genius loci, suggesting that an understanding
of the place’s history and its characteristics was necessary in order to grasp it§ Menttly a place’s

history, but also heritage is crucial to the de nition of human memory and identity: an idea, which is indeed the
starting point of a re ection on the relation between heritage and history. It deals with their importance and
their role in today’s reality. rough this re ection, this chapter concentrates on the theoretical framework to
historiographical research today, with its application to modern architecture history and heritage in particular.
As a result, it provides scholarship context for the following research on the legacy and heritage of modernist
architect Jerzy So tan.

In order to develop the discussion on the meaning of heritage and history, this chapter tries to de ne them in
the rst place by asking the question: what are heritage and history today? e rst part of the text concentrates

on the concept of heritage as a construct and its evolution, depending on the values praised by the society.
e discussion then moves to the second question: what is the importance of heritage for human memory
and identity? Such analysis of the importance of heritage leads towards questions on how to conserve what is
important for humanity. Finally, the chapter engages with the discussion on the issue of modern architecture
heritage and its conservation: it identi es brie y how modern architecture heritage is understood today, why it

is important, and how it may be protected.

nding heritage — what does heritage mean today?
the traditional meanings of heritage

In order to examine the value of heritage, it is necessary to consider the historiographic changes this concept
has undergone. e traditional and canonical understanding of what heritage means is shown in its de nition
from the Oxford Dictionary using words “property” and “things of value”, and giving the concept a clearly
tangible meaninglt ties heritage to a physical dimension and points to what Laurajane Smith calls a “discrete
site, object, building or other structure with identi able boundartes’early de nition of heritage converges

around the concept of an artefact, a physical and tangible object. Such an idea has long dominated the
institutional vision of heritage within organisations like UNESCO or ICOMOS (International Council on
Monuments and Sites). Until the 1970s, the most visible current in the institutional discussion on heritage was
dominated by its tangible elemefitsuch as historical buildings, artefacts, and manuscripts. Only later, at the
break of the twenty- rst century, did this o cial discourse introduce intangible elements to the earlier position,
then criticised by scholars and professiohals.

In fact, the traditional standing was agged by Smith as Authorised Heritage Discourse (AHD), which she
de ned as the position accepted and most visible through the international organisagiéitD, according

to Smith, “privileges monumentality and grand scale, innate artefact/site signi cance tied to time and depth,
scienti c/aesthetic expert judgement, social consensus and nation bufidingglue of heritage sites would

then be a top-down concept that is being de ned by highly quali ed experts and scholars who have the
knowledge to declare what is worth being considered as heritage. is model criticised by Smith relies mostly
on the traditional vision of heritage, inherited from the nineteenth century, where it is mostly tangible and




tightly tted to the cultural canon, based on the European and American realities. In this context, knowledge
of a scholar would be an element of power enabling one to gain control over space and time — the control over
what heritage is, and over what becomes and stays durable. According to Michael ompson’s “rubbish theory”,
the most desirable state for material goods is in fact their transition from transient to durable and cemented
recognition as suchiHe claims that in order to make this transition, the key factor is knowledge: “the power to
make things durable is a function of the relative extents of this control over time and space, and the control over
time and space is secured by gaining control over knowl®€dgeigreement with Smith’s view on the AHD,

such a knowledge-controlling position is indeed depicted by scholars, who have quali cations and data, thus
power. is idea of technocratic and specialist heritage dominating in the institutional discourse resulted in the
initial and well-anchored conception of heritage as a monument — a clear reminiscence of the past, strongly
marked by the ideas of aesthetics, nation, and symbolism.

heritage as a construct

However, the monument-based traditional vision of heritage discourse is misleading. Smith and other
academics have further criticised the rigid institutional model. For example, Susie West points out that there
are two types of heritage: o cial and uno ciatf. e latter is most commonly linked to bottom-up processes,
starting inside the community, as they tend to protect what is important to its members. ere would be a
clear di erence between what the experts and the people who interact with heritage mean by that word. As
the discussion started with criticism of Smith and other scholars continues, the initial institutional meaning
has been enlarged. Heritage has become increasingly centred around people rather than arourid Astefacts.
John Scho eld implies, the discourse around heritage and its identi cation needs both of them — the scholars
as more educated “thinkers” and the users as more emotionally involved “feeltaér are actually crucial

in order to perceive and to appreciate the elements that are important to the community and to its identity.
anks to their insight based on feelings and personal experiences, such elements would become heritage for
the sake of the respect of the communities. ose experiences are nowadays becoming part of the communities’
identities and they start being transformed into history that may be shared by the society as a whole. is
attitude re ects well what happens today in Poland: bottom-up initiatives emerging from the community
and certain groups aim to save the memory and conserve local lantnuedsnitiatives may be linked to

various reasons: the features in question may have no legal prafettynmay be poorly present in o cial,
publicly acclaimed collections, or simply they do not respond to the ‘canon’s¢adueatticular example

of such bottom-up initiatives will be talked about more broadly afterwards, in reference to the heritage canon.

Various historians and researchers actually tend to include in heritage more intangible aspects: Raphael Samuel
for instance urges us to consider heritage in its soci#l aolé \West and Marion Bowman propose to consider

also performances, behaviours, rituals, and practices as h8litdéegeds to a claim by Smith and Urry that “all
heritage is intangiblé*and that it is “not so much a thing as a set of values and meanings” that may be generally
applied to heritage globahlY.ese proposals tend to undermine the initially institutionally accepted de nition

of heritage as “physical”. Indeed, related to one of research projects amongst the indigenous population, Smith

claims the “act of passing on knowledge”was the actual hetfitesgguggests a major shift in understanding

of heritage as a construct: from the solid, material-based traditional understanding towards a more inclusive
concept including immaterial and uno cial elements. It shows that the understanding of what heritage is,
depends on the evolution of the society and becomes more concerned with the “feelers”.

e connection between the changes in the society and heritage leads to the idea of the latter as a process.
Moreover, an ever evolving society means that the concept of heritage will continue to change. Its understanding
passed from the idea of a monument to that of a historical site, with a wider meaning, but then it has been
transforming towards settify—- and the interaction with society pushes it towards new boundaries. It is thus

not only a process and a dynamic concept, but it dialogues with the community: it is interactive. e role of
performances ‘in’ and ‘with’ heritage is here crucial. For example, re-enactment of battles or historical events
require the participation of a society. An action ‘with’ or ‘in’ heritage may then become heritage itself: some
periodic manifestations and festivities that were bound to celebrate local heritage have now become heritage
themselves. rough repetition of actions, it is possible then to invent new traditions that will create heritage.
Such invented traditions are “responses to novel situations which take the form or reference to old sttuations”.

e present-day construction of a castle in Guédelon in France, with medieval methods deeply enrooted in the
historical context of a given period, is a clear example where re-enactment may start from scratch and become
a signi cant cultural initiative (ill. 1.2). e initial heritage of Guédelon is in fact far from being tangible — it is

the use of medieval methods of construction and the reconstruction of what the daily life of the workers looked
like. After over twenty years of construction, started in 1997, it has become itself a commonly renowned and
willingly visited part of the local cultural sites netw&rk.becomes clear then that heritage is not something

we are given — it is something we choose from the existing past and that we create: heritage is &%onstruct.
Furthermore, more recently heritage is de ned as “historic environrieat!,inclusive concept where the
environment modi ed by humanity is linked to a broader network. Such a broad de nition of heritage seems to
be more widely accepted. Today, the Cambridge Dictionary de nes it as “features belonging to the culture of a
particular society, such as traditions, languages, or buildings that were created in the past and still have historical
importance™’ e very same concept of “cultural signi cance” is associated with the places of heritage in the
ICOMOS Burra Charter from 20132 ose places of heritage may be both tangible and intangible, and they
together create a pattern, an interconnected network that de nes the culture of a given society. is de nition

is in fact very di erent from the previously quoted one from the Oxford Dictionary. Understanding of heritage

as a construct so tightly linked to the society and its constantly changing values leads to the idea that heritage
is constantly revised through the society itself, through the knowledge it holds, and through the understanding
of the past. It links inseparably the question of heritage to history.

history and heritage

e relation between heritage, society, and the knowledge of the past leads towards understanding what history
is. According to its Greek origins, the word “historia” is de ned as “inquiry, the act of seeking knowedge”.
With time, the word gained meaning connected particularly to the investigation of the past and took distance
from a broader concept of research. Since then, the discussion on what history is, has been carried on by
historians throughout time and, as Edward Carr underlines it, the answer to this question depends on one’s
background and conte®.More recently, the discussion became more vivid. It became clear that there is a
distinction between “what happened in the past”and “history” (one may simply quote Carr’s di erence between

a “fact” and a “fact of history” — the former being common with no real signi cance, whereas the latter having



more importance and in uencéjln Carr’s discourse only the “facts of history” are studied by historians as they
have repercussions on the present. Nonetheless, as he underlines, history is not about “pure facts”, but also about
their interpretation and selection. Whereas in the nineteenth century historians were more interested in the
historical facts rather than their interpretation, Carr points out that such a purist attitude and a mere collection

of facts would be incomplete and not bene étde claims that gathering of a growing number of facts will

lead only to “a vast and growing mass of dry-as-dust factual histories, of minutely specialised monographs of
would-be historians knowing more and more about less and less, sunk without trace in an oceafdasfacts”.
metaphor leads to another argument in the discussion on history: the context and the selection of those facts
depend on the historian in the beginning, even before one starts the interpretation. It is thus clear that David
Lowenthal’'s claim that history is objecfives easy to criticise. Carr compares history to an ocean where the
historian shes, takes available facts and chooses those that seem to be relevant. Whereas the introduction of
uncontrolled subjectivity would have been dangerous in history and may lead to historical negationism, Carr’s
point is di erent though. He states that history is more about interpretation rather than fact coll&dtion.

one comes back then to the original meaning of the Greek word based on the aspects of “inquiry” and “seeking
knowledge” about the past, there would be an important aspect to add — “interpretation”. History would not
be only looking for information, but also giving it a hierarchy, and understanding relations between the facts.

at leads to interrogating the connection between history and heritage. Since history is based on interpretation

of the past, and the understanding of what happened builds society’s identity, and since heritage depends on the
evolution of society, then the evolution of heritage as a construct is by consequence in uenced by the changes
in the perception of history.

the quest for heritage — why is heritage important?
the heritage fever

e connection between heritage and history makes it necessary to understand the problematics of the latter.
According to Lowenthal, the past is based on the awareness of three aspects: it is di erent from the present,
it is indispensable for human identity, and it is disappeafidgcording to those three axioms, there is then

a tragic dimension in the study of history and heritage: they are both indispensable for us, while the past is
disappearing at the same time. We both need and lose the past.

In fact, some historians (Carr and John Tosh, for exarffg&im that history is no more an aim in itself as

it was considered during the positivist period — but it is strictly linked to the actual human condition, to the
present and to the future. e tragic dimension of history given by Lowenthal leads to the concept developed by
Jacques Derrida framed as “archive fever”— an urge to conserve archivable things to counter the psychoanalytic
death drive, the unstoppable decay of all things, and to establish a place where the archived material would
be held® Derrida claims that as everything is doomed to disappear, one tends to salvage what is salvageable.
Such psychological propulsion to conserve is said to be a part of the Freudian urge to know the origin and the
beginning of the things, yet the concept is metaphorical and it has a deeper nig#risgot only a fear of

losing what the past has left, but it is also an urge to give sense to it, to study it — to interpret it. It goes then
beyond the “archive fever” claimed by Derrida: it is not about the archives or origins, but about history, and
the urge becomes a general ‘history fever’ that nourishes such kind of research — it is an act of responsibility in
studying the past and in making sense of it. In the process of making sense of it and of looking for signi cance
in the past, one ends up actually studying heritage. In fact, the de nition of heritage as elements of cultural
signi cance enables us to push this concept even further: that fever is not only an urge to interpret and study
history, but an urge to understand its signi cance and to study heritage. en, what was “archive fever” for
Derrida becomes a ‘heritage fever’: the nal drive of heritage research. While facing the threat of destruction of
some parts of the existing traces of heritage, while coping with the death drive, it seems unavoidable to study it
to understand and to protect it better.

31 Carr, pp. 10-11.

32 Carr, p. 22.

33 Cairr, p. 23.

34 David Lowenthal, e Heritage Crusade (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), p. 121.

35 Cairr, p. 29.

36 Our past before us — why do we save it, ed. by David Lowenthal and Marcus Binney (London: Temple Smith, 1981), p. 17.

37 Carr, p. 9, and John Tosh, e Pursuit of History,ddn (Harlow: Longman, 2006), p. 178.

38 Jacques Derrida, * e Archive Fever’, Diacritics, 25 (1995), 9-63 (p. 19).

39 Whereas Derrida himself writes about a physical structure for the archives, according to Carolyn Steedman in “archive fever” there would

be actually no archives, see: Carolyn Steedman, Dust (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2001), p. 9.
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ill. 1.1 (chapter cover) - drawing of Polish 1958 EXPO pavilion in Brussels, design by Jerzy So tan and the Workshops

ill. 1.2 - photograph of the construction site of a castle in Guédelon, France, following medieval methods as an example of re-enactment and its
importance in creating new heritage; the interest in the site does not lay in the value of the building, but in learning about the craftsmanship

ill. 1.3 - photograph of a detail of a column basement in San Lorenzo church in Milan, Italy, as an example of the reuse of old construction materials
in a di erent context and a di erent role - illustration of the idea of ‘undying heritage’ referring to Carloyn Steedman’s Dust

ill. 1.4 - photograph of the horse race palio in Siena, Italy, which is an important event in the local community life and a manifestation of the group
identity and of the sense of belonging
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remembering identity

e concept of ‘heritage fever’ leads towards the connection to human identity and memory. ere is a very
strict connection between heritage and memory, as “monuments and heritage sites can work [...] as memory
prompts™ — and the existence of heritage has been quoted as a benevolent factor for remembering the past. It
not only gives meaning, but also builds the idea of values and lineages nourishing one’s identity and opposing the
death drive'! Landscape and physical environment may help to preserve memory: “people who move through
landscape where they have lived or spent time in the past inevitably encounter traces of themset¥ves there”.

very aspect of “traces of themselves” leads to the idea of identity. By nourishing memories, heritage strengthens
one’s identity. is applies not only to the built environment, but following the evolution of heritage as inclusive
towards immaterial elements, it includes intangible aspects too. One of the oldest traditional manifestations in
Italy, the palio of Siena, is an example of how intangible heritage is vital for the collective memory and for the
sense of belonging (ill. 1.#).e horse race taking place twice a year is only the culmination point of a vibrant

local life centred on belonging to one of the city's boroughs — contrade — and to their community. e very
existence of palio strengthens local bonds between the community members and boosts their sense of identity.

At the same time, it has been noted that lack of memory is treated as a disability: one may refer for example
to patients ill with Alzheimer’s disease or with dementia, who require constant help from others and in the
nal stages of the disease, even have no recollection of who they are — they lose their own identity. e relation
between memory and identity is crucial here: as Smith points out, “memory is an important constitutive
element of identity formation, unlike professional historical narratives, it is personal and [...] has a particular
emotive power* It is similar when looking at literature. In Gabriel Garcia Marquez’s One Hundred Years of
Solitude the inhabitants of the village of Macondo lose their memory of everyday words and uses of daily-life
objects, making them unable to live normally — they lose their personality and the meaning of tHeielives.
reason for ‘heritage fever’ lies thus in the fear of such loss of memory and the consequent loss of identity. As
the feverish search for the past continues, it has been noted that when references are being destroyed, one tends
to turn rapidly towards the past in order to look for other past references in a desperate need to stick to what
is familiar?®

While the connection between heritage and identity is evident, West points out that the di erence between
uno cial and o cial heritage lies in the fact that o cial heritage is often granted such status in order to
reinforce a group’s or a community’s sense of idénhiitiyerently, the uno cial heritage comes from the very

sense of identity of a group believing that a certain aspect of their lives should be recognised and*protected.
ere is thus a dual issue: rstly from heritage to identity following a top-down process, most visible in the
nation-forming moment of the nineteenth century; and secondly, from identity to heritage following a bottom-
up tendency to recognise what counts for the community.

Furthermore, Smith claims that “heritage is about a sense of flaiseidea brings the discussion back to

the starting point and the concept of genius loci, the identity of a place. In the ongoing discussion on place and
space, one position states that a place is a physical space that is charged witH idemtitygection between

the concept of place and identity was explicit even in the Roman Empire: Servius writes in his comments
to the Aeneisntillus locus sine genio” — no place without a genius, no place without identity, and without its
own history?! A place charged with identity may be a reference point for the community, as was shown in
Kevin Lynch’s research on the imaginary city n¥amuring his research he asked the participants to draw
mental maps of a city — based on their perception of space and their own memories — and mark on them some

identifying places. Some elements were recurrently evoked by them: those have become in Lynch’s analysis “the
landmarks”. ey are “frequently used clues of identity and even of structure”that “seem to be increasingly relied
upon as a journey becomes more and more fanfiliamse are the places charged with meaning and identity,

which constitute heritage for the community, at a local or a larger scale, based on how vast is the recognition of
the reference. Whereas Lynch’s studies are already sixty years old, the very idea of perception mapping may be
particularly persistent in studying uno cial heritage and recognition of the o cial one. It enables us to identify
where the identity of the community resides and therefore — where the uno cial heritage lies.

Given those connections to memory and identity, heritage seems much more nuanced and vital than it was
understood initially. Moreover, if heritage is an expression of a community’s identity, it is a necessary condition
for it to persist in the future. Smith claims that heritage is “about using the past, and collective or individual
memories, to negotiate new ways of being and expressing idéhlitiielps the identity to evolve, to adapt,

and to position itself in the discourse in relation to the past. Heritage is not only then a question of where one
comes from, but also of where one is going. Heritage is a journey.

back to the future

In fact, as Alistair omson claims, the rst duty of historians “is to hear [...] stories and understand what they
meant in their own time® By adapting this assumption to architecture, one may claim that the rst duty of
architects and architectural historians is to hear buildings and to understand what they meant in their own
time, and to preserve the best of them. is assumption is vital to the understanding of heritage not only as
an object of historical study: yet it comes from the past, it does a ect the present and it is easily projected into
the future. Some claim that it is there, where the most important di erence between history and heritage lies:
whereas history is concerned with the past only, heritage is concerned with the present and the fture too.
History would be therefore a means to heritage that is more pragmatic: “history can contribute to heritage
studies by developing a more historically situated and therefore contextualised form of study which views its
present-day with a sense of perspecfivVe very idea of heritage as projected into the future connects it to
giving the purpose and giving a reference to what may come. It becomes closely linked to the idea of a ‘future
consciousness’, of what the role of heritage will be.

Furthermore, another issue arises concerning heritage and its connection to the future. Since history continuously
moves forward, what is now present becomes obviously the past of tomorrow. e past grows continuously and

it becomes quite evident that heritage too is constantly increasing: as the past is more and more, the same
happens with its traces. e increase of the past and, alongside, the increase of its cultural signi cance leads
to the fact that the concept of heritage is unlimited. It has been suggested that whereas a single object may be
indeed forever lost, new heritage is created as new pasts come and therefore, there is a constant creation of ney
heritage®® is theoretical aspect of endless resources of heritage contradicts the widely accepted idea that most
of the resources we use are nite. Moreover, according to Carolyn Steedman, the existence of tangible objects
cannot be simply ended and things cannot be simply destroyed: they may continue to exist as dust and they
will be inhaled by those who come afterwards making the whole process circular — “it is about circularity, the
impossibility of things disappearing, or going away, or being géitas. reassuring: compared to Lowenthal’s

tragic vision of the past, Steedman’s ideas are optimistic. Following her ideas, it would be impossible to lose
heritage, since it will continue to live in another form or another memory, under other circumstances. Even
though her stand may seem theoretical, the idea of heritage not dying and being reused may be compared to
the actual reuse of construction materials coming from unused ancient Roman remains for new buildings in
medieval Italy (ill. 1.35° However, the de-contextualisation of heritage in that case makes it lose its initial
meaning. erefore, even if Steedman’s ideas may seem more appealing, they do not seem to apply to practical
examples: heritage may not die, but it will lose its signi cance.



However, changes to the signs of the past and to heritage are unavoidable: according to Lowenthal, “we cannot
avoid altering our inheritance; modern perspectives are bound to reinterpret all relics and recollections. Seeing
the past in our own terms, we necessarily revise what previous interpreters have seen in their terms, and reshape
the artifacts accordingly*.On the other hand, referring to previous conclusions, heritage holds values of
cultural signi cance and for the sake of human memory and identity, it should not be lost. It leads to the
guestioning on what should be done with heritage if something is bound to be done anyway.

conserving heritage — how to conserve what counts?

As claimed by Lowenthal, it is impossible not to alter the past, since the present-day vision of it is much
in uenced by a growing di erence between the past and the préseme is much less past in the present,

and what remains is bound to be modi ed due to that di erent perception of it. He claims that at the beginning

of the twentieth century, the cultural shift made the past more distant and more alien in relation to the present,
and due to that di erence — due to the past looking more and more as something presumably lost and mysterious,
as a ‘foreign country’ — it becomes tempting to rush towards it and to reject the present.

debris of nostalgia

Lowenthal describes ‘nostalgia’ as an expanding and growing phenomenon of looking back that makes it more
common and easier to dive into the p&st.word — initially medical — has a Greek origin and it conneatssos

(return to native land) and algos (su ering, grief), leaving it a rather negative aspect. Today’s understanding of
nostalgia is slightly di erent. Vintage fashion and design, alternative shops and restaurants that are on purpose
designed in order to evoke the past epochs are only some of its manifestations. Today nostalgia is not negative —
also because it makes the present more familiar and more bearable while the future is éfritgiv@nat the

same time more security: the aws and drawbacks of whatever may have happened in the past are well known
and it is natural to think that coping with them would be easier than having to face something unknown.

However, the growth of nostalgia has negative e ects since it “is blamed for alienating people from the
present’®® Whereas the reference to the past is — as it has been previously illustrated — necessary for one’s
identity, an excessive connection to the past limits the creativity and the progress in the present. Michel de
Certeau claims that it is only thanks to forgetting that people may actually live their ovwffllivesactice, one

of the most tangible e ects of nostalgia is the phenomenon of recreating the past in the present — for example
through reconstruction, recreation, and re-enactifienand through such practices, it is possible to bring back

the past that is no more and to revive it in the present. Beth Goodacre and Gavin Baldwin quote two main
approaches to such an attitude: the rst one being the presentation of the past (in a scienti ¢ manner — such
as in museums), and the second one bringing the past to life as ‘living history’ (for example, maniféstations).
Whereas the former has a long tradition since the very beginning of the discussion of heritage (the concept was
created at the time where the rst national museums were created), the latter has been often accused of being
“trivialisation of the past”, as an example of excessive Disney éation.

Another visible e ect of nostalgic tendencies is the preservation of heritage and restoration of the past. Whereas
the rst one accepts the evolution of a site and evaluates the accumulated layers of signi cance, the second
refers to freezing it at a given moment of time, making it ideally an authentic and original example of the past —
contrarily to the recreation of the past in the present. Such policy carries with itself a very important question of
authenticity. Whereas the previous ideas were based on analysis and recreation of something that exists no more,
preservation consists in maintaining the past as much original as it is possible: as much authentic as possible. In
fact, the value of authenticity is important in the institutional meaning of heritage: the Venice Charter, points

to the issue of authenticity: “monuments are to be conserved not only for their aesthetic values as works of
art but also as historical eviden€&flowever, the o cial position and views of some scholars on authenticity

have been criticised as “an authenticity crédzk"is a generally acclaimed truth in the Western countries

that something authentic is also good, even though the concept is less evident within other civilisations.
Although this agenda has been introduced widely in the World Heritage Committee Operational Guidelines
stating, “the properties must pass a test of authenti€itiyhas no clear origins nor long traditi@hRandolph

Starn claims that it was mainly in uenced by the signi cant losses during the Second World War — and then

it was widespread as a slogan through the Venice Charter. However, more recent statements, such as the
ICOMOS Nara Document on Authenticity from 1994, claims, “all judgements about values attributed to
cultural properties as well as the credibility of related information sources may di er from culture to culture,
and even within the same culture. It is thus not possible to base judgements of value and authenticity on xed
criteria”’”® Nonetheless, the question of authenticity is still present in the o cial position, since it is one of the
mandatory requirements for presenting nominations for heritage’sites.

changing the past

Apart from the doubts on the legitimacy of authenticity in heritage conservation, restoration of the past may
be seen as a negative aspect — it may cause its segregation, the loss of its purpose, of its context and of the sig!
of the passage of timéln particular, it may be an inhibiting factor for the currently functioning buildings.

For example, one may refer to the Saynéatsalo Town Hall in Finland by Alvar Aalto, which since 1992 does not
have to sustain its original function. Since the building is one of the most important architectural works by
Aalto, both the local authorities and the Alvar Aalto Foundation work towards the conservation of its original
character, although it has been problematic to nd a viable function for the building that would not #lter it.

e general suggestions laid during the seminar concerned with the issue may be summarised in David Fixler’s
words closing the workshop: “to have a life, this building has to work for the community, not be a méiseum”.
Many claim indeed that “a xed past is not what we really need, or at any rate not all we need. We require a
heritage with which we continually interact, one which fuses the past with the pr&sentéry connection

between heritage, the present, and the future leads to the discussion on the means of conservation. e
UNESCO manual Managing Cultural World Heritage considers conservation as management of change rather
than management of continuity.e idea of continuous interaction — of a process — leads to the concept of the
sustainability of heritage. Since we are interested in the past “for our sake or our chftdhendi’scourse on

the conservation of heritage seems particularly aligned with the de nition of sustainable development given by
the Brundtland Commission of the United Nations in 1987. It calls for a “development that meets the needs

of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their®d®phlied to the

concept of heritage conservation, it means that heritage should be accessible at the present time, but it should
not be altered so that it would lose its value for the future generations.

erefore, the discussion and the decision on the policies concerning heritage cannot be taken with haste:
since it is an important issue for us and for the future generations, they must be taken after a thorough study
of the matter and identifying the the values it represents, as well as after thorough considerations of various
possibilities of its management. e model taken by UNESCO leads towards such a strategy: in order for a
site to be listed as World Heritage, it must have its own long-term Conservation Management Plan aimed to
protect its values. It would be logically composed of three parts, where the rst and the longest one consists in
the historical analysis and study of a given site: it is the description of the site and of its importance. e second
part would be concerned with the conservation policies, whereas the third with the implementation of the



latter® e aims of the Conservation Plan are thus on one hand to understand what universal values should be
shared through the listing, and on the other one to make protection and conservation possible. Such a model
follows the scheme laid down by the ICOMOS Burra Charter. It foresees in the rst place understanding
the place, assessing its cultural signi cance and identifying all factors and issues. Secondly, it moves towards
developing policies, preparing management and nally implementing the plan and monitoring the®tesults.
Following such a model, it is clear that the logics of conservation policies cannot be de ned without prior study
of the case and deep understanding of the singular site, item or other aspect of heritage.

modern architecture and its heritage

is introductory discussion on the meaning, importance, and conservation of heritage in its global context
may be then narrowed to the area of modern architecture. e analysis concentrates on the position of modern
architecture heritage, both through the institutionally recognised modern heritage by UNESCO and ICOMOS,
and through the scholarly recognised heritage by the “thinkers”— such as in the case of Docomomo.

de ning modern heritage

If one considers the institutional recognition of modern architecture, it has little importance in the overall
number of the cultural sites enlisted by UNESCO. With 869 cultural sites on the UNESCO list, only around

fty are examples of modern architecture, almost all of them nominated aftef200thin those entries, one

may identify three categories of listings — single iconic buildings designed by well-known modern architects,
larger areas — entire districts or cities, and group entries of several sites tightly connected between them.
Amongst the iconic sites, there are single buildings designed by such architects as Mies van der Rohe, Luis
Barragan, Gerrit Rietveld or Walter Gropius — but the nominations trend shows that such applications are less
frequent in recent years. e last one of those was the Fagus Factory by Gropius enlisted in 2011. On the other
hand, the larger areas nominations are in constant development with the most recent ones being the Modernist
City of Asmara in Eritrea (2017, ill. 1.6) and the Industrial City of Ivrea in Italy (2018, ill. 1.5). Similarly, the
interest in the group entries seems to be growing with the two last ones being the nominations of seventeen
sites designed by Le Corbusier in 2016, and of eight sites designed by Frank Lloyd Wright in 2019. Moreover,
a new group entry of thirteen sites designed by Alvar Aalto has been included in the UNESCO tentative list
in 2021 (ill. 1.7 to 1.19%" e growth of those two types of nominations is interesting, since it refuses the
oversimpli cation of modern architecture down to a handful of iconic buildings that are only loosely connected
between them. Furthermore, according to UNESCO, the value of such a series is more important than the one
of singular entries. It is connected to the fact that in recent years, there is a tendency to avoid the criterion (i)
for the modern architecture nominations, that is “to represent a masterpiece of human creative genius”. For
example, the Frank Lloyd Wright listing is classi ed as criterion (ii), “to exhibit an important interchange of
human values, over a span of time or within a cultural area of the world, on developments in architecture or
technology, monumental arts, town-planning or landscape design”, and the nomination of Aalto’s architecture
was advised to avoid the criterion (i) during the working seminar in 2019. Along with the interest in the
serial nominations, the use of criteria other than (i) stresses the attention on the issue of narrative within the
nomination itself. Especially within the serial nominations, the importance of the narrative is crucial. It not
only explains the reasons behind the nomination, but also it links di erent elements providing reasons for the
presence of single sites within the series and their interconnections, adding to the nomination’s integrity and
cohesiveness.

Furthermore, the interest in the group entries and larger areas nds correspondence in the policy and activities
of modern inclined Docomomo. Founded in 1990, Docomomo’s aim is to document and inform on the modern
architecture heritage that is often not su ciently recognised or proteét¥dhereas modern UNESCO

heritage sites are spread in less than twenty countries, there are around seventy national cells of Docomomo,
giving the possibility to open the discussion on modern architecture not only to the less-known architecture,
but also to the countries underrepresented in the o cial UNESCO heritagé®lMtith emerging chapters

of Docomomo in countries like Angola, ailand, Iran, Puerto Rico or others, the organisation may be able



to open up new discussions on modern architecture throughout the world. Moreover, during the Docomomo
conference in Ankara in 2006 the member countries were to prepare lists of buildings that would follow the
theme of ‘Other Modernism&.1t brought attention rstly to the fact that the o cial discourse on modern
architecture became aware of the non-iconic examples of modern heritage. Moreover, it reinforced the tendency
in recent years to enlist as heritage not only elements of “exceptional universal value”, but also of “exceptional
universal ordinary value” — series of elements that together have a more signi cant value and importance than
separatel$t As stated clearly by Richard Longstreth: “a few major monuments may symbolise an era, but
they do not de ne it”? rough their publications and activities, the national sections of Docomomo work
towards the broadening of the understanding of a broad range of architects and buildings within modern
architecture. For example, the Italian section in collaboration with the Ministry of Cultural Heritage and
Activities prepared a series of itineraries and an interactive map of modern sites across th& Aootiter.

example of Docomomo initiatives may be activism towards the protection of endangered modern buildings,
such as in the case of Pier Luigi Nervi’'s stadium in Florence or the garden city of La Butte Rouge iff France.

e in uence of Docomomo on the perception of modern heritage would have thus three main e ects: rstly,
opening towards minor modern architects and non-iconic examples of architecture; secondly, refusing the idea
of a building being a stand-alone statement, understanding modern architecture as an interconnected network
and looking for those underlying connections throughout one architect’s work or within the work of more; and
nally, opening towards new geographical areas.

Yet another tendency may be found in the recent scholarship concerning modern architecture nominations.
e importance of the narratives within the nominations and listing leads to the importance of theoretical
stands and ideas within UNESCO heritage lists of modern architecture. During the seminar ‘Humanistic
Modernism’ on the works of Alvar Aalto in the context of World Heritage, one of the workshops concentrated
on the importance of the theories and ideas of Aalto. Within the conclusion of their work, it was stated,
“the aims of the nomination should be to give a thematic idea of Aalto — to understand what the key themes
that appear in his texts are and what his buildings illustrate. It is interesting to consider the nomination as a
presentation of Aalto’s principles and ideas, and use buildings as illustrations. It is important to understand
how to guarantee the coherence of the nomination and the integrity of its narrative”. As a proposal for those
aims, it was suggested:

“It is important to concentrate on the ideas, on the intangible: some buildings should be considered
including an extra layer, referring to them as theoretical statements, as ideas. In fact, heritage also
consists in the values re ected in Aalto’s buildings, not only in the buildings. It is strictly connected
to the fact that the values that will be illustrated should seem relevant and (?) universal. An o cial
recognition may mean that they are still valid in architectural practice of t§day”.

e attention given to the immaterial aspects of Aalto’'s work show that the understanding of modern
architecture moves towards a more inclusive and global image, and the inclusion of the intangible as heritage
does apply also to modern architecture. However, whereas the o cial understanding for modern heritage is
broadening, and the position of the “thinkers” becomes more inclusive towards new geographical areas and
immaterial elements, as they become aware of a more nuanced position of modern heritage, based on the
“exceptional universal ordinary values” and the importance of the narratives, the position of the “feelers”is much
more complex when modern architecture is concerned.



modern architecture between success and rejection

Modern architecture — due to its very roots in the rejection of the Beaux-Arts model (itself based on the
aesthetics and the form) — has been rejected by many as un tting the aesthetic canons and an average passer-
by often calls it simply “ugly®. e functionalist architecture of the 1930s, concerned mainly with housing,
whereas the pressing issues of human habitat were undeniable, seemed to consider aesthetics 45 secondary.
Such a tendency to give more importance to the functional dimension of architecture was easily identi able
throughout the rst years of functionalism, as for example in the work of Hannes Meyer. However, these
limits were overcome and rationalist ideas, including a broader social and cultural dimension, were present in
many buildings designed by the Team 10 members. One may quote for example Alison and Peter Smithson’s
Robin Hood Gardens (1972, ill. 1.20) destroyed in 2017-2018. In spite of the massive voice of the architects to
preserve the buildings as valuable examples of brutalist architecture of Team 10 R¥¢hebleosidon council

of Tower Hamlets decided to proceed with the demolition in August 2017. Robin Hood Gardens though is

only one of many modern designs that has su ered criticism. Boston City Hall (ill. 1.21) built in 1968 and
designed by the Kallmann McKinnell & Knowles practice for an international competition receives constant
criticism, and voices urging demolition still persist — as recently as in 2013, California House + Design magazine
included it in the “25 Buildings to Demolish Right Now?”On the other hand, it has been claimed to be one

of the most in uential brutalist buildings standii®y. Similar hostility towards modern architecture may be
encountered throughout the globe. e Supersam Pavilion in WarSawclaimed to be a masterpiece of Polish
modern architecture — was destroyed in 2016 in spite of protests of the architectural society in Poland.

However, the criticism of modern architecture is also present in the academic discussion and scholarship, as
in James Stevens Curl’s recent publicatMaking Dystopia: the Strange Rise and Survival of Architectural
Barbarism (2018). He criticises modern architecture for being unsustainable, disconnected from the users and
for refuting history, and he blames it for the faults of twentieth architecture mistakes. In his discourse, modern
architecture becomes a “manipulation, a programme of destruction, a fanatically held belief in a cult, and a
burning desire to change the world”,underlining the negative and doctrinal aspect of modern ideas. He
claims that people actually were seduced by modern architecture “to abandon emotional comfort and healing
environments for cold, sterile ones that create anxiety and might even make théfa Siatti. erce criticism

met resistance — and several reviewers took a very di erent position on the matter. In a review of Curl’s ideas,
Witold Rybczynski calls the author “an eighty-one-year-old traditionalist who has seen his world overturned
by what he perceives to be a malevolent force”, whereas the book itself is quali ed as “|E¥diaaniiticises

for example the absence of “humanising” architects in Curl's arguments, such as Aalto or Louis Kahn, claiming
that the neutrality of his discourse is heavily corrupted. Similarly, Andrew Higgott criticises his arguments,
calling the idea of a cult “a gross overstatement and one of the ways in which this is a less than credible book,
despite claims to academic depth and rigéti¥Whereas they concentrate on the selectiveness and overly
polemical argument within Curl’s publication, Alan Powers draws attention to another issue: “the appearance
of another [anti-modern book] suggests that its predecessors have been largely unsuccessful in their e ort to
shift opinion”% He claims that the criticism of modern architecture — a recurring attitude since the birth of
postmodernism — has never brought many new arguments, showing its limits and its lack of actuality.

e erce discussion and defence on behalf of modern architecture however does not apply only to publications



and the academic world. Such heavy criticism of modern architecture and the lack of action from public
institutions (in the case of Robin Hood Gardens, it was the council — as owner — that initiated the demolition)
cause the emergence of many bottom-up initiatives. ese seek to preserve memaries of modern architecture
and to act in order to protect it. One of the leading ones, SOSBrutalism, collects a database on modern
buildings, gathers information on those endangered by demolition or alter&fiamnsl it organised the rst
exhibition on brutalism in Frankfurt in 20178 More locally, the Warsaw association ‘tu by o tu sta 0’ aims

to conserve modern historical buildings through a series of informative conferences, architectural walks,
publications and workshops. Similarly to other initiatives around the world, it was born while Warsaw modern
architecture was — again — being destroyed in spite of pr&feistactivism also shows problematic modern
designs in a di erent light. For example, the spectacularly demolished and widely criticised residential complex
Pruitt-lgoe in St. Louis has been recently cleansed of some of the long-accepted myths of ‘evil architecture’ (ill.
1.22). A recent documentary claims that most of the fault for the failure of the buildings lies in the insu cient
economic resources, lack of maintenance, and short-sighted public administration management rather than in
design’s fault¥°Similarly, in the case of Robin Hood Gardens, the lack of maintenance was one of the main
causes for its deterioratiéh.

Such new positions to give absolution to modern architecture nourish interest in it even more. e area of

in uence of modern architecture was global, and arguably bigger than any other tendency. Unlike any other
tendency, it is present worldwide in all the continents — and the Docomomo sections in Europe, Asia, America,
Africa, Australia, and Oceania prove that. Furthermore, despite the criticisms we may aim at the homogeneity
of the International Style, modern architecture in uenced various aspects of architectural practice that are
important today. For example, within the heritage of Team 10 and within the thick cultural dimension of
their work, there are many important aspects of them in present-day architectural practice — interdisciplinary
migration between various elds, research of new materials, and participative design are only few to be named.
With the vivid exchange of experiences and discussions amongst the members of Team 10, together with other
modern architects, they contributed to the development of architectural practice in the ensuingtfecades.

towards a modern architecture heritage

e recent development of understanding the concept of heritage shows that it has shifted from the traditional,
material, and tangible monument-based aspect towards a more inclusive one, comprehensive of intangible and
immaterial elements. Yet where its de nition changed, the importance of heritage has stayed undoubtedly vital
for human memory. Based on the relevance of heritage to identity, this research pleads in favour of conservation
of heritage, with emphasis on maintaining its cultural signi cance contribution to existing scholarship. However,
even though modern architecture heritage seems still valid in the light of present-day practice, public reception
and some academics may be hostile. Engaging the public with stories on modern architecture and clarifying
the misconceptions and misunderstandings made possible by ongoing research seems necessary, and with the
discussion on modern architecture and its values vividly present in today’s scholarship and general discourse,
there is a need to study and better understand modern heritage, its values and its importance today. As a
result, through the study of modern architecture history, one contributes to its better understanding and to its
broader recognition as heritage. Whereas recognised modern heritage is limited, much of its production has no
institutional protection and has to cope with lack of interest, conservation, and also with refusal. erefore, this
research contributes to the recognition of modern architecture values by improving its better understanding.

Following this theoretical framework for understanding the reasons behind the research on the architectural
heritage of a modernist architect Jerzy Sotan, it is possible to relate in the forthcoming chapters the
understanding of his legacy to the current understanding of modern architecture heritage in relation to his
ideas, design, and pedagogy. By looking for a de nition of So tan’s legacy, this research follows the idea of
history as something indispensable and crucial for understanding heritage, and it projects it towards the future.



methodology

great images have both a history and a prehistory; they are always a blend of memory and legend. [...] it is Nnc
late in life that we really revere an image, when we discover that its roots plunge well beyond the history that is
in our memories

— Gaston Bacheldrd

With these words from e Poetics of Space (1964), Gaston Bachelard explains the imagery of a house as a par
of a larger discussion linked to the issues of dwelling and history. In his text, he alludes often to dreams, images,
and almost legendary aspects of a house, of its characteristics, and of its primal role and beauty. roughout
such a discussion on dwellings, the past, the present, and the future interchange and interfere. As Bachelard put
it in the introduction to its rst edition, “the distant past resounds with echoes, and it is hard to know at what
depth these echoes will reverberate and die anyWeaiereas these ideas are aligned with So tan’s theory —
especially with the concept of the “grassroots” architecture (Chapter 7) — and teaching — as Bachelard’s text was
one of the core readings for his architecture students (Chapter 8) — they also explain the theoretical grounding
of this thesis approach. ey dwell on the idea of a history having a direct connection with prehistory: with
legends and myths, with dreams and images. Even further, Bachelard claims that history, if connected to
its own roots, has far greater signi cance and meaning. Similar ideas were followed later by other scholars,
such as Julia Robinson, who underlines that “the discipline of architecture must develop out of its roots; the
already existing tacit knowledge is a sound basis for action, but, if supplemented by the development of explicit
architectural knowledge, both scienti ¢ and mythopoetic, it will be far more powérulégend — a myth —in
architecture is crucial due to the embodiment of myths present in a given society at a certain time. Moreover,
such a mythical side of architecture is, according to Robinson, crucial for the understanding of its own integrity.
She adds that in architectural research, in order to understand the reasons behind designs and buildings, one
has indeed to look not only for rational explanations, but also for the mythical ones. Both concern di erent
aspects of the same issue and together they deliver a more complete image. Following the idea of the myth, the
chapter explains how this architectural research has roots in both mythical and rational elements, and it aims
to analyse the relation between them in order to establish methods to present an interdisciplinary humanities
approach to architectural research.

Within the research into modern architecture history and heritage, and more speci cally, within the search
for Jerzy So tan's legacy, through the mode of history and conservation approaches to modern architecture,
it has been important from the very beginning that methods used should not limit the possible conclusions,
making thus the results partial and much more incomplete. erefore, the main question this chapter aims to
answer is: how can we research modern architecture in order to understand its legacy? e preliminary part
explains the theoretical position and the reasons standing behind an approach that includes mixed methods.
Secondly, it analyses the methods used, explaining their limitations and bene ts, pointing to the transitive value
of the method to be applied more widely in architectural research. Finally, it explains and analyses the process
followed during the research.

following the myth

Bachelard’s, Robinson’s, and others’ ideas individuate the mythical description of architecture as “continuous,
holistic, divergent and generatieConsidering architectural research as a myth prioritises its subjectivity,

and while a researcher interacts with what is being researched, the entire process is inductive. Such an attitude
seems to be particularly relevant in the case of So tan's legacy. From the start the research did not want to
preclude at the beginning any elements from consideration, aiming for the concept of legacy and heritage to
be exible enough to include various elements, such as design, built architecture, theory and teaching, although
the importance of each one of them was only conjectured, and the balance between them had to be adaptable.
e very research question does not give in fact more importance to one over another. Such exibility of the
research question implies exibility of the methodological approaches. Ascertaining So tan's legacy requires a
mixed methods approach enabling counter-veri cation of data and reaching more elaborate conclusions.

Such a mixed method approach, particularly the use of oral histories, remains indeed at the very origin of history,
at the very grassroots of it. If one examines the work of Herodotus or ucydides, it becomes immediately clear

Gaston Bachelard, e Poetics of Spatesdh (Boston: Beacon Press, 1994), p. 33.
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Julia Robinson, ‘Architectural Research: Incorporating Myth and Science’, Journal of Architectural Education, 44 (1990), 20-32 (p. 31).
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that Herodotus used several methods — personal observation, oral hearsay, literary sources, and®documents,
giving much attention to the qualitative approach. Modern historians underline for example the weight of
oral testimonies gathered by Herodotus, as he quoted inhabitants of around forty Greek city-states and almost
the same number of foreign countries. Due to the importance of others’ accounts, one may claim that in his
work, “oral evidence was paramount” and written sources were less impaitarglly, such an approach was

linked to the fact that in ancient Greece, oral traditions were much more developed than we may appreciate
them today. Epic poems such as lliad and Odyssey, associated with Homer, come from this very oral tradition.
Huge interest and the civic importance of debates in the life of a polis was crucial for citizens, and it could have
in uenced the role of oral accounts in Herodotus’s wolls a result, the oral account, together with his own
experiences and travels, lies at the core of his work. His travels across the Mediterranean to many countries
“cannot be equalled in the centuries to cofmarid his direct accounts of foreign lands were thus a reference

for many. In his approach, “the object of all travelling was to learn, and it was the spirit of inquiry, revealed in a
hundred passages, which gave ‘history’ its modern medrgngilarly, ucydides was cross-analysing many
methods: personal observation, written documents and inquiries with others. Whereas it is not clear, as in the
case of Herodotus, where speci ¢ information was coming from, one may recognise however that his approach
was focussed on the synthesis of di erent sources and the disputable claim to be objective — or at least closer
to objectivity’® According to the Enlightenment philosopher David Hume, it was “the beginning of all true
history”1t

e example of the ancient historians brings attention to the fact that the later distrust in qualitative methods
was not proper to early history. It strengthened mainly due to the positivist thought that appeared in the
nineteenth century and was much more favourable towards written words than towards oral traditions. Some
modern historians have become somehow xated with archival and document-based research and they misjudge
interviewing as unworthy and a less reliable method of gaining inforntatidmwever, since the Second

World War, we are starting to recognise once again that oral histories are a valid method of historical research,
which is “compatible with scholarly standards” with new emerging pieces of scholarship related speci cally to
architecture, like discussed by Janina Gosseye, Naomi Stead, and Deborah van der Pldat (2019).

In Antiquity, the rst historians had to cope with something new, with something raw that had yet to be de ned.

eir history was mainly experience-based — they had no rules to obey, and their approach was coming from
their own consciousness and will to narrate history. ey had no professional code to respect. In Herodotus’s
case, the interest in creating narratives was determining for his research. His history was often compared to
narration and it was called a “succession of pictures of historical or quasi-historical events and *¢pisodes”.
anks to such narratives, he was able to explain and to describe something new and emerging. rough these
narratives it was possible to explore and explain a new subject. Whereas for Herodotus and ucydides the
very subject of history was something new, nowadays too, the issue of modern and contemporary architecture
is aimed at building a narrative around something, which is evolving and still is under construction. Many
critics indeed claim that modern architecture as a period has not yet ended and that therefore it still has a
huge impact on us (Chapter 3). Modern architecture research, as in case of the earliest historical studies, deals
with something complex, complicated, and probably still changing. To research modern architecture following

a similar narrative-based approach and more complex questioning means to understand something new — to
better understand its underlying theories, ideas, and designs. Similar to the ancient Greek historians, modern
architecture is very much linked to contemporary questions and to the understanding of their complex realities.
Herodotus’ history was an account of his contemporary nations, countries, and cities: it was an image of the
world contemporary to his own lifetime. Modern architecture — still a recent phenomenon in the lifespan of

humanity — has a similarly continuous in uence on today’s world. To research its history means looking at
realities, ideas, and narratives.

To understand the complexity of modern architecture, it seems therefore that one has to go back to the grassroots
of historical research. Following the idea of Bachelard’s legend or myth, the thesis aims to recognise the initial
approaches to history, recognising not only ‘facts’, but also “facts of imagination” as memories of the past
events?® It is insu cient to study the material buildings and archival documents surviving until today. It is also
important to understand the underlying logic and ideals that made them to be, through the direct testimonies
gleaned from oral histories. erefore, the research aims to study modern architecture through a cross-analysis
and comparisons between di erent types of data: archival documents, collections of oral histories, and material
studies.

methodology — reasons behind interdisciplinary methods
archives — between the pathos and the bias

Archives do inspire and they undoubtedly continue to attract attention since the creation of the oldest public
archive, the Archives Nationales in Paris in 1790. One may refer for instance to the recent nancial problems
of privately owned yet publicly accessible Archivi Alinari in Florence — a rich and the oldest-in-the-world
repository of historical photographs founded in 1852. e threat of selling their collection via auction into
private hands, has urged the local authorities to buy it and to guarantee its continuity and public access. In
the commentary to the authorities’ decision, they stated, “we will save a historical institution of enormous
importance and we will try to give it a futufé€”rough this action, it seems clear that what was electrifying

in the archives in the nineteenth century — the will to create and to reinforce nations’ identities relating closely
to the etymology of the word, Greek “arkheia” meaning “public records” — is still a clearly visible aspect of
archival collection¥. ey should be still considered as a sanctum of identity and memory of a nation. In this
sense, archives may be considered a cornerstone of heritage, which contribute and are necessary to de ne an
consolidate a community’s identity. As such, it appears as an obvious resource to study the past. Indeed, some
researchers claim, “behind all scholarly research stands afthévarchives of the Cité d’Architecture in

Paris for instance are claimed to have played an important role in the de nition of modern heritage, while their
collection remains accessible for teachers from architecture schools for educational Plingbsesanner,

the archives and the research work based on their collections continue to have in uence on the very education
of new generations of architects.

Moreover, some researchers underline the speci city of the archives, claiming that the fact of working there
in uences research reliability, referring to the fact that history has “placed a premium on archival crélibility”.
What is found in the archives or what is concluded through the archives seems to be easily accepted as well-
founded data or ideas. However, it is important to note, “the archive is the potential place of discovery, yet
this discovery, the constitution of signi cant facts, or historical events, depends upon the contingent status of
the fragments that found their way into the archive, while much of the everyday life from which it arose as
imperfect recordings, lies destroyed or at best undiscovérsdtlea deconstructs the concept of archives as

the place of ultimate knowledge and objectivity. e very constitution of an archive presupposes selection and
cataloguing of its collections. One may argue therefore that there is “an almost in nite number of collections
to be gathered® and the budget, physical space, and computer storage are an important practical issue in
determining whether some materials are accepted or not into repositories. is underlines also that while one
may criticise archives for being partial, it is simply impossible to include and to represent the entire reality of
the past. It is clear also in So tan’s case — for instance the Harvard Graduate School of Design archives and the
Museum of the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw do not hold the complete records of So tan's activity, as part of
materials concerning So tan’s work is kept by his relatives — those documents were not taken to the archives in
Warsaw nor in Cambridge, and at present, they are not publicly accessible.
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rough this example, it is worth underlining here that “the silences and the absences of the documents
always speak’to the historian: they are a proof of what was considered worth remembering (or what is less
pressing to become part of the archives) at the time of their creation. Archival research must not only take into
consideration the physical and nancial limitations of the archives, but also the underlying ideology behind
them. As the rst public archives were created at the time when new nations were being formed or needed
stronger identity, the agenda of those institutions was closely linked to such social and political context. e
very act of archiving may be then seen as a result of the context and its in uence, and therefore “archives are
not just a collection of historical records; they are active in constructing meanings that depend upon the power-
laden interplay of past and present frames of interpretation”. Such an idea presupposes a strong bias that the
archives are susceptible to — as for example the records held by the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw from the era
of socialist realism (1949-1956) in communist Poland. e archives may thus be used “as prosthetic memory
devices for the re-construction of identity, to invent a place to be at ifémégads to the idea that archives

are not only partial, but also subversive, and as such, they should be considered as “manufacturers of memory
and not merely the guardians of #t".

However, it is important to understand that not only the archives as an institution may be biased, but also the
very documents and collections that they are holding. As Alistair omson states, “every historical source — a
legal transcript, a probate record of life story — is shaped by narrative convéntianbkival documents,

whether letters, transcripts, notes or drawings, should be analysed considering the possible audiences and
author’s perspective. To understand their bias, one has to identify whom they talk to, to understand an author’s
judgment, theoretical positioning, and their use of rhetorical devices. In the case of So tan, it is important
to consider for instance the bias of the censorship even in personal letters in communist Poland or in the
prisoner of war camp in which he was interned in Nazi Germany during the war. Moreover, one has to refer
to the changing meaning of the code — whether written or graphic — as it may change throughout time. When
reading texts coming from communist Poland, and especially from the socialist realist period, one must be
aware that the era in uenced the language considerably and a number of words had a speci ¢ meaning when
used in public. For instance, the word “righteous” in addition to its normal meaning of “morally cBriect”,

the public sphere very often commonly refers in Poland also to ‘aligned with the o cial communist ideology’.
Similar shifts in the meaning should be also considered when analysing graphic documents, as they refer to the
conventions of a given time.

ese considerations on the limitations of the archives and the apparent objectivity that actually results being

equally biased as other sources, has led researchers to question the absolute authority of archival research.

Indeed, “driven by the in uences from linguistic and cultural studies, scholars have since the 1970s questioned
the dominant modes of historical research and writfigg. interest in other approaches coincides with

the previously mentioned origin of historical research based on various methods, including interviews and
observation. In addition to the shift in the perception of the archives, the interest in understanding underlying
mechanisms and tendencies within history makes it di cult to base such knowledge on archival data. e very
structure of archival records is focussed on details: “archive reason is a kind of reason which is concerned with
detall, it constantly directs us away from the big generalisation, down into the particularity and singularity
of the event® is focus on details and a simultaneous driving of attention away from the bigger picture
suggests that archival data should be used together with other methods. e lack of certain knowledge and
incompleteness of the archives therefore should be seen “not as an impediment, but rather as an ogportunity”.
It leaves more space for integration of such information with data coming from other sources and conclusions
synthesised from cross-analysis of di erent research methods results: hence the need to complete the lacking
information and to balance the archive bias through both direct testimonies and material studies interpretation
conducted during the research.

history through oral histories

Oral histories actually form a symbiotic relation with archival research, as they provide di erent types of
understanding and information. Whereas some claim that “oral evidence makes it possible to escape from some
of the de ciencies of the documentary recoftéind treat them only as an addendum to the solid documentary
work done based on more trustworthy sources, their role seems to be more important. Of course, one aspect
of the oral histories is to complete the archival records, their faults and voids as “the more personal, local, and
uno cial a document, the less likely it was to surviteEspecially in a reality as the communist Poland of

the 1950s, where the political and cultural agenda was dominated by the authorities’ propaganda based on
socialist realism, the objectivity of the archival records and the integrity of them may be easily argued. e
heavy political pressure of that time on the world of culture and the attempts to ostracise modern architecture
could have in uenced heavily the choice of which documents should be conserved or not during that time.
In such cases, oral histories help to uncover the uno cial account of history and they help to preserve and to
know formerly politically oppressed ideas. However, in even more recent and open situations, interviews may
still unveil a di erent perception of reality. In a recent study amongst inhabitants of the suburban areas of
Helsinki on their life in modern housing, their testimonies showed a perspective much di erent from how it
was presented in the medfa.

Other important characteristics of oral histories lie in their narrative aspect: they are more about understanding
than knowing. Coming back to Edward Carr’s idea of a historian shing facts within an ocean, one may argue
that whereas archival data is the actual sh that is being caught, oral history is what afterwards enables to cook
a tasty bouillabaisse. Steinar Kvale draws a less culinary comparison — he calls the interviewer a traveller wh
gathers experiences through journeys, and through talking to various people without producing new knowledge,
induces a process of understandihgnks to oral histories, it is easier to understand often complex processes
within history, architecture or other disciplines, at the same time when archival research mostly provides
separate jigsaw puzzle elements. anks to the narrative aspect of oral histories, those single elements may be
related one to another and patterns may be drawn. rough this pattern drawing and better understanding, the
crucial aspect of interviews lies within making meaning of the facts or providing clues on the relation between
the past and the presefitActually, one may state that “the rst thing that makes oral history di erent, is that

it tells us less about events than about their mea#si#gid even if these considerations are made by historians

or geographers who are not interested in architecture, the very same applies to research in architectural history.
A recent research project including a series of interviews with Italian architects from the 1960s and 1970s has
shown that oral history may be treated as a way to question incomplete study of a given period. Silvia Micheli
claims that “this unsettled the very foundations of the existing historiography and obliged researchers to nd
new interpretations”, and she refers to the oral history project as giving “a complete ficwsaine study

shows also that even if interviews may be local and refer to particular aspects of the past, they may point to
similar general qualities. Micheli called the project “an extraordinary network of subjective histories, converging
on the same cultural grounéf”.

However, one should look critically at data gathered through oral histories. eir narrative aspect makes it
possible to better understand the context and the meaning of facts, but one may rightly argue that what they
in fact illustrate, is the meaning of facts according to the interviewee: they are not about the truth, but about
what is true to them. Studs Terkel underlines that it is impossible for people to tell the truth during interviews:
he calls the very concept of truth an abstractidnstead, the information one gets is in uenced by someone’s
subjective opinions, views, and memories. Alessandro Portelli builds on this idea claiming that an interviewer
does not tell what they did, but what they thought to*tiblence the criticism of oral histories by many
researchers claiming that they are “partial, selective and purpsefdlthat they depend on the bias of both

the interviewee and the interviewer. Others point to the fallacy of memory and the fact that the same event



described by the same person will appear very di erently over the years. In a study by Fred Allison interviewing
Vietnam War veterans over time, he observed that whereas early interviews were mainly “disjointed, narrow
and excruciatingly detailed” descriptions, the later ones were taking forms of an “understandable story, with a
beginning, middle and end®.He analysed those results claiming that people tend to give context and logics

to their account over time through a process Charlotte Linde describes as the “creation of cotidtence”.
suggests that any retrospective interview cannot be taken as a faithful representation of the reality, and it is
biased by the experiences made by the interviewee between the moment the story was taking place and the
very moment of the interview. It is connected to the desire to tell a story — as it was in the case of Herodotus.
An interviewer may want to be a good storyteller and may want the history to be interesting for the listeners,
and in such cases narrative takes over the reality and the rules of storytelling take over objectivity. All those
limitations to the objectivity of oral histories suggest that, similar to archival research, they cannot constitute a
research methodology on their own.

material culture — working with the buildings

Whereas while writing about oral histories omson claims, “our rst duty as historians is to hear those found
stories and understand what they meant in their own tithele can apply this assumption to architecture.
Arguably, one may state that our rst duty as architects and architectural historians is to hear the buildings and
to understand what they meant in their own time — and to preserve the best of them. Similar to listening while
interviewing, it is impossible to write architectural history without listening to buildings themselves. ey

too have stories to tell about past events, experiences, their inhabitants, long gone traditions and construction
methods, lifestyles, social structures, political contexts, and many others. Buildings can actually be considered
as “emblems for larger stories of social and political relationghgss'living testimonies of the past, of the
ambitions and aspirations for the futufe.

Carl Lounsbury describes buildings as storytellers who have their own implications on — and meanings through
— the context. He adds, “most buildings have multiple meanings. We can think of them abstractly, as ideas,
symbols, or elaborations of our imaginatiofigh architecture, such meanings and interpretations are more

than common. Some themes and symbols penetrate buildings and they continue to be renewed. One may refer
to the inspiration of the rst early Christian basilicas by the Roman ones. Roman basilicas, with the rst ones
dating back to the age of the Republic, were public buildings with no religious connotations, and therefore they
were more convenient for the early Christianity to be taken as a model, rather than pagan‘*teenpbey.

same model has been repeatedly used in churches since then, and the very word “basilica” has today a di erent
meaning. Buildings however are not only manifestations of inspirations and meanings, but also symbols and
illustrations of theories. One may refer to Unité d’Habitation as the rst built example of Le Corbusier’s ideas
expressed within La Ville Radieuse (even if reduced when compared to the theoretical concept) and similarly,
some designs of So tan, such as the 1958 EXPO pavilion, are themselves statements of his architectural and
artistic creed concerning the unity of various artistic disciplines (Chapter 9). ese examples indicate that the
relation between the buildings and the context is very much iterative. Not only the buildings in uence the
context, but also the context in uences the buildiffg®n one hand, recent anthropology studies show that
social and cultural context is crucial to understanding buildings and its in uence is bigger than mere functions,
materials and technolo§yHowever, on the other hand, “material things index the human productive activity

that went into them”, meaning that buildings make it possible to understand their contextbkttequires

thus a continuous back-and-forth movement between understanding of the context and the analysis of the
buildings and their observations, and one in uences another, making the research a cyclical and non-linear
process. One may also point to the ambiguity and malleability of material culture studies applied to buildings
and architecture. Lounsbury refers for example to shaping a new reading of the architectural reality of Santa Fe,
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New Mexico, as coming from a long-lasting tradition of fusion between indigenous and Hispanic traditions.
Analysis based on material buildings only would be also incomplete and therefore, similarly to archival data
and oral histories, material cultures studies in architecture have their own aws and may deliver a biased and
incomplete image, which is illustrated in the analysis of the research process.

methods and research process

Following previous considerations, the research process is initiated with archival and bibliographical research,
which provides raw data necessary to frame oral histories interviews and material culture analysis. rough
analysing the research process, the aim of this part is to illustrate and analyse the challenges and solutions
given by the methodological approach, which makes connections between di erent types of information and
to provide a relevant and critically analysed data for the research

e archival research concentrates on several institutions in Poland, in the United States, in France, in
Switzerland, and in the Netherlands, giving insight into So tan's teaching, designs, and theory, with two main
sites: Warsaw and Massachusetts. In Warsaw, the Archives of the Fine Arts Academy, and the collections of the
Institute of Art of the Polish Academy of Sciences held some o cial documents concerning So tan’s teaching
activities and changes to the curriculum in the school, whereas the Museum of the Fine Arts Academy holds
in their collections drawings and photographs of designs developed within the Workshops, as well as So tan’s
personal correspondence and writings. In Massachusetts, Harvard Special Collections holds information on
So tan’s teaching at the GSD, including teaching programmes, assignment briefs, student lists, and examples
of student works, but also slides used by So tan for lectures, personal writings, and correspondence, whereas
drawings and photographs of designs developed after So tan’s departure from Poland are kept in a private family
archive. Additional institutions proved to be necessary to understand the context to So tan’s work: Fondation
Le Corbusier in Paris holds in their collections his correspondence with Le Corbusier and information on his
involvement in the atelier, archives of the Institute for the History and eory of Architecture in Zurich give
insight into So tan’s involvement in CIAM and its reorganisation, whereas the New Institute (Het Nieuwe
Instituut) in Rotterdam holds documents concerning So tan’s involvement in Team 10. Due to the ample
extent of archival materials, and lack cataloguing in some of the institutions (for example written documents
in the Museum of the Fine Arts Academy), the activity within the archives concentrated mainly on acquiring
documents and cataloguing them for research purposes, developing an autonomous archiving system, which was
applied to all document8.anks to this approach, it was possible to acquire extensive archival documentation,
making it possible to cross-analyse easily acquired documents at later stages. Following the acquisition, the
management of the amount of data required to ag them with key words and key names, aiming to facilitate
further research through a spreadshi¢Enllowingly, the analysis of the documents was developed in a typed
text, one per archive institution, which made it possible to retrieve necessary materials for the later stages.
is system, although mechanical at the very beginning, made it possible to navigate easily within the vast
number of documents collected in di erent institutions in later stages, becoming the crucial element in the
management of collected data during the research (reaching over two thousand and ve hundred di erent
drawings, photographs, and texts, ill. 2.2). As a result, this data was fundamental to analysis regarding the
context (Chapter 4), So tan’s theory and his own reading of modern architecture (Chapters 3, 6, and 7), and
in analysing So tan’s designs (Chapters 9 and 10). It was also important in analysing his teaching (Chapter 8).

Using this basis as a foundation, archival and bibliographical research data was used to prepare oral history
interviews and to identify participants. e empirically structured process was based on the experience from
previous research, where a selection of ‘specialist’ participants were interviewed, and the interviews were
followingly transcribed and validat&d-ollowing a similar logic, the process was interested in specialist-type of
knowledge, aiming for co-workers, colleagues, and students, without considering the present-day users, a choice
dictated by experience and lower interest of such category to participate. e participants were identi ed rstly
though through bibliographical information (information on co-workers, memories and articles mentioning



So tan) and then through archival data (student lists, correspondence, and assignments), but at a later stage,
some contacts were initiated by previous interviéwsugh di erent sources and connections, a list of

nearly two hundred potential interviewees was established, with a clear majority of former students from
Harvard Graduate School of Design (one hundred and seventy-six). ey were gradually approached, based
on considerations including diversity (di erent courses attended, di erent years and levels of study, di erent
backgrounds) and potential speci c knowledge (involvement in a speci ¢ design, attendance of a specic
course, potential connections with later professional or pedagogical activity, ill. 2.3). Out of fty-two potential
participants approached, twenty-six resulted in recorded interviews, four released written statements, fourteen
declared availability and participated in an informal conversation, two refused to be interviewed pledging lack
of su cient information, and six did not answer, with the positive answer rate at 85%, suggesting huge interest.
e participants were contacted rst — if possible — by phone in order to establish a closer relationship, and in
other situations via email or social medigs was suggested by the positive outcome of the previous research,
during which direct communication on the phone was appreciated by the participants, some of which were not
accustomed to the use of computers.

e content of the interviews included information regarding the context, So tan's teaching, his vision of
architecture, and some of his designs based on the involvement of the participants in the design process. In
order to prepare for these, prior to the interview, relevant archival information was studied in order to prepare

a draft version of questions, which then were non rigidly followed during the conversation, open to changes
based on the unforeseen contéft®uring this preparation phase, So tan's texts on his reading of modern
architecture, theory, and comments to his own design work were of prime importance, as well as drawings
and teaching documents, such as briefs, assignments, and student papers from the Harvard archives. Together,
they formed a framework to initiate conversations, to understand connections between these elements, and
to interpret archival data in the light of the context. e interviews started with more speci c questions to
stimulate memories from the past — for example referring to a speci ¢ course, a speci ¢ assignment, and then
moved to more general considerations, and letting the interviewees determine the direction of the conversation.
In some cases, especially in case of face-to-face interviews, during the conversations the interviewees interacted
with drawings and photographs of designs, some of which they had not known before, and in one case, an
interview took place at the design site (interview with Edward Lyons was partially organised in Brockton in
Massachusetts, where So tan designed two scH®@sjen the natural and unexpected outcomes of some of

the interviews, the following transcript validation proved to be an important phase of the process. After the
interview, the relevant content was transcribed, removing signi cant signs of oral conversation and merging
some pieces to assemble divided answers, aiming to improve clarity and readability without changing the
content of the text, which was then sent for approval and amendments by the interviewees th€r8seky &

two exceptions due to personal issues, all the transcribed interviews were edited and returned to the researcher
showing that the project not only met great interest amongst the participants, but also “awakened their sense
of belonging” Micheli referred to in a similar projétte transcriptions, assembled in a uni ed document,

became also a useful tool to quickly identify information and to search for data much more e ectively compared
to audio recording® Due to the amendments and the audio quality of many interviews, the audio recordings

— di erently from the initially planned approach — will not be deposited in any archive, but in their stead, the
transcripts along with a commentary and data statistics have been deposited at the Online Research Data at the
University of She eld making them available for further researchers. For this research purpose, the interviews
proved to be invaluable concerning the context of So tan’s teaching and his teaching approach, which was not
deducible from the archival documents. ey proved to be much more important in analysing the legacy of his
teaching (Chapter 8) and in analysing some of the designs (Chapters 9 and 10).

Finally, thanks to the information gathered in the archives, especially drawings and text descriptions of the
designs, it was possible to confront them with the present-day state of the buildings. During the research,
it was possible to visit ten out of fteen existing buildings (ill. 2.4) and to document their conservation level
and grade of originality compared to the design through photographs and observations (the latter of which
were written down and stored for further research developrffeit)provided a series of information,

which was both practical (conservation, alterations, originality), but also empirical (experience of the concept,
analysing the buildings against So tan's interests and ideas). For example, it was possible to document the
decay of ‘Warszawianka’, but it was also possible to document and understand the relation of the Salem High
School with the landscape. Together with other data sources, through cross-analysing the observations and
photographs with drawings and theory texts, material culture analysis enabled to analyse So tan's design work
and to understand its connection with his theory of architecture and to assess the state of conservation and the
relevance of these buildings as a part of his legacy (Chapter 11).

on mixed methods, So tan, and beyond

e initial assumption that the research should be based on a mixed methods approach seems to be veri ed
by the characteristics of these di erent approaches and through di erent types of data they provided for the
research. Archival research, oral histories, and material culture studies brought di erent aspects to the research
question, while at the same time they overlapped in some areas. e continuous relating of one to another —
particular information found in the archives related to the interviews, or the buildings’ layout related to the
theoretical ideas expressed by the conference speeches, transcripts, and articles — enabled the triangulation ¢
the facts and their interpretations in order to reach more complete and accurate conclusions. For example,
whereas archival data provided basic information on So tan’s contacts, teaching assignments, and designs,
one can only understand the broader context and the atmosphere in a classroom through interviewing his
former students, and the application of his theories into architecture by studying the buildings. It seems that
de ning and broader understanding of So tan's legacy was almost necessarily achieved through an integral
and consistent synthesis of these three approaches. Whereas the connection to Bachelard and the idea of
myth is close to So tan speci cally, it is worth underlining that such an approach does not relate to himself or

to modern architecture only. Certainly, it is impossible to conduct interviews where the interest goes further
backwards in time, but arguably such a mixed methods approach is a well-balanced alternative to more single-
minded approaches based on one of these methods only. e complexity of So tan’s case, with the archival
materials and oral history participants scattered around the world, makes it genuinely adaptable to more local
and reduced case studies. Such an approach therefore, aimed to analyse and evaluate a single architect’s lega
as an example of larger processes within modern architecture — or within architecture in general — may be
successfully proposed in other case studies, constituting an important part of the contribution of the present
research.
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So tan and history of modern architecture

it [Sigfried Giedion's Space, Time and Architecture] gained enormous popularity amongst architects in West
Europe, both Americas, and a huge part of Asia — and it is in the reading lists in architecture schools in many cc
[...], and it seems that hours spent with his book may not only be interesting for many readers, but also fruitful
development of architecture

—Jerzy So tan

Sigfried Giedion’s publication was one of the rst mid-twentieth-century histories of modern architecture yet

it has remained, according to Panayotis Tournikiotis (1999), an in uentiaf &xén though its rst edition is

eighty years old, newer texts refer to it and they are the basis of formation for younger generations of architects
and architectural historians. Together with others, Giedion’s history has formed our common understanding
of what could be called the ‘canon of modern architecture’. Authors such as Leonardo Benevolo, Kenneth
Frampton or William Curtis are still present in reading lists for architectural students and their ideas continue
to in uence young architects — even while emerging tendencies in the scholarship tend to open the discussion
to new areas.

As an overview of today’s discussion on modern architecture, this chapter sets out to answer the question: what
is Jerzy So tan's place in, and his own reading of, modern architecture? e rst section dwells on the relevance
of key texts in understanding the canon of modern architecture. e following two sections concentrate on
what is being discussed in modern architectural historiography, and how this discussion is delivered. So tan’'s
place in modern architecture historiography is illustrated and analysed with precise examples based on the
issues raised by the canon. Finally, using So tan’s own texts, and in order to guarantee consistency of discussion
the chapter analyses his own reading of modern architecture and it proposes re-de nition of the core terms
connected to it.

studying the modern architecture canon

In 2019, during the workshop working on Alvar Aalto’s ideas as part of the preparation of the candidature of
his works for the UNESCO nomination list, the key problem of the discussion was to take a step backwards
and to consider neither the so-called ‘received knowledge’ nor the stereotypical view of Aalto’s ideas, but to
study in their place his actual writingslnderstanding the canon of modern architecture puts one in front of

a similar problem. Whereas in Aalto’s case, the stereotypes converge around repeated slogans, such as “the littl
man” or “one millimetre module”, in the case of modern architecture there are multiple positions and points

of view making the very terms one uses ambiguous and unclear. However, similarly as during that workshop,
the actual understanding of what is the state-of-scholarship in the discussion on modern architecture may
be achieved throughout the texts and the key narratives that have been used as foundations for formation
of new generations of architects. As such, these texts have had a crucial in uence on the vision of modern
architecture. An examination of the most in uential histories would start with Tournikiotis’ Historiography of
ModernArchitecture, whose critical study of the most in uential modern history texts, including Henry-Russell
Hitchcock, Nikolaus Pevsner, Giedion and others, is a selection based on their historical, social, and architectural
dimensions, and on the continuous in uence in education of new generations of ar¢hiteatsver, even

though his work is claimed to have given “more ambitious and useful than any other contribution to the eld”
with the succeeding works having “no chance of replacirfgaftér twenty years of scholarship this now
requires a broader analysis of texts that takes into consideration new tendencies and directions taken by modern
architectural history. Some of those presented by Tournikiotis are still very in uential and kept up-to-date —
such as Benevolo, whose Storia dell’architettura moderna has reached its twenty-sixth edition and it includes
examples of architecture from the last decade of the twentieth century. Other texts however, have not been
recently rewritten: whereas Benevolo or Bruno Zevi were revised not more than fteen years ago, Pevsner’s
and Reyner Banham’'s texts are almost fty-years-old and do not take into account the subsequent criticism

1 Jerzy So tan’s introduction to the rst Polish edition of Space, Time and Architecture, see: Jerzy So tan, ‘Przedmowa do wydania polskiego’,
in Sigfried Giedion, Czas, przestrze i architektura, trans. by Jerzy Olkiewicz (Warsaw: Pa stwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe, 1968), pp. v, x. Translation
from Polish (SR).

2 Panayotis Tournikiotisg Historiography of Modern Architecture (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1999).

3 Workshop 3: Aalto’s Texts and Ideas, ed. by Anni Vartola, proceedings of the ‘Humanistic Modernism — Works by Alvar Aalto in the World
Heritage Context’ Seminar from Octobef-40", 2019.

4 Tournikiotis, p. 3.

5 Macarena de la Vega de Ledn, ‘Historiography of Modern Architecture: Twenty-Five Years Later’, Athens Journal of Architecture, 1 (2015),
97-110 (p. 109).
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of modern architecture and the wake of postmodern. It surely compromises them as up-to-date readings for
architecture students and their in uence is lesser than thirty years ago when Tournikiotis was defending his
doctoral thesis. erefore — di erently from his approach — this research takes into consideration especially
the last editions of publications and examines the evolution of how the discourse on modern architecture
is presented and of what examples are included. Moreover, it takes into consideration more recent texts, for
instance such authors as Curtis, Frampton, Charles Jencks or Peter Blundell Jones, and it acknowledges the
most recent tendencies in modern architecture scholarship.

being modern — how is the modern architecture canon changing?

In his Modern Architecture, Frampton criticises previous publications for being too Eufoedatniever it is

worth underlining that his and others’ interest has never lain in the entirety of Europe. In fact, if one considers
the focus of modern architecture histories throughout time, it is clear that they are centred on Western Europe
and the United States. Many modern architecture histories are limited to that area, as in the case of Pevsner’s
Pioneers of Modern Design from 1975, or Blundell Jones’ much more recent two-volume edition of Modern
Architecture through Case Studies from 2002 and 2007. Similarly, Banham and Hitchcock follow the same
direction, adding just a few examples from the URSS, Czechoslovakia, and Japan.

the Western origins of modern architecture

Of course, since modern architecture history was born in Western Europe, it is clearly Western Europe-
centred. Amongst the authors of the rst attempts to build a discourse around burgeoning modern architecture
Anthony Vidler lists Adolf Behne, Adolf Platz, Giedion, Bruno Taut, Hitchcock, Walter Curt Behrendt, and
Pevsner, all of whom were German or Swiss, with the exception of Hitchcock, who followed the trail laid by the
others’ In his International Style, Hitchcock lists as the “masters” of modern architecture the Europeans: Walter
Gropius, Mies van der Rohe, Le Corbusier, and Jacobus Oud. Similarly, in the rst editions of one of the most

in uential histories of modern architecture, Giedion names only Gropius, Le Corbusier, and Mies. Only in the
following editions, would he add the chapters on the work of Alvar Aalto and Jgrn Utzon in order to illustrate
new trends in modern architecture, moving away from the rigid functionalism of the rstydars.recently,
development on modern architecture history shows the scholarship becoming more interested also in other
gures in countries like Germany, France or the Netherlands — in the very crib of modern architecture. In some
cases, their work is included in the canonical histories of Curtis, Benevolo, Manfredo Tafuri or Frampton. e
narration does not stop in fact with di erent generations of masters of modern architects, but becomes more
inclusive. Architects from the Western countries who were previously omitted in architectural histories start
to be included in the analysis. It may be for instance the case of Hugo Haring in Germany, Adalberto Libera
in Italy or Marcel Lods in Franc&Moreover, some publications give more space to such architects than to the
canonically recognised ones. One may refer for instance to Edward Ford’s analysis of architectural details of
modern buildings. His Details of Modern Architecture (1990) includes a series of case studies of several architects
and their work!® e choice is particularly interesting, as it includes the so-called masters, other modern
architects, and those who operated at the early boundary between modern architecture and previous tendencies,
such as Eliel Saarinen or Gunnar Asplund: a selection that seems to be impossible in Pevsner or Hitchcock.
A similar approach may be also found in Blundell Jones’ modern architecture history. He avoids using iconic
buildings to illustrate the most important modern ideas, and therefore he concentrates again on other modern
architects. For instance, while describing the Weil3enhofsiedlung, he analyses all the buildings, while most of
the modern architecture histories are limited to those by Le Corbusier and Mies. In a much more inclusive
analysis of the area, Blundell Jones includes works of Adolf Rading, Josef Frank, Haring, Mart Stam, and Adolf
Schneck who usually fade behind Gropius, Mies, Le Corbusier, and Oud. In addition to studying lesser-known
gures of modern architecture — Sigurd Lewerentz and Jan Duiker — he also chooses as case studies lesser-
known buildings or designs. For example, instead of choosing the Berlin Philharmonics among Hans Scharoun’s
buildings, Blundell Jones studies the unbuilt design for the National eatre in Mannheim. Similarly, in the
second volume from 2007, he includes works of such architects as Karljosef Schattner, Egon Eiermann, and
Helmut Stri er. Following the same trend, lesser-known modern architecture gures in di erent countries
become more studied in separate monographs — for instance in Finland it may be Erik Bryggman, and in

Italy Emilio Isotta!! but there are numerous other examples showing the vivacity of modern architecture in
Europe and in the United States. Alan Colquhoun's history of modern architecture may be an example of a
broader narration that includes such architects in the general context. For example, while analysing Finnish
architecture, he mentions apart from Aalto several other architects usually omitted in modern architecture
historiest? However, his interest lies again mainly in Western Europe and America, leaving almost no space
for modern architecture from elsewhere. In fact, the focus on these areas continues to persist even after modern
architecture expanded around the world, even though some examples from other areas started to be included
in the history books.

expansion of modern architecture

Expansion of modern architecture started initially with the expansion of work of Western European and
American architects towards Africa, South America, Asia, and Australia. Due to Le Corbusier’s work in Algeria
and ATBAT's designs in Morocco, the rst examples from Africa began to appear in the modern canon. A
similar situation can be seen in India and present-day Bangladesh, with designs in Chandigarh, Ahmedabad,
and Dhaka by Le Corbusier and Louis Kahn. ese examples are analysed in the publications of most of the
modern architecture historians — they are included in texts by Giedion, Curtis, Tafuri, Frampton, and Zevi. e
contents of these publications, as far as architects and buildings are concerned, is illustrated in a series of map:s
showing countries whose architecture is discussed (ill. 3.2 to 3.15). An interesting situation may be observed
in Latin America. Whereas the early editions of modern architecture histories concentrate mainly on Le
Corbusier’s urban designs for Brazil, Colombia, Argentina, and Uruguay, they also include Brazilian architects.
Furthermore, in the most recent editions, they include other Latin American local architects from Mexico and
Venezuela. eir work is mentioned in the most recent modern architecture histories by Zevi, Benevolo, Tafuri,
Frampton, Curtis, and Richard Weston. As a result, architecture of Oscar Niemeyer, Lucio Costa, and Luis
Barragan has since entered the modern architectural canon, and their work corresponds to what Frampton
names “critical regionalism”. It alludes to the formation of local tendencies in modern architecture — not in
the vernacular sense, but referring to some national identity in several countries in Europe, both Americas and
Asia®®* However, the very idea of regionalism in culturally more remote areas was growing slowly. In 1977,
Benevolo was describing local architecture in India, Syria, Iran, and Venezuela as “marginal” alluding to the
illegal and precarious aspect of settlements, with no reference to the development of modern architecture.
However, more recently, Colin Davies included in his history of modern architecture parts on Sri Lankan,
Malaysian, Egyptian, Indian, and Saudi architéé&ollowing this path, separate studies in recent scholarship
tend to evaluate the work of architects in countries considered as the outskirts of modern architecture, such
as Chile, Colombia, Taiwan, India, Tanzania or Sri Lafkas tendency shows that modern architecture

did not consist only of the ‘incoming wave’ of architects who worked in Europe and the United States and
occasionally designed buildings beyond. e architectural canon and scholarship starts to be informed also by
research on local — regional — architects who were in uenced by the ‘incoming wave’, and created their own
response at the backstage of the main discourse. It reveals that modern ideas penetrated more thoroughly in
new areas creating “the other modern movement”, as it was called by Frampton.

the other modern Europe

As a part of the regionalisms in modern architecture, the example of Central and Eastern European countries is
a particular case: it has been for a long time a dead-end. If one draws maps picturing the reach of architectural
analysis of di erent countries’ modern architecture, in most cases the countries of the communist bloc in



Europe are a blank space (ill. 3.2 to 3.15). Some historians though — especially in the later years — give more Reyner Banham
space to this area. However, it was a gradual process. Countries like Czechoslovakia or Hungary were the rst

to gain attention due to their close historical relation to Austria and Germany. One may think for instance

about Adolf Loos — born in Brno, but working mainly in Vienna — or about Mies’ Villa Tugendhat (1930).

As a result, modern architecture in Czechoslovakia stands as a valid example of early modern architecture in

Tafuri’'s analysis. He claims in fact that the changes in Czech culture were happening in parallel to those in

the Western countrie¥. Similarly, Curtis mentions Czechoslovakian architecture as a local interpretation to

modern architecture already in the rst editi&nOther countries however had fewer connections with the

West, and their presence in modern architecture discourse was much less evident, especially with the expansion

of the communist ideology in Eastern and Central Europe. In many cases, there was the missing link of the

‘incoming wave’ of modern architects. Whereas modern architecture in the USSR is often quoted as one of the

important examples of modern avant-garde from before the Second World War, it is connected to contact with Sigfried Giedion
architects like Ernst May or Le Corbusier. In most other countries of the communist bloc, the narration shows

no such connection between Western European architects and local ones. After the war, the political situation,

the in uence of the Stalinist doctrine and the lack of economic means made it di cult to appeal to Western

architects (Chapter 4). us, even though Frampton and Curtis broaden the area of in uence of modern

architecture to many countries in Africa, Asia, Oceania and South America after the rst editions of their

histories'® there is almost no mention of Central or Eastern European countries other than Czechoslovakia

and Hungary. Designs within present-day Poland are mentioned brie y by Banham only because of the pre-

war involvement of German architects, such as Gropius or Hans P&&amilarly, the recent study by Davies

mentions only three buildings in Poland that were connected to the work of Mies, Poelzig, and Max Berg at the

time when those areas belonged to Prussia and later to Germany, with no mention of the Polish architecture

between the wars of after the Second World War. Richard Weston

e only classical modern histories to explicitly mention architecture of these countries are those by Giedion,
Benevolo, Zevi, and Tafuri. Whereas Giedion’s text refers mainly to the discussions within the CIAM including
some of the Polish members (he named So tan, Helena and Szymon SyBer®yolo gives a much clearer
picture of architectural tendencies in the communist bloc countries, including Poland, Romania, Bulgaria, and
the Ukrainian SSR. He does not concentrate though on the actual modern architecture, but on the Stalinist
tendencies of socialist realist architecture and planning that were in contradiction to modettBdddmgs

of that period had to follow strict ideological and aesthetic patterns xed by the ruling parties in each country:
they referred to classical schemes and thus they were far removed from modern planning standards. According
to Benevolo, “as designer’s attention was diverted towards ctional problems, there was more space left for
control. e supposed proximity to ancient traditions and folk habits was a conventional discourse aimed

to avoid a more concrete discussion capable of interfering with the authorities’ directives and it guaranteed Manfredo Tafuri
to frame all the initiatives in well-known cultural forn#$'Even though architecture of those countries is
present in his discourse, it is present in its most anti-modern form, leaving modern architecture in Central
and Eastern Europe again as unchartered territory. e di culty of the argument on modern architecture in
Eastern Europe is further developed by Lewis Mumford: he claims that due to the ideological struggles against
the imposed architecture of socialist realism, many CIAM members had to accept lesser assignments, to face
o cial prosecution or to ee to the West!

With the general discourse on modern architecture so pessimistic when speaking about Central and Eastern
Europe, it may seem that the region was a barren land for modernism. Instead, after the fall of the socialist
realism ideology from the mid-1950s, the cultural and architectural climate was milder and many publications
were o ering a showcase of local modern architecture. In Poland for instance, texts Balgkasirchitektura

wspob czesna by Przemys aw Szafer (1977), professor of architectural history at the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw,
showed how modern functionalist architecture was present in various domains. As the country was abandoning
the socialist realism ideology, during the 1970s and 1980s, more publications on Polish modern architecture
appeared, although they still lacked critical analysis. More recently, after the fall of communism, local Polish
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publications and journalism tend to attract public attention to the importance of this architecture, for example Leonardo Benevolo
in Anna Cymer’s Architektura w Pol$845-1989 (2019), in Filip Springer’s journalistic essays on modern

architecture in Poland or in publications on local architects or buil@ifigalay, it seems that the situation

is indeed changing and that there is a growing concern for modern architecture in the Central and Eastern

European countries because “modernist structures were the very best of their times that cities had to o er:

functional, modern, avant-garde. Many of the architects and designers of these buildings are now recognised

as architectural guru& However, even though the local scholarship and the interest in modern architecture

may have grown in Poland and in other Central and Eastern European countries as part of the regionalism

tendency, it is still little present in the global discourse on modern architecture. Even the most recent histories,

like Davies’ and Colquhoun’s, do not give credit to those countries’ modern architecture importance in the

general discourse. However, more area-speci ¢ studies started to appear recently, as the role of Central and

Eastern European architects within CIAM and their global involventéRurthermore, whereas it is certain Peter Blundell Jones
that the scholarship in modern architecture opens towards new themes and new architects, these changes do

not occur only in the contents of the discussion on modern architecture, but also in how the arguments are

proposed.

modern talking — how is the discourse on modern architecture presented?

e question on how the discourse on modern architecture is presented makes it worth coming back to the
initial re ection on history, and recalling Edward Carr’s idea of a historian looking and choosing relevant facts

in an ocean of what is available. is idea on the one hand refers to the broadness of the reality and the practical
impossibility of describing all of it, and on the other one, it suggests that historians’ work and the choice of
facts is biased. It applies of course also to architectural historians. Giedion himself admits, “history is not a
compilation of facts, but an insight into a moving process of life”, adding that a good manner to work on history Bruno Zevi
is to isolate and analyse some specic case studies more thoroughly, making it possible to understand the
whole? is statement shows clearly the awareness that architectural historians have to interpret architecture,
analyse it, and construct their narration around a selection of examples within a much broader range of
buildings, architects, and designs. According to Curtis, such attitudes come from the assumption that some
buildings have “high visual and intellectual quality” and “a tradition is formed from a sequence of such high
points which hand on their discoveries to lesser follovweBsjith of those ideas lead to the bias of the eyes of

the architectural historian: it is left up to the latter to analyse and decipher the connections between architects
and buildings, and nally to decide which ones are the most important or worth mentioning. Whereas the
impossibility of illustrating the totality of modern architecture seems reasonable given the extent of its reach,
the way in which the examples are chosen is very often biased by the author’s education and location, and the
choice of buildings is often made in order to meet the historians’ purposes. Tournikiotis indicates that there
is a particular a liation of architectural historians to particular architects: Pevsner towards Gropius, Giedion
towards Le Corbusier and Gropius, Peter Collins towards Auguste Perret and Zevi towards Wright. As a
result, Zevi's narration is orbiting towards organic architecture and it is more inclusive for such architects than
— for instance — Pevsner or Hitchcock. He dwells on the in uences of Wright on European architects, such
as Hendrik Petrus Berlage, Loos, Oud, Erich Mendelsohn, Haring, Aalto, Charles Robert Ashbee, Willem
Marinus Dudok, and Robert van't Ho and he claims that the importance of Wright for modern architecture

is comparable to the one of Dante or Shakespeare for Italian or English lafgAageresult, Zevi leaves a

lot of space to the architects who follow this path.

rise and fall of the uni ed “modern movement”

e epitome of such a biased vision of modern architecture may be seen in the rst publications by Pevsner,
Hitchcock, and Giedion. In the foreword to the rst edition of Space, Time and Architecture, Giedion admits,
“I have attempted to establish [...] that in spite of the seeming confusion there is nevertheless a true, if hidden,
unity, a secret synthesis, in our present civilisatio®imilarly, Pevsner admits that his aim is “to prove that
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the new style, the genuine and legitimate style of our century, was achieved bi? $ath"attitudes were
understandable as the rst histories of modern architecture were to establish the foundation of a new tendency
that was burgeoning. Modern architecture historians were writing about the age of the machine, about pioneers,
and about a new era beginning — a new era that they felt needed new architecture. e aim of the rst modern
architectural historians was then clear — to lay the path for architecture that should have been the built image
of those great changes. Yet whereas science, literature, and arts were moving forward more quickly, in the late
1920s, academicism and eclecticism were standing still as the main tendency in architecture, as it was shown by
the competition for the League of Nations headquarters where Corbusier was ruled out from the work on the
design. In fact, according to Curtis, “in its early days the modern movement, like any other young movement, was

a minority. e majority of buildings constructed in, say, the year 1930 were continuations of earlier traditions

and vernacular$®.In such an atmosphere, where a new tendency was to face the dominant academicism, it had
to appear strong and united. Modern architecture historians tended thus to chisel their narration by showing

its unity and integrity even though there were di erences amongst the authors of the rst texts. Where Giedion
urged for the universality of this modern architecture, Pevsner called it a “modern movement” claimed to be the
style of the century — an expression that per se suggests an underlying unison of its components, and successful
enough to be used later by Frampton or Benevolo. e very choice of such vocabulary was meant to build a
united image of modern architecture as a project. Hitchcock in e International Style on the other hand, tends

to concentrate on the visual aspects and aesthetics of modern architecture leaving aside social and technical
issues. By describing them in an axiomatic and dogmatic way, he o ered what Tournikiotis called a “guidebook
for modern architectur& with a ready-made repository of elements that can be freely used in order to make
the new architecture modern. Such a limited point of view, constrained to the formal aspects only, made it
possible for Hitchcock to reach general conclusions that were accessible and easily understandable, and they
helped the success of the International Style tendency, adding to the visual unity of the “modern movement”.
Moreover, through the iconographic material based on photographs and not on plans, it was easier to indicate
the formal elements in modern buildings.

In fact, the idea of a uni ed “modern movement” proved to be a persistent one — it was re-used by other
historians. Benevolo for instance aims to con rm the integrity of the “modern movement” by underlining
unifying elements, such as the cementing role of Gropius and the creation of the Bauhaus asitshbeigin.
concentrates on the aspects that uni ed modern architecture throughout many countries, as for example the
common need of creating CIAM after the League of Nations competition and the reunion of many modern
architects within the WeiRenhofsiedlung in Stuttgart. According to Curtis, there was indeed some common
ground amongst modern architects, but it remained at a deeper level and it could not be referred to as an
aesthetic tendency or as formal eleméniss a result, the idea of a uni ed “modern movement” was heavily
criticised by architects and historians in the later years. Many refuted the idea of a uni ed tendency — such as
Curtis, Blundell Jones or Jencks — claiming it was an oversimpli ed construct that needed to be revised.

Tournikiotis states that since the sixties, new historians started to undermine the established dogma of the
unity and origin of modern architecture: they doubted the rst modern histories, and they developed their
own points of view dismantling the idea of a united “modern moveniéRtt. instance, according to Blundell

Jones, the idea of modern architecture given by Hitchcock was too dogmatic and a new reading of it should
include de-unifying and dismantling the enforced unity given by the International Style that was “too full of
shortcuts™® He uses case studies to exemplify various tendencies in modern architecture and to show that it was
not a uni ed movement, and that modern architects often did not blindly follow the most-repeated slogans and
dogmas built by Pevsner or Hitchcock. Similar criticisms towards the uni ed idea of the “modern movement”
may be found in Curtig¥lodern Architecture since 1900. He denounces the oversimpli cation of the modern
architecture discourse and he claims that the di erences were patched, in order to preserve a uni ed facade of
the entire tendency beyond the models of Le Corbusier, Mies, Gropius, Oud or Gerrit Rietveld. Furthermore,
Colin St John Wilson underlines the diversity of the very rst years of modern architecture pointing, “there was
never a moment in history of architecture so rich in the variety of building forms and so violent in the polarity
of ideological a rmations as that which prevailed ten years after the end of World \W&aWhereas Blundell

Jones or St John Wilson underline the lack of unity in modern architecture, Jencks in his analysis underlines
the ignorance of the omission in the “modern movement”, calling Pevsner’s narration “conservative, elitist and
prophetic”, and adding that such tendencies as expressionism and futurism were arti cially removed from the
common understanding of modern architecture for thirty y®alsstead, he urges historians to recognise

“the plurality of creative movements and individuéish a similar manner, Zevi denounces the works of
Pevsner, Giedion, and Behrendt, as they did not recognise “the essential passage from the functionalist phase
of the 1930s towards an organic tendency centred on the spatial cre&tieitgfore, the idea of the uni ed

“modern movement” has to face two major tendencies — de-uni cation of the discourse and a broadening of
interest to other tendencies.

between case studies and continuous narration

e criticism of the “modern movement” idea is connected also to the manner in which the discourse
is presented. Following the thread laid down by Giedion, one of the approaches to modern architecture is
through case studies. In the rst edition, Giedion concentrates on the work by Le Corbusier, Gropius, and
Mies in order to illustrate the general tendencies within modern architecture, adding in the later ones chapters
on Aalto and Utzon. Only in the last edition does he recognise that modern architecture has expanded its
reach, claiming that it would be interesting to study modern ideas spreading through di erent countries, such
as Japan or BraZ.Nonetheless, his presentation of modern architecture is limited to a number of heroic
episodes of several architects who are shown to have widely in uenced their contemporaries. rough a “from
the particular to the general” approdéhg tends to generalise and thus to simplify the complexity of modern
architecture realities. Indeed, he admits, the “historian is not solely a cataloguer of facts. His judgment must,
however, spring directly from the factsynderlining the importance of critical analysis and re ection based

on the selected case studies.

However, whereas for Giedion his examples were chosen explicitly and willingly amongst other ones as an
illustration in order to give a clear image of a more general process, it seems that the focus on those architects
was transferred into later histories of modern architecture as the core of modern architecture. Along with the
importance of Gropius, Le Corbusier, and Mies in other early histories, such as Pevsner, Emil Kaufmann or
Hitchcock, these architects became easily associated with the rst canon of modern architecture, and such
dominance started to be contested by other critics. Zevi for instance claims that such a vision of history based
on individuals became obsolete. He calls for history as a dynamic and collective process, along with a limited
in uence of individuals, undermining the approach based on the “procession of proud and isolate dethiurges”.

According to Zevi, the modern architecture vision inherited from the rst histories concentrated thus too
much on the heroic aspects of it, and it did not correspond to the broader spectrum of modern tendencies of
the time. e rst modern architecture historians may appear as “mythographers” or “high priests”, as they are
called by Curtis and Blundell Jorfése global acceptance of modern architecture after the Second World

War did not require from its historians concentration on building its foundations or showing its importance. It
was possible to analyse and criticise it internally, with no threat of academicism or eclecticism. In fact, once its
position was established, modern architecture historians often followed the very same path and ideas expressec
by Zevi. Benevolo, Curtis, Frampton or Josep Montaner do not base their work on “from the particular to
the general” model inherited from Giedion or Pevsner, but they propose a complex narration and a broader
panorama of modern architects and buildings. Even though Curtis admits concentrating on de nite examples
of architecture, the reading of his text still 0 ers a continuous narration of a broad range of modern architects’
works.

However, given the expansion of modern architecture interest to new areas and new architects, the coherence of
such a continuous narration model of history becomes unsustainable. ey risk becoming extensive descriptions
of numerous architects, buildings and designs, with their inner logics and narrative retreating in front of a
number of examples and facts. An architectural historian indeed risks ending up with a collection of facts with



no or little clue of what is relevant. One may feel lost in front of narrative histories of modern architecture, such

as Benevolo or Curtis, where many tendencies and architects are analysed, compared to a much clearer discourse
proposed by the early versions of Giedion, Pevsner or Hitchcock. Furthermore, Weston’s narration is not only
continuous, but also well anchored in the cultural and artistic background of the era giving a broader picture of
modernity in architecture and in the arts in general. Such extensive narratives may be simply overloaded with
data and names, making it harder to understand the underlying logic. One may thus claim that the alternative
lies between the extremes: between the analysis of single and isolated cases on one hand, and the broader ‘all-
inclusive’ narrative making the logical construction of modern architecture particularly obscure on the other
one. Both of them seem to be ine ective or susceptible to misinterpretation. One may nd a viable compromise

in Blundell Jones’ work and case studies. Di erently from Giedion, Blundell Jones does not pretend to build a

general theory or discourse based on the case studies: he does not use the case studies as illustration to theorised

tendencies. Instead, the choice of a case studies methodology is dictated by their clarity and accessibility, and its
social anthropological approach lets them create a more nuanceddmmagead of a one-directional process

in Giedion's work, “from the particular to the general”, Blundell Jones’ approach proposes a more complex
model, “from the general to the particular and from the particular to the general”. Each work is analysed against
the context and background, whereas through the analysis of specic buildings, one is able to understand
speci ¢ standing points on modern architecture. Following such logics, a case study is not the aim per se of the
research, but a tool for a better understanding of transitive concepts — making the choice of the case studies an
extremely important passage in the construction of the discourse and a core argument in the approach to the
research on So tan. Case studies should be clear enough to understand their architecture on the one hand, and
transitive enough to be able to apply similar reasoning in di erent situations on the other one.

modern architecture history as construct

e impact of the architectural historian's decisions on the outcome — on modern architectural history —
underlines that the latter is a construct based on the former’s ideas and background. Jencks accuses those
rst histories of being biased by the authors’ ideas, claiming that historians follow a script loaded with their
own ideology?® Tournikiotis in fact calls the rst histories of modern architecture “manifestos” and not
critical analysis, as they were concerned with their contemporaries and not with past evemsty, title

of Vidler’s historiography of modern architecture — Histories of the Immediate Present (1987) — shows clearly
that rst modern architecture historians were concerned mainly with their present. As they cannot reach the
thoroughness of retrospective analysis, they continue to rely on the period’s own idea of itself — which according
to many is faulty. Banham claims that the search for mainstream modern architecture was mistaken in the very
assumption of what should be looked at: “the mainstream is not the common denominator of all the various
streams present in the given era, nor [is it] produced by the historian, who from his contemporary point of view
traces out the conductive thread of historical evolufibn”.

However, whereas those accusations are aimed at the rst modern architecture historians who have contributed
to the idea of a uni ed “modern movement”, such criticism may be actually applied more generally. Giedion for
instance makes a general statement claiming that whereas it is impossible to write history without altering it,
it is a price to be paid for the history to be the most accurate. He claims, “the historian detached from the life
writes irrelevant history?% Furthermore, Vidler shows that the relation between the reality and history that is
being written is a very complex one: not only the reality in uences the architectural historians while they read
and analyse it, but then the very same history — as for instance those written by Giedion, Pevsner or Hitchcock
— in uences the reality and architectural practicese complex relations may be perhaps better understood

while considering a hypothetical architectural history of the 2010s. At rst thought, one may be confused by
the multitude of architects and tendencies that diverge in various directions in the most recent years, as such
complexity seems to be in a agrant contrast to the well-organised and well-structured discourse of modern
architecture. However, as it was discussed, such unity and cohesiveness of modern architecture represented
in its rst histories was a construct — an idea biased by the authors. In the midst of architectural tendencies,
the rst historians followed a similar path that may be followed today in order to organise and structure a
continuous narrative of contemporary architecture. Firstly, one has to have a good understanding of their
own present and take a position within it. en, one follows this position by selecting arguments, examples

and architects in order to illustrate it, and nally one organises them in a comprehensible discourse. It seems
then almost inevitable that generally, architectural history of one’s own age is biased by the surrounding reality
and the author’s own ideas. Ironically, the bias Jencks criticises in the rst histories of modern architecture is
the very same process he uses to build the idea of postmodernism. He tends to illustrate the crisis of modern
architecture and the origins of a new tendency in a more coordinated way than it was in reality. One may argue
thus that not only the “modern movement” was a construct, but postmodernism too. Indeed, Jencks’ following
publication, e Language of Post-Modern Architecture (1977) uses the same logic of a construct of a movement,
as he criticised in Pevsner or Giedémn such a hypocritical attitude, he tends to simplify and t examples

of architecture into his logical process. For instance, he presents Team 10 as a group whose work concentrated
on the issue of urban identity and he links their ideas to the criticism of the curtaii whith actually was

not at the core of their discourse. He seems also to lose track of Team 10’s ideas by omitting the importance of
the thick cultural dimension of their work and a much larger social political context of the issues related to the
habitat. Instead, Jencks refutes this model, by labelling their architecture according to an arti cially constructed
code.

Such oversimpli cations strengthen the contrast between broader narratives on one side and diversity and
complexity of modern architectural production on the other one. Indeed, in the preface to the third edition,
Curtis claims, “while the polemical oversimpli cations of the earlier histories have become less and less tenable,
the need remains for texts charting large-scale developments. It is increasingly clear that modern architecture
combines numerous positions and in ections which evade monolithic descriptions of either a stylistic or an
ideological kind®® Such a position approaches Blundell Jones’ position in using well-detailed case studies to
explain a diversity of tendencies without generalising the discourse to form a common narrative.

So tan and the modern canon

Following the thread of Blundell Jones’ reasoning, interest in the work of the Polish architect So tan provides
also an illustration of modern architecture distanced from the core of the canon. His design work and teaching
on both sides of the iron curtain seems to elude most of the critical analysis of modern architecture. Referring
to the visible gap in modern architecture history concerning post-communist European countries, this study
aims to reject these di culties and to review this tendency. In addition, the theoretical aspect of a huge part
of his heritage through ideas and pedagogy adds to the challenging revision of modern architecture discourse,
where most of the discourse concentrated on more tangible and visible manifestations of architecture.

So tan in modern architecture histories

In fact, whereas the histories of modern architecture do not include So tan’s designs, he is mentioned mainly
as a member of CIAM or Team 10. Benevolo lists him as of the attendants of the Team 10 Otterlo meeting in
1959, and Montaner includes him among the architects of the “third generation” connected to Team 19's work.
Giedion on the other hand includes So tan as a member of the Polish section of €1a8& connections

show — especially in the case of CIAM that in the last phase did become a truly mass movement — that So tan’s
work was standing out of the crowd. Even though he was not able to attend the rst Team 10 meetings and he
met the Smithsons and other group members for the rst time during the CIAM 10 in Dubrovnik in 1956, he

was still considered a member of the group by the others. Even though coming from outside of the canonically
modern countries, So tan was keeping close to the organisations and tendencies where discussion on the issue
of modern architecture was the most vivid.

is particular aspect of So tan's work seems relevant to the recent tendencies and to the importance of the
immaterial in the modern architecture canon. One may refer to Benevolo’s analysis of the importance of Walter
Gropius. He calls him “the moral leader of the modern movement fty years ago”, and he gives to Gropius
the merit of union and consistency within modern architecture, even if he was not the greatest architect of
the time. According to Benevolo, Gropius’ importance comes from education, and from the awareness that
“one has to nd an agreement, to bring together many people’s e orts and to resolve the problems of our
environment®® e importance of Gropius’ educational activity, rst in Germany and later in the United
States, points towards the recognition of intangible aspects of architectural heritage even before the physical or



designed work. Putting the importance of Gropius’ theory and education in front of everything else can nd

a parallel in So tan's work. In addition to the latter’s involvement in Team 10, Curtis underlines that together
with Shadrach Woods, So tan was one of the group’s members who helped to propagate the group’s ideals in
America through their teaching at the Harvard Graduate School of Dé$ldis.teaching seems also to be an
important element in Giedion's text, who recalls So tan’s joint teaching with Jaqueline Tyrwhitt and Fumihiko
Maki in the 1964 Urban Design Master Class at Harvé@reir assignment, “how can a new city for 50,000

people be built between Baltimore and Washington in such a way that its initial community structure will
not be destroyed by its subsequent growth?” referred to the importance of the human factor in planning, lost
in the interpretations of the Athens Charter. However, the most accurate observation of his theoretical insight
was given by Montaner, claiming that So tan, as “the most theoretical and interested in history of the [Team
10] group, the one who in his writings gives the broadest vision of the contemporary architecture situation”.
However, whereas histories of modern architecture give credit to these two aspects of So tan's work — education
and theory, So tan was also a practicing architect. His participation in the Team 10 meetings and in the CIAM
congresses involved presentations of his designs that went unseen in the histories of modern architecture, even
by those architectural critics who were closest to him, such as Curtis or Fréfdtoretheless, they make

part of some publications including the work of Team 10, such as for instance the Team 10 Primé&r (1962).

e connection to Team 10 seems particularly relevant here. So tan's work is not only inscribed in the larger
picture of expanding modern architecture scholarship, including interest in the post-socialist countries, in the
lesser exponents of modern architecture, and in recognising the immaterial contributions, but it also follows
recent scholarship in the architecture of Team 10. Whereas the rst publications on the group were mainly
managed by its self-appointed chronicler, Alison Smithson, starting from the article in Architectural Design that
formed afterwards the stand-alone Team 10 Primer, recent scholarship shows more interest into the work of the
group as part of the canon of modern architecture. Benevolo states indeed, “for at least ten years the members
of Team 10 remain as the avant-garde of architectural research and the collection of their results — independent
but comparable — represent a new phase of the modern moveéfidottever, whereas the importance of

the group has been quite unanimously established in modern architecture histories by Benevolo, Zevi, Curtis,
Frampton, Jencks or Blundell Jones, the actual monographic research into the group’s architecture has come
into light only quite recently. e key publication Team 10: In Search of a Utopia of the Present 1953-1981
(2005) brings a deeper understanding of the group members’ architecture, of its complex dimension, and it
o0 ers an organised overview of Team 10 meetings attendance. Recent scholarship follows the path laid by this
publication and tends to dismantle the biased discourse around Team 10 created by Alison Smithsoffs editing,
and to concentrate on the members left aside in the original narration, such as Charles Polényi, Oskar Hansen
or Pancho Guedé&s.0One example of such scholarship is ukasz Stanek’s Team 10 East — an attempt to analyse
the work of Central and Eastern European members of the group by decentralising the discourse from the
“inner circle” ideas of Aldo van Eyck, Jaap Bakema or the Smithsons. Stanek aims to understand this through
the di cult background of the countries of the communist bloc — both political and economic. e present
research on So tan in particular continues to question the bias within the discourse on Team 10, and it informs
further rewriting of the group’s architectural history.

From this analysis of modern architecture histories, So tan appears thus — even though he is little visible — as an
active protagonist of modern architecture. He is an educator and a theoretician — perhaps primarily — but also
as a practitioner, and research in his work does t into the recent scholarship’s interest in Central and Eastern
European modern architecture. However, before analysing those di erent aspects of his work, it is necessary to
rede ne some notions based on his own analysis of modern architecture.

rede ning modernism

Many of the terms used to describe modern architecture and its various tendencies may today appear deprived
of their initial meaning in the present-day context. Blundell Jones claims that words such as “functionalism”,
“rationalism”or “the International Style”have lost their signi cance and they need to be re§8trsems at the

same time inadequate and too generic to agree with Colguhoun to equal “modern movement”, “functionalism”,
“rationalism” or “Neue Sachlichkeit” and to claim that they mean the same terfl@ycjlustrate di erent

aspects of modern architecture, and the popularity of one over another have heavily in uenced the perception
of the whole, as it may lead to some disastrous misconceptions of modern architecture, even in the most
recent scholarship, as for instance in James Stevens Curl’s Making Dystopia: the Strange Rise and Survival
Architectural Barbaristn.

Moreover, in order to analyse So tan's work, it is indispensable to have a clear understanding of his reading
of modern architecture. In his lectures and articles, he often argued in favour of a revision of some aspects of
modernism and he wished to straighten its criticisms. erefore, for the sake of the integrity of this research,
and in order to make further discussion on So tan's ideas and texts understandable, those terms are re-de ned,
and the de nitions are based on his reading of modern architecture (that is, using So tan's meaning) compared
to the canonical narration.

functionalism as matchbox architecture

e theme of functionalism (or “matchbox architecture”) is often quoted by Sotan when he refers to his
education in Poland at the Polytechnic of Warsaw or while he analyses the early years of modern architecture,
based on a functional analysis of human négdiven that he referred to this issue numerous times over a long
period while talking about modern architecture, it seems that understanding what he meant by functionalism

is very important for further analysis of his ideas. e origins of such tendencies lie according to him in the
profound change in culture, science and society from the mid-nineteenth century onward. Quoting Claude-
Lévi Strauss and his thesis on the revolutionary aspect of these changes, So tan claims that such new times
require new spirit? e heroic idea of modern architecture as the image of a new epoch is also very much
present in the rst histories of modern architecture. One can for instance consider the subtitle of Giedion's
work — Growth of a New Tradition — as referring to the industrial or machine revolution claimed by other
historians or architects. erefore, functionalism, as seen by So tan, refers to the mottos “do not grieve for roses
while the forests are burning’or “form follows function” — meaning that functionalist architecture was not
interested in aesthetics and formal aspects. Instead, the functional issues were much more pressing due to the
growing population and the need for shelter (which So tan underlined much more since the 1970s). Indeed,
the pressing need of creating new homes at the early stage of modern architecture is, according to him, one of
the very reasons why functionalism became important. He claims that the resulting rush towards quantity and
the focus on building as fast as possible was inhibiting better expression of new architectural forms.

As a result, So tan gives as examples of functionalism Neue Sachlichkeit or Bauhaus architecture, especially
under the leadership of Hannes Meyer. Indeed, So tan often quotes Meyer in order to illustrate the functionalist
point of view, according to which form would emerge after a process of rational designing and Building.
Following the functionalist credo, to think about the form before that would mean to undermine modern
architecture foundations. So tan also claims that for some functionalists, Vitruvian venustas became “a necessary
evil”, something that one unfortunately had to deal with. Because of the idea that architectural forms take a
secondary place in functionalist architecture, So tan baptised such buildings “matchbox architecture”, as deprived
of aesthetic consideration. Such “barracks architecture”refers to Le Corbusier’s disinterest in the architecture of



“boites a savon”— soapboxes — or to Giedion’s criticism of “cardboard architeartdrehows the importance

of form in architecture for So tan himself. He criticises such buildings as too shallow and too simple: he argues
that such simpli ed constructions should rather be identi ed as “buildings” and not “architecture” (Chapter

6), since they do not include any artistic considerations. He adds also that the popularity of the “matchbox
architecture” amongst modern architects was due to the easiness of the scienti ¢ approach for less talented
individuals, which resulted in a higher number of poorer quality buildings and designs. In his criticism, he
connects the broad outreach of early functionalism and the interpretation of modern architecture through
generalisation of its ideas as one of the main reasons for the growing criticism of the very concept of “modern”.

Whereas the identi cation of functionalism as the early stages of modern architecture is common amongst
historians, the criticism of it as leading to “matchbox architecture” does not appear to be so. For instance,
Blundell Jones claims that functionalism does not imply simplicity, leaving a broader understanding of the
term’® and actually, the persistence of So tan in this matter may be a response to such a broader meaning
and to its negative e ects on the entire modern architecture perception. Another issue rises from Hitchcock’s
reading of the term. He disapproves of pure functionalism while de ning the International Style. Not only
does he criticise the German functionalist Siedlungen (ill. 3.17, 3.18), as according to him, their architects
misunderstood the needs of society, but he also claims that modern architecture may be limited to a number
of spatial elements, without considering the reasons standing behindtSermh criticism opens towards a
discussion on the di cult relation between functionalism and the International Style.

International Style as faulty modern mannerism

e very term “International Style” was rst introduced by Hitchcock and Johnson at the occasion of the
modern architecture exhibition at MoMA in New York City in 1932. In the exhibition catalogue (ill. 3.19),

they concentrate on three main characteristics of the new style. First, they identify modern architecture
with volumes, as de ned by plane surfaces, such as at roofs or transparent walls. Second, they underline
the importance of regularity in the new style, referring to the rhythms of vertical structural elements, and

to the lack of decoration. ey claim that few architectural details should replace elaborate decdfations.
Hitchcock and Johnson's position concentrates therefore exclusively on aesthetics and it leaves aside the social
and technical issues important for functionalist architecture. Such focus on these formal issues was then one
of the reasons for So tan's vivid criticism of the International Style to the point where he claims that there was
an abyss between an aesthetics-based tendency and the foundations of modern architecture. Moreover, as the
former means to him a degenerated and deviant super cial reading of functionalist or modern architecture,
he claims that it results in the expansion of modern-looking architecture on a worldwide scale, but without
understanding its foundations.

In So tan’s criticism of formalism in modern architecture we often encounter the expression “bad modernists”
or “false modernists”referring to architects who follow formal schieastablished thanks to the International

Style, without adhering to the modern spirit. So tan started to mention such issues very early in his career,
starting in the late 1940s, and he claimed that the propagation of such attitudes was one of the main causes of
the criticism of modern architecture as a whole in later years. Whereas his early criticism of this phenomenon
is clearly aimed to neutralise and to ght against modern formalism, in the later texts, he refers to it as a
misinterpretation of modern architecture that led to its fall. His emotional speech about those “false modernists”
at the Otterlo meeting in 1959 was a very powerful explanation of this issue. He claims:

“A certain revolution happened in the last years. Ten years ago, CIAM was ghting against those who
represented the past [...]. It was clear once — it was a ght of those who felt the need of forming new
life, new form, etc.[...]. It was a ght against an enemy who was outside, whereas now | believe that the
situation is slightly di erent, as the enemy is inside. Yes — because everyone claims to be modern [...].
Rationalist ideas have gained importance that has not existed before, when decoration and classicist



style was dominating. Today modern ideas are appreciated, and they are even very fashionable... but the
people have not changed. Architectural o ces have not changed their sta . Our brothers, architects,
have only gone over a day from a classicist and decoration-based attitude to a rather rational attitude,
called the modern oné®.

With these words, So tan alludes to the lack of change of mentality of architects who not only had Beaux-Arts
education and design methods, but who also before that followed classicist models and found themselves in a
modern-dominated world. Even though in his criticism of modern formalism or mannerism during the Otterlo
meeting he did not quote the International Style, the connection here is immediate. Due to Hitchcock and
Johnson’s focus on aesthetics, the new style was presented as something that was to be achieved through formal
procedures. e exhibition catalogue, with its arti cially uniform buildings (for instance, with no importance
given to the colours used) easily became a handbook of the International Style, making the latter the very
reason why the “false modernists” may have appeared. Hitchcock and Johnson’s focus on some modern details
did not explain the very reasons underpinning their conception, and as a result, many of modern elements
became misused and improperly included in designs. So tan for instance criticised the use of brise-soleil in the
northern fagade or positioning of buildings inspired by Le Corbusier’'s Unité d’Habitation distanced one from
another by just a few metres — not giving the access to fresh air and light, and limiting the view. Such examples
are for him the sign of modern formalism — that is to say the use of modern architecture elements without
understanding their real origin, just as stylistic elem&@sch super cial design attitudes meant to So tan not

only a lack of coherence in modern architecture, but also a concrete danger for it. According to him, modern
mannerism of the “idea-deprived neophytes” loses the rationality and poetics of rationalism and instead gains
decorations that su ocate the space. In order to ght such corruptive tendencies, So tan was continuously
underlining that CIAM or Team 10 should take a position concerning the matter. In his correspondence with
Bakema before the Otterlo meeting, he wanted to convince him to denounce the “false modernists” and to
make of the criticism of formal mannerism one of the main aims of the new CIAM, as it was the biggest threat

to rationalist architectur®.

Such a clear de nition of the International Style as modern mannerism or modern formalism deprived of

a rational or functional background is not unsupported by architectural historians. Of course, some follow
Hitchcock’s lead and do not reject the idea of the International Style or a modern style, such as, for instance,
Weston or Pevsnéf.However, others point to the fact that his ideas were oversimplifying and selective. For
instance, Curtis criticises the removal of the work of Frank Lloyd Wright or expressionist architects, such as
Mendelsohn, from Hitchcock’s publicatidhBlundell Jones also claims that the very idea of being international

is “too full of shortcuts”, as it has, according to him, a negative aspect of having no native®tAuitnylar

reading may be found in Frampton, who calls the International Style “deceptive” as it deprives architecture of
di erent cultural conditions® Such a view is wholeheartedly shared by So tan, as he claims that many di erent
tendencies emerged from CIAM-driven rationali$m// hereas Benevolo recognises the existence of the so-
called “false modernists” by admitting that a number of architects formed by the previous, rigidly academic
system started to work on modern forfhithe closest reading of the International Style to So tan’s criticism

of formalism lies however in Zevi and Giedion. e rst claims there is a clear di erence between modern
architecture and the International Style, which he calls a “corrupted classicist version” of th&{Stroler.
unreasonable use of modern schemes and the lack of understanding of the syntax proposed by Hitchcock leads,
according to Zevi, to dysfunctional architecture, such as glass walls in hot areas. Giedion too is opposed to the
very idea of calling modern architecture “a style”, as it suggests a form-based approach, and he refers to the
architects following modern schemes just for fashion as a “romanticdrgy”.



rationalism — between rational and emotional arguments

Compared to other issues, the idea of rationalism in the historical canon does not seem to have a common
sense amongst the leading architectural historians. Whereas Curtis seems to understand rationalism as related
to reason, Colquhoun refers to the “puri cation [of art] and the discovery of its psychological and fornial laws”

as the rst task of the rational architects. Zevi on the other hand, understands rationalism only in contrast to
organic architecture and he criticises the overemphasis on rationalism in its more rigid form.

Similarly to the lack of common meaning of rationalism, So tan's understanding of the term also seems to be
less immediate. Whereas his ideas concerning functionalism and the International Style seem to be unequivocal
throughout his career, the concept of rationalism balances between the rational and the efhcagional.

di erence lies in the fact that the concept of rationalism may or may not include emotional issues. However,
even if the very de nition may be loose, he rmly and continuously believes that both rational and emotional
elements are needed in architecture. Indeed, he claims, “it would be helpful for an architect to assume that
rationalism and logical thinking are tools and helpful methods in his work and that another source of help is
however... imagination, intuition, [and the] ability to dreath”.

Even if he may dwell on the coexistence of rational and poetic reasons in architecture (and thus on the distinctive
aspect of both the rational and the emotional), claiming that the former “are not antagonistic to human values
— they are indi erent to them®® maintaining such divisive understanding of the matter does not seem to t his
cross-disciplinary or syncretic ideas. He expresses clearly his beliefs on broader rationalism in a discussion with
Fernando Tavora at the Otterlo meeting in 1959, claiming that there are both rational and poetic “reasons” in
architecture and that the former ones are not to be de ned as “irrati§alfact, he adds that the separation

of thinking and feeling is an example of bad rationalism, or an incomplete one. However, such understanding
amongst many architects was due to the overestimation of thinking over feeling. He illustrates this point of
view in a very clear manner in a lecture at Harvard in 1967 referring to the retrospective analysis of Gropius.
He repeats after him that the idea of rationalism relied on the fact that the most common understanding of
rationalism amongst modern architects concentrated only on one aspect of it — that is the purifying force of
reason. He claims that the other aspect of rationalism, “the satisfaction of the human soul, is just as important
as the material [one]” — an approach he included in his design teaching (Chaptéte8urges thus for
rationalist architects to be “rational enough”to let the emotional into their design process — a similar stand that
can be compared to Aalto’s idea of the “extended concept of rationalism” in th€1930s.

Following such a de nition, rationalism would include many examples of modern architecture, from Aalto’s
work (ill. 3.21, 3.22) to Mies’ earlier designs, such as the Barcelona Pavilion or the Tugendhat House, and it
includes di erent local tendencies that emerged after the Second World War — such as the regional and local
variations of modern architecture. It is in contrast with the early and reductive functionalist designs, such as
those by Russian modern architects or Meyer. is concept of broader rationalism, including both rational and
emotional elements, seems to be most relevant for analysing So tan’s work. It is also connected to Team 10's
thick cultural dimension, which is an example of such “broadening of rationality” towards a more inclusive and
more complete image of design practice. However, the group’s work seems to move even further and their ideas
navigate between rationalism and modernism, thanks to the interest of many of its members like Aldo van
Eyck and Shadrach Woods in other cultures and connections between them (ill. 3.23 to 3.25).

modernism — grasping the “grassroots” of a new culture

e discussion brings us then to explain the di erence between “modern” and “modernist”. While So tan does
not seem to use these terms as di ef@iihjs chapter proposes to di erentiate the meaning of these for clarity
purposes, and the term “modernist” will be associated with the very ideals of modernism according to So tan.
In order to understand them, one has to go back again to Lévi-Strauss’ claim on the revolutionary aspect of the
times when modern architecture was being formed.

As Sotan believed in the profound change in society, culture, science, and the arts in comparison to the
mid-nineteenth century, he also believed that the raw, burgeoning origin of the new culture was close to the
beginnings of other cultures (Chapter'®.ose “grassroots” of new cultures were to form a common ground

and a shared essence amongst those di erent epochs. So tan dwells on the parallelism of the births of di erent
cultures, as according to him, modernism was not the rst to be new and primitive. erefore, the interest
and inspiration with those cultures leads towards the truly modernist architecture, such as the early work of
Ivan Leonidov (before his work was limited by socialist realism), Le Corbusier, Giuseppe Terragni, Berthold
Lubetkin, and Kahn (ill. 3.26 to 3.29), all of whom So tan quoted as architects interested in researching the
common ground with origins of other cultures. In addition to them, one can surely quote some members of
Team 10, who followed similar ideas. So tan claimed that such modernist designs and “the discovery of some
visual links bridging our experiences with the most distant époques is obviously particularly important and
thrilling” for architects!®* erefore, the word “modernism” will be kept to de ne this “grassroots architecture”,
inspired by the beginnings of burgeoning cultures and the urge to contribute to the ‘terraforming’ architecture
of the new epoch, as a more visual and poetic branch of a more generic rationalism. In fact, the focus on the new
aspect of architecture is very important for So tan's understanding of “grassroots architecture”. He urges that it
is necessary and inevitable to go forward, and looking for the common ground does not mean to go backwards
in time or to look for past forms: “it's impossible to go back. e weak wish to go back as they cannot cope
with the present-day™? Instead, So tan claims that modernist architecture looks for principles and universal
patterns projecting towards the future. is very idea is clearly stated by St John Wilson. He compares modern
architecture to the ancient Greek one, claiming that the latter was deprived of its initial meaning that was
much closer to the modern ideals. He claims that the Greek classi ed architecture as “Practical Art”, referring
to Aristotle’s understanding of the virtues as coming from the proper functions and the ful Iment of the
purpose. He claims, “Classical ethos requires of architectural design a strict linear sequence that proceeds from
the discovery of what is desirable to the invention of an appropriate form and then to the elaboration of the
technical means to make it possiBf€'With the argument of the vicinity of the Greek ideals to the modern

ones, his reading of modern architecture is aligned with the very idea of the “grassroots architecture” as a true
essence and principle shared by modernist architecture and the burgeoning new cultures.

Such an understanding of modernism brings So tan closer to the “eternal” aspect of architecture. When talking
about Le Corbusier’'s architecture as the epitome of modernism, So tan underlines the former’s interest in
origins and the idea of ‘becoming young’. Amongst So tan’s papers, one may nd a quote by Le Corbusier:
“the problem — evidently — is throughout the complexities to attain simplicity, throughout the destructions of
life to pursue a wondrous dream: not the one to stay young, but the one to become'$/@ungi.a di erent

reading of modernism, which was often considered as a tabula rasa cut o from history, was a very important
issue for So tan. In fact, one of his former co-workers, recalls that So tan tried to “straighten faulty judgments
and assaulting opinions treating modernism super cially and without a proper knowledge and understanding
[of] its essence and historical backgroutiel”.



However, the connection to history, especially if very carefully de ned as in case of So tan's understanding of
modernism, was not uncommon in the canon of modern architecture history. Vidler for instance claims that
modernism was not cut o from history, and did not refute it. Furthermore, he adds, “never was history more
alive than in its so-called modernist rejecti®fin a clear contrast with the postmodern criticism of modernist
architecture. Even earlier, Giedion claims, “a connection with the past is a prerequisite for the appearance of
a new and self-con dent tradition”, while he was looking for the roots of modern architecture (or perhaps
modernist architecture) amongst the early Renaissance artists in FiSféhoeever, the de nition closest

to So tan’s ideas is given by Weston — “being modern means being up to date, but being a modernist is an
a rmation of faith in the tradition of the new™ e very expression “tradition of the new” may nd a

very close correspondence in the “grassroots architecture” of the origins of new cultures. It is striking though
that the united voice of several architectural historians does not re ect the common sense understanding
of modernist architecture, which is often claimed to be cut o from history. In its simplifying de nition,
Wikipedia equals modern with modernist and states, “modern architecture emerged from [...] a desire to break
away from historical architectural styles and to invent something that was purely functional atfl eew”.
generalisation and misconception in this de nition, clearly opposing the voices of architectural historians and
of So tan himself, shows the need to rede ne modernism as an architecture intent on looking for the principles
and common elements in the beginnings of burgeoning cultures as the expression of the new era.

“modern movement” or modern architecture

e re ection on di erent modern tendencies according to So tan brings this discussion to the question of

the “modern movement”. Whereas So tan sometimes occasionally uses the expression “modern movement”
meaning modern architecture as a whole, he does not stick to the idea of uniformity that was so dear to
Pevsner or Benevolo. His own criticism of “matchbox architecture” or the International Style, as opposed to
rationalism and modernism gives a polychromatic and polyvocal image of modern architecture. He arguably
never gave an image of modern architecture as a uni ed and solid block. Instead, he pictured the general
tendency in architecture as a continuous seesaw movement, where a more functionalist tendency is followed by
a more emotional one. He illustrates this for instance in ‘* e Eternal Seesaw’ lecture at Harvard in 1965: such
pendulum movement is presented as a natural process in the course of architecture. In this sense, in So tan’s
understanding, “modern movement” becomes a crafted concept, since modern architecture includes various
positions within this oscillating process. erefore, it does not di er from the previous conclusions on the
constructed and arti cial aspect of the term.

Indeed, while referring to a very de nite “modern movement”, he means exactly the attempts of architectural
historians to deliver an arti cial vision of a uni ed tendef€yn Otterlo, he refers to it as a past event: “ten
years ago, CIAM was ghting against those who represented the past: it was then the modern mo¥ément”.
However, he claims that such a notion had sense only while modern architecture was opposed by traditional
academicism. Due to the general climate worldwide immediately after the Second World War, the shift towards
modern architecture deprived the “modern movement” of its sense. As it became globally the most visible and
almost the only way of design, there was no need of further showing its strength in unity — therefore modern
architecture lost its interest in being also a “modern movement”.

Following this idea, the "modern movement” remains thus the ideological attitude of modern architecture

historians and theoreticians to build its strength in unity. At the same time, the correct term to describe the

general tendency, inclusive of functionalism, rationalism, and modernism, is “modern architecture”. It does not
bear the burden of theorised unity, but it simply englobes di erent tendencies that had a common origin —

Lévi-Strauss’s revolutionary change in culture, society, and science.


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Modern_architecture

the sin of the postmodern — “eclectic smorgasbord”

“Parasite on modernism”, “birth contraction of modernism”, “shiver annunciating death of culture”, “dead-end”,
“caricature”, “thumbing nose”, and then “deformed”, “absurd”, “perverse”, “nihilist”, and “mocking”: amongst all
the comments by So tan on postmodernism, the word “pessimist”is perhaps the tightestas thoroughly

contrary to its very ideas — not only the results — and his students claim that listening once to his criticism of
postmodern ideas was not something one could have forgotten. Urs Gauchat recalls, “he would rant for hours
about the evils of postmodernism and how that was a corrosive force that meant architecture was going back to
decoration and super cial mood, and it had no basis...[...] A rant. An hour long rant without taking a Btéath”.

However, in order to understand this profound animosity, one has to understand what So tan means by
“postmodern” or — as he sometimes refers to it — “eclectic smorgasbord”. At this point, his very understanding
of various aspects of modern architecture is very important. He claims that postmodern criticism was based
on a pars pro toto reasoning assimilating the entire modern architecture to the early functionalism or the
International Style — the shallowest modern tendencies, and the least successful as far as their results are
concerned. e former was simplifying and raw in its lack of consideration of architectural forms, whereas the
latter was a formalist deviation, which neglected the very reasons behind modern architecture. Both of them,
according to So tan, attracted less talented architects as they either assumed that architecture was a logical
process (and thus no talent was required) or it was a product of a catalogue of modern elements and forms one
can choose from. Since such criticism — whether by Jencks or Robert Venturi — was based on an incomplete
understanding of modern architecture, they were pointing to the lack of meaning and the complete negation
of history. So tan underlines that the main idea in postmodernism was indeed “meaning”, as theoretically
postmodern architecture was to give back to the users the meaning that was absent in modern buildings.

e manner in which postmodernism aimed at giving back the meaning to architecture was according to

So tan another important issue. He claims that postmodern architecture was very much in uenced by the spirit
of the time and by its overcoming pessimism (as opposed to modern architects’ optimism — whether naive or
not — and the will to contribute to the new epoch). He quotes not only the disillusion with modern architecture
amongst the rst postmodernists, but also some events that marked society and culture. He refers to the Second
World War, Nazism, and the atomic bomb as elements that nourished the pessimist vision of the future. He
claims that such negativity left by those disasters entered the postmodern mood, as it was “exuding gloom”.
He refers for instance to Samuel Beckett as one of the artists who gave a very clear image of pessimism in the
arts: “there is nothing to express, nothing with which to express, nothing from which to express, no power to
express, no desire to express, together with the obligation to exfresafchitectural terms, Jencks illustrates

this attitude while claiming, “schizophrenia is the only intelligent approach [to architecture]” positioning the
architect in a torn position, in-between grounded tradition and transitory fadhiSuch desperation was in

So tan’s reading of postmodern one of the reasons why it turned towards “historical nonsense” and reductive
neo-eclecticism in its research of the meaning. e will to move meaning closer to the users was meant to be
achieved thanks to a catalogue of past memorabilia or through “skimming history oblsgventually

resulted in the disguising of an old building as a new one — in presenting the past as if it was present. e
indiscriminate use of the past was thus again easily accessible for mediocre architects who did not have enough
talent. Copying the past, as So tan claims, is indeed easy and intellectually non-committing. is attitude leads
him to criticise heavily postmodernism — calling it indeed a caricatured, nihilist, deformed, absurd or mocking
vision of history.

His reproach to postmodernism was not only the instrumental use of the past and tradition, but also the
incompleteness and fragmentation of its architecture. e concentration on formal aspects brutally taken from

the past was aimed at giving meaning to architecture, while much more essential issues were neglected. Indeed,
even before postmodernism began, So tan was claiming that the poetic reasons in architecture could not stand



on their own, if there were no more rational ones. us, postmodernism meant for him not only a pastiche of
history, but it was also a very hermetic phenomenon, based on subjective understanding of poetics — hence the
description of it as “private jokes in public places” by Moshe Safdiepm So tan wholeheartedly agreed with

on the matter. Furthermore, another issue moving postmodernism away from the essential issues is according
to So tan the increasing importance given to the exploration of words instead of the exploration of reality.

erefore, since So tan's understanding of postmodernism depicts it as an “eclectic smorgasbord” tendency
of a decontextualized and deformed use of the past based on a pessimist vision of the world in a response to
modern architecture’s complete refusal of history, it seems quite understandable that he claimed in the mid-
1990s that postmodernism had ended. Indeed, So tan underlines that it was based on the wrong reading of

modern architecture and it was based on the incomplete analysis by the leading postmodernists, such as Jencks.

As the assumption claiming that modern architecture was cut o from history was wrong, then the very idea of
postmodernism was a simple mistake that was deprived of logic. Moreover, he adds that the very idea of basing
postmodernism on pessimistic and negative sentiments was not sustainable to look towards the future — and
therefore it was normal that it proved to be a “dead-end”.

Such negative opinion and reading of postmodernism is found with similar thoughts amongst modern
architecture historians. Whereas Curtis refers to it as “one of the tendencies in the*&@séyvolo calls

it an “impasse” within modern architecture development. In such critical analysis, they seem to agree upon
the short-lived and limiting application of postmodernism, as opposed to modernism that continues to have
in uence. Frampton criticises also the populist aspect of postmodernism research into the meaning that should
be brought closer to the users. He also denounces the faults of the focus on formal elements only, as opposed
for instance to the socio-cultural ideas forwarded by Teant® dgether with Vidler, they agree on the
negative aspects of this limiting focus. Frampton refers to it as “folly”, “ruination of style” and “cannibalisation
of architectural form?*whereas Vidler claims, “to think as a postmodernist [...] would be to ignore everything
that makes history, and selectively pick and choose whatever authorising sign ts the moment. History is used
and abused in postmodernist.e absurd, caricatured, and perverse character or postmodernism pointed

out by So tan comes here into the light. Moreover, Vidler underlines the pessimistic attitude in postmodern
architecture, as it was signalled by So tan. He claims that postmodernism used history “as an empty sign of
itself, deprived of its force and discomforting violence, combined in a luminous vision of a world without
change”in a “world as an image of its past and an illusion without fittire”.

from “eclectic classicists” and modernism into the contemporary

While the discussion on So tan's understanding of di erent tendencies within modern architecture and
postmodern may leave a sensation that he was not objective regarding the latter, some of his texts show that his
reading of postmodernism was not following the pars pro toto reasoning he was reproaching in Jencks and other
postmodernists. He claims that the “good ends meet”, as for instance Danteum by Terragni and Ronchamp
— examples of actual modernism — were recognised by the ‘better’ postmodernists, and the Torre Leonforte by
Jorge Silvetti (ill. 3.31, 3.32) — a Harvard-based eclectic architect — goes “beyond the cynicism of the regular
postmodern®?3 As further examples, he quotes the work of Aldo Rossi or Hideo Sasaki (ill*3.G38)led by

So tan “eclectic classicists”, their work is much di erent from “eclectic smorgasbord”. ese architects, according

to him, do not follow Jencks’ radical ideas. Instead, their work is capable of emotional and social contact with
people through the eclectic research of the meaning as an anti-radical version of postmodernism. Following the
idea of ends that meet, the sensitivity within both modernism and “eclectic classicism”may thus merge according
to So tan in contemporary architectdfeln such a way, he sees contemporary research as a continuation of
modernist ideas that should still be looking at the origins — referring clearly to the “grassroots architecture” of
new cultures. He does not give though any clearer de nitions or examples of such attitudes — he claims that
the development of the new contemporary architecture is a slow process, similar to the slow development of
modernist architecture that was interrupted by the appearance of postmodernism. With such a positive attitude
— a reversal from the pessimist postmodern mood — he claims thus that contemporary architecture will slowly

become beautifdf® ese considerations lead to the attempt to visualise So tan’s understanding of previously
mentioned terms in a ‘seesaw scheme’ (ill. 3.16), based also on diagrams he used in his teaching at Harvard
(Chapter 8). ey could be all positioned somewhere between a ‘logical’ approach related to the content on the
one hand and an ‘emotional’ approach based on the form on the other one. Starting from the most logics-based
functionalism, the more attention is given to emotions or form, the further the tendency moves towards the
right in the scheme (ill. 3.16). At the very end, the International Style is represented not as a part of modern
architecture, but as a fashion-dictated idea emerging from the Beaux-Arts attitude. Even though a more recent
tendency, postmodernism with its smorgasbord version is a dead-end direction standing as the most emotional
and formalistic approach, deprived of the logical reasons and turned to irrationality. However, following the
latest considerations, a less radical “eclectic classicism” together with modernism and a balanced vision of
poetic and rational elements could lead towards a new de nition of contemporary architecture, which could
eventually halt the eternal pendulum movement between the form and the contents.

So tan and modernity

Sotan's reading of modern architecture puts modernist ideas at the core of the development of present-
day research. rough overcoming the di culties of the limiting functionalist “matchbox architecture”, the
deviations of the International Style and the postmodernist eclectic perversion, he claims that modernism is
tightly linked to the future of architecture — meaning also to the future of its users. Integrity and consistency

in So tan’s understanding of modern architecture issues helps to draw a clear picture of the twentieth century
history of architecture. His ideas underlining the persistent importance of modern architecture are aligned
with the general feeling of architectural historians such as Curtis, Frampton or Weston who claim that it still
has a strong in uence on present-day lives. Curtis states boldly, “the epic adventure of modernism is clearly
not over, especially in a world of a global economy, the universalisation and technology, the rede nition of
identities and territories®’ Others agree with him that the modern has not ended; Weston for instance claims
that the voices announcing the death of modern architecture were “greatly exagg@ratembntinuity

of modern ideals though has yet another very important consequence on the very scholarship of modern
architecture history. Vidler claims, “historians of the modern movement might then be seen not only as
contributing to our historical knowledge of earlier phases of the modern, although this is important, but
equally as instances of the processes of modernity’s self-re ection, themselves to be opened up as unanswere
guestions®?® Modern architecture is thus not only something still alive, but it is vital for the development

of future architectural practice. Such projection of modernism towards the future links this argument to yet
another idea — of approaching modernity and building a new civilisation, an ideal that is remembered by some
of his student$® In an early lecture of So tan’s from 1946 he claims, “to express oneself equals to express
modernity”13 Modernity would mean then ‘us’ and ‘now’, and through bringing modernism closer to both

of them, within the syncretic contemporary architecture, its role and importance appear even clearer. In this
sense, understanding Jerzy So tan's vision of modern architecture and analysing his ideas seems to be a vite
part of the present-day discussion of architecture. In addition, looking at his designs, ideas, and teaching as a
broader case study, challenges the present-day sometimes generalised image of modern architecture. Fitting
into the tendency of avoiding generalising narrations, but a rather “from the general to the particular and from
the particular to the general” example of attittfle study of So tan's work helps to bring light to, and revise
sometimes misunderstood, or simply missed aspects of modern architecture, and to illustrate the presence of
modern ideas in di erent realities. On the one hand, through looking at his ideas and theory, one can point to
the present-day importance of modern values and their continued presence in architectural practice. rough
his teaching and designs, on the other hand, one can point to the reach and to the practical application of
these ideas and the means of forming a legacy. Centred on the groups crucial to the development of modern
architecture — CIAM, Team 10, and Harvard — a study on So tan's work and life becomes also a commentary
to modern architecture history, looking at the established historiography and the past events through the lens
of his own terminology and ideas, as an example uniting academic interest in the understudied Central and
Eastern European architects, and the recent scholarship on Team 10.



So tan’s essor: between Poland and the West

the human life, probably any human life can be divided in relation to the place — area — in which the person resic
my case, an important role was played by Western Europe

—Jerzy So tan on his early yéars

It may seem strange to read such words by So tan, as he was a Polish-born architect, who rst studied in Poland
and then designed and taught there for around fteen years after the Second World War. Yet he was much
more attached to experiences, contacts, and ideas connected to his stay and work in France and Belgium. He
was attached to Le Corbusier, to his theories and ideas, and to the company of visual artists such as Fernand
Léger, Georges Braque, Henri Laurens, and many Polish artists who were imprisoned along with him during
the war. ese contacts with various artists, intellectuals, and writers were doubtlessly inspiring and mind-
broadening, and were neatly in contrast with his earlier education at the Polytechnic of Warsaw, which he
disregarded as simplistic and limiting. e very same ideas accompanied So tan even after his return to Poland,
where most of the environment was politically and culturally hostile towards modern architecture. Struggling
with the in uences of the pre-war functionalist vision of architecture, with the regime’s empty propaganda
focussed rst on socialist realism and total rejection of modern ideals, and later with a centrally planned and
time-and-cost-based functional vision of architecture, the relevance of So tan’'s teaching and designs in Poland
can be fully understood only through acknowledging the contrast between his vision of poetic modernism and
the o cially established direction in Polish architecture. rough illustration of cultivating modern ideals and
staying in contact with Western European architects against all political, ideological, and economic odds, this
chapter shows how all of these contributed to So tan’s further life and that they are crucial to understanding his
reading of modern architecture, his ideas, and designs.

Where most of the very limited attention given to So tan's work concentrated on his designs in Poland and
on his activity within the Fine Arts Acaderihis chapter aims to illustrate a more general image of the early
years in addition to the relevance of the situation in Poland to his architectural ideas. rough a discussion
on the context he was operating in, it is possible to give meaning to his theory and to his reading of modern
architecture history. Together with the following one, this chapter explains how So tan's life is important in
understanding his intellectual evolution and of his architectural work. rough critical analysis of the context, it
aims to answer the question on the importance of So tan's early life and of his activity in Poland to understand his
legacy. First, it concentrates on the early years of his education at the Polytechnic of Warsaw, later imprisonment
in a prisoner of war camp, and his work in Le Corbusier’s Parisian atelier. Secondly, it shows the persistence of
the ideas he brought with him from this rst period, when designing and teaching at the Fine Arts Academy in
Warsaw while struggling with the communist regime and propaganda. Consequently, this analysis forms a solid
background for understanding of So tan's later international career, which continues in the following chapter.
Together, these detailed pictures of his life enable us to interpret So tan’s theory, teaching, and design work.

early years

So tan's education — or rather formation — laid the basis, which would persist in his work until the last years.
His contacts with Le Corbusier and with visual artists, whether in Paris or in the war camp, were signi cantly
relevant to determining the course of his own architectural thoughts and designs. His o cial education, on
the contrary, he rejected as too limiting and simplifying. As a result, these early years explain very well and
provide background to the ongoing discussion in So tan’s texts on the relation between architecture and art, or
architecture and beauty (Chapter 6).

education — disenchanted functionalism

After the 1920s, when Polish architecture was still in uenced by classicism of Beaux-Arts, the 1930s cemented
the in uence of modern architecture, new materials, and technologies in a period of economic and political
stability under the authoritarian rule of the Sanation moverferge modern tendencies were linked to the
urgent need of developing Polish infrastructures and of building new dwellings — both dire after one hundred
and twenty-three years of occupation and division of Poland into three parts governed independently one

1 Article on Claude Laurens from May 2001, see: MASP-JS.

2 For example, exhibition ‘Ine able Space — Jerzy So tan, Lech Tomaszewski, Andrzej Jan Wroblewski’ organised in 2018 at the art gallery
Zach ta in Warsaw and latest publication Wzornictwo na My liwieckiej, ed. by Agata Szyd owska (Warsaw: Akademia Sztuk Pi knych, 2018).

3 Sanation was a political movement in Poland, which came to power after the May Coup in 1926, in which the existing government was

overthrown and a new one was formed from within members of Sanation, see: Wojciech Le nikowski, ‘Functionalism in Polish architecture’, in East
European Modernism, ed. by Wojciech Le nikowski (New York: Rizzoli, 1996), p. 215.
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from each other by Russia, Prussia, and Austigaurgent situation in Poland let architecture be in uenced

by what So tan called “matchbox architecture” functionalism (Chapter 3) coming from the neighbouring
countries: either Germany or Russia. e slogan “do not grieve for roses when the forests are burning” was said
to be hung up on the walls of such practices in Poland, pointing to the most pressing issues back then: planning
and housing. ese ideas were shared by the most avant-garde leftist groups in Polish architecture in the 1920s,
for example BLOK (1924-1926) and Praesens (1926-1930), whose members, through their studies, brought
European in uences to PolarfdVhereas BLOK was interested in studying art and modern technology, and its
programme praised constructivism, functionalism, and suprem&élsmesens (the Polish branch of CIAM)
emerged from the former and developed its ideas, concentrating among other issues on standardisation and
on mass housing production. e importance of the latter was signi cant, as some of Praesens members were
actually at the core of the emerging CIAM’s organisation (especially the couple Szymon and Helena Syrkus,
ill. 4.1, 4.2)% and the group members shaped architectural education in Poland after the war when teaching in
the 1940s in WarsaWwEven though they started teaching only after So tan’s own studies were complete, the

in uence of Praesens and its members was already perceived at the Polytechnic of Warsaw when So tan started
architecture studies there in 1931. Due to the reigning “matchbox architecture” and pedagogy based on a rather
engineering approach deprived of creative and imaginative desig8mtan recalls his scepticism concerning
modern architecture during his studies. He recalls that one of the most ‘artistic’ modules he attended, drawing
taught by Zygmunt Kami ski, was based on routine and lack of imagination without creative artistic apgproach.
Routine and prescriptive character of architecture was not accepted by So tan, whose friends recall that “he just
dismissed that altogethe¥’As a result, he did not nd his studies interesting or engaging — not only because

he was politically neutral and thus further from the socialist or communist circles dominating the Polish avant-
garde — but also his education was far less creative than he had wished for. He recalls: “some modernist and
social slogans were for me not only clear and obvious, but also... close [nearby]. However, the main magnet
attracting me to modernism was visual commotion, poetic ideas, which was basically absent amongst Polish
earliest modern architects” erefore, even though he was accepting of the social implications of architecture,
other issues were for him more important, making him more distant from mainstream Polish architecture.

In order to counterbalance his discontent, it is necessary to understand his interest in Le Corbusier. Even if
the main avant-garde trends in modern architecture in Poland were centred on German and Soviet in uences,
Le Corbusier’s ideas were still visible, but they were often restricted to the reductive and simplifying concepts
like “ ve points of architecture™ Even though BLOK and Szymon Syrkus were interested in some Corbusian
ideas (architect Wojciech Le nikowski claims that Syrkus considered Le Corbusier “a genius”, as he was
called by some “Polish Le Corbusier”), they were mainly connected to the radical reading of the “age of the
machine™® According to So tan, this attitude made it di cult for the more poetic and intangible ideas of Le
Corbusier’s architecture to be dwelt upon, and in a general comment on the cultural situation, he adds that
after a succession of patriotic and socially inclined painters from the nineteenth century, “Poland was not ripe



to follow in the steps of cubisrtf’ As a result, he recalls that his discovery of Le Corbusier was independent
from his taught education process: he underlines that there was no trace of Le Corbusier’s ideas or designs
during his o cial studies and that he discovered them alone, through skimming architectural magazines in the
library: “apart from Maciej Nowicki and his wife Stanis awa, Zygmunt Skibniewski, myself and some other
students, who started looking around on their own, not a soul understood back then Le Cotbussézad

of his studies, So tan recalls as important experiences his trips abroad when he was able to see the Weil3enhof
area in Stuttgart and Le Corbusier’s works in Paris — the Swiss Pavilion and the Salvation Army building. His
growing interest in poetics and artistic values can be clearly seen in these rst contacts with Le Corbusier’s
work, which he believed much more elaborate than “the amorphous white-and-greyish plaster, metal and glass
required from the orthodox modern architecture of that peri®&hother informal contact with Le Corbusier
consisted of reading the freshly issued Quand les cathédrales étaient blanches (1937). He recalls, “I fell in love both
in its form and its content. | was not able to judge well the value of what | was seeing. ose values that | was
able to de ne though, the poetics of the era, and the poetics of life in general, the ability to see qualities that
were for me unknown and new, and the very use of such particular language full of neologisms... it was actually
a source of some fascination. My enthusiasm ended up in an attempt to translate the book int& Polish”.

At the same time, he had rst professional experiences, collaborating on a design for the Polish Radio
headquarters under architects Skibiniewski and Kazimierz Marczewski, and working together with another
young architect — Stanis aw Murczy ski — with whom he participated and won two competitions: for the
League for the National Air Defence headquarters in Warsaw and for a social insurance building in Vilnius,
the latter one built in 1938-1939 (ill. 4.89However, the period of So tan’'s studies and work in Polish practices
before the beginning of the war was often dismissed by him, as he denied its importance in his formation as
an architect. ese rst years of contact with modern architecture, dominated by functionalist tendencies did
not correspond to his vision of architecture centred on artistic and poetic values. is refusal of prescriptive and
mechanical thinking remained with him for a long time, as illustrated in many discussions on the di erences
between “architecture” and “building” (Chapter 6). Similarly, his interest in Le Corbusier’s architecture endured
even during his imprisonment in Murnau during the war in the following years and lasted throughout his life.

Murnau imprisonment — artists and broadening horizons

Towards the end of August 1939 So tan was mobilised into the Polish army as a second lieutenant in the
cavalry, but he ended up quite soon in German captivity, in one of the O ags for higher-rank soldiers — and
spent most of the war in the O ag VII A in Murnau in Bavaria (ill. 43)e very speci ¢ position of the

Murnau camp enabled So tan to pursue his artistic and architectural interests even during the war. Even
though the captivity was dire, marked by famine, shortage of space and basic equipment, and with the barracks
very crowded these conditions were still better than in other O ags and far better than in the Stalags. It can

be explained by the fact that the camp was a Musterlager, a sample camp used by the Germans as a display to be
visited by the o cials from the International Red Cro§sAs a consequence, the camp authorities gave more
liberties to organise educational and cultural events for the prisoners as, through better conditions, they wanted

to show they were respecting the Geneva Convention on the treatment of prisonerg*of war.



e educational activities were particularly vibrant in the camp, which was related to its character: amongst
the prisoners (most of them Polish), there was a high number of former administrative employees (35%)
and teachers (22%). is all meant that they were acting more easily as a united group, having much more in
common as opposed to a mixed-nationality and socially diverse camp. anks to the collective engagement
of the teachers and others in educational activities, for many — including So tan — the years of imprisonment,
against all the odds, were “years of higher education, a true university”. For So tan, they were crucial for his
later career, much more important than the earlier “perfunctory education” at the Polytédhrifrisoner
university” had its self-government structure, and a Scienti ¢ Council supervising educational activities and
courses organised in the camp aimed to expand their general culture and improve theif%ahitikie$o the

variety of courses provid&hnd thanks to adapting various spaces for their delivery, it was possible to organise
around 170-300 hours of courses per week. As a result, in 1939-1944, there were two hundred and seventy-one
courses organised within the technical area®mhaces of various educational activities may be found also in

So tan's papers from the period: writings and notes on industrial design, lighting, physics, and electrical current
might refer to the courses he attended in the c&gvalidity of such training was subsequently underlined

by the fact that it was recognised after the war by the Polish authorities as a normal higher educatiéh degree.

In addition, many prisoners were reading and studying on their own thanks to the materials available in the
camp library! In So tan’s writings there are traces of notes and quotations from architecture books: some in
English, and other ones in German or in Polish. He was studying the work of Mies van der Rohe, Walter
Gropius, Bruno Taut, Frank Lloyd Wright, and some architects working in France and in uenced by Le
Corbusierf? e notes show in particular that he was reading Le Corbusier’s texts and studying his designs,
with a clear reference to the “ ve points” of architecture and to the importance of nature in some private houses
— Maison La Roche, Villa Savoye, and Villa St&ire contact with Le Corbusier however was more direct

than through reading alone. Regardless of the regulations concerning correspondence with the outside world,
So tan was in contact with him through lettéfaVhen So tan asked how not to lose time at the camp, Le
Corbusier answered, “imagine in front of you a normal man, his wife and his children, and try to live and create
—as you understand it — a new setting for him. Every architect should go through suct &odki’ mentoring

at a distance was very valuable for So tan and it prepared him for direct confrontation with Le Corbusier and
the tasks undertaken when working with hif.

e artistic development and training in Murnau were equally important for So tan’s future professional life.
Among the prisoners, there were a number of artists and intellectuals, who in uenced So tan’s professional life in
the following years. With some of them, like architect Zbigniew Ihnatowicz, he collaborated closely as a fellow
faculty at the Fine Arts Academy and a fellow designer in the Workstidliese contacts and discussions

o ered a much broader vision than the architecture-speci ¢ education So tan was given at the Polytechnic
of Warsaw. It was also an important experience leading eventually to So tan’s ideas depicting architecture as
synthesis of di erent experiences and to his working methods consisting of close cooperation with di erent
disciplines (Chapter 6). e artistic exchange was o ering what was missing in So tan's Polytechnic education:
poetics and visual sensitivity, which gave him a new perspective: “there were brand new thinking paths and

matters that were inaccessible for me when | ended up amongst my new friends in the camp. Logics and
rationalism, imagination and intuition — | knew the sound of those words. ey were levitating around me,
but I had nothing or very little in common with ther##'In the camp, many artists — including also architects

— were painting portraits, landscapes, and scenes from daily life at the camp, often despite harsh conditions. It
was actually in Murnau that So tan started to paint extensively, and he is mentioned amongst prisoners who
exhibited their work® In addition to painting, artists were allowed to work on decorations and set designs in
the camp theatre. As a result, the prisoners produced thirty-two Slagd, So tan successfully designed sets

for some of them (ill. 4.6, 4.7}.In his recollection of those experiences, he comments that through the work
with painters on theatre productions, he saw “how one may think about &rt¥as yet another example of
broadening his horizons in relation to his previous education. However, taking part in the stage productions
in the camp was not the only activity of the architects in Murnau. ere was a group of around twenty in the
camp, and together they “were discussing the matters of urbanism, painting, graphics and histofy of art”.
e vivacity of those discussions, as well as the quality of their ideas may be testi ed by the competitions.
When Aide Internationale aux Prisonniers de Guerre organised a competition for a residential building for
countries destroyed by the war, the prisoners from Murnau won rst, second, and fourth prizes, along with three
honorary mention$! e proposal by So tan and lhnatowicz (ill. 4.8) won the rst prize, and the pair won
another competition organised by the same association for a small agriculturf cesgrevo competitions

were also the rst opportunity for So tan to collaborate with Ihnatowicz, his partner within the Artistic and
Research Workshops at the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw since 1954.

e experience of Murnau was fundamental for So tan. It completed his education at the Polytechnic of
Warsaw by giving him the possibility to exchange ideas with artists, to broaden his horizons towards art and
its di erent aspects: painting, design, and architecture. He was able to get into touch with diverse intellectuals
whom he kept in contact with, and whom he was collaborating with when he was teaching at the Fine Arts
Academy in Warsaw. ese experiences are also crucial to understanding his mode d’emploi, the importance of
teamwork, and his interest in visual arts. As such, the captivity in Murnau prepared the ground for So tan’s stay
in Paris.

towards Le Corbusier

So tan’s collaboration with Le Corbusier in 1945-1949 was another very important period in his life. e
‘solitary’ discovery of his work while studying at the Polytechnic in Warsaw and the correspondence with him
during the captivity in Murnau already showed So tan's determination and deep interest. Shortly after the
liberation of the camp, not much more than two weeks, he wrote a postcard to Le Cotbwsigrdirectly to
France, and as a result, on Jul§},3845, he met Le Corbusier for the rst time in his studio apartment in rue
Nungesser et Coli in Paris. He started to work for him on the following day. It is important to mention that

in the rst months of his work, the atelier did not look like one of the world’s leading architects. When So tan
arrived, apart from Le Corbusier, there was only one co-worker, and when he left, So tan remain€di\alone.

the same time, there was still much resentment after the war, and Le Corbusier was not regarded“positively.



In addition, he was being attacked by the French academic environment and the Beaux-Arts milieu, one of the
strongholds of academicism, which led to the situation where most of French architects had traditional and
not modern architecture-oriented educatf@nere were no modern architecture schools in France before

the war, So tan argued, and therefore, with no tools to understand technique and no encouragement to be
interested in painting or sculpture for young architects, it was impossible for them to understand and to accept
modern idea& As such tendencies opposed Corbusian ideas, So tan sided against the Beaux-Arts approach —
for him “surface stu ”, which did not deal with the essence of architegtitiewever, despite the inhibiting
tendencies of the academic environment, French architecture seemed to turn towards modern ideals — which
coincided with the same need for reconstruction that pushed Polish architects towards functionalism in the
1930s. France was devastated by the war and many cities needed reconstruction, and modern architecture
seemed again to guarantee much more functional and faster schemes than a classicist’apipraaetith

political interest and economic resources from the Marshall Plan, the general attention was turning towards
modern architecture, and Le Corbusier for example was charged with several reconstruction plans, including
Saint-Dié, Saint-Gaudens, and La Rochelle (ill. 4.9), not to mention the design of the Unité d’Habitation in
Marseilles — all the designs in which So tan was involved. Eventually, Le Corbusier and fellow CIAM architects
were involved in the design of the headquarters of the United Nations in New York, which marked widespread
acceptance of the modern appro&¥ithin such a favourable context, the Beaux-Arts classicists eventually
yielded and followed new schemes: in the late 1940s, the school accepted modern ideals. For example, a French
member of CIAM, Marcel Lods started teaching there in 1948, and he involved So tan as his a@$sistant.

Whereas the assistant work in 1948 at the Beaux-Arts under Lods was So tan's beginning of an educational
career, he mentions the Parisian period as, above all, his true architectural and artistic baptism, referring to
his connections with Pierre Jeanneret, Claude Laurens, Léger, Braque, and Constantin Bralecusis in

contact with many of them through Le Corbusier and following the latter’s suggestion, So tan studied painting
as a ‘visual re ection’ tool under Léger (ill. 4.13), and he continued to work art in his latérAlifehese

contacts followed up on the connections with painters and other artists at the prisoner of war camp, but it also
became a constant reference in his later professional work. ese artists’ work and ideas became a recurrent
element of his lectures. Many times So tan quoted Picasso or Brancusi when considering the relation between
the arts and architecture, or the very nature of art itself.

In addition to his main collaboration with Le Corbusier, So tan was also involved with other architects who
followed the same ideals, such as Louis Miquel, Jean Bossu, and Pierre Dupré, former Le Corbusier’s co-
workers, and later Pierre Jeanneret, Le Corbusier’s cddsinvork with them helped him not only to follow

his interests in modern architecture, but also to be able to maintain himself if®Raatist, in 1949, he was

also working for Jacques Gauthier in his Parisian practice on miners’ housing in Saint-Dié and on a tropical
research centre near Pa&fi&\nother very important collaboration was with the French architect Laurens in

his atelier in Brussels in 1948-1949, following a very similar architectural worldview, especially concerning the
interest in visual resulting in a very inspiring atmosphere recalled by So tan — relating to meetings with many



artists and similarly thinking architects at Laurens’ st&@tithin the practice, he worked on the designs for

a private house in Uccle near Brussels, for a YMCA camp in Ardennes, and for a contagious diseasés hospital.
Even though he quoted Laurens’ work much less than Le Corbusier’s, he maintained a close relationship with
him. So tan's daughter recalls, “it was a friendship, which continued till Claude Laurens®teath”.

However, it was the work in Le Corbusier’s atelier (ill. 4.12), which marked most of So tan’s permanence in Paris.
He was very much keen on giving detail about his work in Le Corbusier’s practice, and thanks to his testimony,
one can understand not only his interest, but also the layout of the atelier and the daily routine of the Swiss-
French architect. He described it in detail in an article ‘“Working with Le Corbusier’, written in the 1980s and
since published several times. He gave testimony of how Le Corbusier was communicating, and of how design
work proceeded. From his account, one may conclude two facts — his uttermost interest and dedication to the
ideas and designs of Le Corbusier, and his devotion to the work, in spite of the required e ort and sometimes
missing repaymerit. According to the archive records at the Fondation Le Corbusier, So tan was working
and made drawings for several designs, including the plans for Saint-Dié, Saint-Gaudens, La Rochelle, Izmir,
the design for Unité d’Habitation, and the theoretical development of Modtilor.particular, he was in

charge of the design in La Rochelle, since much technical and administrative correspondence concerning the
design arrived at the practice addressed to hifftgdl§ involvement in the Modulor was also a sign of Le
Corbusier’s trust and it was revealed to be a recurring element in his writings and t®aehimgence of

the collaboration with Le Corbusier was long-lasting and it can be easily seen in So tan’s designs, which relate
to Corbusian forms and ideas, as for example the church designs for the 1950s in Poland (Chapter 9). It was
also present in his teaching, as one of his Harvard students recalls, “So tan was totally, totally about “Corbusier
this, Corbusier that”[...]. For So tan, it was his life. Every comment made to his students about their work was
seen through a Corbusian prisfi’is overlapping of ideas is clearly illustrated in further analysis of So tan’s
theory (Chapter 6) and the impact and the meaning of these ideas in So tan’s teaching is further discussed
when illustrating his pedagogical involvement at Harvard (Chapter 8).

eir contact endured until Le Corbusier’s death in 1965. ey had been exchanging letters quite regularly,
even though So tan had di culties with the contacts with Western Europe under the socialist realism cultural
dictatorship of Poland. Once So tan started to travel to the United States as a visiting critic at Harvard,
he was freer to visit Le Corbusier in Paris, so they met at least in 1959, 1960, 1962, and 1965. eir postal
correspondence consisted often of exchanging news on the most recent projects®Sweorkf the letters

So tan was sending to Le Corbusier seem as if he wanted to show that he did not abandon the ideas that they
shared during his stay in Paris. In 1950, he mentioned, “I work a lot — and some things | do will seem to you
to be not bad at all (I believe). I will make sure to send you some photographs one day. | make sure to paint a
lot. I will probably be also doing industrial furniture. | also read as much as | fiBk'tan also referred to

contact with Le Corbusier as a soothing cure for the di cult times of socialist realism in Poland. In the same
letter, he wrote, “I do not write to you as much as | wish to — it is because of the conditions our world is in
today. However, | would like you to know that | think much about yourself, about your work, about everything

60 Amongst some of the connections were Claude Laurens’ father, Henri, a sculptor, and his godfather — the painter Braque. anks to such
contacts, along with occasional guests and visitors, the atelier in Brussels was another vivid circle of artists, which contributed to So tan’s formation as
an architect and an artist. Article on Claude Laurens from May 2001, see: MASP-JS.

61 So tan collaborated with Laurens on the following designs: private house in avenue du Gui in Uccle near Brussels (1948-1949), YMCA
camp in Ardennes (1948-1949), contagious diseases hospital (1949), see: Jerzy So tan, ed. by Jola Gola, pp. 112-113.

62 Interview with Joanna So tan. ere are also personal letters from and to Laurens. In one of them, from Jaftua®p2phe calls So tan

“my dear child”, see: MASP-JS.

63 e complete account of So tan’s work in Le Corbusier’s atelier may be found in his article, ‘Working with Le Corbusier’, in Le Corbusier:
the Garland essays.

64 So tan's name is mentioned next to the drawings of all these projects, apart from Unité d’Habitation, according to the table of all the

drawings with the names of draughtsmen, see: Paris, Fondation Le Corbusier. Le Corbusier mentions So tan's work on the Unité in a letter to Sert
from March 19", 1961, see: MASP-JS.

65 For example, there are letters concerning urbanism regulations, hygiene of the buildings, as well as technical installations such as electricity
and gas addressed to So tan. Drawings and documents concerning the plan for La Rochelle, see: Paris, Fondation Le Corbusier, Urbanisme — France
— La Rochelle, Q2-2-121, Q2-2-124, Q2-2-166, Q2-2-211, Q2-2-212, Q2-14-159, Q2-14-359, and Q2-14-366. In addition, according to So tan’s

own recollection, he was the one to present the nal design at La Rochelle to the local authorities, which however was not received positively, as

the modern vision of the city was not accepted, and the project was halted, as he recalls in a draft of the book On Architecture and Le Corbusier from
November 1995, p. 47, see: MASP-JS.

66 Le Corbusier to Sert from March 51961, see: MASP-JS.
67 Interview with Paul Krueger.
68 Series of letters between Le Corbusier and So tan, dating from 1951, 1952, 1954, 1955, 1956, 1957, 1961, and 1965, see: FLC-DN, R3-4-

242 to 246, and R3-4-538 to 573. So tan, for example, sent to Le Corbusier photographs of his polychromic sculptures and of the adaptation of the
design of the typical exhibition pavilion ‘Tropik’ for the fair in Damascus in 1955. So tan to Le Corbusier from October 1955, and from September
8", 1958, see: FLC-DN, R3-4-557-001 and R3-4-548-001.

69 So tan to Le Corbusier from April 27 1950, see: FLC-DN, R3-4-242-001 to 002. Translation from French (SR).
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ill. 4.12 - photograph of Le Corbusier in the atelier, with his co-workers in the background (left to right: Aristomenis Provelenghios, Fernand
Gardien, Jean Preveral, Roger Aujame, and Jerzy So tan)

ill. 4.13 - example of Jerzy So tan’s visual work inspired by the vibrant artistic life in Paris and in particular by Fernand Léger under whom So tan
studied painting in Paris, and who remained a continued artistic reference in So tan’s work (Jerzy So tan, D’aprés Monsieur Léger |, 1962, crayon,
Museum of the Fine Arts Academy, Warsaw)

ill. 4.14 - letter sent by Le Corbusier to Jerzy So tan in response to the photographs of the latter’s painted sculptures, showing Le Corbusier’s
appreciation of So tan's work

ill. 4.15 - photograph from Le Corbusier’s funeral showing di erent co-workers, including Jerzy So tan (in a white suit in the background), standing
between his former colleagues (in the same line, from left to right: Maurice Jardot, Shadrach Woods, Jerzy So tan, Georges Candilis, and André
Wogenscky)

ill. 4.16 - example of So tan's painted sculptures appreciated by Le Corbusier (Jerzy So tan, e Kiss, 1955, raw painted clay, Museum of the Fine Arts
Academy, Warsaw)
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| have heard and learnt next to you. Surrounded by that life (so di erent from the one | was living in Paris), |
feel reassured by knowing that somewhere, you exist”. Probably it was as an answer to such a pessimistic letter,
when Le Corbusier sent him back a print and a short poem:

“In the bag of your skin
do your own a airs
and give thanks to the Creatof”.

Such letters underline their close relationship, but they also show that although it was friendly, it never went
beyond the one between a mentor and a mentee: Le Corbusier remained in So tan’s mind always a reference,
someone to look up to, and the latter did not tend to equal himself or to renounce what he learnt from
the French architect. He eventually identi es Le Corbusier’s work with what was in his reading the true
spirit of modernism, referring to the “grassroots” of cultures and of what was potentially capable of inspiring
contemporary architects to renew their work (Chapter 7). Vice versa, Le Corbusier had a very good opinion of
So tan too. Whereas he could be very cruel in criticising someone else’s work, in his commentary on So tan's
sculptures (ill. 4.16), he wrote, “my dear Soltan [sic], thank you so much for your painted sculptures. You are the
best. You are an artist; you have talent. | have a great esteem for yourself. Your photographs brought me great
pleasure. Believe in my loyal friendship” (ill. 4.243imilarly, he was supportive when he backed So tan as a
candidate for the position of chairman of the Department of Architecture at the Graduate School of Design
(Chapter 5). He described him to Sert, who at that time was the dean of the school: “it is a man of great moral
and professional value through his conscience and through his heart: contact with others. Very acute spirit =
a man of quality. Very architect = contact with problems of construction and of visual artsEsiefitually,

as a token of gratitude — which was not granted for anyone — Le Corbusier gave So tan’s family his own car,
a SIMCA Fiat.” rough all these gestures, it is clear that Le Corbusier held So tan and his work in high
esteem, and whereas it surely opened some doors for him, it also showed recognition for his architectural and
intellectual loyalty towards the French architect.

It is underlined by the title of So tan's longest written text on architecture, a series of memories entitled On
Architecture and Le Corbusier that he worked on towards the end of hisnlifilier vivid example of such

loyalty may be So tan’s involvement in many organisations bearing the name of Le Corbusier. roughout
the years, he corresponded with several of them and he was a member of the Association Internationale Le
Corbusier® Later, he was involved also in the Friends of Le Corbusier organisation, founded in New York in
1983 His involvement as a consultant with a Swiss organisation called the Le Corbusier Center Foundation
is, contrarily to the others, more criticdlHe was afraid of an improper use of Le Corbusier's name and of

the involvement of incompetent people that would distort the understanding of his work: it was important for
him that such an organisation had to follow Le Corbusier’s spirit — which is connected to his long-lasting goal
to cleanse the aura of Le Corbusier and modern architecture. Indeed, So tan’s aim in general was to use such
an organisation in order to promote Le Corbusier’s work and ideas. When the Association Internationale Le
Corbusier was dissolved, in a letter to André Wogenscky, Le Corbusier’s fellow co-worker and director of the
Fondation Le Corbusier in Paris, So tan suggested that a new organisation might be useful, and that it should
make an appeal to the younger generations of architemisigh such actions, one may see his willingness

to expand modern ideas and to defend them somehow in the era dominated by postmodernist criticism —
following the same integrity and consequence of a vision of architecture that led So tan before, since his
education at the Polytechnic of Warsaw and later throughout his life. ese memories of Le Corbusier were to
be a life-saving memory during the di cult years of socialist realism after So tan’s return to Poland.

di cult return to Poland — between hope and oppression

After four years of collaboration with Le Corbusier, So tan decided to move forwards and to go back to
Poland as the country seemed to o er good opportunities, as it still needed reconstruction after the war.
Hoping to implement some Corbusian ideas there, he had high expectations of this time. However, due to the
socialist realism propaganda and the in uence of the USSR, the task was di cult and his activity was limited.
Nonetheless, thanks to his activity at the Fine Arts Academy and in the Workshops, he claimed in retrospective,
“it seems to me that in that period we succeeded in bringing into Warsaw or even Polish architectural world
some of the ‘modernism with a human face’ or some of ‘new contemporafieity™.

cultural oppression via socialist realism

On So tan's return to Poland, the country was already in cultural and political turmoil. In the 1947 general
elections, the communist parties — thanks to propaganda, oppression, and results manipulation — reported a
decisive victory, gaining over 80% of the o cial votéAlong with cementing the position of the communist
government, it was clear that the country was to be more dependent from the USSR, and within architecture,
the Soviet in uence meant a turn towards socialist realism. is return to classical forms with socialist-based
contents was considered ideologically necessary in cementing communism and the Stalinist'dadinme.

USSR, this tendency was a rmed architecturally through the di cult history of the competition for the Palace

of the Soviets and the winning entry by Boris lofan. In spite of precedents of modern architecture in the USSR,
lofan’s design completely rejected modern ideals. His monumental palace crowned by a giant statue of Lenin
was a prime example of socialist realism orbiting towards propaganda and aimed at underlining the greatness
and the glory of the USSR and of social®rim Poland, the tendency came later, but it was o cially introduced

in June 19493 With the heavily politicised and indoctrinating rationale, it was a tool of cultural oppression
against those who remained faithful to modern architecture. O cially authorised publications mentioned
that socialist realism in architecture was “to struggle against cosmopolitanism, constructivism, formalism, to
struggle for alluding creatively to the great legacy of Polish and global archit&c8ueh an attitude was

not something So tan was expecting upon his return to Poland. In 1945-1949 he came back several times and
he was able to see that Polish architecture — yet not electrifying as it often followed the pre-war direction of
functionalism — was still following in the steps of modern ideals laid down by Praesens of@Aadidition,

the understanding of what was happening in Central and Eastern Europe was di erent in the West. So tan
recalls that in France it was believed to be “some sort of a benevolent comrfuristhgtision to come

back to Poland — in uenced by the talks on the upcoming position at the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw and
by advice of some frierfds- was therefore far from naive. Eventually, after long hesitations on whether to go
back to Poland or to settle elsewhere in Western Europe, So tan left Paris onsd§4®1 However, instead

of nding in Poland the predicted idealised version of socialism, he encountered a propaganda-fuelled vision
of art. His refusal to this attitude was blunt, qualifying the First National Conference on Research on Art



organised in December 1950 (which concluded that “comrade Stalin” was the ultimate arbiter in all questions
concerning form and content in the arts) as “bullshit” and “falsifying the ficts”.

However, in spite of some architects having interest in modern ideas, architectural practices were centrally
controlled and gradually losing autonomy — initially practices had to be accepted by the state authorities, but
the system gradually evolved to a centralised control of single designs at regional level. De facto, this meant
that most architectural practices were banned and architects became the employees of o cial planning and
design bureau$. rough such political control, through a series of exhibitions, symposia, and conferences,

the communist authorities aimed at imposing the new canon and visual standards amongst architects. Such
an attitude, devoid of re ection and imposing ideological language through a unilateral top-down process, was
contrary to So tan’s views on art and architecture: he claimed it deprived architecture of all artisti¢ values.
Remembering 1949 for its “innumerable courses, symposia, seminars and congresses” So tan connected them
with “brainwashing and indoctrination, teaching the socialist reaffs@imilar brainwashing was present

also in architectural publications: they were to underline the progress and the greatness of socialist realist
architecture following the Party’s directives, which remained the main refétéugeably, every publication

was controlled and censored, and the architectural examples always came from the USSR or other countries
from the Soviet area of in uence: they thus had to be aligned with the socialist realist canon. In addition, they
were most often deprived of any critical insight, used simply as tools to illustrate the quantitative production of
new dwellings promised by the authorities. Visually referring often to classicism and to Renaissance architecture,
socialist realism designs used the ideal of eternal beauty and order to copyilSiadén criticised such an

attitude heavily as it was both formal and reductive, which was demeaning for Renaissance creativity itself,
and he ridiculed the idea of building contemporary monuments as historicist copies of oltf dtglesg.

buildings following the imposed canon were in So tan’s opinion manifestation of “the heavy hand of communist
intellectual terror” in uencing culture in the entire area of Soviet in uefice.

At the beginning So tan seemed to have tried to rationalise the requirements of socialist realism and adapt
them to his own ideas (as for example, the “grassroots” architecture, Chapter 7), but he realised quickly that
it was impossible and there was no place for developing one’s own original artistic interpretation. According
to the o cial discourse, abstractionism was abruptly criticised to give way to historicism and monumentality.
Architectural publications from that time had no reference to modern architecture origins in Europe. CIAM,
Bauhaus, Le Corbusier — all of these were denied, ridiculed, or neglected — and many architects who had formerly
collaborated with CIAM, became followers of the regime’s architecture and started to diminish the role and
value of modernism. Modern architecture — as it was considered Western — was depicted as backward, wrong,
and simply ugly? As a result, Polish architecture from 1949-1955 was completely separated from Western
Europe and the architectural discussion in Poland lost track of the developments of new ideas, including rst
criticisms of CIAM urbanism, and discussions amongst Team 10 members in Aix-en-Provence. is situation
highly impaired the quality of Polish architecture and it in uenced the perception of Polish architects’ modern
architecture at the international level in Dubrovnik and in Otterlo.



e regime’s absolute approach to architecture made it almost impossible for So tan — and other architects
unwilling to bend their design methods and visual schemes — to in uence the profession. Propaganda, along
with the criticism of the West, oppressed modern architecture already at the local scale. Modern designs often
had to be changed in order not to be rejected and architects needed to adapt to the requirements in order
to avoid consequenc&sReferring to such oppression, So tan called it “a wishing contest”, claiming it was
much destructive for architecture in general, and it brought it to a critical state of art — or rather “rfSn-art”.
Considering So tan’s previous experience in France, socialist realism appeared as a mindless return to the
Beaux-Arts tendencies and refusal of the positive characteristics of modern architecture, such as the connection
of form to technology, functions, and materials. His emotional attitude towards this problem became evident
when he criticised socialist realism buildings in private with those who had similar ideas — as in the case of
a commentary on the Polish Parliament’s building (ill. 4.17) describing it as a work of “some stupid moron
making an extension following his master’s style, with the result looking like a half-arsed ogre of a Building”.
His erce opposition was long-lasting and much later, he referred to socialist realism when criticising similar
formally-based approaches in postmoderni®iiloreover, in such a hostile situation, it was di cult for So tan

even to keep in contact with his colleagues in France: “| felt less free to correspond with Le Corbusier now than
when | was in the German military camps”, he stdtédt the same time, it prevented him from participating

in the international congresses and meetings with Western architects, such as CIAM or ASCORAL, its
French section. Moreover, his work possibilities were reduced, which would also have meant nancial issues.
In a letter to Le Corbusier, he complained about being limited to design interior equipment, whereas others
were working on monumental and historical architecttirBetween 1949 and 1954, So tan was not able to
build any constructions, his activity limited to architectural competitions, theoretical studies, and a handful of
exhibition and interior desigri&

from socialist realism towards normative-based “hodgepodge”

Fortunately for So tan, socialist realism was o cially abandoned in 1956, after its condemnation by USSR
president Nikita Khrushche¥} and architecture in Poland started to return to its previous modern course.
Khrushchev’s intervention gave more liberties to USSR citizens and loosened the o cial control apparatus
starting the period referred to as the “thaw”. Connected to these political changes, all architects who were
working with classicist and eclectic schemes found themselves in an environment suddenly promoting
modernity, technology and functionalisffi.Previously imposed ideas were criticised, although it was not
always recognised that they were imposed on architects: some of Polish critics qualify them as, “unfortunate
tendencies, [...] which directed the work of many urbanists and architects towards the false path of historical
eclecticism and of the use of long-aged spatial concepts and decorativé¥muaggjesting architect’s personal
decisions rather than a centrally enforced and compulsory style. Contrary to the o cial discourse, So tan's
criticism of socialist realism was much harsher, accusing architects who followed the imposed style of ugliness

and pointing to ethical issué&8.He underlined that there was an ethical di erence between working with
socialist realism on the one hand, and radically changing one’s beliefs and championing the erce ght against
modern architecture on the other one, as happened for some of the pre-war most-renowned Polish &fchitects.
Whenever it was possible to speak freely without possibility of political repercussions, So tan denounced those
who turned their backs on Le Corbusier, Gropius, and other modern architects. According to his reading, most

of socialist realist architects were insincere with themselves, and they were actively promoting the propaganda
dogmas in search of success and career — such an attitude for So tan was simply morally wrong. Such emotiona
criticism of socialist realism reveals how much it a ected So tan and it leaves no doubts that it in uenced his
ideas on modern architecture for his entire life (for example, his criticism of postmodernism).

Whereas the abandonment of socialist realism meant a return to normative-based “matchbox architecture”,
which formed a very limiting architectural context to most of So tan's design work in Poland (Chapter 9), it
also meant an opening towards the West and more contacts with the international discussion on architecture.
After years of isolation, it became possible to know and to teach Western architéosre result, even

if Polish architecture remained mostly outside the international discussion on modern architecture criticism
(Chapter 3), “it did not exist in the void — achievements of architects worldwide were known there too and
they in uenced new designs”thanks to easily accessible publications and information on buildings from behind
the iron curtaint'® Buildings such as Le Corbusier’s Unité d’Habitation or his Ronchamp chapel started to be

an inspiration for various desigiisHowever, Corbusian ideas and his vision of architecture directed towards

the future remained abstract to many Polish archité€sven though he was quoted — along with Mies —

as one of the most important architects of the time, his work was regarded more critically, because “in his
designs the existing society is not respected, as it is opposed to the gigantic concepts directed towards the
future” '3 Following a more down-to-earth and functionalist tendency, Polish architecture could be illustrated

by its normative-based character (Chapter 9). For example, Gropius was praised as a representative of “radical
functionalism”, of ful lling the needs of the society, and of his making modern architecture more accessible for
peoplet*He was often shown as the guide of modern architecture and the one who introduced most humanism
to it, referring to the architect’s task “to serve the society and to solve its proB¥diris’not astonishing

that in such an atmosphere, the Athens Charter was revered as the ultimate achievement in architecture and the
planning of cities, while in Western Europe its ideas were already discussed as too prescriptive and schematic
by Team 1031°Where Aldo van Eyck or Alison Smithson had been discussing ideas such as clusters since the
mid-1950s, Polish urbanism was still based on the prescriptive thesis of the Athens Charter, which created a
much limiting context to So tan's work (Chapter 9).

Fine Arts Academy — circle of artists

So tan’s pedagogical and professional activity within the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw could be considered as
a relatively safe harbour during these di cult years of socialist realism and normative-based frenzy. ere, he
was freer to teach this "modernism with a human face” he brought with him from Paris, and these memories



stuck with many of his students and co-workéf#lis teaching there along with the design activities within

the Artistic and Research Workshops (Chapter 9) are the most important aspect of his work in Poland. In
addition, the Academy is one of the few institutions that have organised exhibitions on their former teacher’s
work, and the school’s connections with So tan have been also documented by a small number of publications.

Existing until today, Warsaw’s Academy is the oldest ne arts higher education institution in Poland, dating
back to 1816 although traditionally it was not connected to architecture. Before the Second World War,
architectural education concentrated within the main technical university and Sotan's alma mater, the
Polytechnic of Warsai?® Both schools were however severely damaged during the war, and the city had
no valid infrastructures to o er for teaching, and the years immediately following the war were necessary to
rebuild the structures of the school almost from scratch. e Academy’s present-day building was partially
demolished and unsuitable for use, and its renovation started only in 1947, with the opening of its spaces for
the school progressing gradually until 1982Moreover, only a few of the faculty sta from before the war
remained, and the school was in need of new teachers and artists. e uncertainty of rebuilding after the war
was increased by the ongoing discussion on remodelling of architectural and artistic education in Poland, which
would continue to promote architectural education in technical schoold*oWthin this context, So tan

came to Poland brie y in March 1948 and presented two lectures, mainly on Le Corbusier, attracting attention
of those interested in forming the new design faculty at the AcatéB8gveral months later, in September, the
Senate voted in favour of appointing So tan as professor: a decision claimed to be “the most important event
in the history of the school in its sixty yeaf'in June the following year So tan was also o cially given the
“professor”title by Boles aw Bierut, the president of People’s Republic of P#lblodetheless, the discussion

on the curriculum was still ongoing and there was still no Faculty of Architecture at the school, only a separate
architectural studio. Finally, on Jun&, 8950 the Ministry of Culture and Arts decreed the new structure

of the school, including the faculties of painting, sculpture, graphics, interior design, textile, set design, and
conservation? Quite soon afterwards, on August4950 So tan was appointed as the head of the Faculty

of Interior Design at the Acadeni$$ e choice of directing the Academy towards interior design and not
towards architecture saved it from the toughest in uences of socialist realism. e lack of a clear programme
paradoxically was helpful: “not only it was not understood how the Interior Design Faculty should look like, but
above all, how socialist realism should in uence such a faculty” — even the authorities and the Party were not
sure how to guarantee tH&.As there were no precedents in interior design concerning how propaganda art
could be conceived, the ideology’s in uence on its forms was less apparent. As a result, the Party interfered less
in the programme, but instead, speci ¢ sta members were imposed. Eventually, thanks to such an ideologically
unde ned position and to the presence of So tan, the Faculty of Interior Design became by the 1960s one of
the most important faculties within the schdél.



However, even with less in uence by socialist realism than the Polytechnic of Warsaw (architecture taught there
was clearly considered as a propaganda tool), ideological questions were still present in the school in a form of
pressure on faculty, ideological modules imposed in the curriculum, and Party’s in Itration amongst students
and sta 1#°|n addition, library sections on modern art and architecture, including works by Picasso, the futurists,
and CIAM became restricted and required authorisati®re o cial status of the school was linked to the

socialist realism ideolod¥,and every personal and sta decision had to be accepted by the Ministry and — in
practice — by the Party and its Central Committ&én consequence, Party members started to be more visible

in the school: on the one hand, through youth groups, such as the Party-dependent Association of Polish Youth,
and on the other hand through appointing new members of the faculty and forcing to leavé*thexsch

an atmosphere, in October 1951, So tan was relieved from his position of the head of the Faculty of Interior
Design, and soon afterwards, his teaching duties were limited to a module on construction rifatdigals.
fascination with Le Corbusier’s architecture and refusal of socialist realism canon were dangerous at that time:
it meant to oppose the ideology, and therefore to oppose the Party, leading to repression by various government
organisation$® Such a context is also very important to realise the weight of So tan’s teaching and design
in contrast with the propaganda as an attempt to bring modern architecture and art into the socialist realist
Poland — against all the odds. He was able to continue to work, somehow hidden, thanks to the managerial
capacities of the school's deans — Franciszek Strynkiewicz, Marian Wnuk, and Kazimierz Nita — to parley
with the authorities, which signi cantly reduced the impact of socialist realism and of the Party in general
on the Academy?® In his own memories, So tan recalls Wnuk and Nita as having enormous contribution in
defending the school from the propaganda, claiming that thanks to them, “indoctrination and conversion in the
area of Fine Arts was proceeding with lesser tension than in other *¢1ddbtre freedom was possible only

after the abandonment of the socialist realism propaganda from the mid-1950s onwards — since then the Party
limited its interference to sta management without overseeing the teaching prografkivés this “thaw”,

So tan started to design within the Academy in the specially created Artistic and Research Workshops — a truly
modernist atelier, where he gathered a vibrant group and developed a series of designs, which fully illustrate his
vision of architecture (Chapter 9, ill. 4.18).

However, after 1959, So tan started to travel often to the United States to teach at Harvard, spending half of
the year in Poland and half of it in the United States, until he eventually settled down in the United States in
early 19663 With the government’s hostility towards the capitalist United States, along with some Party-

in uenced faculty members’ hostility towards So tan, his in uence started to de&fddisefriends criticised

vividly the situation at the school and within the Workshops after his departure, underlining political con icts’
negative in uence on personal decisiéfi8y the late 1960s, the activity of the Workshops decreased and they
lost most of their initial impetus. So tan’s co-worker, Adolf Szczepi ski wrote in a letter to him, “after your
departure, a total failure began [...]. All the avant-garde you gathered so skilfully (Fangor, Mroszczak, Piérko...)
became scattered. en, the wrong people at high positions in the Academy and in the Workshops meant that
any collective of mentally disabled has better design reStfshally, the Workshops in their initial form

were closed in 1979 at the time of separation of the Faculty of Industrial Design from the Faculty of Interior
Design**Whether the contact between the Academy and So tan afterwards was a courteous relationship or a
closer one, it is still a matter of discussititdowever, from the mid-1980s, the Academy took more interest in
former members of the faculty, such as So tan and Lech Tomaszewski, and it resulted eventually in organising
the rst exhibition on So tan's work in 1995 (ill. 4.20), accompanied with the catalogue edited by Jot& Gola.
Regardless, it seems that although from that time, most of So tan’s in uence within the Fine Arts Academy
remains related to the school’'s museum, arguably So tan remained rather a “myth within hearts”— but not much
more*® New exhibitions were organised — such as the ‘Ine able Space — Jerzy So tan, Lech Tomaszewski,
Andrzej Jan Wréblewski’ from 2018, but they tend most of all to point to the importance of So tan in the past
of the Academy, whereas his involvement in architecture was much broader.

Poland and beyond

So tan's formation shows consistency and a consequent following of the very same direction he established
while reading the rst pages of Le Corbusier’s Quand les cathédrales étaient blanches. His interest in those ide
and the willingness to follow them at all costs are important to understand his later con icts in Poland with
the socialist realism cultural dictatorship or with the technocratic and economy-based centrally-planned vision
of architecture afterwards. So tan's activity in Murnau — including rst attempts in painting and designs for
theatre sets — acknowledged the importance of teamwork and collaboration with artists in later designs. His
stay in Paris introduced him fully to the world of Corbusian theory and designs. Methods of work, ideas,
forms, connections, some more of general spirit — all of these present in So tan’s life and work — somehow
originate from these two moments of his life. ey in uenced his ideas — thanks to the contacts with many
artists (Chapter 6). ey also in uenced his designs — concerning both forms and methods (Chapter 9). ey

in uenced nally his teaching — since So tan was referring to those experiences when lecturing, and since he
wanted to awaken sensitivity in his students for Le Corbusier’s ideals (Chapter 8). e years following the
return to Poland undoubtedly correspond to his proli ¢ artistic and architectural creation, to his involvement

in pedagogy and to his devotion to expand the reach of the modernist architecture of Le Corbusier or the
modern ideas of CIAM in Poland. ey also correspond to his fruitful collaboration with other architects and
artists, mainly within the Artistic and Research Workshops at the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw. Results of
this collaboration are counted amongst his most successful buildings (Chapter 9), and his former students



refer to contacts with him with much devotion. In spite of the political hostility and the lack of coherence

in the regime’s position on architecture — rst socialist realism and then normative-based low-cost matchbox
architecture — he was able to contribute even slightly to Polish architecture, by leaving his legacy both through
designs and teaching.

erefore, when he claimed in 2001 that he was mostly a Western architect, he was not renouncing his origins
and his connections to Poland. On the contrary, when he decided to come back to Poland in 1949, this was
dictated partially by some romantic and patriotic sentird&hstead, he recognised the weight of the in uence

that his experiences in Western Europe had had on his life and work, while at the same time his possibilities in
Poland were limited. Urbanism, for example, was a much-politicised discipline, and it was highly connected to
the Party’s ideology. His design possibilities were also limited, as he added in 1962, “an important life goal for me
is an architect’s creative work. A non-creative architect is not a full pedagogue. | work creatively as an architect
— in order not to disperse my e orts — in one institution only, i.e. in the Artistic and Research Workshops at
the Academy. Unfortunately, right now | follow there only one design. As a professor at Harvard University,

| would have the possibility to make designs abroad!tdé&s a result, So tan's Polish work constitutes only

one part of his contribution to architecture, at a much more local and reduced scale. His involvement with
international organisations, such as CIAM or with his colleagues from Team 10, was not less interesting.
Finally, his teaching at Harvard Graduate School of Design gave him much more possibility to in uence future
architecture professionals and to teach in a much more modern-architecture-friendly environment. rough
his experiences in Poland, he continued the path laid down by his formative experiences — both in Murnau and
in Paris — and it allowed him to develop the many ideas he was to share at an international level.



So tan’s mature years: international development

it is funny how the CIAM and the beginning of Team 10 seem to still be close to us and at the same time alrec
away

— Jerzy So tan to Jaap Bakema

With the letter sent to Bakema, So tan makes the connection between his most important international
activities involving CIAM and Team 10. Referring to CIAM and to the beginnings of Team 10, and to their
presence at the Graduate School of Design, he underlines the continuity and the syncretic evolution of his
ideas throughout the twentieth century. Even though he was not involved in CIAM for long, as he entered
the organisation only months before the last congress in Dubrovnik, and he did not attend all the meetings of
Team 10, these two groups had a permanent e ect on So tan's views on architecture, on his teaching, and on
his designs too. e importance placed by CIAM on social values and the weight they gave to the question
of habitat can be seen in many of So tan's writings. Team 10's thick cultural dimension and broadening of
CIAM’s discourse with new elements, questions, and in uences points to his sensitivity for a multi-layered
vision of modern architecture. ose experiences seem to converge towards So tan’s involvement in teaching
at Harvard, a school with a special role in modern architecture education in the United States thanks to its
direct connections with Bauhaus, CIAM, and Team 10. is continuity of thought, originating with CIAM,

then developed with Team 10, and later expressed at Harvard, illustrates, according to Eric Mumford, that
“understanding the urbanistic discourse of CIAM remains important today, as many subsequent approaches
to shaping the built environment by architects and planners still seem connected to CIAM? i8easih’s
teaching at Harvard presents itself thus almost as a summary of his previous experiences, underlining the
continuous validity of CIAM and Team 10's ideas. e context of So tan's teaching for over twenty years at
Harvard reveals itself to be most important in understanding his role for the school, and for teaching the
principles of modern architecture (Chapter 8).

is chapter analyses the international contexts of So tan's work, his role within them, and his in uence,
following the previous chapter on his formation in Europe and on his work in Poland. roughout the analysis

of the context of his activity within CIAM, Team 10, and Harvard, it aims to illustrate how these experiences
form a logical continuity with his previous work and with his education, and it answers the question on the
role of So tan’s international experiences in understanding his legacy. First, this chapter deals with So tan's
involvement with CIAM as arguably his rst relevant contact with the wider international community of
modern architects. en, the analysis concentrates on his contacts and involvement in Team 10 meetings and
discussions, underlining the importance of his own views in the light of the group as a whole. Finally, it analyses
his presence at the Graduate School of Design at Harvard, where his teaching and in uence on the pro le of
the school can be considered as an important contribution to modern architectural education.

breakthrough of CIAM

In the early years of modern architecture, CIAM as an international organisation for modern architecture
was a unifying force gathering architects from di erent countries, representing di erent tendencies, but all of
them close to modern ideals. Created in 1928 in La Sarraz in Switzerland, when modern architecture was still
a struggling alternative to academicism, its aim was to promote modernist ideas and design methods, and it
proved to be a very important tool in expanding modern in uence throughout Europe and beyond. Whereas
the initial declaration was signed by individual architects, the organisation quickly adopted a hierarchical model,
where national groups were formed in di erent countries, almost exclusively European ones, and delegates
represented national groups’ work during congresses.

CIAM and Polish in uences

From the very beginning at La Sarraz, Polish architects were present in CIAM. With the early in uence

of Szymon Syrkus, and his membership in CIRPAC (the executive organ of CIAM), he could naturally
communicate with other members of the Polish CIAM branch called Praesens (Chapter 4) and spread the ideas
that were talked about at the international level in Poland and, vice versa, he could bring at the international level
their proposals from Poland. roughout CIAM 2 and CIAM 5 congresses, Polish architects centred around



the Syrkus couple were a relevant and numerous group, which was able to raise to the international attention
their ideas, such as their plan for Warsaifter CIAM 5, the presence of Polish architects within CIAM

was still visible, even in spite of the increasing tensions at the international level, because the organisation was
important for them to keep cross-boundary links between di erent countries and national stEtmnsver,

due to the still rising tensions in the late 1930s, there were arguably no signs of the activity of Polish architects
within CIAM from 1938 until after 1945. Due to the war, there was not only no possibility for the Polish
architects to contact fellow CIAM members, but it was simply impossible to work and to function ndrhnally.

was not until the war ended when it was possible for the Polish delegation to take part anew in the architectural
discussion at international level, with new important roles within CIRPAC, and with Helena Syrkus nominated
as one of CIAM’s vice-presidertdder position was to guarantee a better dialogue between Western and
Central or Eastern European architects, with an opening towards leftist’ittegas arguably one of the most
remarkable positions of Polish architects in CIAM'’s history. However, shortly after in 1948, came the change
of Polish CIAM architects’ attitude, who turned towards historicism in Warsaw’s reconstruction plans and
started to preach socialist realism (Chaptér@)ich an attitude was a clear sign of the upcoming change, and

a clearly stated collision course with many CIAM architects. e CIAM 7 congress in Bergamo in 1949 was

a turning point as the rst to be organised after Polish architecture was o cially in uenced by the socialist
realism doctrine. In Bergamo (ill. 5.2), Helena Syrkus actively criticised CIAM, functionalism, and modern
art, and at the same time, she preached socialist realism and propagdrRiaugiily two weeks before the
congress, she wrote to Mart Stam, “we can no longer a ord to sit in CIAM and see it bring ruin in such a
biased way as is done by Le Corbusier, Giedion, Roth, etc. We have no choice but to either leave CIAM or to
inaugurate a discussion that is long overduAs she was still CIAM'’s vice-president, her shift towards this
much di erent position and criticism of the organisation was unsettling, but it also in uenced the position of
Polish architects within CIAM: Eastern Europe was distanced from positions of power at CIAM, and some

even called it a diaspofan such a manner, Polish-imported socialist realism succeeded in severing Eastern
European countries from the in uence of CIAM for several years: Polish architects were absent at CIAM 8
and CIAM 9, leaving them out of the international debate, and Syrkus’ position was criticised by“o#érers.

was no Polish CIAM group, and Helena Syrkus was listed only as an individual mémber.

Independently from Praesens, So tan was in contact with CIAM through di erent channels: during his stay

in France, he was a member of ASCORAL, the French CIAM branch founded by Le Corbusier during the
war. Afterwards, whereas he remained engaged with modern ideals after his return to Poland, the possibility
of connection to CIAM was much more di cult due to the socialist realism propaganda. Only with the
abandonment of socialist realism ideas, the opportunity to open towards modern architecture and Western
countries reappeared, and So tan started to consider the possibility of founding a CIAM cell in Poland, given
that the members of previously CIAM-aligned Praesens had gone rogue following their socialist realism
propaganda agenda. In November 1955, So tan wrote to Le Corbusier, “I believe also that a moment will
perhaps come to create a CIAM cell here. It is necessary that people really can ittddebledid already
expressed the same willingness in a letter to his friend and colleague from Le Corbusier’s atelier Roger Aujame
from October of the same year, where he not only showed interest in bringing CIAM to Poland, but also
expressed his criticism of the Syrkus couple’s attitude under socialist tedlignmably, their activity and

position during socialist realism was unknown for architects abroad and So tan’s letters informing about their
preaching socialist realism and criticising CIAM was a signi cant revelation. So tan’s willingness to open to
CIAM and his accusations towards the Syrkuses resulted already in 1955 in adding his name as a referee for a
Polish CIAM group in reorganisation, and the following year, he was listed as an observer and participant of
CIAM 10 in Dubrovnik, which marked also a generation shift in modern architecture in Poland: So tan was
some twenty years younger than Helena Sy¥k@isguably, thanks to So tan’s contacts from Paris and through
letters he was able to send from 1955, he started to be noticed amongst the leaders of CIAM. For example,
in February 1956, Edith Aujame wrote a letter to Jaqueline Tyrwhitt, the secretary of the CIAM council,
mentioning both So tan's work on exposition pavilions abroad and his revelations on the Syrkus as enemies
of modern architecture in PolaiSuch news surely attracted attention amongst the CIAM leadership. In
such an atmosphere, his letter to Alfred Roth, in which he informs him he was creating a CIAM group in
Poland along with Oskar Hansen and Zbigniew Ihnatowicz did not go unseen: less than two weeks later they
were o cially invited to participate in the congress in Dubrov#ikonetheless, So tan’s involvement did not

mean that Helena Syrkus was not recognised by the organisation anymore, nor that So tan became the key
gure for the re-organising Polish CIAM. In some documents from 1956, Syrkus still appears as the contact
for the Polish group instead of him, and she was mentioned by Josep Lluis Sert in his opening speech in
Dubrovnik as one of the ‘big names’ who were absent, along with Le Corbusier, Walter Gropius, and Cornelis
van Esterer® Regardless, CIAM 10 in Dubrovnik (ill. 5.4) was a breakthrough for So tan and his position
within CIAM thanks to his recognition of the modern cause. His deep interest and determination to take part
actively in the organisation’s work may be seen even in the early letters to the organisers. He mentions to Roth,
“I hope that from now on my work connected with the CIAM will be a continuous one — you know yourself



how much | desired it* He wanted also to take part in work of the Commission A.1, which was composed
mainly of the CIAM leadership, including Sigfried Giedion, Sert, and Tyrwhitt — it was a perfect occasion to
make himself recognised, to show his willingness to contribute, and to work following CIAM’s ideals. Not
only was the Commission A.1 relevant due to its members, but also due to its agenda: it was to prepare the
Habitat Charter, a document on the future development of human dwellings, which was to be one of the most
important results of the Dubrovnik congress according to the organisation’s leadfdbshipg several days of

work in the commission, So tan was able to enter into contact with CIAM’s most important gures, who were
also to become his colleagues in the following years at Harvard. From then, he was o cially recognised as the
referee for the Polish group, and in the post-congress documents, the Polish group in formation is mentioned
as the “Fine Arts Academy? As a result, CIAM 10 in Dubrovnik was a milestone in So tan’s involvement in
architecture at the international level, and in his contribution to relations between Polish architecture and the
outside world.

So tan’s role in re-organisation of CIAM

However, So tan entered in contact with CIAM at a di cult time: regardless of the criticism of the Polish
members during the socialist realism era, the organisation had been criticised from within since CIAM 8. It
lost its initial impetus, and as Tyrwhitt remembers, due to the commitment of the founders in the post-war
reconstruction and many commissions, the initial members had less time to give to CIAM, whereas the younger
generation wanted to change the organisaticBuch di erences between the ‘middle’ generation and the
youngest members led to the decision after CIAM 9 that the following congress was to be handed over to the

younger members, who started to question some ideas and disagreed with earlier practice of editing congress

proceedings to give a more uniformed vision of discus¥iéssa result of the criticisms, some groups refused

to participate and the congress was less-attended than the previdtieaumg the organisation’s unity visibly
wounded. Such a deepening split made it necessary to change CIAM’s leadership and organisation, so attempts
to re-organise CIAM followed after the congress in Dubrovnik. A questionnaire was sent to all members by
Pierre Emery in November 1956 concerning the future of the organisat@mnsequently, one of the ideas

that was agreed for the new CIAM was to abandon the mechanism of national groups, and instead to include
individual members, who would develop modern architecture according to the principles stated in La Sarraz
at the time of the foundation of CIAM. During the process, a group of most renowned CIAM architects was
asked then to prepare a list of around thirty individuals — ‘the group of thirty’ — who could be members of
the new CIAM, and So tan's name was included in the lists prepared by Sert and Emery (in particular, Sert
included him as one of ten architects from Europe).

20 So tan to Alfred Roth from June"51956, see: GTA-AR, 42-AR-14-277.

21 It was to be based on the ideas from the previous congress and on the proposals from sessions’ participants, addressing “the future structure
of the human habitat from the smallest to the largest agglomerations”. Giedion to CIAM members from Map36, see: GTA-AR, 42-AR-

14-137 to 138. During a working meeting in Padova in Italy just a few days before the beginning of the congress, it was underlined, “everybody
expects from CIAM that the 10 Congress should produce a document on the Habitat similar in quality to the Charte d’Athenes”, making thus the
Commission A.1 very important for the organisation’s leadership. Document ‘Aspects of Program for CIAM 10 at Dubrovnik to be given nal form at
Padova, Aug. 2/3. 1956, see: GTA-AR, 42-AR-14-130 to 131. e question of habitat reappeared in So tan’s later teaching activities at Harvard and

in his texts (Chapters 7 and 8).

22 Since after the congress, So tan was presented as Polish CIAM'’s referee instead of Helena Syrkus. In a printed list of national sections
from August 1956, he is listed as a referee, see: GTA-JT, 42-JT-22-7 to 11.
23 Jaqueline Tyrwhitt, ‘CIAM and Delos’, Ekistics, 52 (1985), 470-472. According to Frampton, “the decisive split came with CIAM 9 held at

Aix-en-Provence in 1953, when Alison and Peter Smithson and Aldo van Eyck undermined the functionalist categories of work, dwelling, recreation,
and transport by pro ering a radical cellular approach toward the aggregation of urban form for di erent generic densities”, see: Kenneth Frampton,
‘Foreword’, in Mumford, p. xiv.

24 Mumford, pp. 206, 226. Le Corbusier followed this thread in his message to the participants of the CIAM 10 congress in Dubrovnik,
backing the new generation, ending his letter by exclaiming, “vivent les CIAM-Seconds” (as he referred to the youngest members). Le Corbusier to
CIAM 10 participants from July 23 1956, see: GTA-AR, 42-AR-15-138 to 144. Other CIAM leaders tried however to calm down the discussions,

and for example Sert’s in his congress opening speech aimed at rationalising these di erences by claiming it was a sign of the organisation’s vivacity
and activity, which was underlined also by some written messages from absent members. Sert’s opening speech figrh9a6gase6GTA-JLS,
42-JL.S-28-109 to 113.

25 Such as for example the French delegation, which announced absence and criticised the latest incarnation of CIAM as being paralysed by
“Byzantine discussions”. Jean Badovici to Roth from Apfi| 2856, see: GTA-AR, 42-AR-14-186.
26 e guestionnaire asked about members’interest in CIAM’s work, about the relevance of the ideas and aims acclaimed in La Sarraz in

1928 and in Bridgewater in 1947, about the most important works of CIAM, such as the Athens Charter or the functional city studies, and about the
future of the organisation. It was sent to all CIAM members by Emery on Novenih&®36, see: HGSD-JS, AA009.

27 Bakema to Emery from Decembef,3.956, see: Paris, Fondation Le Corbusier, Congres-ASCORAL, D3-19-81. e CIAM Council

stated, “the intention of this list is to provide a balanced representation of names from di erent parts of the world [...]. is list, we hope, re ects the
growing importance of the eastern nations, which we believe will have increasing in uence in the future”, but due to the internal con icts, the list was
rejected by younger British architects connected to Team 10: Alison and Peter Smithson and John Voelcker. e importance of the list was underlined
in CIAM Council to Le Corbusier from February 261957, see: Paris, Fondation Le Corbusier, Congres-ASCORAL, D3-19-86. e same letter
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ill. 5.1 (chapter cover) - detail of the Salem High School designed by Jerzy So tan for Haldeman and Goransson

ill. 5.2 - photograph from the meeting during the CIAM 7 congress in Bergamo in 1953 with most of the CIAM Council at the table (right to left:
Sigfried Giedion, Cornelius van Eesteren, Helena Syrkus, Ernesto Nathan Rogers, Le Corbusier, and Josep Lluis Sert), where Helena Syrkus was to
promote and agitate in favour of socialist realism

ill. 5.3 - Alison Smithson editing texts and ideas discussed during the CIAM 10 congress in Dubrovnik in 1956; due to her editing work, all the
original Team 10 publications were subject to the Smithsons’ bias, preferring their ideas and designs above the work of the other members

ill. 5.4 - photograph from the meeting during the CIAM 10 congress in Dubrovnik in 1956, with Jerzy So tan (second row, second to the left), Ernst
May, Willem van Tijen, Benjamin Merkelbach, Margarete Schutte-Lihotzky, and others
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However, in order to understand the reasons behind this recognition, one has to understand So tan’s position
on the process of the re-organisation of CIAM. Whereas for the younger generation of European architects
CIAM’s ideas stated in the Athens Charter were put into question, for So tan it was important to recognise
the organisation’s strength and integrity in order to expand the reach of modern architecture — for example in
a Poland dominated until then by socialist realism — and it was important for him to include, more intensely,
countries in Eastern Europe and the Far East in discussions on modern archifedii@.result, he was

not criticising theAthens Charter or the organisation’s developments after the Second World War, but he was
underlining the need for them to persist. In an article published in Poland in21®&6gave a very positive
opinion on CIAM underlining its international character, its practical aspects, discussion, and confrontation
of ideas. He underlined then that CIAM was not formulating any formal declarations, leaving only ideas and
theory as the common ground. Although he mentioned in the article changes within the organisation and the
passage from “national cells” towards “natural selection groups”, he did not dwell on the criticisms of CIAM’s
ideas by the youngest members that might have been heard at the international level, in an attempt to depict
the organisation as the advocate of modern architecture worléfnlitie underlined that many architects
wanted to develop in the modern spirit, but they had fewer possibilities (he quoted for example India, Egypt,
and Arab countries), highlighting CIAM’s role in further education and research into modern architecture
for such countrie®. Such ideas were not however considered a priority by the Western European architects
from the younger generation, like Team 10, who continued to criticise C}¥ANbnetheless, So tan's interest

in strengthening CIAM was surely one of the reasons why his interventions in Dubrovnik had already been
noticed by others. Not only was his involvement in CIAM 10 important, but also relevant were his post-
congress re ection on the future of the organisation and his interest in the continuity and in building on the
legacy of CIAM. Bakema mentioned that So tan’'s ideas had in uenced his own re ection on the future of
the congresses, making his name known to all the merfth&sshis name was included in ‘the list of thirty’,

it was always present in the correspondence related to the re-organisation of CIAM. His further interest and
involvement are shown for example in a note * e Future of the C.I.LA.M.”sent in July 1957 to several members
of the council. He stated there clearly the need to continue with CIAM'’s tradition (ill. 5.5).

As a result of his position, So tan was involved in 1958-1959 in the re-organisation of CIAM and in the
committee, which was charged with the preparation of a programme for the Otterlo meeting in September
1959. He was also named one of the co-opted members of the Coordination Giewgn though his
involvement in its meetings was di cult due to his duties abr&abe nal report of the Coordination Group

included some ideas that So tan had already outlined earlier in the note from 1957 (abandonment of national
groups and the organisation of discussions based on designs, not on theoretical issues). A design-based model
presumed that at the Otterlo meeting presentations were aimed to understand the common ground between
various architects based on their architectural responses, rather than their written or verbal deéd&ations.
elements would be amongst those that So tan would recognise as most important for the success of later Team
10 discussions. Moreover, he underlined other important issues concerning the future of CIAM. In a letter to
CIAM's leadership, he stated that one of the most pressing issues that the organisation had to deal with was the
interior enemy of “bad modernists”— modern formalists who, according to him, constituted the biggest threat
to modernism (Chapter 3Y.In his view, a strong and clear statement and position was necessary to denounce



and to point to the aws of the “bad modernists” and to avoid modern architecture becoming criticised as a
whole because of their errors. In So tan’s vision, CIAM was then a tool to make publicly known, promote, and
defend modern architecture. His commitment to CIAM came not only from his interest in modern ideals, but
also from his will to defend the ‘good name’ of the entire “modern fafhily”.

CIAM — faults and merits

e idea of cleansing the name of modern architecture was connected to the connection between Le Corbusier
and CIAM. As So tan's rst contact with the organisation was through ASCORAL founded by Le Corbusier,

he naturally connected the French architect’s ideas with those of CIAM and considered the organisation as
“extension of Le Corbusier’s impact on the worddiln 1948, when lecturing in Poland, he de ned modern
architecture and CIAM by using Le Corbusier’s expression of “a play of volumes brought together in light”
and referred to it not as a new discovery, but as something forgotten, which needed to be re-dié¢teered.
adopted a similar approach even in later texts, where he used once again Le Corbusier’s ideas &s CIAM'’s.
Years after, he still recognised the importance and the legacy of CIAM referring with much nostalgia to his rst
experiences with ASCORAL: “even to-day when | re-read the Extrait du Statut in my ASCORAL-CIAM

card | get a whi of fresh air. But in the old times it was indeed a most stimulating experience to take part in
these events — really to start thinking about architectére”.

However, referring to the rst years of CIAM, So tan recognised that modern ideals, mostly social and
technological-economic, had to be simpli ed and clearly presented so that they could be understood more
easily: CIAM’s e orts were to make them more accessible. While in a letter to his colleague Hansen, he
mentions that the ability to simplify was actually the biggest strength of CiAdM,the same time, So tan
recognised that such an attitude connected early CIAM’s ideas and activity with “buildings [that] did not lend
themselves to subtle, individual subjective interpretations and subtle discussions”. Such a vision of architecture
created “formidable weapons”, he argued, for those who were devoted to the cause, but less talented, linking it
to the spread of "“matchbox architecture” and modern formalists (Chapter 3), which was one of the reasons for
the organisation’s nal undoint.With its expansion modern architects were accounted not only amongst “the
modern family”, but also amongst those who simply followed fashion: therefore, with the international success,
according to So tan, “modern” lost its meanthglowever, even though after Otterlo, no other meetings were
organised, the spirit of CIAM and some of its ideals seemed to survive within Team 10. So tan discussed the
connection between the two groups underlining the continuity of themes, but di erences of approach: Team
10 was trying to be more comprehensive, and to work more in tdtdlithis view, the new group built on the

legacy of the previous one, and the experiences of CIAM let Team 10’s work and ideas become richer and make
“the old de nition [of CIAM’s aims] more complete””

Team 10 — together for modern architecture... and CIAM

Much less numerous than CIAM, Team 10 was a heterogeneous group composed mainly of Europeans, who
originated in the younger generation of architects involved in the last CIAM congresses. eir continued
research on a broader vision of modern architecture endured for thirty years, from CIAM 9 in Aix-en-Provence
in 1953 until the 1980s. Without an o cial organisation or a membership, di erently from its predecessor, the
group was repeatedly referred to as “a family” sharing common denomifata$§o tan himself described it

as “collaboration of specialists united by a common cultural background and by frierféismjgs’to such
a convergence, the group’s meetings and contacts promoted discussion and further development of their ideas
through re-elaborating, re-proposing, and working on the principles of modern architecture.

So tan’s activity within Team 10

So tan took an early opportunity to become actively part of the group, even though he was not one of its
founding members: he was absent from the rst meetings due to the ban to travel abroad in the years of
ravaging socialist realism in Poland. Similarly to CIAM, the turning point was his participation in the 1956
congress in Dubrovnik, from when he remained in close contact with the group. However, between 1953 and
1956, the group’s identity and direction had already been de ned during a series of discussions and meetings,
which resulted in So tan ‘taking a train already in motion’and having less impact on shaping the group’s initial
identity>° However, other Team 10 members remember him from Dubrovnik — not only from discussions, but
also from their uno cial meetings. In comparison, whereas So tan's rst direct contacts with CIAM leaders
were marked by the commission discussions, his contacts with Team 10 members were mostly social, which
was also remembered by other members of the group, suggesting that he became recognisable amongst ove
two hundred participant.In particular, So tan’s contact with fellow Team 10 member Bakema was important.

ey had corresponded before the congress and afterwards, So tan's re ections on the congresses were
forwarded by Bakema to all CIAM members, making him a recognisable gure at the time of re-organisation.
To underline his involvement and appreciation of his ideas within Team 10, a good example is Bakema’s
letter to So tan: “it is necessary that you come to Otterlo. Important decisions have to bé&tali@niersa,

So tan recognised the importance of the meeting too, assuring that in spite of many organisational issues,
he would “certainly do [everything necessary] with utmost energy” adding, “I look very much forward to the
congress, as | am very much concerned with the state we are in now in architéBturigly the discussions

in Otterlo, his passionate interventions on “bad modernists” and “the inner enemy” were captivating, as he
was applauded by the public during his spéé&imilarly, his account of modern formalism in architecture

was astonishing for maffyApart from the passionate interventions, So tan was also able to present two of
his designs: ‘Warszawianka’ sporting centre and the typical exhibition pavilion ‘Tropik’ (ill. 5.8). ere were
forty participants who presented sixty designs — So tan presented two giving him the possibility to show more
work than many others dit.Moreover, he was actively taking part in discussions with other participants on
designs and theoretical issGem addition to these comments, he also translated from French to English and
from English to French others’ interventions, as the discussions were held in those two |afidtingtg.



he took an active part in the discussions on the future of CPAM. general, his interventions were well
received and regarded important issues he brought into the group (emotional needs, visual aspects), and he was
never attacked by others, as were for example architects Rogers or Lovett — and therefore the meeting was an
important event for him to be ‘con rmed’ by Team 10.

However, in spite of his successful participation in the Otterlo meeting and in spite of his active involvement
in the future of CIAM or Team 10, he did not attend several of the following meethigs absence would

be revealed to be important, especially in the case of meetings in Paris and London in 1961, as during these
meetings the Team 10 Primer was drafted: in January 1961, Team 10 announced the publication, which came into
existence a year later as an issue of Architectural Design. Even if So tan’s contribution to the Primer was limited,
a few texts and images of his designs were still included (mainly relating to his speeches and presentations in
Otterlo), and he was listed as one of Team 10 architects (amongst the total of ten members of tHfélgroup).

fact, in a letter to Bakema in 1964, So tan mentioned that he was sorry to have missed all the meetings since
Otterlo, but that he was in contact with individual members: Aldo van Eyck, Shadrach Woods, Ralph Erskine,
Georges Candilis, John Voelcker, and the Smith§dh did attend the following meeting in Berlin in 1965

(ill. 5.11, 5.12), to which new participants were also invited, as the group was still de ning fslisitee

following years, he did not attend any more meetings, as he moved permanently to the United States and Team
10 remained focused on Euroffdmong those he missed, the Urbino meeting was particularly interesting, as

it involved a larger number of participants, and some of the core members of the group were displeased with
the discussions, which according to them were less productive. As a result, the faith in the group started to fade
amongst some membéprsSo tan was however convinced of the importance of the group. In 1967, in a letter

to fellow members, he admits that he did not attend the meetings as often as he wished to, again due to the
problems connected to the ‘communist’ Polish pas$péittthe same time, he underlined the importance of

the group’s work: “the few stimulating, authentic exchanges of ideas connected with the world of architecture
and urban design took place mostly during our meetifigdhderstanding of his situation, the following
exchange with the Smithsons showed that they actually counted on his presence. ey suggested So tan should
keep Woods posted on his movements so that they would be able to organise new meetings that tted around
his visa requirements: the meetings were to be planned in order to t So tan's avditaBilitih a gesture

surely stood as another token of appreciation of his devotion to Team 10 discussions and meetings. Indeed, as
a result, he was able to attend the following meetings in London in 1969, in Toulouse in 1971 (ill. 5.13), and in
Berlin in 1973. e main themes of these can be found also in So tan’s own thinking. For example, the meeting

in Toulouse was centred on the theme of repetition (which may be found many times in So tan’s writings in
his reference to “unity in variety” and to serial production, Chapter 6). ese were also the last years when the
entire initial group was able to meet: in 1972 Voelcker died, and in 1973 so did Woods. Afterwards, So tan did
not attend the last Team 10 meetings in Rotterdam in 1974, in London in 1975, in Spoleto in 1976, and in
Bonnieux in 1977, even though he was invited.

In spite of the lack of continued presence, other members of the group held So tan in high esteem. In a 1982
publication by Alison Smithson, even though he was not included as one of the “ rst family”, he was amongst



the “evolving Team 10 family alive and active in 1982lison Smithson mentions him also as one of the
elder members of Team 10, closely related to the “hard core” of the’§@inmlarly, his colleague Giancarlo

de Carlo considered him along with Bakema the most interesting members, closest to his own ideas. He
mentioned, “both were really outstanding gures. So tan was particularly acute, and Bakema highly competent,
full of passion and exceptionally generous. With their entry into the critical circuit [...] the exchanges between
all of us became more frequent and much rickdri .fact So tan, when talking about himself, labels his role

as that of “thinker”, “theoretician”, and “pedagogue”, rather than “doer”, referring to his extensive teaching
activities” Commenting on So tan’s role within the meetings, his friend Urs Gauchat claims, “his special role
was that of being commentator, evaluating what they had said [...]. ey all had slight trepidation of presenting
something, because So tan liked to ‘puncture ballotns™.

between the o cial and the uno cial: bias vs. friendships

If So tan’s role was indeed relevant, such an image does not come out from the scholarship on Team 10. ere
are no traces of the contents of the discussions apart from the Otterlo meeting, the archival sources appear to
be incomplete, and they do not give enough information on the relationships within the group. In addition,
most of the initial publications were edited and curated by Alison Smithson, making their account unavoidably
biased by the British architects’ idéaAs a result, the Smithsons’ ideas constituted around forty- ve per cent

of the content of the Team 10 Primer, and their work was also the main focus in later publications, such as e
Emergence of Team 10 out of C.I.A.M. (1982). So tan’s contribution was then, as already mentioned, minimal.
Whereas in the latter, there are none of his texts nor designs included, in the Team 10 Primer he had only ve
contributions including presentation of one design only, ‘Warszawianka’ sporting centre. is limited presence
was later only repeated by the following scholarship, which simply used those rst publications by Alison
Smithson as sources, making the actual discourse on Team 10 dependent on this partial image. With the missing
records of the meetings, it is thus di cult to retrace the development and politics of the group faithfully.

is therefore possible to suppose that So tan’s involvement and contribution were more relevant than shown
in Alison Smithson's publications. Given his actual activity during the meeting in Otterlo, compared to the
relatively small amount of his ideas included in the Team 10 Primer, it suggests that his role in Team 10 —and
not only his — was somehow diminished by the partial discourse.

e partiality of Alison Smithson’s narration of Team 10 however does not suggest con icts within the group:

So tan stated that Team 10 had given him many friends, and his correspondence with them testi es to this. He
was in close relationship with Woods, van Eyck, Candilis, and Hafig¢aren though due to distance, political

issues, and managing his teaching activities, he was not able to see them often, numerous letters demonstrate
friendship between himself and Alison and Peter Smithi&®eter Smithson supported So tan in his criticism

of Peter Eisenman’s limited reading of Le Corbusier when he was at Hatheard pboth Smithson and So tan
supported each other’s criticisms of Torre Velasca in Otterlo while arguing with Ernesto Rdgesther

particular relationship was the one with Woods, which may be easily understood from So tan's long obituary
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note from 1973, where he describes their rst meeting, discussions, work at Harvard, and fri&rBlabgul

on the number of letters and the insistence of So tan in inviting de Carlo to teach at Harvard, one may also
consider their relationship as close, even if they had much less direct contact than So tan arfé| Aldotioks:

proof of his close connections to Team 10 members are the invitations for them to give lectures in the schools
where he was teaching.

In fact, the very characteristics of the group lay in their close personal relationships, which appeased possible
‘ideological’ conicts, as di erent members had divergent ideas. It is di cult to de ne ‘Team 10 theory’ or
‘Team 10 ideas’, and the very members of the group would argue they never existed. Peter Smithson refers to
“many di erences”within Team 10, whereas Candilis claims, “each of us followed our own path of development,
and all we did was share our thoughts with the others. Team 10 was the occasion for us to critique each other,
and not with kid gloves® e discussion between the English and the Dutch members, especially between

the Smithsons and van Eyck was sometimes very critical, and thus it can be easily assumed that there was some
antagonism between thethAs a result of such di erences, the group issued only one common statement — the
Doorn Manifest in 1954 — and there were no later press releases or charters, which were sent to the public.
However, even though each member had a di erent hierarchy of architectural issues, di erent ideas and their
own point of view, they were united by “mutual trust and resgesdtémbers of the group referred to such

di erences as something natural and not as con icts where they had to ght for their ideas. Candilis claimed,
“that was what made our movement dynamic”, whereas van Eyck underlined there was “a su cient overlap, there
were su cient ideas, within all the divergences, that were common and comparable at th¥ Ginatarly,

So tan commented positively on the confrontations within Team 10 meetings, underlining that they were
unavoidable when “accepting that values related to imagination, to poetics, to visual richness are meaningful in
making and discussing architecture”. In his reading, it was necessary for the development of Team 10’s ideas.
In fact, through such a continuous re ection, ideas were elaborated over time: after the meeting in Toulouse
for instance, the title ‘Building for People’ was changed into ‘Building with People’, focussing on participation

of the community in desig#.

Certainly, such an informal character of discussions and the possibility to speak one’s mind freely, with respect,
but also with irreverence, was much aligned with So tan’s idea of a stimulating atmé&spleene&as not an

outsider as a member of the group: he was willingly participating in the meetings, whenever his schedule
allowed him to do so. So tan’s reduced presence in published materials may be explained thus di erently. Pedret
suggests that the Smithsons simply needed advertising through Team 10 publications, since their professional
position was more delicate than the one of Woods, Bakema, and vai®Byalas con rmed later by Alison
Smithson herself, as in a lecture in 1982 she stated, “we, Alison and Peter Smithson, needed Team 10 most. We
were trying to change our minds; trying to reach out towards what freedoms people were going to want and by
so reaching, extend the inherited language... develop, then extend our own laffgedgeser importance

of So tan’s ideas and works in the o cial publications would then be partially a by-product of such a situation.

Team 10: continuity and equilibrium

In So tan’s reading of modern architecture, whereas early CIAM architects’ideas could have been often referred
to as functionalism, with Team 10’s broader interest in many aspects of the design, the group represents a more
complete ‘rationalist’ or ‘modernist’ point of view (Chapter 3). In contradiction to other groups, he praised
Team 10 for not concentrating on one single aspect of architecture, whether it was formal, technological,
cultural, or even pseudo-cultural. Instead, he argued, Team 10 “reinstalled the problem of architecture in its
totality”, including intuition, imagination, visual sensitivity, social relevance, economy, and technicaP¥alidity.

Such an openness of the architectural discourse to various elements is, according to him, vital in positioning
Team 10 within modern architecture history. Coming back to the image of architectural tendencies moving
as an “eternal seesaw” (Chaptef?3)e claimed that with a broadening of the research, and by liquidating
oversimpli cations, Team 10 brought that historical pendulum to a harmonious position, and he saw it as “an
attempt to keep the content and form in equilibriuth’erefore, through broadening CIAM’s discourse and
completing it, Team 10 would stop in So tan’s mind the eternal pendulum movement oscillating between form
and function (ill. 3.16¥* It is a truly revolutionary way of seeing Team 10’s legacy and such an idea shows the
utmost importance of the group for architecture globally, at least in his opinion, and the capacity of integrating
new elements.

In fact, in his own reading of Team 10, the group did not cut o from CIAM as de nitely as it may have
been suggested by Alison and Peter Smithson. He claimed that it had a positive relationship with CIAM,
as it integrated new elements building on its legacy, continuing the very same moderrfdiecggeeral

idea of continuity of modern architecture was shared by all Team 10 members — one can for example refer to
Alison Smithson’s words on the aim of Team 10: “to celebrate our individual and collective con dence in the
continuity of the modern movement in architectu¥€5o tan however underlined not only the continuity

with modern architecture, but with CIAM too, and more precisely with “the less popular, more demanding,
more creative and visually gifted part of the early modern movefhenttith what has been de ned as
modernism (Chapter 3). Instead, the Smithsons’ “aggressive rhetoric of destroying CIAM as an institution,
[...] overshadowed their ability to seek other continuities with CIAMWhat So tan underlined was the
ideological continuity, whereas the Smithsons wanted to mark the rupture by criticism of the organisation
itself as manifested by the enactment of CIAM’s death in Otterlo (ill. 5.9, 5.10). Such an attitude was based
moreover on an incomplete vision of CIAM — for example in the publications edited by Alison Smithson, or
in the interventions by the couple, they never acknowledge Le Corbusier’s interest in the historical heritage
of cities, nor are they interested in the Italian contribution to CIAM, which was a far less anti-historical:
leading to a bias in the Smithson’s narratibtMeanwhile, in So tan’s vision, it was actually this historically
sensitive part of CIAM — including for example Le Corbusier and Giuseppe Terragni — that constituted the
very core from where Team 10 originated. So tan was far from considering modern architecture or CIAM as
anti-historical: he repeatedly underlined the importance of the “grassroots” of modernism in history (Chapter
7). e absence of such re ections concerning links to history in Smithson’s portrayal, left this particular aspect
of modern architecture critique vulnerable to be reused by postmodernism architecture. If this was included,
modernism would have been understood as less anti-historical and postmodernism rhetoric would perhaps
have been much less potéfit.

So tan’s less radical vision of Team 10 did not succeed however in penetrating o cial publications, and the
criticism of the structures of the old CIAM nourished criticism of modern architecture as a whole. He was
nonetheless insistent on these issues while teaching in Poland, and even more importantly, in the United States
at Harvard. His mediated vision of Team 10 did not endure in the publications, but it was passed on to his
students, who recall contact with Team 10 architecture — whether it consisted simply of getting to know the
buildings or in direct contacts with members of the group. As a result, it does not seem striking that whereas
Team 10 meetings stopped at the beginning of the 1980s with the death of Bakema, the theoretical heritage
and ideas of the group are still considered by So tan’s students as up-to-date, and “probably more valid now
than they were ther®!

the American Dream of modernism — Harvard

With no limitations on teaching at Harvard in comparison to the communist Poland, So tan was able to
expand his thinking and ideas freely, and at the same time he was able to promote them amongst students.
Concentrating on the context and on So tan’s role in the school, and not on his actual teaching activities



analysed later (Chapter 8), this part depicts the image of Harvard as one of the core universities of modernist
architecture education in America. roughout the twentieth century, the school moved away from Beaux-Arts
tendencies to become a Bauhaus-in uenced institution and then the uno cial headquarters of the CIAM
leadership in the organisation’s last days, until nally becoming one of the schools that taught following Team
10’s lead. However, before modernist ideas were widely accepted at Harvard, America was much in uenced by
classicism and eclecticism of Beaux-Arts, with very little echo of the early CIAM congresses. CIAM’s ideas
were much distant from the eclecticism and formalism that dominated American architecture in this period.
Manhattan skyscrapers were still built in the typical art-déco style until the beginning of the Second World
War, examples being the Chrysler Building and the Rockefeller Center, the latter completed only in 1939.
Architectural historian Eric Mumford mentioned, “no reverberation of these Congresses was to be felt either
in the faculty or the student body of my school”, nor did they receive “any important place in any American
architectural journal of the period2 In such a traditional and eclectic context, with no American architects
having attended the meeting in La Sarraz, modern architecture in the United States began much later than
it did in Europel® It was linked to the arrival of European architects, many of whom were eeing from Nazi
Germany. anks to their experience, and their previous teaching, their contribution to promoting modern
ideas amongst young American architects was invaluable. Such an important role of European architects was
praised by So tan who underlined they made it possible for architectural education to be based both on art and
on logic and reasofi!

Harvard — from CIAM to Le Corbusier

Harvard Graduate School of Design created in 1936 was amongst the schools that participated in the shift
from an eclectic model towards modern architecture. Under the leadership of Joseph Hudnut, the school’s dean
from the beginning until 1953, it became one of the most important cores of modern architecture education
in the United States. Its importance was due to the presence of Gropius as chairman of the Department of
Architecture from 1937, and to his remodelling of the curriculum along with the gathering of new teaching
sta. According to So tan, Gropius brought to Harvard his Bauhaus vision of architecture, closer to early
functionalism, and based on the principle of “form follows function”, but nonetheless remarkable in the
American context for its novelty of rationalisation of use, of simplicity, and of the readability of visuaPforms.
anks to the new presence of European educators and architects, to the prestige of the school, and to their
in uence on architectural education, So tan argued, “Gropius and that group collectively contributed to the
victory of modern architecture, especially their version of modern architecture, in America and beyond, perhaps
even all around the world® At the same time, the school started to attract CIAM representatives and to
publish CIAM-based text$?” and it embraced the social-political dimension of architecture, becoming thus
much closer to the mainstream CIAM discout$eHowever, Harvard was relatively isolated in the drift
towards modern architecture in the rst years: many schools were “highly technical and their design was very
banal”, and some of the well-known universities, such as Columbia, remained in uenced much longer by
eclectic model®¥? It was only after the war, with the appointment of Sert as the new dean of the Graduate



School of Design in 1953 and the gathering of a considerable number of the CIAM leadership and Corbusian
architects in one school, that not only the curriculum, but also architectural practice beyond the university
was e ectively in uenced. So tan comments on this passage, “in the late forties after a period of Sachlichkeit
and Bauhausian harshness, Harvard started Corbusieri§ing’his account, it meant for Harvard to turn
towards modernism — connected to a much thicker dimension of cultural, social, poetic, and artistic issues —
and given the Zeitgeiand the criticism of the Athens Charter, such a decision seemed to him “natural” and
“logical’*** With Hudnut’s retirement in 1953, the school started to look for his successor, with such modern
candidates as Le Corbusier, Oscar Niemeyer, and Ernesto Nathan Réddter they refused or were not
allowed to take the position, Sert became the next candidate. By that time, he had worked with Le Corbusier
in 1929-1930, and he was praised for the design of the Spanish Pavilion in Paris in 1937, where Guernica was
exhibited. According to So tan, “he recognised Gropius’ excellence, but he felt also di erences, weaknesses,
and missing elements characterising Gropius’ school of architecture. He started to strengthen at Harvard such
another line of modernism, which he was representifidgt was however a ‘peaceful revolution’, as Sert was

not against the Bauhaus, nor against Gropius. So tan comments, “Sert realised that among his main tasks was
the de-bauhausation of the milieu, NOT BEING AT ALL AGAINST it [sic] — he wanted to go — as he felt

— higher — into the more artistic regiori4* One of the e ects of his views on architecture was strengthening
CIAM’s presence within the school. Under Sert, Harvard faculty sta included already CIAM’s president,
vice-president, and general secretary. In the mid-1950s, he managed to bring to the school also Jaqueline
Tyrwhitt, secretary to the Council. roughout the second half of the 1950s, many statements released by
members of CIAM’s Council were in fact issued from Harvardjving the school a much-privileged position

in the United States as one of the main battle elds for “good” modern architecture, along with €¥SMch

a modernist allegiance a ected not only the curriculum, but also the new sta , as Sert was looking for other
architects who had similar ideas — hence So tan’s appearance at the university.

So tan’s appearance and role at the Graduate School

In addition to cementing So tan’s contacts with CIAM and Team 10, his participation in CIAM 10 in Dubrovnik,

and especially his work in the Commission A.1 could have facilitated his entry amongst Harvard faculty. Sert
was able to see some of the Polish designs during the congress, and he knew that So tan was supported by Le
Corbusiert'” so he contacted him quite soon after and by 1958 So tan received an invitation to be a visiting
critic at the Department of Architectufé® e rst year of his involvement seems to have been successful and

met a positive reaction from the dean, as afterwards So tan started to teach quite regularly at Harvard, spending
autumn semesters in Poland and spring semesters in the UnitedSthtehe process, So tan was o ered

not only the full professorship, but also the chairmanship of the Department of Architecture. Nonetheless,

in spite of the school’s interest in So tan, and in spite of his own interest in such an appointment, he was not
able to come due to the Polish communist authorities, which refused his request to work more permanently in



America!® is illustrates again the continuously hostile atmosphere in Poland concerning countries on the
other side of the iron curtain. As a result of such a policy, So tan continued to work one semester at the Fine
Arts Academy, and one semester at Harvard until nally settling permanently in the United States in early
1966. e uncertainty of the situation was raised by one of So tan's friends, Paul Krueger, who remembers
So tan fearing invigilation and being tapp@tin spite of such a situation, he was supported by his colleagues,
and Sert for example wrote to him in 1965, “we count you as a regular member of the ¥&calltrection

of the school’s vision of architecture seemed thus clear and even though some of the faculty remained from
the previous Bauhaus period, So tan re ected, “old professors started to evolve themselves, to change, and to
look critically at the rigid beginnings of modern architecture”, such as his future friend and practice partner
Albert Szabo (Chapter 10% It did not prevent frictions and discussion amongst the faculty, which could be
observed by some of the studetdut Harvard was continuously moving away from a more rigid version

of functionalism towards rationalism or modernism. More similar-thinking modern architects came along:
So tan names as closest to him Eduard Sekler, Woods, and Joseph Zalewski, and their vision of architecture
was reinforced by the selection of visiting critiesir presence marked the school for a long time, as some

of So tan's students recall Le Corbusier’s in uence even in the late 1970s, also thanks to So tan's teaching
(Chapter 8)1%

Finally, Harvard became also a magnet for Team 10 architects who either taught or visited th&’sbthel.

asked about their in uence at Harvard, Edward Baum recalls, “the spirit of Team 10 was there. Sert was a
kind of a natural bridge between the Corbusians and Team 10, because he was a strong advocate of a human
reinterpretation of canonical modernism.[...] Sert was actually a very comfortable host to a number of di erent
points of view, including Team 1% With both CIAM and Team 10 in uences, the common agenda points

—such as the question of housing — were highly important in the school. So tan’s students recall that there were
no assignments for private houses, whereas they included collective housing: “we actually never did a single
house at the school. It was thought to be beneath architecture as a social instttihAard’result, Team 10’s

and So tan's own interest manifested in his lectures and texts on the issue of habitat (Chapter 7) overlapped
with the school’s focus including So tan’s teaching giving “extremely important role of the housing projects or
types of housing® Such a situation points to the latter’s in uence on the direction of architectural education

at Harvard.

Gradually, with his involvement and relevance within the school growing, So tan was able to have an impact on
architectural education at Harvard. He based his teaching on previous experiences, with a particular reference
to a broader vision of modern architecture, which he compared to the Artistic and Research Workshops back in
Warsaw, and which could be re ected by the new initiatives undertaken at the uniék$itywas interested

in teaching a closer collaboration between an architect and an artist, referring to his experience at the Fine Arts
Academy and to the Corbusian mode d’erfipleiconnection with his previous experiences did not rely only

on free inspirations, but also on trying to maintain contacts with the fellow sta members of the Fine Arts

Academy:*® However, as he commented later, such contacts with Poland started to fade with time due to the
distance and communism in Polat#iConsolidating Corbusian ideas within the school was another important
aspect of So tan's teaching, which appeared vividly in the modules he taught until the late 1970s and even after
his retirement (Chapter 8). He dwelt on Le Corbusier’s architectural theory, and he o ered a very personal
reading of his former employer’s work. However, So tan's most relevant importance and his appointment as
chairman of the Department of Architecture (1967-1973) coincides with the growing importance of Team 10
ideas in the school. Already before the appointment, So tan was in charge of organising “the intellectual part
of the education” by preparing reading lists and inviting Team 10-related architects for weekly f&stLiths.
chairmanship, he had more in uence on the school’s direction, and he was interested in bringing more of Team
10-like thought to Harvard through new appointments and choosing visiting citiesrelationship with

the group continued even after So tan’s mandate, and for example in 1974 Bakema came to givé*a lecture.
So tan himself recalls that he “started inviting to the GSD these new-spirit-modernists... among them the
Team 10 people. As soon as they became available, | tried to lure into Harvard as instructors-teachers our
own NEW — what was very important — brand new modern architectéfBtllowing this tendency, Harvard
became one of the schools, which expanded Team 10’s ideas over Ath&taaetheless, Harvard’s position

seems to be special, with compact or even “monolithic” faculty, while So tan “immediately became one of the
fulcrum points of the Graduate School of Desi¢ti"'With professors coming from di erent backgrounds
(American architects, Bauhaus-in uenced architects brought by Gropius, CIAM-based architects brought by
Sert, and nally those a liated with Team 10), So tan’s role was to communicate betweentthanother
manifestation of such a cohesion and common values shared by the faculty at the Graduate School of Design
was the decision on commissioning the design of the new school building to a young Australian-born Harvard
graduate John Andrews, which provided a vast stepped open space shared by all the design studios called “the
trays” (ill. 5.17, 5.19)*2 In consequence, the general atmosphere at the school was coherent and solidly backed
by the pro le of the sta , by the programme, and also by the very building the school was to move to. erefore,
when commenting on the general atmosphere in the school under So tan’s chairmanship, former student Urs
Gauchat underlines the united voice the school was speaking:

“It was terri c. So tan was the leader of that; and the faculty had an intellectual position, which it has

not had since that time. It was politically left, but it was linked to the idea that it is a real privilege

to be an architect, that architects design structures for people who cannot design themselves, and
that architects have an obligation to do the very best for them. So tan dismissed the idea of building
private houses for wealthy clients, as he thought that was frivolous and ridiculous. He thought those as
masturbatory exercises, with the architect pleasing himself with no e ect on the world around himself.

He thought that we all had a social responsibility following the idea of a social contract between
professional architecture and the society. It was something he believed in very deeply, and for a twenty
years span, that was what Harvard was about. You designed schools, and you designed housing. Never



would anybody do a private house. It was about designing places of work, it was the idea that you are
the expression of the society, the embodiment of the intellectual and political movements at the time.
You cannot say at this point — today — what Harvard is about — you could not ever since then. ere
was the idea of a social mission, and it had some kind of intellectual cohesion amongst the teachers.
So tan’s attitude was that architecture devoid of that social mission, without this social contract, was not
worthwhile. It is a folly, it is super cial, it is the antithesis of what an architect should be doing. He was
really the person who represented that and talked about that and made that be the central theme of his
time at Harvard. It had a big in uence. Even though he did not work directly, he ensured the collective
would act together. Everybody was united back then: he was the glue holding it all totjéther”.

Such unity and cohesion were of course very much needed at the time of So tan’s chairmanship. His mandate
lasted from 1967 until 1973, and therefore it included the student protests in 1969. At Harvard too, it proved

to be a di cult time,*** although it seems that it was less critical for the GSD: already before the protests, the
faculty started to renew the curriculum (Chaptet*8)erefore, with a mild change, the school succeeded in
installing the new programme, which guaranteed the continuity of architectural education. Nonetheless, the
political situation in the school was continuously evolving and according to Gauchat, it was possible to see
di erences quickly after So tan ended his chairman’s mantfeda tan’s student and later a member of the
faculty Christopher Benninger recalls that there were even attempts to oust So tan from his chairman position
as too much design-driven instead of practice-driven by the younger members of the teaching body, with
less connection to the older “Corbusian guaftiin addition, in the mid-1970s, the postmodern criticism

of modern architecture was already well de ned. Jencks’ Modern movements in architecture was published in
1973, and Venturi'searning from Las Vegas in 1972. Moreover, the new dean from 1969 onwards was Maurice
Kilbridge, whose economics and business background was to repair the “administrative turmoil” and “ scal
disaster” inherited from Sert. Looking from an architectural perspective however, his deanship was judged by
the faculty and by the students as unable to guarantee a cohesive intellectual and theoretical agenda, which was
present under Sett® At the same time, Learning from Las Vegas took its position as a part of the Department of
Urban Design curriculum, and more postmodern ideas were visible amongst the téaslemsding to some
students, voices of discontent started to appear within the faculty, as for example Gerhard Kallmann commented
on “Corbu ma a” within the school, with possible reference to So tan hirti8e&{s the architectural climate

was changing, So tan with his strictly modernist approach and the will to ‘cleanse the aura’ of Le Corbusier and
true modernist architecture through his teaching (Chapter 8) would have appeared out of date. As a result, he
retired from his position in 1979, at the age of sixty-six, only shortly after reaching the minimum age to retire
at that time in the United States — even if he continued to teach punctually at the school through the 1980s.
However, especially in this last turbulent period at the GSD, So tan was able to spend more time on design
work, and since the 1970s, he was involved in various design groups producing a handful of buildings and
participating in di erent competitions (Chapter 10).

the last modernist architect

So tan’s life — from the very disappointment with functionalist architecture in Poland in the 1930s, through his
interest in art starting in the camp in Murnau, and his fascination with Le Corbusier from the very beginning,
and later during work in Poland, whether rstly struggling under socialist realism or later teaching and designing
at the Academy and Workshops (Chapter 4) — shows a continuous line and integrity of thought. Similarly, his
involvement with CIAM and Team 10, as well as his immigration to the United States testi es consequence
and continuity in his work. His commentary on modern architecture, univocal through the years, based on the
criticism of too basic functionalism (whether it was in the local Polish context or at the international level of
CIAM’s discussions) and the need of research of much more complex modernist ideals is signi cant and easily

identi able, as in many cases it may be described as ‘against all the odds’. e context he was working within
— either in Poland with rigid functionalism or socialist realism, or in the United States with the appearance of
postmodernism — could have been hostile to modern ideas, without altering So tan's allegiance however.

Since the last years of his teaching at Harvard, and much more after his retirement, he was lecturing in many
universities and cities across the United States and abroad, giving further testimony to his reading of modern
architecturé® In particular, since the late 1970s, he was involved rst in planning and later in the curriculum
programming of the architecture teaching at the King Abdulaziz University in Jeddah in Saudi Arabia, where
he was able to implement his vision of culturally and socially sensitive, yet global modern archftecture.
Along with that, he dedicated much time to lecturing and to writing a commentary on modern architecture,
based on his experiences with Le Corbusier, nally published in 20R@. called himself the “last modernist
architect™® but arguably, he was more than that. His reading of modernism and the continuous belief in the
importance of modern architecture ideals for building a new culture (Chapter 3), along with the reading of
Team 10's lineage as ‘the way of the middle’ stopping the pendulum momentum of the eternal seesaw between
functionalism and formalism, gives crucial context to teaching and design work. His lectures and texts testify
to a continuous and active involvement in architectural education, of the will to ‘right the wrongs’ of modern
architecture, and of his loyalty to modern ideas, making him rather a missionary of modernist architecture,
willing to share his ideas and theory and to pass them on to new generations of architects. is is why the
understanding and the analysis of his theories is crucial to de ning his legacy (Chapter 6).
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theory: on beauty and art in architecture

he is one of those artists who never bring their ideas to such perfection that they can be put aside: it seem
deliberately does not give a precise form to the motifs that interest him most, and wants to return to them throt
his life

— Jola Gola on Jerzy So tan

is statement by Jola Gola, director of the Museum of the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw and curator of the
Jerzy So tan exhibition organised there in 1995, identi es a substantial challenge when analysing So tan’'s work.
Not only does his active period cover a timespan of over half a century — his articles, lectures, letters, and other
writings date from the early 1940s until the early 2000s — but it also shows continuous evolution. Even if the
main stream of his thought seems to remain close to modern architecture ideals — and he is called as late as in
1995, “the last of the modernists” it is impossible to consider his theory immutable for over half a century.

His ideas evolved along with his designs and architectural teaching, developing in parallel to his artistic activity
— drawing, painting, and sculpting — which although constitute an important part of his work, are not analysed
here, as the volume of So tan’s artistic production would shift attention away from this thesis’ focus on his
architectural work. Nonetheless, it is necessary to recognise and acknowledge the utmost importance of artistic
activity in So tan's architectural work. To understand their connection, this chapter focuses on the analysis of
his theoretical writings throughout the years. It comments on the issues they raised, on their evolution, relation
to the context, and on the similarities between his theory and those architects closest to him, such as Le
Corbusier, other Team 10 members, and his colleagues from the Fine Arts Academy and Harvard. roughout

the analysis, it tends to answer the question: how did So tan’s interest in art in uence his architectural activity,
and what were the consequences for his work? In order to answer these questions, the chapter analyses for the
rst time the connection between art and architecture in his writings. en it dwells on visual issues and their

a nity to the arts — on the search for beauty, on harmonic diagrams, proportions, and on the question of scale.
Finally, it addresses the synthesis of various arts in design, as well as the synthesis of diverse disciplines within
architecture as a crucial part of So tan's design method.

between art and architecture

Interestingly, the de nition of architecture given by So tan throughout the years seems not to have changed
much, and it is based on the di erence between simpler down-to-earth “building” and more complex and
complete “architecture”. In the 1940s, he claims, “building somehow starts from a scratch and serves — and
sometimes (very very rarely) turns into architecture”, with the latter de ned as “an art thatséwesn

of architecture uniting functional and artistic or poetic aspects remains vivid also in his later texts relating
to his vision of rationalism in architecture (Chapter 3). Ten years later, in 1958, he writes that architecture
comprises “building and ordering of the surroundings through intellectual (technology) and emotional means”,
and that “building becomes architecture when, while creating, emotion appears next to tecHrdtoggés

the same words over forty years later, writing in 1990 that “architecture is building elevated to the level of
art”®> He stresses this claiming that with no poetics (as he refers to artistic values), a building “has no right to
be considered as a work of art. erefore... it ceases to be architeét@®sd.constant comparisons between
architecture and building make a clear reference to So tan's own education at the Polytechnic of Warsaw, where
— according to him — art was missing (Chapter 4). is tendency overlaps actually with Le Corbusier’s views, as
seen in the aims de ned at the CIAM congress in Bridgewater in 1947: “to work for the creation of a physical
environment that will satisfy man's emotional and material needs and stimulate his spiritual growth”, which
corresponds to some passages from Vers une archiatarés work for him in those very years might suggest

that the prior interest in visual arts was reinforced during the stay in Paris through Le Corbusier’s insistence on
poetics and artistic values in architecture.



interest in arts

In addition to So tan’s de nition of architecture as an art, he was also vividly interested in visual arts in general,
with some artists constantly referred to in his texts. He mentions often Giotto and Piero della Francesca,
adding that in the past, architects were at the same time artists, as for example Michelangelo and t.eonardo.
In particular, So tan was interested in work and art of Piero della Francesca, in his connection to and synthesis
between intellect and emotion — an interest, which was fuelled also by Le Corbusier’s own interest in the
artist. So tan recalls, “in our talks, della Francesca’s name continuously came up, particularly in relation to
the di erent systems of regulating lines and, hence, the Moddlét’the same time, So tan was interested

in modern artists too. Amongst those closest to him visually, he names Henri Matisse, Paul Klee, Jean Gris,
Pablo Picasso, Constantin Brancusi, Fernand Léger, and Georges Braque. In particular, his diary entries from
the 1950s contain an extensive number of art-based re ections and thoughts on art, an interest he never
abandoned, continuing to look at architecture with this artistic perspective throughout his life. For some artists,
it is particularly visible: he mentions Picasso in his writings at least from 1946 continuously until 1998, while he
refers to Braque at least from 1948 until 1995. In fact, his collaboration and close contacts with artists, starting
with his imprisonment in Murnau, had a clear in uence on his ideas concerning architecture and on his design
methods. For example, amidst ravaging socialist realism in Poland, he claimed, “all architecture has the right for
visual arts”, underlining the need for artistic interest amongst architétéswas also working on his own art

from the war onwards (and the rst artworks kept by the Museum of the Fine Arts Academy date from 1940-
1943 — the period of his imprisonment in Murndd)At the same time, he was studying other artists through
copying and analysing their works, such as for example, Klee, Léger, and several unnamed Japdfease artists.
importance of artistic activity for an architect was undoubtedly fuelled by Le Corbusier’s in uence. So tan was
in fact very precise in his account of Le Corbusier’s daily routine and in the importance of the time the latter
spent working on ar® In So tan's reading, the former’s artistic production was crucial for the creative process
of design, and even if their in uence was indirect, architectural and artistic activities were fuelling each other,
which helped in the development of the poetics of many Le Corbusier’s dédighiswing that example,

So tan was continuously working on &rt.

Moreover, he passed on this interest to his students, as while teaching he pleaded in favour of the importance
of visual studies and practical involvement in the'&a@ame claim that their interest in art and artistic work

were nourished by So tan’s in uence at the schOol a lecture from 1965, So tan argued that students should

be more interested in art, that they should look for art and artworks that pleased them, and not limit themselves
to occasional visits to museums. He was much interested in his students’ artistic production — as is shown in his
letter to his former student at Harvard, Michael Graves (before he turned towards postmodernism), where he
states, “I personally want to compliment you particularly warmly in relation to your pairttiktis’contact

and correspondence with Jacek Dami cki and Lydia Rubio on their work equally points to the importance of
visual research and to the development of the architect’s mind according foAsira.result, some students
remember him for his profound understanding of the &rtase contacts suggest the existence of a thread

of continuity of artistic method, coming from Le Corbusier, channelled through So tan and his teaching, and
then passed on to the latter’s students.

It is interesting however to observe how the role of art gradually grew in So tan’s vision of architecture. In 1948,
he wrote, “basic errors in the program, in the functioning, construction — they rule out éantghother

lecture from 1948, he mentions that in order to achieve beauty, one has to recognise di erent elements linked
to psychology, physiology, and emotions. Visual aspects of architecture — here described as beauty — would
be then dependent on function, construction, and satisfaction of human needs. However later, referring to
Herbert Read’s and Lewis Mumford’s ideas, he gave more importance to the visual aspects. Already in the
1950s, shortly after his departure from Le Corbusier’s atelier and his return to Warsaw, he was making notes
from Read’s Art and Society (1936) in his diary showing the superiority of arts and poetics over intellect: “what
we call the scienti c attitude is inadequate [...]. Whilst nothing has proved so impermanent and provisional as
that which we are pleased to call scienti ¢ fact and the philosophy built on it, art, on the contrary, is everywhere
in its manifestations, universal and eter@aFollowing Read’s ideas, So tan claimed that art gives to science
what it lacks — understanding of right and wrafgnd it seems that discovering these texts was important, as

he mentions them in a letter to Le Corbusi&On the one hand Read would be relevant in giving more weight

to the artistic side of architecture in So tan’s vision, but on the other hand the environment and context of the
1950s when So tan started to give more importance to artistic expression was important too. He was teaching
then at the Fine Arts Academy, which was in the rst place an art (and not an architecture) school. His contacts
with artists who taught there, conversations with them, and his increased artistic activity to replace design work
under socialist realism, were important to cement the importance of art in architecture for him — and remained
strong afterwards. One may refer for example to his lecture given at the Academy in 1995, when he continued
to underline the importance of poetics and beauty, both in arts and in archit&cture.

the quest for beauty

e idea of beauty was very important in So tan's perception of architecture. Again, it may be traced to Le
Corbusier and So tan’s rst days in the Parisian atelier. He recalls that he was struck by his boss’ statement on
a design he was working on: “my dear So tan, it needs to be bea&@tfuth a bold expression of interest in

a building’s aesthetics, sounded strange to So tan who was educated in the midst of functionalist “matchbox
architecture” following the motto “do not grieve for roses while forests are burning” (Chapter 3). When
commenting in 1979 on his education in Warsaw, So tan recalls, “visual, poetic, emotional aspects were tacitly
banned [...], it was bad taste to speak art or to speak b&alnyd.retrospective analysis of such functionalist
education, he argues in favour of the opposite. Referring to the metaphor of roses as identi ed with beauty and
poetics, So tan makes a very strong claim: if one does not look for a rose — does not look for poetics and beauty
— then one is not a human being. Furthermore, he puts the very reason for architecture with no poetics into
question: “is a building conceived without concern with ‘roses’ worth being thought about and... built? What
does the notion of ‘roses’ mean in the lingo of a builder and possibly eventually of an architect?”, he asks. Such
doubts may be connected to French philosopher Jacques Maritain's ideas, which So tan quoted in a lecture in
1995: “the term poetics is not connected [...] with any individual art, but it is something more basic... It is an
agreement between the inner essence of all things and the inner essence of human creafib8utsiel&’.
gradually developed discussion on the issue of beauty in architecture is a good example to show how So tan’s
ideas were actually growing and building on his rst experiences and how they were developed throughout his
life. In addition, his growing interest in philosophy, and in particular in the new French philosophers, made his
arguments on the issues of beauty, delight, and its meaning for architecture even more &laborate.

Such a re ection does, however, lead to an important dilemma, and So tan recognises this when referring to
architecture according to Vitruvius’ three pillars — rmitatdjtas, and venustas ( rmness, commaodity, and
delight as he translates them into English). He claims that the last of them — “delight”, which he connects
with the more common “beauty” — is the most di cult to talk about. Referring to the previous di erence
between building and architecture, it is beauty, which makes architecture possible, and at the same time, one is
uncertain about its meanirdglt is linked to the utmost subjective aspect of art, and it is revealed by one of the
most repeated quotations in So tan's writings on art throughout the years: Benedetto Croce’s claim that “art
is perfectly de ned when simply de ned as intuition”, appears in So tan’s notes in the early 1950s and persists



until the late 19908 So tan also refers to Brague's idea that “what counts in art is what cannot be explained”.
rough these two examples, it may seem that art in So tan’s vision is something impossible to de ne and to
grasp, something completely free and dependent on subjectivity only, but he never was in favour of art looking
for novelty for its own sake. In 1958, he claimed that modesty and discipline are better than “highly artistic
bullshit”® and in later years, he was very critical of those who use art as a social ladder or as a tool for pro t
and fame. In particular, he was critical of Yves Klein, Marcel Duchamp, and Christo, and questioned the value
of their work3*

Such criticism of their work may seem contradictory to So tan’s vision of art as intuition and as an unde ned
area, but it leads to ideas that lie underneath such theoretical considerations and that show themselves in the
eld of architecture. Even though he rarely spoke about the concept of a canon of beauty, he mentions itin 1948
referring to some “constant elements of visual &rtis’idea becomes stronger in later texts coming from the

1980s and 1990s. He claims that there are “constant, eternal, and universal” elements, which may be considered
as “canons, as basis for objective bedutig"is of course di erent from utterly proclaiming something as
beautiful or right, as happened with the classicist architecture built throughout the era of socialist realism in
Poland. In fact, in his commentary from 1952, where he claims that it is impossible for art to be proclaimed as
“beautiful”?” he refuses the rigid and mindless imposing of a scheme, proposing instead the continuous search
and re ection on what the canon of beauty might be.

beauty in modules

So tan’s interest in canons of beauty was more far-reaching than the plain assumption of the validity of classical
forms under the socialist realism propaganda. In 1945-1947, he was actively working with Le Corbusier on
the Modulor measurement system. A year later, in 1948, he was asked to write an article on it for the Italian
architectural magazine Domus, as Le Corbusier himself was much occupied with the work on the Unité
d’Habitation in Marseille® From then, reference to the Modulor was constantly present in So tan’'s writings,
articles and lectures. He referred to it in his diary entries from the 1950s, in lectures in Poland and in the
United States throughout the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, and then in the 1990s. Whereas in these writings
So tan was aiming to explain Le Corbusier’s theory, he was also using his own experiences and observations
to illustrate it. As a result, it is unclear to grasp where lies the limit between his own ideas, Le Corbusier’s ideas
merely explained, and Le Corbusier’s ideas as So tan adopted them. It is particularly visible in So tan’s lectures
in the 1970s and 1990s, and in his unpublished book on architecture and his relationship with Le C8rbusier.

e explanation of the Modulor and of the human scale is illustrated there with So tan's examples, showing
that they have been important elements of his own research. e very structure of So tan’s texts and lectures
makes it furthermore di cult to draw the limit between his own and Le Corbusier’s ideas, as the di erence
fades in So tan's alternation of ideas coming from both.

in the search of the human scale

Nonetheless, it is certain that Le Corbusier’s ideas were important for So tan, and most of the latter’s texts on
the Modulor are aimed to explain and to clarify the origin of the measurement system, as he claimed it was
often misunderstootf. When referring to it, he underlined the two main elements, which were at its basis —
combinatorial possibilities of a chain of proportions based on mathematically and geometrically grounded
series on the one hand, and a re ection closely linked to human scale and to dimensions in architecture on the
other one. He mentions these elements in the articldmus, and they remained important references and a
solid basis in his theory. Amongst those however, he is especially interested in the issue of human scale, which

he engages with recalling his personal experiences and memories. One of these examples is a trip to Ardenne:
in France in the late 1940s, which he constantly refers to from the 1950s until the early 2000s. He describes:

“A second ‘revelation’ of the notion of scale in architecture was for me seeing the Bouillon castle

in Ardennes [...]. We were driving in a closed car. rough the windows, we could only see the
steep walls [...]. We stopped. We get out. In front of us, the castle of Bouillon. No elements to mark
researched proportions, no architectural or sculptural details, and the materials — looking against the
sun — unrecognisable. And yet the impression of perfection — lyrics, poetics — something that touches
directly our hearts. Looking for that “something”, | asked myself whether it was not the question of the
architectural scale. Powerful and enormous volume [...] and some openings in it. Openings scattered
here and there, along the grey mass of the castle. Openings and defence (?) remnants, always connectec
to human silhouette — inscribing them perfectly [in the text, there is a small sketch of a human silhouette
inscribed in a rectangle of a window opening]. ese openings, positioned adequately, make the grey
mass come alive. Observer’s thoughts, or perhaps their subconsciousness, senses that behind the gre
and inanimate surface there are staircases, passages, corridors, which pop outside here and there in ¢
manner that one wonders on what happens behind the walls. All this, in an atmosphere full of joy of
discovery and of familiar elements (human dimensions) in what is unknown (passive grandeur of stone
wall)” .4

is was one of the rst times So tan mentioned this trip and from then, when talking about the question

of scale and of human dimensions, he refers to this experience, as if it was some kind of personal catharsis
In 2001, in one of his last texts referring to his experience of over fty years before, he comments on it in
much a similar way, adding more rationale to it and connecting the impression of the castle’s scale with the
concepts of beauty and delightA similar experience he refers to quite often is a visit in an old watermill in

the Yvelines department close to Paris, where he noticed the low height of the door openings did not impede
his positive sensation of its human scale. In addition to the previous examples, So tan quotes others to illustrate
the question of the scale, all of them based on his own experiences, and not on Le Corbusier’s texts — such as
the vernacular architecture of German cottages and architecture of pueblos in #lexico.

In his opinion, low door height is a sign of design respectful to human scale, as opposed to the prescriptive
normative height of 260-340 cm, which “kills the scételihd which he was also critical about when teacfiing.

He claims also that such a normative height makes the perspective lines of the oor and of the ceiling almost
identical (as the eye level would be at the midpoint of the height of a room), causing the sensation of uneasiness
and unrest. He adds, “inhuman building regulations, normative limits, and rules established unilaterally by
architectural morons may even immobilise a conscious artist and architect. Norms concerning the height of
spaces — around 300 cm — and standard windows make it impossible to reach a good and simple solution to
the basic problem of architecture — the scale. Polish suburban areas and Polish buildings in general are its best
illustration” ¢ Here, his de nition of a “good scale” is strictly connected to the human factor: he identi es it

with a situation “when in a piece of architecture there are enough elements that are clearly relateé¢f to man”.

e attention to human scale may be seen also in So tan's attempt to re-de ne the word “symmetry”, as he refers

it to the original Greek meaning, “sym metros”, i.e. “with mea$ef.So tan, symmetry, as it is commonly
understood, is something to deride, it is “the geometry of idiots” he mdtkestead, the ‘true’ symmetry is

much broader than a mere axis-based concept, it is meant to respect human scale and to design according to
human dimensions. Such an interest in human dimensions and the search for the optimum height of space
has of course its direct connections to Le Corbusier’'s work, including one of the designs So tan was working
on — the Unité d’Habitation. Le Corbusier’s designs often operate with non-standardised heights. His design

in Marseille has no interiors with a height of three metres — the private rooms are lower, whereas the living



areas are much higher — such that the interest in the question of scale and the refusal or generally acclaimed
normative mean height of spaces make a direct connection between So tan and Le Corbusier.

through geometry to the Modulor

e interest and the importance of the human scale was only one of the components of the Modulor where
“anthropometric ergonomic data are fed into mathematical equaffo'tan is keen on explaining the
geometrical and mathematical reasons standing behind Le Corbusier’s theory, giving a thorough explanation
of such concepts rst in the article iDomus, and coming back to explain them again many times over

the years. His geometrical and mathematical explanation follows Le Corbusier’s line of thought including
similarities between rectangles, the concept of the golden ratio, and the Fibonacci series. However, he links
all of these considerations with another concept — the one of regulating lines (referred to by Le Corbusier as
“tracés régulateurs”) and harmonic diagrams. Following So tan's account, the geometrical and mathematical
construction of the Modulor begins in fact with the idea of beauty and aesthetics in composition granted
by regulating lines, which form harmonic diagrams within a planar or spatial compé&siflaty once one

accepts the validity of such an idea, such concepts as similar rectangles, the golden ratio, and the Fibonacci
series appear.

e importance of regulating lines was crucial for Le Corbusier: So tan claims that they were his employer’s
solution to obtaining harmony in architectural or artistic compositidéid.the same, as he underlines, they

were also present in other artists’ work, such as Piero della Francesca an&Reaaggdating lines appear

in So tan’s narration as a visually strong claim and research of some universal canons of aesthetics that may
be shared in all the arts, including two- and three-dimensional representations. As such, they seem to be
applicable both in art and architecture, and they guarantee some superior order to the composition, making
them crucial in both domains:

“Every element in the space, and in particular all architecture, follows a rule according to which di erent
elements are aligned. e more consciously an object is composed, the more precisely its elements t
together following that rule. Such a visual ‘rule’, such a treble clef or bass clef can be sensed through
a canonical diagram, which would show how much and in what manner di erent elements of the
composition follow the general rul&”.

According to So tan, such a general rule is given by the regulating lines, which are traced following geometric
constructions of similar rectangles and of the golden ratio. rough the regulating lines, harmonic diagrams

are traced and they seem to be, according to So tan, the ultimate tool in research of aesthetics. As an example
of their application, he mentions often Le Corbusier’s Maison La Roche, Villa Stein, and also the church of
Saint-Louis-des-Invalides in Paris.e example of the church here seems to be the most interesting, as it is

not Le Corbusier’s design nor it is referred to in his writings. e correspondence between Saint-Louis-des-
Invalides and harmonic diagrams is connected to So tan’'s personal and direct experience. He referred to it in his
memories of the church’s relation with aesthetics thanks to the visual and spatial force of harmonic Yiagrams.
As well as in the case of human scale, So tan uses a truly personal experience to illustrate Le Corbusier’s
ideas. rough updating them by his own observations and impressions, So tan is in a natural way showing
that they are still valid for others, and that they could still apply to architecture. Not only in the case of the
harmonic diagrams, but also in the case of the Modulor itself; So tan wants to show the system’s exibility and
validity even years after it was created. e basic Modulor measurement system has been developed as a series
of dimensions, which took the form of a measuring tape that So tan always kept with aitape was

graduated with a series of measurements that came from the interest in the human scale, as they were ordered
following the golden ratio and the Fibonacci series’ growth, and they were organised in two sets — the red and
the blue series, which were geometrically connected between them. What is however more interesting is the
fact that the entire series was changed: originally in 1945, it was based on the medium human dimension of a

175 cm tall person. Instead, it was changed into a series based on a 183 cm tall one in 1946, when Le Corbusier
was working on the United Nations’ headquarters in New York City. So tan recalls Le Corbusier’s frustration
when he came back from the United States and said, “So tan, those bloody Americans are so tall. We have
to change our point of departure if we want our system to be somewhat unifdrssifrustration shows

also the importance of the universal aspect of the Modulor he was much interested in during the work on the
system. A similar belief persists somehow in So tan’s own lectures, as he uses rhetorical questions on whether
the Modulor might be still necessary for archité€t the same time, So tan was still using it and he refers to

it as something useful, as an “attempt to modularise without dehumarfi$ihg/a result, he claims in the late

1970s, the “aura of discussions that led to its [the Modulor’s] birth remains — | believe — always of interest”, as
he sees in the Modulor a tool that is still available for the architects to use and to work with while désigning.

However, So tan’'s opinion on the use of the Modulor was far from dogmatic or radical. He was not perplexed
by the di erent heights of the Americans, as Le Corbusier was. On the contrary, he claims, “Corbu’s words
should always be treated as a spark that can put some engine in motion as an initiation... a beginning of
something — not as a scholarly, impeccable disserté&ibt€.does not obstinately apply in a revered and

literal way the Modulor series in all the designs. He is much more exible, and uses it as a basic scheme that
could be adapted to various situations and realities. Already in the article in Domus, he suggests, “it would be
possible to create another Modulor: its starting point would be for example a ve feet tall person, a Modulor
for the giants or for the Pygmy peopfé’He is not concerned with the universal and absolute value of the
same scale applicable everywhere, but he sees the Modulor as a much more exible and adaptable method that
could be changed according to need. He mentions indeed, “if one accepts that the Modulor has some merits,
but in general is not ‘holy’... one doesn't need much intelligence and e ort to adjust it and to compute a new
series of number§”.It becomes a basis, a starting point, and as he assumes even earlier, in the 1950s, “when
you have some dimension that holds... [that] is logical for some de nite reason — then — start from it [and]
make yourself a ‘New Modulor’ for each individual purp&sat.the same time, Le Corbusier seems to have

been contrary to such manipulations with the scale, as So tan recalls his employer’s doubts concerning the
possibility of introducing another Modulor scale based on the average height for the Japanese population. Le
Corbusier commented that it would have destroyed the system’s universality, “if we do that, the universality of
the Modulor goes to pieces” — which seems not to have been an issue fof°So tan.

So tan admits also that he uses the Modulor in a exible manner: “in my own practice | tailored to my needs
quite a few Modulors’, starting with measurements related to some concrete requirement of the project”,
showing that while he was accepting Le Corbusier’s idea, he was adapting it to his own requirements. He
claims that he was using the system “freely” — with no universal or holistic mystical aura that was read by some
in Le Corbusier's own text on the Modul®r.is is perhaps one of the most indicative examples showing

that So tan was not merely copying and applying his Le Corbusier’s ideas, but was working with and on them,
looking for new possibilities. His disapproval of the Modulor’s criticisms is based on the fact that it is “treated
too literally and therefore... misundersto6#it was for him a starting point, a spark that was to light other
people’s ideas and thoughts. However, not all were equally enthusiastic concerning the Modulor. Whereas
some shared So tan's enthusiasm, and Einstein commented on the system, “it is a scale that makes the good
likely and the bad unlikely”, others were much more criticab tan relates that Le Corbusier’s “play with the
golden section and Fibonacci series is criticised as schoolboy mathematics wrapped in a cloak of mysti cation”
by some critics, including Rudolf Wittkower. At the same time, So tan wants to underline naivety and the lack

of understanding of such criticism, which “lies here in the simple fact that the mathematics of the Modulor
were not supposed really to be anything more than a starting platform, a’8park”.



through modules and towards synthesis

What emerges from So tan’s account of and around the Modulor series is the general interest in modules and
“ exible standardisation” — a typically Aalto-esque term, which however has never been referred to in So tan's
reading of and commentary on the ModulbiSimilar research on modules was also promoted by CIAM

at the time of the Modulor’s creation, and So tan connects it to the interest in combinatorial and modular
systems during CIAM 6 in BridgewatérAs a result, the 1940s intellectual climate was favourable for modular
elements and combinatorial systems applied to architecture. However, even afterwards the question on what
is a good or a bad module was present in So tan's writings, as he continues to explain the reasons and the
process behind the de nition of the Modulor. He appreciates the development and ongoing interest in modular
elements, as in his text from 1972, when he comments, “the variety of the results [...] is fahtastied. of

the studies concerned with modularity are also linked to the interests of groups he was working with, such as
Team 10 or GEAM (Chapter 5).

However, he claims the research on modules was to be treated very carefully, not to develop into a prescriptive
and limiting obligation. He lectures, “I'm seizing all opportunities when addressing people who work or will
work in the domain of building to express a warning. So here | am today warning you that with inhuman
mechanistic modules, one can pollute the built environment just as other mechanistic debris is polluting the
earth”. He adds, “it is often virtually impossible to conceive of a really satisfactory building, visual elements
included, when using industrially produced and generally accepted components based on modular systems, as
they are being normally developed now without any concern for visual /$8Mé@h"these two passages from

the same lecture in 1972, he underlines the utmost importance of considering exibility and visual aspects
of the modular and serial production. Such a claim, connected to Team 10’s interest in adding more layers to
modern architecture and in broadening the reductive vision of functionalism, leads to the need for cooperation
between di erent factors when working on modules. On the one hand, So tan underlines the need to carry on
with the research and with using technology in de ning new models, and on the other one, he urges for the
connection to visual elements and to beauty. His interest in modular systems and in the Modulor in particular,
is connected to the trans-boundary position of such research, uniting both visual, artistic, technological, and
scienti ¢ elements. For this reason, he claims that harmonic diagrams serve for “opening eyes for poetics of
contemporary sciences and technolo§ysing this system to illustrate architecture as a synthesis of di erent

elds and in uences.

architecture as synthesis

While commenting on modules and their meaning in architecture, So tan calls them “borderline between facts
and imagination, science and poetry, between measurable facts and their subjective &pHisigaBrest

in the Modulor, harmonic diagrams, modules, and scale stands as a strong connection between visual arts on
one side and scienti ¢ disciplines on the other. In addition, he often praises the ideas of the ‘synthesis of arts’
or the ‘synthesis of disciplines’ within architecture, as he claims the subject should include a range of diverse
in uences. His position places architecture as a whole (and not only his studies on modules) on the borderline
between several domains, and it leads architecture to be considered as “a nonentity [...] considered by scientists
as a piece of art and by artists as the result of scienti ¢ attitude”.

architecture and the visual arts

Even before considering architecture as synthesis between art and science, So tan referred to it as ‘synthesis
or arts’. Such an idea, with its roots probably within @esamtkunstwerk from the beginning of the century

and within the expansion of art nouveau across Europe, was already visible in work of such architects as Victor
Horta and Hector Guimard. In their designs in Brussels and in Paris, they included almost every detail as a
part of the logic of “total work of arf®

Similarly, in So tan’s view, all visual disciplines should coexist. Already in 1948, he lectures, “in each building
some percent [of work] must go for visual aftdie means that within architectural design, visual art should

have its own space — an idea deeply connected to Le Corbusier’s work. eir contact made So tan very familiar
with the idea of including art within architecture, and his ideas from the lecture in 1948 fully illustrate this.
However, it seems that while he was constantly interested in the presence of visual arts in architecture, he had
been seeing them gradually as something that was merging, and not merely co-existing with the building itself.
Already in the 1950s, he states that there should be no border between architecture, painting, and sculpture, as
they should create one united organism and express the same spirit:

“In all great visual work the borders between works of architecture, painting, and sculpture are
unnoticeable. [...] Architecture, painting, and sculpture are one organism, which plays a great game
between the real themes and realism of painting and sculpture, and abstraction of architecture. To put it
di erently, within the abstraction of architectural plasticity, painting and sculpture lead to crystallisation
of themes to talk about, to tell, to teach through a language much more direct than speech and than
teaching through architectural plasticity language. e unity of architecture, painting, and sculpture
within architecture does not rely on hanging between columns (for a painting) or on standing between
columns (for a sculpture). e unity of architecture, painting, and sculpture is guaranteed by the
common content... but also the common fodh”.

is is connected to his vision of architecture as the result and sum of other disciplines. According to his
reading (following Sigfried Giedion’s ideas from Space, Time and Architecture, 1941), in the course of history,
visual arts mature before, whereas architecture comes afterwards, when the cultural spirit of the era is more
cemented! Such a claim in uenced his idea that painting and sculpture would determine architecture in the
course of time and, as a result, that they are closely related to one another. It seems however that this idea
kept on evolving, becoming more inclusive with time, and while initially he includes in such unity of arts only
architecture and the visual arts, in 1964 he argues that architecture had recently encompassed more disciplines
including musicé? is interest in merging visual arts and music or sounds can be seen in his designs throughout
the years, such as in, for example, the Polish Pavilion for the 1958 EXPO in Brussels and in the entry for the
‘Diomede’ competition in 1989 (Chapters 9 and 10).

So tan’s focus on the synthesis of arts does of course capture the spirit of the era. Le Corbusier was collaborating
with the Greek experimental composer lannis Xenakis on the Philips Pavilion for the 1958 EXPO in Brussels

— which So tan knew and claimed to be one of the most interesting designs of the®p&iadltaneously,

in the early 1950s, in the age of the socialist realism cultural dictatorship in Poland, the idea of uniting the
work of painters and sculptors with buildings was common practice. is was aimed at giving a more readable
and direct propaganda image for the population, but So tan was very critical of the results, pointing also to
the absence of actual collaboration between architects and visual artists resulting in lack of dialogue between
artworks and building¥. He argued that architecture should show “continuity in the e orts, continuity in
contemporary thought”, and this would materialise in continuity of various artists®*wbvkas not achieved

at all in the works of the socialist realism propaganda, which lacked artistic research and a proper collaboration,
such that — according to So tan — there was no ‘synthesis of arts’. However, even if due to So tan's own practice
of art and contacts with visual artists he was sensitive to the idea of connecting various art disciplines, his vision
of architecture was broader and went beyond this relation. In spite of his deep interest in art and visual values
being part of design, he recognised that “it is not the visual training only that can help the architect in his ‘quest
for emotions’. In fact, | think we overstress the visual [aspects]”, suggesting that other elements may lead to
architecture’s poetics too, and that architecture itself is a much more complex di&cipline.

“the dope” of the ine able space

e connection between architecture, art, and other disciplines is evident in the concept de ned by Le
Corbusier as “the ine able space” or “I'espace indicible”. It is directly connected to the poetic qualities of the
space, to the questions of beauty and delight, and to Le Corbusier’s and So tan’'s interest in harmonic diagrams



and regulating lines. As noted earlier, in So tan’s commentary to Corbusian ideas, he links beauty to studies on
the Modulor and to research on the intangible and immaterial qualities of gaalawing Le Corbusier’s

interest in these principles, So tan admits that the former “passed onto him the obsession” of the ine able space
as a global explanation of spatiality and poetics of architecture, worthy of moderfi Bjgazals it a “sort of a

visual dope without which it was di cult to live”, underlining his utmost interest and allegiance to the concept
even years after it was formulated by Le Corbusier, which is also recalled by some of his formef°students.
Its revolutionising character lay according to So tan in the fact that through the Modulor’s dialogue between
scienti ¢ and technological discoveries, and poetics, the concept of the ine able opened traditionally physically
bound and perspective-based space to other in uences and elements. Such a new concept, at least in So tan’s
reading, was exclusive to Le Corbusier’s research within architecture. So tan mentions that hardly any other
architect was interested in similar questions, and he draws Le Corbusier’s portrait as that of a lone avant-garde
warrior ghting for the sake of poetics and of the ine able sgade So tan's book manuscript from the 1990s,

he uses Le Corbusier’s de nition to explain it:

“It is a reality | discovered on the journey. When a work is at its maximum of intensity, of proportion,

of quality of execution, of perfection — the ine able space appears: places begin to radiate, physically
they radiate. ey determine what | call the ‘ine able space’: it means a shock which does not depend
on the dimensions, but on the quality of perfection. It is in the domain of the ine &ble”.

For So tan, this concept isanditio sine qua non to fully understand Le Corbusier’s work, and he claims that
thanks to the ine able space concept, all the pieces of Le Corbusier’s theory fall into their places, and they all
become much clear&Given his architectural allegiance to Corbusian ideas, he was very keen on making this
concept in particular clearer and more understandable, as for example through re-visiting it in the mid-1980s

in a series of notes and through explaining it to the studéhts.claims that an additional explanation was
necessary, because when the idea was coined by Le Corbusier, it was unde ned and vague, as at that time,
around the 1950s, it was still unclear what it should refer to.

So tan connects the ine able to the idea of spatial continuum, obtained through new materials and techniques,
as well as to the new ‘building freedoms’, such as those commonly referred to as the “ ve points of architecture”
formulated by Le Corbusier. Used with consciousness and not limited to the formal attitude treating them as a
mindless repertory of modern elements, they enabled architecture to reach the poetics and immaterial character
of ine able space. In So tan’s reading, this concept bridges a gap between poetics and art on one hand, and
technology and science on the other &nhe.Corbusian ine able space is then strictly linked to So tan’s own

vision of architecture as synthesis of di erent in uences and disciplines, whether they belong to the ne arts or
to the rational world of science and technology.

architecture, technology, and more

In fact, So tan’s functional education did leave some imprint on his vision of architecture, as he did not see it as
pure art: he recognised the need to join both art and science within architecture. He continued to work with such

a belief, as he claims as late as in 1990, “it seems that as well as reasoning is always in uenced by subconscious
elements of intuition and emotion, emotional experiences are entangled here and there with reason, logic... and
science?® Similar ideas were present in his lectures already in the early 1940s, when he presented architecture
as synthesis of poetics and rationality, especially when applied to Le Corbusier’s architecture (Chapter 3).

In a lecture for the Young Artists and Scientists Club in Warsaw from 1948, he reads Le Corbusier’'s work

as an example of such a synthesis, which interestingly coincides with what So tan himself was praising in
architecture — another direct link between his employer’s views and his owii &keasesult, he criticises the

idea that the “architect has to be either an artist or a technician”— he claims that one could and shoufd be both.

Architecture, he argues, needs both intuition and sci&nEgen further, he suggests in 1963, “both sides
[artists and technicians] must understand their insu ciency and their mutual need to complete eacli®other”.

Such a balanced vision of architecture between arts and science had its roots in So tan's dual formation —
the o cial one at the Warsaw Polytechnic and the uno cial one linked to his contacts with artists and art
practices. His experiences at Murnau camp, his work in Paris and Brussels in the late 1940s, and his relationships
with colleagues at the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw were crucial to both complement and complete the
functionalist education he received. As he moved swiftly between these two disciplines, he claimed, “the limit
[between art and technology] fades always more”, while development of science enables developri#nt of arts.
Such a view pushed him towards calling for a more complete educational model for artists collaborating
with industry, linked to his experiences in industrial design. He draws attention to the broader dimension of
formation for industry — both for artists and technicians, as their education should include social, political,
artistic, and technical issues. In his view, such a model would guarantee for an artist to have not only a high
level of artistic quality, but also broad interests including technical thinking and the capacity of working with

di erent branches of industry. He suggests that such education should concentrate on a transitive approach,
which through a sample introduction to one branch of industry would be applicable likewise t6%®ech.

a model was thought to ease their future collaboration, for example while working in teams on industrial design
assignments. ese ideas are fully visible in his own idea of teamwork.

Nonetheless, Sotan remained sceptical concerning elevating technology to the most important place in
architecture, and he repeats architectural historian Stanford Anderson’s statement that architecture and design
are “problem worrying” rather than “problem solvitf§’As the tendency to build more high-tech architecture

rose around the world in the 1980s (Centre Pompidou in Paris or the Lloyd’s of London Building in the late
1970s and early 1980s), So tan showed scepticism concerning “monuments of technology” and technology-
based architecture, which he nds neither dazzling, nor brilfi&thstead, he continued to praise collaboration

and synthesis within architecture, and he suggests that the surge of interest in technology decreased the artistic
value of architecture as a wh8feEven though he saw in technology a useful asset to manage the composite
nature of architecture suggesting that computers should be helpful in managing a more complex and holistic
reality), he considers this only as a tool. Facing such a compound reality would lead, according to So tan, to two
possibilities. One solution would be to make the design more objective using computer and analytical processes,
but he is critical towards such a use of the computer calling it “not civilised”. He claims, “designers will begin
to rely on emerging techniques in systems analysis, computer science and the like, but they need not to be
dominated by such tendencies. On the contrary, speci ¢ problems should determine the relevant techniques
necessary and the extent of their use as @ddé considers instead the second possibility of use of those
techniques: to use them as tools and not as design in itself. At the same time, he is also clear about the mutual
need of technology and art in architecture:

“No single procedure can describe, step by step, the nature of design. While aspects of it need to
systematised, others must remain free from the constraints of a ‘method’. Parts of the process are
rational and quanti able, while other parts should remain intuitive. It is, at times, a matter for trial and
error, always iterative, and never a linear process. It cannot be isolated from invention and invention
necessitates a creative mind. And it is in the act of creation; or an idea, a concept, a probable solution,
that design links science and art. At this point all forms of design from embroidery to architecture to
engineering become similar, if not indistinguishable. Like all forms of exploratory process design can
be viewed as a dialogue between fact and fancy, actual and possible, and what could be aff what is”.

However, apart from the visual arts and science, So tan sees architecture as a much more inclusive discipline. He
is critical towards very selective specialising in narrow disciplines, as he claims that it means to sacri ce poetic,



spiritual, and psychological elemehtdde adds, “how can analytical methods ever be subtle and appropriate
as intuition and sympathy”, claiming that specialists’ cannot attempt “to objectify human individual existence”.
For example, he refers to the limits of behaviourism and he indicates it as a mechanistic and not a human
process$%

Instead, he is in favour of much broader thinking, and he de nes good designing as “complex thinking unifying
into one organic entity many di erent functions of an object” and as broadening functionalist ideas with
more functions including biological, psychological, aesthetic, and prodt®étiewas interested in an cross-
disciplinary approach already in the 1940s, when in a lecture he discussed physiological and psychological
hygiene, as well as contact between natural and arti cial elefieBisilar ideas are evident throughout
several encounters — within the Workshops in Warsaw and earlier in Murnau. Arguably, contact with fellow
Team 10 members nourished his broader vision of architecture as he met similarly thinking minds within
the group. is thick cultural dimension can be seen in Team 10 over the more limited interests of CIAM.
Given So tan's personal interest in broadening the horizons of architecture, he praised Team 10 for “constant
inventiveness” and for “diversity of satisfying various needs, mobility, mutability and exchangeability of
elements, structural growth of the constructiEven though such a thick dimension of several in uences

was a common denominator in his previous experiences, it seems that with di erent members of Team 10 and
their di erent focuses, it was brought to another level — and this was extremely important for So tan. Towards
the late 1950s and the early 1960s, the topic of a broader understanding of architecture as a more inclusive
and cross-disciplinary eld seems to be more visible in So tan’s texts. For example, when So tan comments on
architecture as seen by Team 10 in 1964, he lists among the main characteristics, “integration of vital elements
of the program, until now considered separately; discovery of new elements [referring to new disciplines
architecture should be addressing]; creation of poetic values thanks to juxtapositions and contrasts of those
elements™!? Arguably, more visibility given to such issues may be a result of discussions with other members
of the group, such as Alison and Peter Smithson and Aldo van Eyck. Whereas it would be di cult if not
impossible to determine the relationships and in uences within the group — and to determine if and how much
So tan was in uenced by their ideas — one may surely conclude that So tan’s interest in the cross-disciplinary
nature of architecture met fertile ground amid fellow Team 10 memBersmajor visibility of such ideas in

his lectures and texts from that time may be due to discussions within the group and to the growing criticism of
CIAM-based architecture in general as too simplifying and restrictive. Such an evolution in his understanding
of the cross-disciplinary aspect of architecture may be seen for example in a di erent reading of Le Corbusier’s
work. Whereas in 1948 he refers to it mainly as a synthesis of rational and poetic elements, in 1965 during a
lecture at the Fine Arts Academy, he commented on how the oeuvre connected various domains: functionality,
construction, biology, sociology, economy, structure, materials, world history, and politics. He claims that they
all merge and become “digested” through Le Corbusier’s unique creativity and pbstick. an evolution in

his reading of Le Corbusier’s work may suggest here two aspects: on the one hand, So tan has become more

aware of the complexity of the problem thanks to relationships with other Team 10 members. On the other
hand, his reading of Le Corbusier was at least partially projecting So tan's own vision of architecture onto
his former employer, as it evolved following So tan’s broadened understanding. Not only did he add personal
experiences to make Le Corbusier’s ideas clearer, but he also seems to have been projecting his own views. is
implies that his work should not be seen as a mere consequence of Le Corbusier’s work, but rather as a result
of complex and mature architectural thinking, based on his own values and personal experiences.

Regardless of his reading of Le Corbusier though, the importance of synthesis in architecture is a true Leitmotiv
in So tan’s work. It may be seen throughout his designs, and it in uenced his teaching. Some of his designs and
design teams are vivid examples of such a cross-disciplinary approach to architecture. He refers to them with
due humility, claiming in 1995, “I do not know what my realisations, designs, drawings, graphics, and sculptures
are worth, but the very presence of those disciplines and their coexistence in life (brain — re ection — guts —
emotion) of one and the same human being... it is something important fot*h&ich a genuine interest

underlines syncretism within So tan's own work, but a similar attitude may be found too in the formation of
design teams.

syncretic teamwork

So tan’s interest in synthesis of the arts and in the cross-disciplinary aspects of architecture had of course a
direct impact on his designs, which in most cases were results of teamwork. As he preached for education
that prepares for collaboration between di erent artists and technicians, he applied the same reasoning in his
designs. From 1948, he lectured on the French Union of Modern Artists, where artists, architects, interior
designers, and engineers were collaborating on design. He praises particularly the fact that they were working
together from inception, which in his reading is to guarantee more e cient ideas and programming, and led

to better results in general. He claims also that such a practice stands as the best collaboration between an
architect and a painter, where it is impossible to tell where architecture ends and painting begins. He opposes
such an attitude to the tendency in Poland at the same time, which was to expand architects’ expertise even if
they might be visually undereducated (So tan uses though a much stronger expression, calling them “so much
stupid that they won't know that they are like thi¥®According to him, visually undereducated architects may

have inferiority complexes related to other artists — and therefore they would distance themselves from them
and aim at creating art themselv&s.

Instead, in So tan’s opinion, an architect should be the leader of a group of specialists, a group composed based
on one’s talent, temperament, and on the speci ¢ needs of the design. He suggests the architect’s role as a
leader, in consideration of their easier and broader understanding of di erent'i8&iesh a managerial role

would be very important, as the tasks undertaken by such a group would be complex. An architect would be a
supervisor who guarantees the unity of the design. So tan bases the success of collaboration and of teamwork
on the capacity of agreement and on the similar views. His personal notes from the 1950s show care in building
up design teams, which — most importantly — could be di erent for each design, based on di erent people’s
expertisé!® He claimed that even if the members are di erent, they should look towards the same general
direction: he calls for “similar views, similar emotional involvement, similar loves and digguist$964,

he listed also among the characteristics of architects’ work, “collaboration of specialists united by a common
cultural background and by friendship&”"While slight di erences of opinion would be bene cial for the
constructiveness of discussions and the development of the design, major divergences, claims So tan, would
be highly disruptive. He illustrates such an idea of contrasts and similarities in a commentary on teamwork in
exhibition design, which he de ned as “new art connected closely to cooperation and ght between di erent
elements, which would complete and oppose each dffidfis interest in constructive decision-making
processes within design contrasts with assigning speci ¢ tasks and framing team members’ work. It would be
limiting their in uence on the overall layout of the design:

“Another recommendation, of a totally di erent character but useful and also, it would seem, quite
realistic — may be harder to implement as it relates to the very process of conceptualisation of a building
[...]. I am thinking of a more substantial participation of pure visualists (painters, sculptors, graphic
designers) from the very beginning in the birth of a design project. Today a standard custom is for
the architects to assign to artists de nite tasks while maintaining for themselves a full autonomy
of the conception. is process merits, | feel, some rethinking. It seems to me that in the view of
the newness of our times, this has to be constantly repeated, in view of the brutality and speed of
changes in the elds related to construction, only extraordinary talents can encompass and handle the
entirety of the process. e architect agrees to invite a whole swarm of advisors from all kinds of elds
related to science and technology, but he or she is seldom su ciently logical and rational, or simply
modest enough, to include a visual artist among the principal consultants. Consciously or not, he or she
identi es the ‘artistic element’ in the task with himsef®'.



Whereas So tan was himself also an artist and could rely on his own artistic capacities, he still involved artists
in his own work, such as for example the painter Jerzy Nowosielski in the designs for churches in Sochaczew
and in Nowa Huta, and Wojciech Fangor in Warsaw Midtown railway station, ‘Warszawianka’ sporting centre,
and typical school walls studies in Massachusetts. At the same time, his former co-workers recall in general
a very constructive atmosphere while working on design projects. Krzysztof Meisner for example recalls that,
in the Workshops, ideas were valued according to their quality and not according to who had had them, and
that So tan was humble and looked for the team’s appfhdmi cki in particular appreciates the results of
teamwork in the Workshops, calling them examples of “team syncrétiBggus aw Smyrski underlines that

even though di erent people were involved in the Workshops and they had di erent tasks, thanks to So tan's
and Zbigniew Ihnatowicz’s supervision, the nal result was harmoniously composed, while the di erent parts
of design were well integrated with each offfeinterestingly, such an attitude was entirely di erent from the

one So tan observed as a co-worker of Le Corbusier. In Paris, he worked following a clear Bi€kdechy.
recalls in addition, “some of my colleagues who worked with Le Corbusier after me [...] reproached our boss for
not recognising su ciently the role of the collaboratot¥”Amongst many of So tan's co-workers contacted,

none have similar criticism. While organising work in his own practice, So tan does not tend to impose such
a system and the model for the organisation of his design work must lie then somewhere else: probably, in
Murnau and in the collective work on set designs for the camp theatre. is collaborative model was then
installed in the Workshops in Warsaw.

As a result of So tan's interest in arts, of his research of beauty, and of a cross-disciplinary conception of
architecture, whether based on aesthetics or on the programmatic synthesis of dierent disciplines and
in uences, such teamwork was crucial for many projects he led, especially in Poland. Moreover, So tan saw
in these group works the future of architectural design stating, “only a group of people would be able to lead
successfully a piece of work from scratch towards architeBfW¢fiereas his views on arts and beauty may
seem outdated today, like for example his references to the regulating lines and harmonic diagrams, there
is undoubtedly freshness in the cross-disciplinary vision of architecture, which may be seen even today as
avant-garde. e cross-disciplinary approach, extracted and strengthened through Team 10’s experience, is a
constant element in So tan’s texts and ideas, and it is directly linked to his involvement in the social dimension
of architecture, linked to the issue of dwellings, which may be easily seen in his lectures, articles, and writings.
It points to a very broad range of interests, which together form the basis of So tan’s architecture. Along with
artistic or aesthetic attention, and social interest in the problem of human dwellings, more general references to
anthropological and cultural issues are yet another element that forms the basis of So tan's architecture.



theory: from today’s problems towards the future

it became clear to the architects that in a world where millions die not only because of the lack of food, but alsc
of the lack of shelter and the lack of a “roof over their heads”, their primary role is to guarantee a home to those
of people in need

— Jerzy So tan on the early modern architeéture

When explaining and referring to the origins of modern architecture, So tan underlines the social, cultural,
and human background to it. With the words above, he somehow gives absolution to the rst years of modern
architecture and to their tendency to concentrate on the function, on the quantity and not on the quality of
the dwelling. According to his account, as a result of rapid world population growth, the pressing question of
habitat became the main problem that modern architecture had to initially respond to, which Walter Gropius
referred to as “the most urgent and also the most complicated building prékdtEmte, although So tan
dismissed the functional and simplifying approach to architecture, he supported the reasons behind it. His
historical account of early modern architecture often refers to a dramatic vision of the need for shelter that
architects responded to, but arguably, he rarely refers to this before the 1970s, but it later became a constant
theme, very often referred to in conferences around the world, whether at Harvard, at the Fine Arts Academy
in Warsaw, or further a eld in Montreal, Miami, and MexiéoSo tan refers to the problem of habitat and
“millions dying because of the lack of the shelter”, at least in the late 1P6&#ously he had referred to
modern architecture as entering into a new age, and he quoted French philosopher Claude Lévi-Strauss to
evoke an image of a new revolutionising culture, and an image of technology, capacity, and evolution. From the
1970s on, he tends to underline in a much stronger way more dramatic social aspects to the birth of modern
architecturée. Such a shift of vision towards early modern architecture might also be related to the dynamics
of the world’s population. Even if it was continuously growing in the 1920s and 1930s, it seemed that there
was no major change compared to previous decades. On the contrary, with the post-war surge in population,
especially in Asia, So tan's attentiveness relates more speci cally to a general climate of consciousness toward:
the problems of population growth. roughout the 1960s and 1970s, growth was much faster around the
world, and attention to demography in the 1960s was much more visible than in previous years. For example, a
cover of Time Magazine in 1960 announced “ e Population Explosion” linked to the growth of population in

less developed countries in Africa and Assamilar problems were raised by the United Nations, brought in

by writers and economists such as Barbara Ward, who advised Robert McNamara from the World Bank and
Lyndon B. Johnson on the issues of ‘developing countries’. Habitat became an issue also in European countries:
for example, in Poland, the demographic boom drove the construction of new schools throughout the entire
country’ In addition, fears connected to the increasing world’s population were fed by publications such as
Paul Ehrlich’s book e Population Bomb (1968). So tan’s attentiveness to such issues was thus connected to the
world of the 1960s rather than to the situation from before the Second World War. He refers to this problem

as a continuously pressing issue that architecture has to answer to, even in the 1980s:

“Shelters, whether they please us or not, they will be built: the undeniable reality of human needs
requires it. e quantity of millions of people needing them grows equally dramatically. e danger of

such a situation, the amount of those millions makes the most subtle and sensitive debates strangely
unimportant. e slogan “do not grieve for roses when forests are burning” becomes again painfully
up-to-date. It actually has never outdated, and it was cast into shadow by artistic failures of building...
and architecture®.
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is passage shows that So tan connects this historical reading of early modern architecture to the needs of
his present-day world, as he also underlines several times later. Furthermore, he reproaches governments and
architects for not dealing enough with the question of shelter. His accusation is that “in nitely little is being
done about it [population explosion] by the various governmental organisations of the world”, which means
that “architects, frustrated or even angered by their own impotence amidst the verbiage of those governmental
organisations in relation to the habitat, particularly that of the needy masses, have turned to other enéleavours”.
As he stated in 1984, the issue of habitat was then even more pressing than in the 1920s when the principles
of modern architecture ideals were discudseig supported these ideas when developed by the students at
Harvard, and when one of them, Christopher Benninger, introduced to his studio design in 1966 the issue of
self-help amongst the poorest inhabitants of Latin America countries, So tan stood rmly to support this idea,
even if it was less favourably looked at by other faculty members, who were looking for higher architecture. e
same studio design became later the basis for Benninger’s pilot project for self-help led by the Wdtld Bank.

However, the question of habitat had already been present in international discussions on modern architecture
— as for example in CIAM 10 Charte de I’'Habitat that was issued after the congress in Dubrovnik in 1956.

e attention So tan gives to the problem of shelter and to the needs of the global population, nevertheless
points to the utmost importance of social issues in his vision of architecture, where “social” means rigorously
“responding to the needs of the society”. Such understanding refers, of course, to the basis of his functionalism-
based education in Warsaw, and to his constant faith in the ideals of modern architecture — whether it was
CIAM or Team 10. Following this sense of duty of an architect to respond to those needs, the social issues and
anthropological references to broader cultural questions are a constant element in his texts. is chapter aims
to analyse and to explain the importance of those issues in his work, referred and analysed against the complex
context of the second half of the twentieth century. It aims to answer the question: how was So tan addressing
social and anthropological questions in his architectural theory? In order to answer this, the chapter focusses
rstly on the issues of mass production, exibility, and the possibility of individual users’ self-expression amid
the need of guaranteeing shelters to the population. Secondly, it establishes a link between those issues and the
previously discussed artistic questions through the Vitruvian conceptta$ in varietat®, referring to the

guestions of order and simplicity. It continues by analysing how these di erent elements — both artistic and
social — might be united by the means of a programme. Finally, it discusses how the anthropological questions
of the new culture permeates So tan’s vision of architecture in relation to the never-ending project of modernity.

‘masses versus individuals’

e growing population and the parallel increasing need for habitat in the second half of the twentieth century
was echoed clearly in Team 10’s discussions and in So tan’s own texts. Concerns with the increase in the world’s
population needed to address the necessary uniformity of mass-produced residential units, but at the same
time, everyone’s right to self-expression linked to the cultural evolution of the welfare state. So tan’'s notes point
to such a dilemma, as he was well aware of the need to guarantee both of them: he underlines the necessity to
build and produce more architecture, and the requirement for it to be more indi¥idu@IlLAM congresses

discussed it only partially — the organisation, according to So tan, was generalising more complex issues in
order to be able to formulate a more generally and quickly applicable solution. As a result, CIAM halted before
considering the second problem, and it stopped at the stage of giving uniformity and addressing general issues.

Team 10 and mass production

So tan’s more balanced vision, taking into account the user’s individual needs, is more aligned with the research
led by his Team 10 colleagues. As they continued on CIAM’s research and the design of new residential
architecture, several members of the group, such as Shadrach Woods, Alison and Peter Smithson, Jaap Bakema,
and Ralph Erskine, were involved directly with mass residential units, many of which were linked to Le
Corbusier’'s Unité d’Habitation in Marseille. rough high-density residential designs such as Robin Hood
Gardens in London (1972), Byker Wall in Newcastle (1982), and the Carriéres Centrales in Casablanca (1951-
1952), discussions on the role of collective housing continued within Team 10, building on the foundations

of the old CIAM. In one of the texts, So tan refers to building higher residential buildings — “how high?” he

asks in order to answer the population’s néelsen though his own built work and ideas are scarce in Team

10’s publications (Chapter 5), they are much aligned with the group’s ideas and they were de nitely relevant
for Team 10, as well as for the matters discussed during the meetings or with individual members separately.
ere is common ground between the two and his reading of Team 10 principles improves our understanding

of his theoretical stance for architecture in general, and it points to understanding what his own legacy is within
Team 10. While listing the themes important for the group, he mentions issues such as “mobility”, “growth”,
“aesthetics of an open form”, “problem of the great number”, “networks”, “clusters”, “design of systems”, “role of
the user”, and “contact between the general and the parti€ubdt’of these relate to the dilemma of choice

between mass production and freedom of individual users.

High demand for residential architecture moved the discussion towards issues such as standardisation and
mass production, also re ected in So tan’s own texts and in his interest in how to humanise them. His critical
attitude towards absolutes — such as his doubts on the Modulor as universal, and his preference to operate
with a more exible system — contributed to Team 10’s discussions on the matter. Even before his association
with the group, he was already deeply involved with the problem of mass production, as he was amongst the
rst educators at the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw to teach industrial design from 1949. His familiarity with

the issues enabled him to identify in a very clear way the problem of mass housing. He points to the already
mentioned contrast and paradox between the need to mass-produce residential units and to guarantee freedom
of self-expression to the individual users: “the urge to keep individualism of a single human being within
architectural order of the community is a constant con ict between the individual and their surrouAtlings”.

A similar issue was de ned by So tan’s colleague from Bakema, who in notes from the Team 10 meeting in
Berlin in 1965 refers to the needs of an anonymous man in a world dominated by mass production, and by the
problem of “housing for a great numbét'So tan himself was well aware of Bakema'’s ideas, as he names his
Dutch colleague and refers to his ideas directly in some writings, when using the same expression “anonymous
user”, an ideal entity one should be addressing when desi§rengain issue lay in the fact that according

to So tan, such an anonymous user does not cherish the result of objectifying and generalising mass production.
A contemporary architect, So tan argues, became very proud and sure of themselves and they made the claim
meaning it sincerely and not only through reductio ad absurdum, that “I work for masses, for the great numbers.
Even if they are individual human beings, there is no time for details. Me — architect — | know their true needs,
and | know what the priorities are. | know not only what to do, but also how to dbStich a sardonic account

of architects’ attitudes in the 1960s and 1970s points to the need to dilute somehow the designers’ supreme
power and to make it more subtle, to enable the users to live in an environment they have also in uence on,
and that they can modify too.

In order to answer to the users’ actual needs, So tan suggested then that an architect should have two main
roles: the rst one would be “to create big-scale systems — at the urban scale — with the optimal, exible, and
ordering ‘superstructures’ as ordering framework”. e second would be “to create small elements — at an object’s
or apartment’s scale — with which the user would be lling in the superstructure framéweykiave to be

mutually important to be able to satisfy the needs both of mass production and of the individual users.

from the particular to the general and from the general to the particular

Such a double task for the architect has its main role in guaranteeing reasonable exibility of the system, and
it can be illustrated by one of the most repeated mottos of So tan — “from the particular to the general and
from the general to the particular”. He claims that these words were used by Le Corbusier while So tan was
working for him in Paris in the 194Gput at the same time, they became a much-repeated maxim for So tan’s
own students and co-workers. Independently one from another, they recall such a phrase as one of the mottos
that was always present in So tan’s work and teaéhfdgch an attitude is praised by So tan in Team 10's



vision of architecture, referring to the group’s attention to the individual user. He compares CIAM’s and Team
10’s approach to architecture problems by aligning the former with an attitude of “from the particular to the
general”, and the latter with “from the particular to the general and from the general to the particilati.

an iterative manner of dealing with issues of mass production and individual users re ects the attention given
to the exibility of models proposed by the members of the group. A note from the meeting in Bagnols-sur-
Céze (unattended by So tan) presents the issues of exibility as crucial for the development of architecture: “it
would certainly bring a new spirit to the urban environment, to the buildings, to the objects of everyéay life”.

e focus on this issue concentrated the group’s e orts on the problem of “optimum” instead of referring to the
problem of “minimum” as CIAM dic?®

e con ict between the particular needs of individual users and the requirements of mass production is
connected, both in Team 10’s work and in So tan’s own writings, to the concept of users’ participation. e
changed name of the group’s meeting in Toulouse into ‘Building with People’ was a prime example of such an
attitude: it puts forward the need of working alongside users to de ne better their needs and expéttations.
One has to mention particularly Giancarlo de Carlo as an important reference concerning the issue of users’
participation in architectural design, for example through his essay Architettura della partecipazione?from 1973.
It was also one of the core themes for Bakema, and he applied it in the design for ‘t Hool neighbourhood in
Eindhoven in the Netherlands in 1971, where the inhabitants were involved in the decision-making?rocess.

A similar strategy was taken by Erskine in his design for the Byker Wall in Newcastle upon Tyne, where
he opened a temporary o ce in order to be in closer contact with future residents and to understand their
expectation®® e need and the importance of such a phenomenon was thus a common ground for the
members of the group, and So tan himself refers to it very positively:

“Residents’ participation [...] in the design process is of course something extremely positive [...]. e
participation of the public, of clients, of a user in building design is today of course a well-known
process. In the West, it was called ‘participatory design’, i.e. designing with participation. at name has

a positive character: the relationship and the role of the users in the design process was well balanced.
When the role of the user increases, when the design process becomes e ectively a list of clients’
demands from the architect — the name of such a process changes too: in the USA, it is called ‘populist
design’[...], and it starts to smell of demagoyy”.

With such an opinion, he points to the limits of participatory architecture and he recognises that it should not
dominate the design process. e populist approach to participatory design he criticises, is according to him
very dangerous, as he argues that in such a situation, the decisive force to determine a design's layout would
not be architect’s knowledge and experience, but the demagogic skills of the most active and patrticipative
users. Such a situation could mean that “chaos would be elevated to the altars”, as for example in the case of
Lucien Kroll's student housing near Brusstls.is worth underling that So tan is cautious from the very
beginning of the excesses of participatory design, and as early as in 1965, he warns about giving too much
freedom to the usef8His idea is clear: participation means the opportunity of the user to express their needs,
but it does not suggest giving the pencil to clients’ h&h8ach an attitude, in his opinion, could be a sign of

a less talented architect, who would wish to compensate for their failures, lack of talent, and disappointments
through a complete subjugation to their clietitth So tan’s vision, the architect — on the contrary — should be

well equipped and educated for design: “the role of an enlightened, socially-oriented architect is to contribute
by his generally positive social attitude”. As a result, he claims that he would like architects to be treated

“not [as] robots, but [as] valuable partnefsth So tan's world, where an architect is also an artist, meaning

they are also talented visual creators, it is unthinkable to be subjugated to the users’ demands. He sees the
users’ participation in a di erent way, as the possibility of using and working with the elements that are left
for them by the architect. e customisation, in So tan’s view, is then the second stage happening after the
architect’s de ning of the ground rules or sets of principles. He explains that already in 1968, claiming that

in future, the “designer would not be forced to create di erent solutions, determined by the unde ned or
super cially described physical and emotional needs of the users. anks to the development of new methods,
the user would be able to compose themselves, to change objects according to their own preferences, and tc
organise their dwelling. e designer would become then a true creator of space, a steersman, and*a guide”.

e validity of such an idea may be seen in the fact that around fty years later, some architects follow this very
scheme, although with a slightly di erent interpretation. Created in 2000, the architectural practice Elemental,
founded by the Chilean architect Alejandro Aravena, follows a very similar scheme in many of their designs.
eir housing designs as Lo Espejo in Santiago de Chile or Quinta Monroy in Iquigue deal with the issue of

a ordable housing through giving the inhabitants the choice to nish the construction of half the apartment
according to their needs.e layout of the entire housing development as well as the structure of the dwellings

is de ned by the architect, whereas the single dwellings become customised by the inhabitants: they adapt their
own dwellings within the general system.

Such an attitude refers directly to the importance of the constant correspondence and dialogue between the
general and the particular, as was preached rst by Le Corbusier and afterwards by So tan. In such a manner,
mass production might be discussed and related to a smaller scale, based on an individual user. is leads to the
concept of standards and it is based on the Vitruvian concept of “unity in variety” advocated by So tan.

order, unity, and programme: architecture between reason and beauty

e Vitruvian concept of “unity in variety” is another constant element in So tan’s texts. It refers to the ancient
Roman architecture treatise by Vitruvius, De architectura, where architecture is praised for re ecting unity
between various elements, something that occurs normally in nature. e concept of “unity in variety” relied on

a formal basis, and Vitruvius refers to symmetry and proportions as the main means to reach this. It is re ected
in So tan's texts too, where he connects the concept to the use of regulating lines and harmonic diagrams,
which at their very basis are born out of comprehension of proportions. He connects this to considerations on
rectangles, on similarity in geometrical terms, and on the proportions between similar forms: in So tan’s texts,
this concept seems to be strongly based on aestHidiiesalls it “the basic element of beauty” and relates it
closely to the arts, comparing it also to French philosopher Charles Lalo’s theory on aesthetics arfdl science.
roughout the years, he continues thus to refer to it as a principle or axiom that architecture and art are based
on (Chapter 6).

However, his vision is broader than aesthetics only and the very example of “unity in variety”illustrates it well: it
shows a concrete connection between aesthetic and artistic ideas on the one side, and human and social issues ¢
the other. In his unpublished text on Le Corbusier, he criticises Palladio’s Villa Rotonda for its excessive focus
on formal composition and aesthetics. He claims that whereas the building was surely conceived following the
logic of the formal principle of unity in variety, with di erent facades being treated in the same manner and
with a clear reference to regulating lines, it leads to wrong assumptions and a formal dictate of aesthetics and
axial symmetry. e decision not to di erentiate the facades, each of them with di erent orientation, sunlight
conditions, and functions, would be both wrong and simplifying for the architectural prébtéerefers to

the “unity in variety” as something broader, more inclusive: the very discussion on the con ict between mass
production and the needs of individual users within Team 10 is for him simply another manner of application
of the Vitruvian rule! He underlines both the universality and the adaptability of this rule and its clear
connection to the problem of human dwellings:



“is principle has of course a universal character and it applies, as it has always applied, everywhere:
at the scale of big cities and small villages and neighbourhoods, in groupings of huts, dwellings, big
residences, and... palaces. Di erent cultures and di erent epochs were able to deal excellently with
this principle. Unity in variety ourished through time and space. It was possible to nd the discipline

of the whole, without decreasing users’ individuality. Coexistence of those opposites was perfected
through ages. People dealt with no bigger di culties with the changes of quantity and therefore of
density of the world’s populatiof?'.

With these words, So tan underlines that the Vitruvian principle is valid throughout history naturally, with

no obligation put on architects, mainly thanks to the existing technical limitations, local materials, and to the
clearly de ned needs and customs that shape tliddowever, with fast-growing architectural production

along with the increasing role of industry, he argues that this homeostasis was disturbed. He quali es modern
architecture as a “jungle”, stating that it has become much more di cult to nd unity in variety in such a
complex contextt erefore, he sees interest in this research as the architect’s obligation, whereas his ideas
concerning teamwork and the cross-disciplinary aspect of architecture are built up on this same basis. He claims
that it is impossible to achieve “unity in variety” without collaboration between artists and without considering
scienti ¢ or technological aspectdnstead, he urges architects to work towards the ideal of “unity of variety”,
basing their research on architectural standards, which would also enable individual users’ éxgxassion.
example of such a standardised design, aimed to enable adaptability to di erent requirements and conditions,
and at the same time to guarantee “unity in variety”, are So tan’s designs for the international fair pavilions,
especially the typical exhibition pavilion ‘Tropik’ built under his direct supervision in 1955 in Damascus, and
then in New Delhi and Zagreb by other teams (Chapter 9). According to the initial typical design, the pavilions
could be modi ed by adapting them to particular needs, but still following the same design principles. Typical
elements, such as modular walls or ceilings, were able to be adapted to the needs of a particular fair, but they all
followed the same logic and schemes. As it is underlined by So tan, typical design was studied in order not to
be too vague (making prefabrication impossible) or too strict (leading to inhuman solutions), but it is meant to
give common aesthetics to di erent fairs — as if it was today’s concept design for a bratid store.

systems and the splendour of the order

In 1955, So tan writes, “XYZ is otherwise unity in variety”, comparing the Vitruvian principle to a reference
system, a grid that organises the space and its single elétiegtarantees the needed order and simplicity,

which are directly connected to the question of beauty. He adds that the Polish word “order” —* ad” — has the
same root as “pretty” —“ adny”, claiming that the essence of the order is part of beauty in architecture or in the
arts?® e very question of order is important to him, as he comes back to it in several texts throughout the 1950s

and 1960s, and before Venturi's infamous statement that “less is a bore”, So tan commented that “order is not a
bore”° Instead of seeing it as a limiting element, he identi es it with something splendid: he refers to “splendor
ordinis”, the splendour of the order, one big melody, which unites harmoniously various details. In architecture,

he sees it for example in superstructures and super-beehives, which enable the coexistence of various elements
following the same rules de ned and depending on the technological and scienti ¢ developfments.

Such attention to the problem of order nds its direct application in art and architecture. Referring to a
guote by Constantin Brancusi he repeatedly mentions over the>¥/&nsplicity is not an aim in itself, but
eventually you reach simplicity”, he claims that a successful artist or architect would eventually distill from a
more complex context and reach order and simplicity. He underlines that order does not mean simplicity tout

court, because “an artwork simple from the beginning is simply stéipi’ So tan, the concrete method of
nding such a rule resides in the use of systems. He mentions that an architect “must conceive systems, which
would assure order and harmony. He must ‘think systems’ and stop thinking about individual masté&rpieces”.

is discourse puts Sotan close to discussions and ideas shared by other modern architects of the period.
Whereas the concept of a grid can be traced back to ASCORAL and to CIAM’s’ilsquestion of systems

has a much closer connotation to Team 10 and his friend and colleague Woods. Along with Alexis Josi and
Georges Candilis, Woods founded a practice in Paris in 1955 and the issue of systems was amongst their main
concerns, as they worked “to nd a minimum structuring system, thereby leaving the maximum possibility
of adaptation. ey tried to develop a system of organisation which could be realised gradually and was valid
for every stage of growtPf’So tan was well aware of the interest of his colleague, as he mentions Woods and
his interest in broader systems or grids with the example of his design for the University of Frankfurt or the
building of the Free University of Berlin. Both of them are designed by Woods and his colleagues, and they
are examples of a larger system, following a rule within which single units and elements are placed. Jacek
Dami cki, So tan’s student who worked at the trio’s practice at that time, recalls that it was Woods who drew
the main system, “the ground rules” that were to be obeyed by all the building of the campuses, and then
di erent members of the studio designed single elem&missimilar design approach was taken by So tan in

the design competition for the museum of modern art in Berlin in 1965: he claimed that with the systematic
design for the building’s elevations, even an undergraduate student would be able to compose them (Chapter
10)58 e importance of the systems so typical of Woods’ designs may be also seen in So tan's own teaching
at the Graduate School of Design at Harvard in the assignments he gave to the students (Chapter 8). It is a
safe assumption, given their close relationship, both as colleagues within Team 10 and as fellow teachers at
Harvard, that they exchanged those ideas and they in uenced each®otlydsoth worked and taught with

a consciousness of the importance of systems in architectural design.

A similar approach was taken by So tan’s old friend Oskar Hansen. He de ned the problem of an “open form”,
presented by him at the Team 10 meeting in Otterlo in 1959. e theory assumes that architecture is to be co-
created by its users, as an absorbent background, which would emphasise their actual needs affdislaily life.

idea and the theory of an “open form”is often quoted by So tan amongst ideas Team 10 were wétkieg on.

was also enthusiastic concerning Hansen's ideas, as was well illustrated by So tan’'s lecture from 1965, where he
mentions, “this highly social approach to architecture, that is, designing systems for others to move in, leads
obviously to a particular visual expression. Some call it the aesthetic of the ‘open form’— an aesthetic that is in
perpetual formation, perpetual birtf’ As well as in Woods’ case, So tan was able to confront Hansen'’s ideas
directly and he was very interested in the “open form”theory, which relates to issues of participatory design and
systems.

combinatorial possibilities and computers

e interest in systems, in some larger frameworks and grids, which would enable single users to create their
own dwellings within them, is also connected to combinatorial studies (referred to as a possibility of multiple
solutions coming from a limited number of elements) and — as technology developed — to the possibilities given
by computers’ calculating capacities. A similar idea was already present in So tan's work, through his work and
studies of the Modulor with Le Corbusier. He argued that the measurement system’s role was to “allow the
building industries to produce components conceived so as to be put together in a coherent way responding
with greater exibility to the human need¥’Later, the very idea of systems assumed that the users are to



choose from within an already established range of possibilities in order to adapt to their own surroundings,
whether it is a place of work or a dwelling, and it required the capacity to consider di erent combinations
and results coming from such a model. In such a context, the main role of combinatorial tools is, according to
So tan, to humanise the solutions and to facilitate work on standards. It meant for him to reach the highest
possible number of standardised elements: as many as possible to give the users the possibility to adapt them
better to their needs, and as few enough to make standardisation pssible.

is interest in combinatorial elements may be connected to So tan's contact with his friend and colleague from
the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw, Lech Tomaszewski, an engineer who was also interested in research into
combinatorial possibilities in architectiffeey collaborated on a number of designs, such as ‘Warszawianka’
sporting centre and the Polish Pavilion for the 1958 EXPO in Brussels, and they co-taught the same studio at
the Academy (Chapter 9). rough their contacts, So tan was familiar with Tomaszewski’s systematic approach
to analysing di erent possibilities and combinations or solutions to a problem. In addition, So tan was aware
of Christopher Alexander’s research and his interest in computers, studying how they could help in decision
making proces¥.Using them as a tool was becoming an innovative approach in design, which So tan included
as one of the interests of Team®10.

In fact, So tan considered computers as a tool and a help to deal with complex systems and standard questions.
He underlines their usefulness to manage composite situations over the years, between the 19708and 1995.
is approach aligns itself with the Modulor and its combinatorial possibilities. Similarly as in the case of

the Modulor, one needs to know how to use them. So tan calls computers “extremely useful tools when well
applied”, as he always considers that the architect cannot be guided by the computer, but that they should
use the computer for their own neétlss interest in the combinatorial possibilities led to another very
important aspect of So tan’s theory, which combines and ties together many di erent aspects of architecture —
the programme.

the programme and the genius

e question of the programmé® appears very often in So tan’s texts, and it is usually accompanied by his
recollection of Le Corbusier’'s quote: “to design well, you need talent, to program well, you need genius”.
He refers to this quote many times, and through that, he claims that the very question of programme was
important for Le Corbusief Nonetheless, he admits that even if his own reading of the theme comes from Le
Corbusier, it is based only on bits and pieces of random ideas, as his boss never produced any comprehensive
writing on this matter2 However, in order to understand the importance of the question of the programme for

So tan, it is necessary to step out of its common sense as a dry list of requirements an architect has to respond
to. As an example, he gives the Unité d’Habitation in Marseille where the programme for the building included
the number of the families, the size of apartments, the type of services for the community, and the dimensions
of the common spaces: they were not given by the Ministry who was the commissioner, but they were entirely
proposed by Le Corbusier. e programme was something broader, something that showed the genius of the
designer in planning and programming functions and organisation of the building in a much broader and
curatorial way. However, one of the most signi cant explanations of the meaning of the programme for So tan
and of its importance is connected to his memory from Rockefeller Center in New York quoted in his lecture
from 1965 and later mentioned in his manuscript on Le Corbusier:

“ e architectural merits of the Rockefeller Center were analysed, discussed and praised extensively,
by many — Siegfried Giedion, for instance. e new scale, new structural qualities expressed in the

slab-like volumes, the novelty of the space-time perception of these volumes. However, | believe that
we owe perhaps an even stronger emotional shock to the minute white square of the skating-rink, dug

in under the feet of the grey tower, and to the tiny puppet-like gures hovering and zig-zagging on it.

is was a great decision — a surrealistic decision — a fairytale decision. e Hansel and Gretel skaters
dancing in the skyscraper forest. A masterpiece of programming and juxtaposing functions: a skating
rink as a signal spot of the heart of a world capital. After this decision, the architecture — so very grey —
and the sculpture — so very gold — became unimportant. Who notices them? Who cares? One can really
conclude that with this streak of genius in programming, the architect can allow himself the luxury of
being a bad designer, or at least to abstain from design. ‘ e drabber the better’, would he say. ‘Let my
decision work for me”

Similarly, So tan would argue that Le Corbusier’s decision to involve the local community and to make them
interact with the Carpenter Center for Visual Arts at Harvard, the latter’s only building in North America, was
equally stimulating* Arguably, the visit to New York was a trigger for So tan’s considerations on programme,

as it was in the case of his visit to the castle in Ardennes in France for the issue of the human scale. Most of the
times he mentions the importance of the programme from the 1960s and onwards, he refers to this memory
of New York, even if he illustrates the idea also with Le Corbusier’s quote (using it for example as a motto for
a summer school in 198%).erefore, while the initial idea of the programme was likely in uenced by his
Corbusian experience, So tan developed the idea himself. In both cases — at Harvard and in New York — he
is not interested in architectural features, but in the very decisions that come beforehand, in the planning and
programming of the design, in the “problem worrying instead of problem soRjiRgi'So tan, the importance

of such decisions is paramount and “cannot be overemphasised”, and the programme is not to be accepted
passively even if “the relation between programming and designing constitutes often the most painful part
of the process in the birth of a building”.e result however, argues So tan, is worth the e ort, because
design would be working together with programme in favour of the building’s success. In the case of the
Rockefeller Center the idea of placing an ice-rink amidst the skyscrapers became a magnet attracting people:
the programmatic decisions are to make it easier for the design to work — “let my decision work for me”, he
mentions. is approach of course does not identify programme with the mere idea of juxtaposing functions: in
his vision of architectural programming, this is a very poetic decision. He urges that programme should enable
“the richness of lifé to be shown, as in case of the ice-rink: down-to-earth activities in their simplicity (again,
referring to Brancusi’'s quote), are to give a much deeper quality to the project. So tan underlines that such
decisions and programming are tightly connected to the artistic vision. Referring to the Rockefeller Center, he
adds, “the main decision was taken on the level of the program. Whoever comes later is of minor importance,
really. e main decision is not only social, but poeti€”.

is broader meaning of programme, encompassing both a social and artistic vision, connects to the ideals of
Team 10. In a commentary from 1964, So tan lists the main ideas of the group as “integration of vital elements
of the program, until today treated separately; discovery of new elements, creation of poetic values thanks to
the juxtaposition of contrasts between those elements”, and “open aesthetics, sober and based on the richnes:
of the program; rigorous use of healthy materials, sober but made beautiful thanks to the richness of contrasts;
visual research going beyond the dimension of a buildingSe elements connected the idea of programme

to the previously mentioned themes — to participatory design, to systems, and to the thick cultural dimension
of architecture. As a result, programming — the preliminary considerations on the design — has paramount
importance on So tan’'s theoretical positions. It is equally interesting to notice that such an approach, applied
more scarcely in the past, now seems to be taken into account more willingly by present-day designers. Certain
architectural practices, for example Bjarke Ingels Group from Denmark, follow this idea of programmatic
creativity and poetics. Just as So tan praised the ice-rink in the middle of a nancial and business centre, the
Danish practice designed a skiing slope atop of a waste-to-energy powét plant.



However, even though the question of the programme seems to encompass many of So tan's other ideas,
there is more to his architectural theory than aesthetic and social considerations. roughout his entire life, he
underlines the utmost importance of cultural changes linked to modern architecture, and to the development
of science and technology. ese anthropological considerations seem to complete the missing elements in
So tan's vision of architecture, and they contribute to our understanding of the importance of his theory to the
legacy of his work.

towards the “grassroots” of modern architecture

Social and anthropological issues related to architecture are very much connected in So tan's theory. Concepts
such as the importance of systems, “unity in variety”, and the iterative passage between the general and the
particular can be readily connected to his interest in history and to vernacular architecture in particular. When
So tan refers to the existence of the concept of “unity in variety” within history, he underlines that in the past,
with fewer building materials and fewer technologies available for construction in general, it was easier to
obtain a uniformed image of a ct§Similar ideas are found in de Carlo’'s commentary and analysis of the city

of Siena, where he commented then that through the ages, constructions in the city followed Gothic forms, and
as aresult, “the Gothic of theL8entury is so intimately melded with all the Gothics of the centuries following

that the mixture is imperceptibl&®In de Carlo’s reading, the historical architecture of Siena is then an example

of what So tan calls “unity in variety”. Interest in historical and vernacular architecture is actually a common
trait for many Team 10 architects. Peter Smithson applauded Bakema’s design for ‘t Hool neighbourhood

in Eindhoven, commenting on it that “architectural language becomes more acceptable as it retreats into
vernacular® However, the focus on vernacular dwellings is perhaps most visible in van Eyck’s writings on the
American pueblos and on the Dogon people in Africa, and in his journeys there to better understand their
cultures®® For So tan in particular, the concept of “vernacular” is important due to its connection to the ideas

of “unity in variety” and systems: he argued that it illustrates very well both the openness of a system within
vernacular architecture, and the order of its complex iffage.

It is important to underline that in So tan’s and Team 10’s meaning this interest in vernacular architecture
di ers from its common de nition relating it to folk art. In So tan’s account, such a typical attitude results in
historicism, and he relates it to the postmodernist criticism of modern architecture for the complete repugnance
of history and the past in genefalOn the contrary, he refers the idea of vernacular to something more basic,
to the principles that are followed by di erent cultures at their early stages. He states that, “being early means
comprising an authentic vernacular, not in a super cial sense, but in a basi¢sAnseXample of such an
attitude may be his reference to the German cottages as illustration of his considerations of the human scale.
He disparages them for super cial and literal decorations, but he also appreciates their raw connection to the
human form through the height of rooms and do¥ra,common trait So tan had been looking for also in other
places, such as in the watermill in Yvelines in France or the pueblos in New Mexico (Chapter 6). e focus on
these basic principles is in fact a constant element in his writings from the very beginning until his last years.
What is referred to here as “grassroots” of archite€tae;ompanied So tan throughout his entire life.

“grassroots architecture”

e idea of the “grassroots” refers to the origins of architecture and of culture in general. In his texts, So tan
names similar concepts — the interest in principles, foundations, and beginnings — throughout his entire life
since the 1940s until the late 1990Sometimes he identi es them with more speci ¢ examples, such as

for example early Greek, early Romanesque, early Chinese, and early Egyptian®tdturter times, he
mentions also the early Christian architecture, cultures of India, Mesopotamia, pre-Incan America, as well as
cultures of the indigenous peoples in Africa and in Austfaliaich interest in the indigenous cultures can be

also seen in reading of Herbert Read (one of those art critics So tan often referred to): “for in the primitive
art we see so clearly, what is so di cult to perceive in the complex products of highly cultured civilisations
— the directly expressive quality of the artist’s vision, its objecti cation in solid ska@esthe contrary,

“in its later stages art is overlaid by modes of life and manners that are not of its éssecoatept of
“grassroots” uni es vernacular aspects of architecture with historical interest in speci ¢ “burgeoning” periods in
architectural history. All have in common something electrifying, something that is able to move the observer.
So tan illustrates this well with some of his own memories — a visit to Wawel Castle in Krakow in Poland. Even
narrating events that took place in his childhood from a perspective of over seventy years, he shows these had
a strong in uence on his ideas on architecture, and they have helped him to understand and to de ne the idea
of a “grassroots of architecture”:

“At the age of seven — | remember it quite vividly — | was taken to Krakéw — the ancient medieval
capital of Poland. And there, to the imposing — it hovers above the whole town — royal castle of Wawel.
Needless to say, | was instructed well in advance that what I'll see is important and also... beautiful.
us after a considerable climbing up the castle hill, I [...] reached the main entrance to the building
complex. And the main entrance — main access occurs at the newest part of the castle. e process of
its erection started [...] at the very top of the hill and then logically ‘cascaded’ with the centuries down
the slope of the hill. us — today the visitor enters a handsome, colonnaded Renaissance-Baroque
courtyard and then — the Renaissance-Baroque interiors. Duly impressed, | was led through these
classicist rooms and halls. | was however — | remember it well — not moved by what | saw. Yes, yes, all
thisis ne... but — I felt — it is not ‘mine’. Orderly rigorous and not ‘helpful’ to me. And then something
strange happened. | just became elated... almost gay. Something was changing around me — | felt that
| ‘belong to here’ — that this could be mine. Quite a few years later it was given to me to realise that
this change of mood occurred when entering the medieval part of the castle — [with] the white-washed
row stone walls, the a-symmetric volumes, the window-apertures cut out here and there, seemingly
haphazardly but somehow providing light and view right where it was needed. Since this memorable
‘getting acquainted’ | had a chance of entering the Krakéw Wawel castle several times [...], and each
time | waited suspiciously for the... experience. Shall it or shall it not re-occur? And... it never failed
me. It was always ther&"'.

With this memory, So tan illustrates the freshness and the awe that the “grassroots” could stimulate. In a
retrospective analysis of this visit, he claims that his enchantment with the medieval interiors of Wawel Castle
was caused by his interest in “basic pasts, in various begirthikgeh if this reading is, quite probably,
biased by his later experiences and contacts, it does not diminish his utmost interest in the basic principles
of architecture and culture. Fascination with such early epochs however was not of interest to So tan alone.
On the contrary, an interest in beginnings and origins was not uncommon in the twentieth century, especially
amongst the artists whom he knew through Le Corbusier and amongst his fellow Team 10 members. So tan
refers to his contacts with Le Corbusier, Fernand Léger, Constantin Brancusi, and to his knowledge of Pablo
Picasso’'s work. e latter, in particular, was inspired by the ancient Cycladic art, resulting in many similarities
between cubism and the AntiquitySimilarly Brancusi, was looking for the origins in the primitive exoticism

of indigenous peoples and in the art of the ancient Gr&leir modern art is inspired by these historical
moments and by those indigenous cultures, showing the very same interest in the “moments of burgeoning” as
So tan showed in his fascination with the early medieval interiors of the Polish castle.



In addition to the cubist art, there is also architecture, So tan argues, which follows the fascination with the
origins of other cultures in a similar man#f&iHe identi es such designs with truly modernist architecture,
which have not cut o from history like most modern architecture and the International Style did (Chapter 3).
He argues that such a tendency within modern architecture is crucial for keeping in vivid contact with history.
e most evident example of such an attitude in So tan’s account was again Le Corbusier. e former refers
many times to the Swiss-born French architect’s interest in early cultures and in beginnings, such as early
Christian architecture, villages in Southern Europe or in the Middle East, and in Romanesque archftecture.

So tan underlines the connection between Ronchamp Chapel and the Roman catacombs and caves where
the rst Christians had to meet in order to avoid religious persecution. Referring to lvan Leonidov, So tan
underlines the timelessness and the connection between his Ministry of Heavy Industry and the ancient
Mesopotamian architecture of Assyria, Babylon, and Stfthele comments also on a similar interest in
essential forms in Louis Kahn's design for the Bangladesh Parliament in Bhéganot mentioned by So tan

in the context of the “grassroots”, the previously mentioned examples of Team 10’s interest in the vernacular
and in other cultures follow the same path.

is interest in principles and in the foundations of architectural epochs and of cultures in general is, in So tan’s
opinion, not always literal. In the rsttexts, he does not refer, always, to speci ¢c examples in architectural history,
but he mentions more general principles and origins. A more generic de nition of “grassroots” in the rst
texts may re ect the same interest into essential truths in Le Corbusier’s research on harmonic diagrams and
regulating lines. Similarly, Giuseppe Terragni’s unbuilt design for the Danteum, his monument to Dante, the
author of the Divine Comedy, was to include a forest of primitive columns organised according to a composition
based on the golden rafi$s. Both through the formal references and through more theoretical research,
these examples showed, according to So tan that “the very process of searching for the essentials was a clear
continuation of a historic traditiort® us, thanks to this interest in the “grassroots”, modernist architecture

was kept close to history and it had connections with the past (Chapter 3). As a result, following So tan's
reading of modernist architectural history, they “never discontinued their roots with the past, proceeded along
these lines continuously, threading on the verge of the known, dear, traditional, new, resorting to the basics, to
the beginning, never to the blossoming and wither#iglt is in fact an important aspect in So tan’s vision

of the “grassroots”: he does not refer to developed epochs and to developed forms, as in his opinion the latter
are already in uenced by the spirit of the time they were created in. Instead, he is interested in the malleable
essence of primal, basic elements and times. ey mean for him simply “rebirth of architéétitte’expresses

this feeling already in 1948:

“ey call us to use the sources of ‘our’ people’s art. Yes, but in the sense that we have to look at
the sources of art in general [...]. All research of new paths brings those who make culture to the
foundation of human art, to people’s art — to primitive art [...]. Only through looking at whole-human
ideals, we will reach national art ‘on the way’[...]. anks to its help, we will be expressing something
even higher and internationdp®.

Whereas in this excerpt, taken from a lecture given in Poland in 1948, So tan names “people’s art”, which was
to be praised under the socialist realism doctrine (Chapter 4), he is more tuned to “peoples’ art”. e latter
means for him something related to the raw idea of the “grassroots”, already present in his thinking at that
time, showing that this concept had not changed along with the imposed doctrine in Poland. On the contrary,
he has been against referring to popular or folk art, and it seems as if he was trying to ‘smuggle’ the concept of
“grassroots” to the imagery of socialist realism.

is interest in the “grassroots” and references to the origins of other cultures is seen also in So tan’s designs and
teaching. Some of his works refer to Polish Romanesque architecture — such as the Salem High School — and
others, like Jaqueline Tyrwhitt's house refer to ancient Greek architecture (Chapter 10). While commenting on
the issues of “grassroots” connected to the design of religious buildings, he mentions as possible references earl
Christian architecture, ancient churches in Syria, country churches in Burgundy, Roman caves and catacombs,
and even churches in New Mexico — some of them as ideas ‘borrowed’ from Le CéYbdsidrad been

keen, also, on passing this interest onto others: one of his students and his co-worker at the Workshops wrote
to So tan after a trip to Greek ancient sites, “all of these marvels, | owe then to you, PréfeSsaen could

have been pointing his students in such a direction, arguably because he wanted to show them the universal
value of the beginnings and origins of cultutéSimilarly, referring to Antoni Gaudi’s idea that “originality is

return to the origin” during his teaching at Harvard, So tan was pointing to the importance of these concepts

in the contemporary practice of architecttife.

from the “grassroots” to modernity

Such an interest is strictly connected to research into new ways of expression that So tan had been looking for
within modernist architecture, common to many architects and artists: “fascination by the beginnings of other
cultures in other epochs, through history and geography can be seen amongst present-day artists. A need occurs
to look for [a] common basis, common foundations, always important, important also ttd&ystating this

in 1995, he shows that the concept of “grassroots” s still relevant and that architects should still be interested in
the origins of other cultures. e reason for interest is a parallelism between di erent origins and modern times,
both crucial and evident in the modernists’ works. ose architects had concentrated on the same references
So tan points at: early moments, burgeoning cultures, and building foundations of architectural movements.
ose moments correspond to “the beginnings of the previous epochs to those moments when random cultures
were born, and when new forms started to crystallise”, which supposedly related to moments in history that
had been continuously repeating over the centtffies.

Such a concept of recurrent basic elements in cultures and architectural epochs throughout history underlined
not only correspondence between those di erent historical moments, but also between themselves and the
present-day. “New things repeat themselves”, So tan cléinese ideal similarities and correspondences
between our times and the beginnings of other cultures stand as the very reason for So tan's interest in the
“grassroots” of architecture. Following Le Corbusier and others, So tan argues that the same freshness of ideas,
the same virginity of forms and simplicity of concepts is found in both modernity and the “grassroots”. is

idea is explained in the very rst pages of Quand les cathédrales étaient blanches (1937) — in the same book So
that fell in love with (Chapter 4) — where Le Corbusier underlines the closeness of modernity and historical
times. One of the most quoted excerpts from the book refers to this very concept:

“Yes, the cathedrals were white, sparkling white, building in their whiteness and also young, and not
dark, dirty, old. e whole epoch was fresh and young... And today — the present day is also young and
fresh. Today also the whole word recommentés”.

Even if Le Corbusier’'s words were almost sixty-years-old when So tan continued to refer to them, they had
not lost anything of their meaning to him: “our times are young”, he concltfdessame youthfulness, in

So tan’s reading, directed cubist artists such as Picasso to study indigenous art from Africa, Australia, and
Oceania!® So tan comments on the a nity between modernism and the “grassroots”, “when seeking periods

parallel to one’s own [...], one is led to turn oneself towards those epochs when [...] humanity was starting



anew™? For this very reason, So tan tends to use and modify a communist slogan and when commenting on
the right direction of contemporary art and architecture to follow he calls for the “beginnings of all cultures,
unite” 2t In spite of their apparent distance, it would be possible to unite those beginnings by searching and
looking for the essence common to them. e research led by cubist artists and modernist architects was thus
aimed to “unite what cannot be unite#?.So tan explains the reasons behind that interest in the indigenous

art in an undated commentary, claiming that “connection between those two opposite poles — full modernity
and tradition, history, and past — is possible. [...] It is possible even without resigning from the dreams of that
ine able space??? By referring to the Corbusian concept, So tan argues that those di erent origins may coexist
peacefully and harmonically. Since they follow the very same basis and essence, there should be no contrast
between them. As an example of such peaceful coexistence, some kind of visual harmony that he refers to
several times, he mentions an exhibition of modern art paintings at the Avignon castle. e exhibition, which
included works by Georges Braque, Jean Gris, Paul Klee, Léger, Joan Mir6, and Picasso, was organised within
the old medieval walls of the popes’ castle, and according to So tan, its apparent disorder in the layout of the
paintings resulted in establishing fruitful visual correspondence between both artworks and architecture. He
recalls a feeling “that this was a happy ‘cohabitation’, that they somehow belonged to the sam# Werld”.

refers to a similar sensation at a visit to a Picasso exhibition, inside the medieval Grimaldi castle in Antibes
in southern France. However, whereas he praised the raw and unpolished “grassroots” aesthetics of medieval
buildings and their a nity to modern art, he was much more sceptical concerning the correspondence between
the same modern artworks and a more developed architecture, like that of Versailles castle or of the Elysée
Palace. Both buildings, examples of French neoclassicism, did not refer to the simple and essential forms of
architectural “grassroots”, and according to So tan, such a di cult context to organise an exhibition of modern
art would mean that the result would be “only thrilling as a surrealistic, per dious cultural joke — a visual
salto mortalé®®> Between modern art and classicism there is, he claims, inadequacy and impossibility to nd
dialogue, because classicism itself is too developed, too well de ned by its cultural background and its canons
of aesthetics. Instead, contexts consisting of a more malleable “grassroots” interior would interact well with
modern art.

Such a comparison within the world of art is of course due to So tan’s a nity to the problems of visual arts.
However, a similar possibility of a happy cohabitation may be referred also to architecture and its di erent
layers. Already in 1948, he called for a “composition based on the equal rights of di erent epochs and material
contrasts”, which would result in “amazing and moving tension of cultures, expressions, and m#tésials”.

idea of the juxtaposition of di erent epochs in architecture was later discussed with his colleagues from Team 10,
some of whom had very similar ideas. Peter Smithson formulated the term “conglomerate building”, referring
to the number of historical layers within one complex, which resulted in its apparent complexity fading in
front of recognition of its unfolding orders. is idea, based initially on two examples of medieval buildings
around Siena, with equally applicable to some examples of modern architecture. eir common characteristics
lay in the capacity to develop from inside out, to adapt to the changeability of the functions of the Biilding.
Aligned with Smithson’s ideas, So tan’s comment to such a turbulent process of architecture, in which buildings
are often modi ed, was however mostly based on the poetics and emotional perception of their formal values:

“In architecture cohabitation of di erent levels of stylistic development seems to be quite positive.
Even more: juxtaposition of buildings that represent di erent levels of formal development seems
often a source of intellectual and visual pleasure — or even ‘thrilling delight’ — authentic old and its
authentic new neighbout?®®

Given the importance of the concept for So tan, it seems therefore entirely natural that he had been urging
and calling for others to follow this direction. Quite interestingly, throughout his life, his calls to arms for the
sake of modernism did not change, which gives a basis for further consideration on the present-day actuality of

the concept of “grassroots” and its supposed timelessness. Already in 1948, his expressed interests are “building
on the visual and basic pre-primitive values”, “expression of simple and essential emotions”, and “puri cation
of form and return to simple form&® In addition, he claims that only on an essential visual basis would one

be able to formulate an answer to the pressing architectural needs of mdéfertatiinks the idea of the
“grassroots” (probably connecting them, in the 1940s, with Le Corbusier’s interest in regulating lines and
harmonic diagrams) with the necessary condition for a “building” to become “architéétweéhin those

rst recommendations, it is easy to nd the trail So tan would follow in the following years. During many
conferences and in many articles, he calls architects and architecture students to follow this very same line:
reminding of architecture’s “right” to histo¥he urges to “go to beginnings”, to look at burgeoning cultgtes,

and he emphasises the need to “re-begin” and to “run for the essentials”, which was also manifested by his
design teaching (Chapter 8Y.Research on these “primary and basic values”, according to So tan, is necessary
for “improvement of the ‘sense of place’ and ‘spiritual purpose’ in human shelters and settlements of today”,
giving to the idea of the “grassroots” a tangible aim and reason to ré&fer to.

When in 1990, So tan called during a lecture in Montreal for “exploring the parallelism of births of cultures and
thus of births of forms”, “exploring the beginnings of styles, the common and universal origins”, “researching
of common foundations, universal throughout the epochs”, and “researching of the eternal beginning and re-
beginning”, his interests had not changed much from what he was calling for forty years earlier in'¥arsaw.

His idea was still to attract attention to this a nity between modernity and the “grassroots”, as well as to the
utmost need of research focused on these issues. As late as the 1990s, he still claims that the interest in the
“grassroots”is crucial for the future development of architecture. In an interview from 1997, he says, “[now] you
have got all those impossible things by Frank Gehry. And that is petty [...]. | think that we will come through

it and the mankind will come back to some essentials. But the Bilbao... [siths]".

rough the idea of the “grassroots”, So tan tries then to relate modernist architecture to the beginnings of
other cultures, based on the parallelisms between these essential moments in history. e urge to research them,
to understand them, to relate to them, and to work with them is persistent throughout his life for a reason. He
sees in these origins as conditio sine qua non for transgressing cultures, for building something new, for creatin
a new culturé®“ e present day is also young” wrote Le Corbusier, and in So tan’s vision, it means that we
should refer to the “grassroots” and aim to build origins of our own culture.

a new beginning

e idea of a new beginning, yet seemingly so romantic and poetic, is based on the technological and scienti ¢
developments happening from the second half of the nineteenth century. In a world where new production
methods, new scienti ¢ breakthroughs, and new theories revolutionise the reality of human life, it would be
impossible for architecture to follow a historicist attitude. e revolutionary aspect of the twentieth century
was analysed and described by the French philosopher Lévi-Strauss, whom So tan referred to continuously in
his later texts\ccording to the former, the world had been facing an unprecedented change, something unseen
since the Neolithic Revolution — a moment truly worthy of a new beginning. In such a context, it seems then
natural that So tan aimed to use the essentials and the origins of other cultures to build and to better de ne
the culture of our own times.

In his reading of the contemporary world, it has no de ned culture, and therefore the “grassroots” stands as a
magni cent means to build i3 Even if Lévi-Strauss’ text dates back to the 1950s and it refers to the ideas
already expressed in the heroic period of modern architecture, according to So tan the changes brought to the
world by new technologies and discoveries had been so profound, that at least in the 1990s the text still stands
as a valid commentary to the present-day. Just as he claimed in the late 1940s that such new times needed nev



ways of expressidff,he rea rms this over forty years later: “new times are worthy of new environatéent”.
Following his vision of architecture as a social duty and a commitment to society, he sees, then, the architect’s
task — his own task — as unearthing those connections with the “grassroots”, helping contemporary society to
de ne its new culturé?? Former student Benninger remembers So tan as unique thanks to his looking forward
for the means to build a new civilisatitffln his vision of architecture as the ultimate “litmus paper” or “blood

test” for society, he claims that it is necessary for the former to be de ned in order for the latter to'develop.

“New sensibilities have to be developed, new sources of imagination uncovered, new forces of association
mobilised. [...] A new culture has to be built up. is does not occur overnight. [...] Frankly, how much

time do we architects, the majority of us, dedicate to the activities | am speaking about? How much
do we even know of even the most simple, basic, merely visual language and grammar? And supposing
that we do know, is this kind of very basic grammar su cient to move to the new world? Was it

su cient for the moderns of the early twenties? A total attityaleulture — that is what is necessafy”.

e importance of architecture for a society to reach new culture and to de ne its new identity is therefore
crucial. It projects So tan’'s theory directly into the future, even without considering the relevance of his social
and human-based observations. Not only does he consider some aspects that seem to be socially important
and applied in architectural design still today, he also underlines the utmost anthropological role and value
of architecture in building a new culture. is almost revered vision of the discipline, linked initially to the
mechanistic revolution proper to the early years of modern architecture, arguably seems to t the rapidly
changing reality of today’s world. As a result, the idea of “grassroots” can be considered as a part of his legacy
and a signpost for creating new culture even today.



teaching of Jerzy So tan

he deserves this recognition because he never relaxed or abbreviated his commitment to architecture and edt
remains a standard to which all of us aspire, as well as the conscience that reminds us when in doubt: believe,
risk, and truth will prevalil

— Charles Gwathmey on Jerzy Sdtan

With these words, one of New York Five Architects alluded to the experience of being taught by and to the
in uence of Jerzy So tan, in support of his former teacher’s candidature for the Topaz Medallion award. Since
1976, the award has been given each year as the highest recognition the American Institute of Architects and
the Association Collegiate of Architecture Schools can give to an architecture educator, recognising “service to
the profession, academy, and society”, and based on architectural projects, research, antiWdatehihg.

award includes both modern and postmodern architects — Serge Chermaye and Marcel Breuer on one hand,
and Charles Moore and Vincent Sully on the other — it is worth noting that most of the award’s recipients
have been AIA members. Until 2020, only ten awards were given to non-members, including Colin Rowe,
Kenneth Frampton, and Denise Scott-Brown. For So tan, who never held AIA membership, to be nominated
for and to receive this award was recognition inde®diving twenty-three years after his retirement from

the professorship at Harvard, the award in 2002 was a strong a rmation of his continuous contribution to
architectural education, in both America and elsewhere. Although it came later (the rst supporting letters
held at AIA Archives are from 1989), the backing was impressive, including support letters from Gwathmey
and Michael Graves, from Frampton, and from architecture professors and deans from Harvard, MIT, and
Berkeley. ey all pointed to his contribution to architectural education by teaching on modernism: “Jerzy

So tan has brought to Harvard, and to other schools and forums, a sense that Le Corbusier, his own mentor
and friend, has been alive for an extra generdtion”.

e chapter concentrates on So tan's teaching: on the ideas he taught, but also on his pedagogical approach. It
focusses on So tan's time at Harvard, between 1960 and 1979, as it represented the period when he was able tc
teach most freely what and how he wanted to, with no interference from the authorities, as had happened in
communist Poland.It depicts the most mature and intense period in his teaching, compared to his teaching

at the Fine Arts Academy, where he shared time between teaching and design at the Wdrlesketpe,

based on the teaching experience at Harvard, and with opportune references to So tan’'s other teaching duties,
this chapter re ects on the question: what are the values of So tan's teaching? In order to answer that, it
concentrates rst on de ning the pedagogic framework of what he was teaching referred to Harvard'’s teaching
programme. It concentrates then on the connection between teaching and his theory, and on methods in design
teaching. Finally, it addresses the relation between rational and poetic elements in his teaching and to the
transitive values of his pedagogic approach.

teaching at Harvard

Atthe time of So tan’s teaching at Harvard, the Graduate School of Design — and its Department of Architecture

— underwent radical changes. Not only did the initial modernist-based ideals start to weaken from the mid-
1970s onwards, but the teaching programme in the department also changed, corresponding with widespread
students’ protests in 1969. In architecture, the curriculum transformation started before these protests and, in
spite of So tan’s chairmanship at the time, did not involve enforcing his ideas. It was mostly enacted by younger
members of sta . One of them, Edward Baum, recalls, “we made some radical changes under his leadership.
He did not impose them, but he basically told the young faculty, “you make the changes”. [...] As a committee
— that | was part of — we changed the curriculum, and So tan backeBeftre 1969, the school provided a
hierarchically structured graduate curriculum: the school’s registers from the 1960s indicate “the sequence and
combination in which [the courses] are normally taken, in three and one-half successiveAftard969,



the programme’s duration remained the same, but its inherent structure altered. e remodelling rejected the
previous hierarchy between rst, second, and third years of the programme, and the system of core and elective
modules was introducétl.e core corresponded to three semesters of more structured teaching, with the
remaining four semesters lled with optional modules and teaching tailored to suit students’ varying interests,
enabling contact between students from the semesters four to seven within the same optional modules. is
was well accepted both by faculty and the students, as it introduced the new liberty of the latter to decide at the
beginning of each semester which optional modules to take. As a result, the restructuring was a rather painless
passage through troubled times at American universities, and this ‘core and optional modules’ system is still in
place at the school tod&#yContacts between the students were also enhanced by the GSD buildings: whereas
the old Robinson Hall, a historical Beaux-Arts building designed by Charles McKim, consisted of classically
conceived classroom spaces, the new Gund Hall opened in 1972 o ered four oors of decks as an open space
— “the trays” — where the contact between studio students was much more direct. is layout proved to be an
important aspect of teaching at the GSD (ill. 5.19).

So tan’s teaching at Harvard tted into two major themes in the curriculum: design and architectural theory,
while he was less involved with technological studiese elds formed parts of the curriculum both before

and after 1969. In the register from 1968, its main elements are listed as “design studio course”, “visual studies”,
“technological studies”, and “human studi€és8.same disciplines are indicated in the 1972 register, showing

that the curriculum change did less to the content of the programme than to its orgarfisgfitimn this

context, the design courses were prioritised, while other disciplines functioned as auxiliary, supporting the main
studios!® roughout this chapter, the analysis illustrates the connections between the theoretical modules and
studio modules taught by So tan, and shows the broad spectrum of his pedagogic activity across the school and

its impact.
the impact of So tan’s teaching

roughout his lifelong teaching, starting with a short term assistantship under modern architect Marcel
Lods at the Beaux-Arts in Paris in the 1940s, and continuing with his uninterrupted teaching in Poland and

in the United States from 1949 until the retirement in 1979, in addition to his later commitments, So tan’s
impact on architecture teaching was impressive. It can be seen in the number of students he taught, in some
of these students’ own teaching afterwards, and in the recognition of their teaching too. Based on the collected
datal® around 175 students who attended So tan’'s modules at Harvard were identi ed, 86% of whom were
successfully traced. Whereas students from these lists remained mainly in America (67% of them continued to
work or to teach in the USA across the entire country), the span over other countries was signi cant. A number
of students established themselves in all the continents, going as far as South Africa, Japan, and Australia (ill.
8.2). More importantly, a number of So tan's former students were involved in teaching, lecturing at universities
across the United States, Canada, Israel, Taiwan, Argentina, India, United Kingdom, and Australia. Amongst
the identi ed former students of So tan, 34% of them were involved in regular teaching. Although the nature of
some data overemphasises their rahtte number of educators among So tan’'s former students is signi cant,

as well as the number of the universities they taught at, as shown in the map (ill. 8.4). Moreover, several of them
were awarded the Topaz Medallion, such as Adele Naude Santos, Marvin Malecha, and Graves.

ese numbers alone are however insu cient to testify of the impact of So tan’s teaching methods and approach.
It remains an open question as to how much his teaching in uenced those who themselves contributed to
teaching new generations of architects: that is how transferrable his approach was. An important aspect here



is the initial a nity between the teacher and the students: some were sensible to modern architecture ideals
prior to attending his modules, as they underlined during the intervfelvssuch cases, due to the general
architectural climate at Harvard, the distinction between being in uenced by So tan himself or by the school
in general becomes much uid. His in uence points mostly to Le Corbusier, who was the reference gure not
only at Harvard, but also at Cornell University. e same period shows overlapping interests shared by So tan
and the New York Five, two of whom (Gwathmey and Graves) were his students, while Richard Meier also
was teaching at the GSB.Some of So tan’s students, such as for example Stan Sza arski and Anthony Ames,
in their later work show in uence by Le Corbusier’s forms, design approach, by the use of the Nfodulor.

As a result, whereas So tan’s teaching de nitely contributed to these interests amongst his students, it was
aligned with broader tendencies afoot at the time. However, in order to fully understand the impact of So tan’s
pedagogical work, it is necessary to analyse the content and the approach to teaching: only afterwards it would
be possible to discuss the meaning and the legacy of his architectural education.

continuous studio teaching

In order to create such an impact, So tan's pedagogic activities built continuously on his experiences from
Poland, where he was teaching at the Fine Arts Academy, with modules ranging from interior design and
industrial design to architecture, often concentrated on temporary or exhibition buftifgslarvard, his

studio teaching was more intense, as he was less involved in professional practice, and itincluded modules varying
from the rst to the last semester of the graduate programme. One of these was for example ‘Environmental
Design 2-1a’, an inter-departmental module for the rst semester of the graduate programme described as “a
course to make students see man as measure of the human habitat, whether individual or community, and to
introduce students to architecture, landscape architecture, and city planning as integral and interdependent
tools for forming man’'s physical environment”, which So tan co-taught with Albert Szabo and Ronald Robert
Gourley?? e module was attended by students from all departments of the GSD as an introduction to

the school and acknowledgment of the overlapping and cooperation between the disciplines. He was also
mentioned as one of the tutors (again, with Szabo and Gourley) for the fourth semester module, ‘Architectural
Design Studio 2-2ab’, described as a course dealing with “simple prototype buildings” and carrying “the studies
of the human habitat begun in rst yea? After the reorganisation of the curriculum, he also delivered the
‘Upper Level Design Studio Option’ as a design module for the sixth or the seventh semester of the graduate
programme?* and an ‘Energy Conscious Design Studio’, another optional module to be taken from the fourth
semester onwards and co-taught with Michael KimAfter his retirement, So tan continued to engage with
design teaching, as for example through another ‘Design Studio Option’ in 1981, where he was one of the
critics, with Kim and Daniel Schodek as consult@htd/hen Jaqueline Tyrwhitt, with whom he was well
acquainted, was teaching at Harvard, he was involved in the Urban Design programme and he co-taught an
‘Urban Design Studio’ in the 1960s with her and Wilhelm von MoRke.

In addition, So tan was involved in Harvard’s M. Arch. Il programme design studios, which for example he
taught since 1978. e curriculum was designed for students who already had a professional title, quite often



from another university, and wanted to pursue further studies. e programme — still in place at Harvard
although nowadays longer in duration than the original — was a continuation of Harvard’s former Master Class
(co-taught by So tan together with Josep Lluis Sert, Joseph Zalewski, and Bzdtiol in the 1960s was “a

special, limited program open only to students who already hold a rst professional degree in architecture and
who are well quali ed for additional architectural studig”ollowing its steps, the M. Arch. Il programme

was Harvard’s adjustable post-professional degree proposal for individual students, where they are “as free as
possible” to adapt its content to their own ne&daimilarly, the ‘Independent Studio Course’ So tan tutored

was aimed “to provide an opportunity for advanced students to pursue a special studio interest outside the
structured course o erings of the Departmeft”roughout this programme, So tan was in contact with

more advanced students, many of whom came from di erent universities from abroad. For example, the student
list from one of the M. Arch. Il studios included candidates who had graduated from universities in Australia,
Japan, Italy, and Israel, in addition to several institutions across the United*Skates.vivid contacts with

a varied cohort of students was also guaranteed by the exchange programme between Massachusetts Institute
of Technology and Harvard: students from each university had the possibility to enrol in a module at the
partner university, an exchange mentioned already in 1970 and largely appreciated by the*s8altant’s.
involvement with the Master Class before, and with M. Arch. Il programme later, is of interest because he was
dealing with more advanced and more demanding students, which required his teaching to be adapted to their
level. His studio teaching is illustrated through the example of these two courses.

between theory and design

In addition to design, an important element of So tan's contribution to teaching was theory, which also
continued on his teaching experience in Pol&nk Harvard, many of his theory modules were connected
similarly to art-based and poetic-based issues, as for example the seminar-oitkshape spring semester

of 1974 concentrated more in-detail on the work of Le Corbusier and his ideas on the Modulor and ine able
space. Its brief states clearly that it was aimed at students “already familiar with the work of Le Céfbusier”.

is experience led arguably to de ne another theoretical module, which was present in the curriculum for
several years, from 1975 until So tan’s retirement in 1979: ‘Grassroots of Contemporary Architecture 13-1b’,
available as an optional modélee example of this module seminar is used to illustrate So tan's approach

to theory-based teaching. It was concerned mainly with a theoretical and historical overview of modernist
architecture, with the particular case of Le Corbusier’s work. Likewise in 1985, seminar ‘ e Many Faces of
Contemporary Architecture and... Le Corbusier 22-3b’followed the samébatie seminar modules made

part of the architectural theory training o ered by the GSD and they provided the students with a critical
overview of humanistic themes. At the same time, So tan was involved in core theory teaching, as for example
‘Approaches to Architecture 1-1lab’, a core module after the curriculum change, co-taught with Michael
Mostoller, and referred to as “a survey course dealing with many of the governing methodologies and issues
that are characteristic to the study and practice of architecture. e course is organised for beginning students
in design and is oriented toward a greater understanding of the scope of responsibility present in approaching
architectural problemg®.In addition to the design studios, these activities stand as a very good illustration of
the transition of So tan's ideas and as a link to his architectural theory. e vast range of pedagogic activities in
both design and theory makes, in fact, an interesting argument of how his teaching was connected to, and how
it re ected, his own architectural ideas.

teaching and theory

When talking to one of his students in Warsaw, So tan once said, “dear Bogus aw, the fact that you are here
at the Academy and not at the Polytechnic, it has been like winning a lottery ticket. Here, you can think.
And there, they just draw™. Whereas this statement was surely in uenced by a di erent political situation

and a di erent relation with the Party’s propaganda in both schools (Chapter 4), the pedagogic approach
played a key role. e Academy not only o ered a range of design and artistic studios, but also theoretical
courses, and the above statement illustrates well So tan’s appreciation of such importance of theory, which
could nd correspondence in his well-read charat@lose relation to theory accompanied him during the
years of teaching at Harvard, even if in the 1960s, the school was criticised for the lack of connection between
theoretical modules and design studios. While one of the GSD students at that time heavily criticised the
teaching sta for not being able to deal with problem solving, creative thinking, and the theoretical foundations
of design, his colleague’s commentary was, “the one exception to your zip, zip, zip assessment was the desigr
wisdom of Jerzy So tan. | was fortunate enough to have him for my thesis. e e ect has been everfasting”.

order to explain how he faced the task of teaching theory, this part concentrates on the module he taught from
1975 until 1979, ‘Grassroots of Contemporary Architecttfre’.

through the “grassroots” to Le Corbusier

e very special connection with Le Corbusier in So tan’s teaching was much visible throughout the theoretical
modules and design studios the latter was teaching both at the Academy and at Harvard: to the point that some
of the fellow members of the faculty in the late 1970s referred with hostility to “a Corbu ma a” at thé*GSD.

is attachment is illustrated very well by the ‘Grassroots of Contemporary Architecture’ module. e optional
seminar included a series of weekly two-hour meetings across one s#rtastduded formal lectures and
presentations by So tan, but also “project analyses, short design exercises treated as attempts to implement the
result of analysis, short papers (reports) presented by seminar mefmbestsidents’ role was to participate

actively in discussions, as seminars concentrated on a free exchange of ideas and conversations, which point
directly to more advanced learn#r8s a result, it corresponded to a range of advanced learning levels, reaching
the highest one: the seminar did not bother with “remembering”, but included the more advanced activities as
“understanding”, “analysing”, “evaluating”, and — nally, through the design exercises — “cféatiogh

brief practical and analytical assignments, So tan set out to show that the ideas and theoretical values taken
from Le Corbusier’s writings could still be applied in practice, underlining the connection between theory and
practice — an issue often agged as missing by the GSD students from the®®1960s.

In a brief introduction to the module, So tan described it as aimed “for the students ALREADY FAMILIAR

with the work of Le Corbusier”. e content was more advanced than a generic overview of the work of the
architect, and according to the brief, the main learning outcome was “to get acqumidegdh with some

chosen, important aspects of his life, his philosophy, and the approach to design as developed and applied by
himself and his close collaboratos’e themes of the meetings organised throughout the semester explain

why he preferred to teach students who were already familiar with Le Corbusier’s work: So tan was not analysing
Le Corbusier’s architecture, but looked in depth at his theory, which would have seemed otherwise too abstract
to the student§? Of course, it relates to his own experience with Le Corbusier and to his own design practice,



making this course very personal. So tan used his direct contact with Le Corbusier to make students more
interested in the subject and to illustrate his ideas. anks to a series of anecdotes and memories from the
atelier, he referred to the recurring themes such as beauty and simplicity in architecture, to the use of “soft
drawing methods” (for example, charcoal) while designing, to the concern for the poetic content in architecture,
and to the connection between Le Corbusier and other architects and artists, for example Picasso &nd Kahn.
Using these direct experiences was surely an important aspect of his teaching, as many students from design
studios and other modules recalled this even in retrospective memories. One of them recollected, “we were of
course totally impressed with the fact that Professor So tan was ‘Mr American Modulor’, that was huge. | just
thought it was so great, not to mention slightly goéiflowever, the anecdotal interest in Le Corbusier and

the cleansing of his aura as an ‘inhuman’ modern architect was not the only outcome of the module. In addition
to the close connection to So tan's own experiences, the seminars referred to ideas he mentioned in lectures and
articles. He described it as:

“An analysis and personal interpretation by each student of Le Corbusier’s approach to design in its
totality, formal problems and methods included; ex. impact of the poetic of program on form (“to design
well you need talent, to program well you need genius”), evolution of the approach to technology and
materials, problems of ‘scale’, proportion, ‘regulating lines’ and their evaluation, the Modulor system, its
evaluation, its application, the de nition of search for the ‘ine able space’, etc>etc.”.

Within this short description of the subject, So tan mentioned a number of issues he often referred to in his
texts and lectures on architecture. emes such as programme, scale, the Modulor (including the mathematical
and geometrical origin of the scale, and its di erent series), and proportions — in very close connection to Le
Corbusier’s ideas, but looked at through the lens of So tan himself — through the years became a constant
element of his own artistic vision of architecture (Chapter 6), and they were illustrated in detail to the students,
referring to the personal experiences he mentioned repeatedly in many texts: the genius of the programmatic
choice to include a skating ice rink at the Rockefeller Center; the sensation of scale during the trip to Ardennes;
and perception of the proportions of the fagade of the church Saint-Louis-des-Invalides it Radisctured

by So tan, issues such as regulating lines and proportions were connected to the concept of beauty: a concept
that was foreign to the GSD earlier in the 1960s. e school’s former students from that time recall, “GSD in
general [...] really did not have the concepts of beauty or decoration worked out’arali’ssumption that

seems far from So tan, from his artistic background, and from the reminiscence of the Corbusian comment “it
needs to be beautiful” from his rst day at the atéfieis criticism does not seem to apply to So tan indeed,

as he did include the issue of beauty in his teaching, as in the 1967 lecture entitled ‘Proportion and Scale’, where
he talked about human scale, regulating lines, proportions, and the relation between functionality aftl beauty.

In fact, David Parsons, whose thesis was supervised by So tan in 1967, recognised that the question of beauty
was not neglected, but rather suspended between the lines: “at the GSD, | think this word [beauty] was never
spoken but often though®®Indeed, after So tan had retired, while presenting a theory seminar at Harvard in
1988 he referred once more to Le Corbusier’s “it needs to be beautiful”: “il faut que ¢a soit beau”, as he liked to
quote it in French?! For the ‘Grassroots of Contemporary Architecture’ module, these theoretical issues were
well represented by the extended reading lists required from the students, which, even if they varied throughout
the years, saw the main references remain the 8ame.

As the focus of the seminar was Le Corbusier, two out of four compulsory readings in 1978 included his

writings: Vers une architecture (1923) and Quand les cathédrales étaient blanches (1937), in addition to Edward

Hall's e Hidden Dimension (1966) and Gaston Bachelard’s e Poetics of Space (1957) — all of which the
students were expected to purchase and read in order to be able to participate in the seminar’s activities and

assignments. Whereas Le Corbusier’s texts were clearly connected to the module, the other two were giving
an interesting philosophical and intellectual background. Bachelard’s text is a cosmological cross-cultural
discussion on the house and dwelling, going back to their origins and analysing their basic and primitive
aspects. Interestingly, throughout the discussion, the author formulates ideas similar to the “grassroots” concept
explored by So tan. Bachelard claims, “we must therefore experience the primitiveness of refuge and [...] return
to the eld of the primitive images® If these ideas could have supported Le Corbusier’s and So tan’s interest

in the “grassroots”, Hall's text o ered a true opportunity for critical re ection. His comments on di erences
between di erent cultures seem to contradict Le Corbusier’s search for the universal measure and system
through the Modulor: it disassembles the search for the universal tout court, because of the discrepancies
applied to people through the bias of their own culture. e Hidden Dimension also includes discussion on the
matter of scale, proportions, and perception. ese issues were further illustrated by additional readings from
another year including Jay Hambidge's texts on aesthetics and geometry: Dynamic Symmetry: the Greek Va
(1920),Dynamic Symmetry in Composition as used by the Artists (1923), and Practical Application of Dynan
Symmetry (1920) and by H. E. Huntley’s e Divine Proportion (1970), where the connection to beauty is
evident. Together with D’Arcy Wentworth ompson’s science treatise On Growth and Form (1917), these texts
were useful to illustrate mathematical and geometrical principles that were connected to the theory behind the
Modulor. Similarly to Hall, Wentworth ompson and Huntley point to the existence of some physical laws
determining the existence of living organisms, where mathematics could provide a formula deciphering reality,
and together, they provide an interesting background vision of Le Corbusier’s ideas. On the one hand, they
show he was not isolated in his search for determining a universal law, but on the other one, the search of the
universal is put into questioning due to the cultural di erences, re ecting So tan's own more exible vision of

the Modulor (Chapter 6). Other suggested texts included Paul Klee's e inking Eye (1956) and e Nature

of Nature (1964), Herbert Read’s Art N(W®33), Francis Steegmuller’s biography Guillaume Apollinaire — a
Poet among Painters (1963), and Russell Walden's collected essays e OgédHandough Klee’s notes

and through the interest in Apollinaire, So tan pointed to the importance of the artistic aspect of architecture,
whereas thanks to Herbert Read’s analysis, he o ered another possibility of familiarising with the idea of the
“grassroots” and with the interest in primitive art. In addition, So tan provided students with an extensive six-
page bibliography of various texts written by Le Corbusier as an illustration of “major writings of a man who
understood town planning, architecture, and painting as intimately-related actitfties”.

e importance given to art was connected to the importance of the connection between Le Corbusier’s design
and painting, underlined many times by So tan. He explained his master’s daily schedule, with painting as an
important activity in uencing desigff, referring to Le Corbusier’s own words, “if generations to come attach
any importance to my architecture, it is to this unknown labour that one has to attach its deeper nieaning”.
As a result, Le Corbusier was presented by So tan as “poet, philosopher, painter, sculptor, urbanist, architect:
a tremendous workef”.Such a broad vision and a detailed documentation of Le Corbusier’s creative work
re ects the initial description of the module, aimed to understand in depth his work and ideas. At the same
time, the focus on both design and art relates directly to the artistic vision of architecture shared by So tan, and
to the latter’s collaboration with artists throughout his life: in this sense, the module directly re ected So tan’'s
biography and ide&81n addition, the reading list’s relation to poetry, science, and visual arts illustrated So tan’'s
alignment with a much thicker cultural dimension, making the ‘Grassroots of Contemporary Architecture’
module tightly linked not only to Le Corbusier’s vision of architecture, but more generally, to modernist and
rationalist ideals, and trying to pass them on to the students. In handwritten notes for the module, So tan wrote
that, “I want them really to know, to be able (if they wish) to apply [Le Corbusier’s design methidid]aim

was to keep modernist architectural thought alive; therefore he mentioned as the objective “to get [students]
acquainted with way of life as base of creation”, referring directly to Le Corbusier’s routine and daily schedule,
and hoping that it could nd interest amongst future archité€tsn example of the approach is the central
focus of the seminar on the explanation of the Modulor, which lasted for three weeks and concluded with a



design exercise during the following meefih§hamay Assif, one of the students, recalls that in spite of his
initial doubts concerning the validity of these concepts, he appreciated the poetic and romantic approach taken
by So tan in the module, which clari ed how such compositional rules could be discovered and implémented.

In his recollection, he points to one of the most important aspects of So tan’s theory teaching: to make students
fully understand and appreciate the foundations of modern architecture, which would lead to building its
heritage. Assif recalls that the seminar aimed to re-de ne modern architecture, as an attempt to right its wrongs
and its misunderstandings: “there was an attempt to teach us modernism, to teach us what modernism was all
about”, he recall8.Even in the 1970s, in spite of the surging postmodern ideas, So tan’s university teaching
remained therefore close to modernist ideals, and he was able to share with the students his own reading
of modern architecture development, de ning and illustrating di erent tendencies ranging from the initial
“matchbox architecture”to the “grassroots” and criticising postmodern “eclectic smorgasbord” (CHhapter 3).

Student papers fully prove this theSig\ll that are kept in the archives at Harvard and that relate to the
module refer directly to Le Corbusier’s designs or ideas. Papers produced follow the outline of some works
from the previous seminars on Le Corbusier taught by So tan and dealing with, for example, regulating lines
and ine able spac€. While some concentrated on single designs by Le Corbusier, such as the Ronchamp
chapel or the Carpenter Center, others referred in a more general manner to his work. In particular, A. V.
Khalili’'s paper on Ronchamp illustrates So tan's own views on Le Corbusier, as for example the duality of
Corbusian work and a ‘both/and’ attempt to unite rational and poetic eleffieistainderlines the direct

connection between So tan’s ideas and students’ papers. Some papers aimed to analyse broader aspects of Le

Corbusier’s work, such as ‘Ornament in the Early Work of Le Corbusier’, and other essays referred clearly to
his ideals, such as the one entitled ‘* e Free Plan’. Others followed the path leading to the coexistence of art
and architecture in Le Corbusier’s work, as in the paper ‘Le Corbusier: His Art and Architecture’. Otherwise, a
number of essays concentrated on geometry and the search for some underlying rules in design, as for example
papers on mathematical in uences and on the Modulor itself: * e Modulor: Struggle for an Equilibrium’ and
‘Pythagorean In uences in the Development of Le Corbusier’. Other papers built on the heritage of modern
ideals, such as Shamay Assif’s paper from 1976 entitled ‘ oughts on Permanence and Change’ referring

to the connection between the past, the present, heritage, and conservation of modern architecture. Within

all these examples of student papers, a common thread lies in the alignment with modernist ideals and in
correspondence between students’ work and So tan’s own views.

So tan’s ideas and teaching

While ‘Grassroots of Contemporary Architecture’ was only one module taught by So tan, it illustrates clearly
the direction of his teaching throughout the years, relating closely to his personal experience with Le Corbusier,
to the importance of his architecture, and to giving back the value to modern architecture ideals. In fact, apart
from this module, Le Corbusier’s in uence in So tan’'s teaching was paramount. rough the design studios,
seminars, workshops, and other occasional lectures, So tan is remembered by a number of his former students
for the importance of his former mastéke underlined this when introducing himself to the students as the

only person who had worked with Le Corbusier, who had been a member of CIAM and participated in Team

10, in addition to having read all Le Corbusier’s tékEven if such a statement was quite bold, the value of

this aspect of his teaching was recognised by a group of students who asked him to develop the contents of

one of his architectural seminars and to concentrate on Le CorBuSietan was illustrating a number of

di erent designs by Le Corbusier not only through theoretical modules such as ‘Grassroots of Contemporary
Architecture’, but also within design studidn addition, he was bringing students often to the Carpenter
Center. One of the students recalls these site visits: “he took us over and he explained many of its design
principles, and then [...] | would just go there repeatedly to look at and to try to understand what it was
about”® As in the case of the ‘Grassroots of Contemporary Architecture’ module, students were engaging with
Corbusian theory and ideas, such as regulating lines, the Modulor, and their appfic&tioitarly, references

to the trip to Ardennes and an extensive analysis of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ examples of human scale connected to this
geometrical and artistic side of Corbusian architecture (Chapter 6). Some design assignments advised to use
the Modulor or regulating lines. For example, between 1974 and 1976 So tan gave as an assignment a design
of a “bookshelf for a mathematician” (ill. 8.5) where “the geometric organisation of the main elevation of the
shelf: frame, open part, close able part, drawers, etc. should be subject to a ‘regulating linf’Siyatkzmy, in

some assignments, as in a design of students’ own house, they were expected to use the Modeiddikgstem.
exercises had been also proposed to students at the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw, for example related to visual
composition and volumés Arguably, the weight of these ideas became more apparent in So tan's teaching
with time, as earlier, in the 1960s, his students remember that although he was interested in the problems of
proportions and harmony, he did not articulate these when tea&hing.

So tan's alignment with Le Corbusier pointed to the rm belief in modern architecture ideals and it underlined
the connection between theory and teaching. So tan's pedagogic engagement continuously aimed to defend
modern architecture history, as he did for example during the ‘Grassroots of Contemporary Architecture’
module. After his retirement, in 1985 while presenting an optional seminar at Harvard he claimed, “the purpose
of this seminar is to discuss the trends in contemporary architecture, to elucidate some misunderstandings, and
eventually to dispose of a few myths related to it (e.g., its anti-historicism, anti-traditionalism, cosmopolitanism,
etc.)"# As a result, he gave a closer look to the work of several of the most important modern architects. While
he presented Le Corbusier as “exclusionary, not reductionist”, he claimed that Mies’ architecture following
the over-repeated slogan “less is more” ended up being reductionist and negatively sifiplifitogvas
illustrated as too irrational and episodic: way too personal to be applied by*bo8iergarly, Wright never
appeared in So tan's teaching. Instead, he mentioned architects such as Kahn, Gropius, and Meier, and artists
such as Picasso and Mati8saligning pedagogy with his reading of modern architecture concentrated on
rationalist thicker ideas and on a modernist vision of “grassroots architecture” (Chapter 3). As a result, his own
reading of modern architecture and of its o -shots was of utmost importance for understanding his teaching.
Interestingly, whereas it may point to a well-de ned and rigid position of So tan’s on modern architecture, it
seems that while his views and options were clearly stated during the theoretical subjects, he was much less
prescriptive while teaching design modules. One of the students underlines, “in the studio, he reacted to what
you had on paper. In the theory class, he taught thédry”.

During the ‘Approaches to Architecture 1-1a’ module from 1%780 tan lectured about a number of issues

linked to modern architecture, related to his own experience and illustrating his own theoretical alignment. e
course was structured as So tan’'s reading of modern architecture history, with a particular focus on the issues
he was familiar with: the Athens Charter, CIAM, and Team 10. e module consisted of three weekly meetings:



a lecture on Mondays, a case study presentation on Wednesdays, and a discussion on Fridays. Lectures were
connected to illustration of the theoretical concepts with case studies and students were expected to improve
their understanding of the matter through readings, such as Le Corbusier’s Vers une architecture, Sert's Can
Our Cities Survive (1942)eam 10 Primer (1962), and tAthens Charter itself. e lectures themselves were
grouped in clusters named “architect — process”, “architect — technology”, “architect — great number”, and
“architect — social change”, and single meetings dealt with issues like ‘Architect’s Context: Programming’,
‘Mass Production’, and ‘Industrialisation’. Both lecture clusters and single lecture titles can be easily related
to his ideas (Chapter 7). In the notes for the module, he includes for example themes such as exibility,
combinatorial capacities of computers, connection between technology and human aspects, and the importance
of the programme — all of which were aligned with his theoretical pos$itiespecially the focus on the
problem of the “great number” seems to be particularly tting the discussions that at that time were at the very
core of the Team 10 meetings. e concept of the programme was referred for example to the new building of
the GSD, the Gund Hall (where So tan is said to have proposed the position of the library directly seen from
the street and close to the entrance in order to encourage students to enter and stuthtohbue);afes in

Piazza San Marco in Venice, and to the owers traditionally covering Grand Place in Brussels. According to
So tan, these public spaces illustrated the potential of the void space, an idea that can be referred to his reading
of the Rockefeller Center and its skating rink (Chaptet ®se concepts were illustrated by a number of case
studies, which interestingly were not taken from famous architects, but mostly from American and more local
contexts (like Tufts Medical Center and Copley Square in Boston, the cooperative housing development Co-
op City in Bronx, and the BART — Bay Area Rapid Transit, rail public transport system in the San Francisco
Bay region), making it easier for the students to visualise and understand the concept. e structure of the
course and the contents of the lectures and readings are therefore another clear example of the connection
between So tan's theory and teaching, close to the modernist and rationalist version of modern architecture
aimed to build common ground and language with the students. Similarly, in notes from a seminar from the
1970s, So tan included as one of the texts to read his own article ‘An Andvi#rdioitecture d’Aujourd’hui: A
Friendly Meditation’ from January 1975, in which he explains the connection between CIAM and Téam 10.

e importance of So tan's faith in modern architecture can be seen also in a reading list for the seminar
‘e Many Faces of Contemporary Architecture and... Le Corbusier’ from 1985. e list, aimed to illustrate

the current state of architecture, was ordered according to importance, with publications by Le Corbusier
and Team 10 Primer coming rst, along with texts by Gropius, Klee, and Apollinaire’s biography, while e
International Style (1932) and Complexity and Contradiction (1966) were listed as the last positions, as So tan
was vividly contrary to modern formalism of the International Style and to postmodéfmsnaongst these,

it is interesting to point to Scope of Total Architecture by Gropius (1956). He writes there about a series of
problems, most familiar to So tan: standardisation, housing (referring to architecture as a “social art”), but
also about the importance of the interdisciplinary aspect of the architecture design process and the artistic
side of architectural education. In addition, he expresses directly his criticism towards the International Style:
“there is no such thing as International Style”, he claims, adding that to aspire to de ne a style means to freeze
architecture and to stop its developm&ntough giving such readings to the students, So tan used Gropius

to strengthen his own vision of modern architecture and his own theoretical credo: and using one of the most
prominent predecessors at Harvard was surely a strong point in his criticism of postmodernism, which he
opposed vividly many times. For example, in a seminar in 1988, he aimed to explain the misunderstandings
of modern architecture and to point to the aws of postmodernism described as a “joke”, “caricature”, and
“thumbing nose™® Such a clear alignment with modern architecture ideals makes the discussion on his design
teaching even more interesting.

design studio teaching

Similar to his theoretical teaching, design studios were well inscribed into So tan's theory and experiences.
As he taught studios at all stages of higher education, starting from the rst year and ending at Master level,
di erent modules corresponded to varied approaches, but in order to illustrate his design teaching, this chapter

concentrates on the design studio delivered for the Masters students in the 1960s and 1970s, and through
the analysis of its programme, reading lists, discussions, assignments, and timetable, it is possible to draw a
complete picture of it.

Master Class studio: theory and habitat

e general programme for the 1966 Master Class shows connections between theory and teaching, and
between theory and practice. e programme was to follow three directions including Humanities, Sciences
(Technology), and Visual Research, according to the recommendations by the teaching team composed of
So tan, Mitchell, and Szabo already in 1962e same focus on humanities, structures, and visual research
refers however to earlier programmes at the G%3[k same elements are listed as the main aspects of
architectural teaching at the Academy in Warsaw for So tan’s course front®1@#8tle this correspondence

is far too limited to assume that the attention to these three areas at Harvard is linked to So tan’s presence and
his former experiences, it is safe to claim that such a focus was close to the modernist and rationalist vision
of architecture, going far beyond the reductive functionalism of the 1920s and 1930s. e presence of both
technology and humanities remained indeed a constant element in So tan’s studio teaching, with students
remembering their importance also in the late 1970s.

Connection between these disciplines could be seen for example in the series of readings the students were
required to complete prior to the beginning of the Master Class programme. At the beginning of July, they were
provided with a reading list including: Sigfried GiedidBjgace, Time and Architecture (1941), Le Corbusier’s
Quand les cathédrales étaient blanches, Lewis Mumford’s Technics and Civilization (1934), and Eduardo Torroje
Philosophy of Structures (1958 Corbusier’s publication was a clear reference to So tan's reading of his former
employer’s work, close to the modernist vision of modern architecture, based on the parallel to the beginnings
of other epochs and young movements. Similarly, Giedion's history of modern architecture followed the path
closer to history and looked for its origins in the previous centuries, alluding to the concept of universality
(Chapter 3). Mumford’s text is an erudite discussion with links to history, art, literature, philosophy, geography,
politics, and science, which surely is similar to So tan's interest in critical and well-educated aljuenent.

author discusses the machine revolution as praised by Le Corbusier and he points to the processes within
Western cultures, which led throughout the ages to de ne the importance of the machines. For So tan, such

a text could thus be both a philosophical grounding for modern ideas (also through references to cubism) and
an illustration of an eloquent discussion. Torroja’s text seems to be chosen similarly in order to stimulate the
students for critical thinking: it focusses on the need to re ect on the reasons and the logic behind structural
choices, based on the initial requirements for the structure. anks to the knowledge of these texts, the
students were more prepared for long discussions with So tan during critiques and conversations on designs:
they introduced the students to the intellectual context at Harvard, and were considered, according to some
students, considered by the faculty as “family BiBtés”.

In addition to the readings, the importance of history in the Master Class, recognised by Sert, So tan, and
Zalewski, was underlined by one of the 1967 studéhterefore, through these texts, the students were
introduced to the theoretical position of both the school and their teachers. ey were aimed to build common
ground for understanding and a reference to the architectural worldview the students were expected to refer
to during the cours®&?® ey were asked to prepare a double submission for each of the publications: “a formal
report, carefully stating what you feel most important about the book” and “an informal group of notes,
guotations, ideas, excerpts, etc.”— both of them to be handed in at the rst autumn meeting, giving the teachers
the opportunity to be acquainted with their ideas. Such a method may relate to So tan's own manner of taking
notes on readings: in his diary entries from between 1951 and 1956, he was similarly annotating quotations



along with his own idea3? Arguably, he proposed the same procedure for the students in order to understand
their critical and analytical potential. e module was to start o cially in late September, and during the rst
meeting, the students were expected to submit the reading reports and notes. It was then the rst assignment
they were handling in the studio, making it adamant that practice was not limited to design exercises only, but
it required and was based on a theory beneath them. is connection was further developed as the programme
included compulsory and elective courses to enter into the detail of the three core disciplines, with all of them
to be synthesised within design. According to the brief, the studio was to include both theoretical and practical
elements:

“Major attention in the Design Studio will be focussed upon one of the most urgent universal
problems in the world today, ‘Habitat’. After a short period devoted to a sketch problem of a character
somewhat removed from ‘Habitat’, the class will start its investigation into the world requirements
regarding ‘Habitat’ today. is two-week period of research will be summed up by a graphic and verbal
presentation on the part of each team to the rest of the class during a two-day review and discussion.
A special sketch problem related to the research of three days duration will follow and after a two-day
review and discussion, the main project will be developed. Seminars on ‘Habitat’ will be held during
this main design period (together with seminars discussing the books). During the housing problem,
sketch problems of one to three day duration, of a deliberately di erent character, will be issued to
develop and exercise those aspects of design that would not ordinarily be stressed in problem of low
cost housing. Some of these sketches may be issued to and discussed concurrently with students in
the First Year Studio [...]. An attempt will be made to sum up both of the housing research and the
subsequent designs in some form that would lend itself to possible publi€étion”.

From this studio brief, it is evident that the focus was aligned with So tan’s attention to the issue of the growing
world population and to the need for “habitat”, as he referred to the need of human dwellings: an issue he
continuously underlined since the 1960s (Chapter 7). At the same time, this focus was at the very core of the
housing discussions between Team 10 members and it de ned architecture teaching at the GSD, concentrated
on mass housing and rejecting the idea of private residéhgéasa result, the design studio assignment was
aligned with not only So tan’s ideas, but also with the school’s direction, and with the general architectural
discussion of the time. e main problem ‘Habitat: Today’s Dilemma’ was presented to the students in early
October, after which they were divided into groups, each one of which was to study low cost housing in di erent
areas: Western Europe, Eastern Europe, USA, Latin America, Asia, India, and Africa, as a clear recognition
of the worldwide importance of the issue. In addition, another group was to form a ‘Standards Committee’,
which was to formulate the guidelines to be followed by all the students afterwards: a very important aspect of
the design studio policy applied by So téhese recommendations resulted in a research base making the
designs closer to real-life circumstances, including details on geography (topography, climate, natural resources,
and land use), demography, technology (available materials, infrastructures, transport, and building methods),
culture (values, living habits, health, education, and family structure), economic and political structure (cost of
the buildings, national economy;, political system, local government, and control), and government stdndards.

Following the group research, the problem of habitat was studied through a rapid design assignment (the so-
called “sketch problem”) due within four days. e brief read: “now that you have searched and sifted information
pertaining to the needs in the eld of habitat of di erent countries and the o cial recommendations for

ful lling them, you are asked to design individual cells, methods of clustering them and basic systems of their
extension. e essential purpose of this project is to present the most appropriate designs consistent with o cial
requirements and recommendations of the area you investigatatter the reviews of this problem, the main
assignment of the housing area design was to be worked on from November until January. In the meantime,
two other “sketch problems” were presented to the students. Both the nal housing assignment in general and
the sketch problem illustrated above were again close to the work of Team 10, especially, the Smithsons and
their studies of “clusters”, along with Jaap Bakema’s interest in exibility and extensions, illustrating So tan's

close relation with the group’s theoretical agenda. In addition, this short assignment stresses even more So tan’s
con dence in the urgency of the issue of habitat, which could be seen also in Christopher Benninger’s nal
design proposal, who following So tan’s support, developed the idea of self-help housing in Latin America with
the help of the planners from the Joint Center for Urban Studies. With the further development of Benninger’s
student design into a pilot programme for the World Bank in India, one may argue that the outreach of So tan’s
teaching went beyond theory and id&4s.

Master Class: between the particular and the general

While housing and habitat were the core issues of the design studio, it is worth mentioning also the rst design
assignment, the one referred to in the brief as unrelated to the problem of habitat. It comprised the design of
a national stand as an architectural representation of one of the countries that were participating in the 1968
Olympic Games in Mexico City. With an unde ned position, a standardised plot, and generic requirements,
this assignment pointed interestingly to So tan's own professional experience of design of exposition fair
pavilions in Poland, including the Polish pavilion for the 1958 EXPO in Brussels and the typical exhibition
pavilion ‘Tropik’. As a result, alluding to the need of adaptability and to the experience of a ‘typical’ pavilion,
the brief asked the students to “take into consideration a variety of contexts into which their clusters [of stands]
may be sited™’ e assignment included both teamwork and individual designs: the group activity consisted
again of establishing “general regulations for the respective clusters of pavilions, governing the principles of
clustering and individual stand design”, while single students were to design a stand for a selected country.
Similar to the assignments on habitat, “governing principles” or “standards” were to be de ned in advance,
through the collaboration of all the group members, in order to establish the rules to be obeyed by everyone.
e intelligence of the de nition of such rules and the balance between the order of the whole complex and
the creativity and expression of single stands re ected perfectly the problem of “system” that So tan often
referred to in his writings (Chapter 7). Applied to this assignment, the balance between the rules governing the
system and the single elements, contributed to the constant dialogue between the particular and the general.
Such an iterative model of work, re-assessing previous decisions, and a back-and-forth movement between the
governing principles and the single design, were of crucial importance for So tan. e relevance of this process
was underlined by one of the students of the course:

“We had a project where each person was supposed to design a pavilion for an international fair, the
equivalent of the world exposition. You could pick a country. ere was a grid and you had to tinto i,
and it had to be something that re ected that country. ere was also a question of us coming up with
rules as a collective: we had to decide what the rules for doing this were [...]. at was a So tan kind of
project, he brought this to the course [...]. What he was interested in was how you teach the fact that
you have common denominators that you decide upon, and that they provide the rules for what you
do, and the relationship between the constraints and the interpretation [...]. When we did the large
housing project, it was huge. Again, we had to make the rules explicit, work with them and think that
we will design a project based on them. is was a constant theme with him; he used to repeat over and
over again, “go from the general to the particular’[...]. And it was just interesting to see how H&vorked”.

To start a studio with the national stand design meant thus to test the student against a series of ideas: the
system, the programme, and exibility. It meant So tan was keen on constant re ection and questioning. One
of his students mentions, “he was [...] into the programme. However, a programme very broadly conceived:
‘what the purposes of this building in human terms are’ — not the purposes in terms of square metres. He liked
questioning those things, as Le Corbusier did in his work. He did not do standard progratfraésif these

elements were at that time at the very core of the Team 10 discussions, whose in uence in the 1960s was well
visible in the school through the a nity of ideas and through the presence of some members of the group —
especially So tan and Woods (Chapter 5). At the same time, the coexistence of both individual and group work
was a clear signal for the students, pointing to the collective aspect of architectural practice and its connection
to the individuals: it de nitely developed collegial feelings within the group. erefore, in a discussion on their
education at Harvard, some students from the 1967 Master Class claimed, “any assessment of our experience



needs to recognise that we WERE the school” - referring to the fact that they learnt from eaéh Brbaps

that was one of the reasons why they claimed, “we weren't taught much, but we leartt inlthis sense,

So tan tried to join di erent age groups and to make the students work together in order to facilitate mentoring
between more advanced students and the younger ones. One of his former students and later a member of the
faculty, Edward Baum, recalls that when he was doing undergraduate level studies at Harvard College, he was
involved in a design studio for the Master Class. He had to give a hand to the Master students in producing
architectural models — a collaboration, which was introduced by So tan, thinking about better preparation of
the undergraduate students for future architecture stéifies.

M. Arch. II: “grassroots architecture”

While the Master Class design studio in the 1960s focussed on the issues of the habitat, a similar course in the
1970s underlined another aspect of So tan’s teaching. e studio was the rst semester design module in the
M. Arch. Il programme for already professionally accredited architects, delivered between 1977 and 1979, in
the last years before So tan’s retirement from Harvard, and it was taught with Gerald Méfeemprised

a design project for a ‘place of spiritual retreat’, where the students had to design:

“A complex of buildings connected with the religious tradition of the student’s own choice. us, the
project may comprise a Buddhist or Christian chapel of any denomination, a mosque, a synagogue, etc.
A few cells or cabins and a communal sitting and eating [...] facility and a small o ce will also be a part
of the program. e main element will be the religious space for some 50 persons (seated and standing).
It will serve the local community and visitors attending the services on holy days. It is assumed that
this element will give the character to the whole complex of buildings. Eight to ten cells (or cabins)
will provide shelter for people interested in spending some time (3-10 days) in seclusion. e cell will

be about 70 sq. ft. [around 6.5Jmvith an absolute minimum of equipmentg*.

Although the brief also includes practical aspects such as parking, heating, access by those delivering religious
services and administration, this design task concentrates much more on the poetics. e site of the design at
the Walden Pond relates clearly to So tan’'s sensitivity to landscape as an important place for the American
transcendentalist Henry David oreau, according to which “a lake is the landscape’s most beautiful and
expressive featur&®.In addition, focus on religious architecture was de nitely connected to So tan’s lifelong
interest in religion and desire to build a church, as well as to the church designs and to religious architecture
critical texts he worked on throughout the years (Chapter 9). A similar exercise was also proposed to students
during a 1981 summer school in Mexico, where they had to design a “place of spiritual retreat in San Miguel
de Allende™?® ese student exercises were once again connected to So tan’s own design experience and his
ideas, making also a clear reference to modernist architecture, as the brief quoted as possible references for
work by Le Corbusier, and painters Fernand Léger and Jean Lurcat. With the academic objectives of the
studio listed by the brief as: “to give an opportunity for thought about the relevance of historic continuity of a
particular, and somewhat neglected, range of human concerns”, “to research the heritage related to the subject”,
“to relate the past and present in a small and rather physically uncomplicated design case”, and “to deal with
relatively simple environmental problems physically”, the studio built on the ideals of modernist architecture.
Moreover, the brief pointed directly to the simple forms, as “the founder-donor wishes the architect to create

a very humble facility truly conducive to its purposes: withdrawal from the turmoil of everyday life; thinking,
reading, and meditating” through “contemporary, sound, and not expensive technical means”. ese directories
point to a design closer to the poetic and modernist vision of architecture than the rationalist vision present
in the habitat assignment. e interest in history and the awareness of its importance for design in uenced

the initial weeks of the studio: historic research was to last the rst week of the semester, while the second one
included research presentatidfisSo tan also provided the students with a list of readings referencing each of



the religions they could select in order to familiarise them with the requirements, the underlying philosophy,
cultural and religious traditions, poetry, imagery, and symbolism connected to the chosen'télgioh.an
approach while teaching a design studio was particular within the school, as one of the students observed:

“So tan was de nitely di erent [from other teachers]. e one thing that was very good in his studio,

it was at the beginning. He got us away from the drawing boards just to do research on art and
architecture. | do not mean history of art, but he was looking for forms: he meant going back to the
simple ones. He emphasised that, the simplicity of design... and going back to archaié?orms”.

e interest in the archaic forms, in the connection between the past and the present, in the continuity and
broader culture point to this “grassroots” vision of modernism, related according to So tan to Le Corbusier. In
some notes for the students, he writes about all the early periods in culture being close to our modétn times.

In fact, he taught this design studio at the same time he taught the ‘Grassroots of Contemporary Architecture’
module, with the same ideas at the basis of both of them, and with the faith in the value of Le Corbusier’s work
impacting the studio. Some of the designs from the studio, like these by Marleen Kay Davis and by Umberto
Guarracino, refer to Corbusian architecture. Volumes and some details like brise-soleil and skylights, and the
spatial arrangement of di erent functions, point to his works, as it can be seen in the drawings (ill. 8¢}, 8.10).
Especially in Davis's design, the reference was to the urban monasteries based on the model of Florence
Certosa and Le Corbusier’s La Tourette (ill. 8.6 to 8*BEven the lettering follows the traditional font used

in the designs prepared by the atelier in rue de Sévres, which was also applied by So tan in many architectural
drawings. ese in uences are the manifestation of So tan's interest and enthusiasm towards this architecture
and his statement when introducing the studio: “I am an authentic Le Corbusier dis&ple”.

However, even though the vision of architecture So tan tended to transfer through the studio was clearly
Corbusian, he did not look to impose his ideas, being far from “shaping” students’ work to t his vision of
architecturé*In the notes for the rst meeting of the studio, he underlines “openness to ifeahkile one of

his students recalls him saying “if any of you do not want to be in this studio, that is ne with me — | have no
lust for power”, alluding to the lack of interest in forcing his own ideas. He is in fact remembered as a mentor
rather than as a professor interested in controlling the stuéféigtidents Guarracino and Atef Tabet recall

So tan repeating: “be yourself”in an attempt to promote students’ own re é€timugh such ideas, So tan

was aligned with the teaching position praised by Gropius in one of the texts the former advised the students
to read: “the initial task of a design teacher should be to free the student from his intellectual frustration by
encouraging him to trust his own subconscious reactighSimilarly, in the 1981 summer school in Mexico,

So tan advised the students to take a “constructive/aggressive position”towards the programme and questioning
its elementd3® Such an attitude could be assimilated to coaching, where students were encouraged to identify
the programme and schemes they would be developing and as such, So tan’s teaching can be described as
developed theory with students recognised as “contributing partffers”.

Regardless of the more poetic or more rational approach to design, the methods and the structure of the module
were similar in the Master Class and in M. Arch. Il studios. Initial research, shorter sketch problems during the
semester interwoven with the main design task were still present in the calendar. e main design was to follow
three phases, “work on design concepts”, “development of design concepts”, and “ nal development”, with
some intermediate reviews, as it was scheduled in the 1960s: a model that was widely applied across the school.
Finally, presentations were assessed by a number of teachers including both faculty members and external

reviewerd* Whereas through this analysis of design studio modules, it is possible to understand the role and



the position of assignments, readings, and discussions in So tan’'s teaching, it is important to understand how
his teaching philosophy and approach in uenced his students’ work.

the man and the teacher

In addition to the content approach to architecture teaching, an important aspect of So tan’s pedagogic work was
his attitude. roughout the letters and comments from former students, one may often encounter adjectives
like “enthusiastic”, “warm”, “inspiring”, and “kind”, but also “energetic”, “devoted”, and “intét%exitical

but inherently fair” — that is how he is remembered by his student BenAfadgerthe series of interviews

with his former students, many have precise memories of events involving So tan as an educator who is both
dedicated to the cause of modern architecture, but also to his students. Anne Wattenberg recalls that one such
conversation with him reassured her to continue studying architecture, and eventually made her go from a
student near to failing to the one who passed the studio with hoid@sarracino claims that the corrections

with So tan were not felt as such, thanks to his kindness — which however did not undermine the critical value
of them* |t was fuelled by openness towards the students and not hiding his own history from them: he was
not hiding from them the experience of the POW camp during the war, a confession that was not granted in

a teacher-student relationsHis.It was perceived as a very important aspect of his teaching, as recalled also by
Edward Baum, who was himself dean at the University of Texas Arlington: “he was my most powerful teaching
model. | tend to approach students similarly, in a friendly and supportive'tvay”.

is very open and kind approach was in contrast to the high standard of work he required from the students.
“He was incredibly demanding and yet we loved him”, one of them stétealigh such a close and friendly
relationship with the students, So tan was using a rhetorical device: he disarmed the young students on their
own terms, and his personality was of utmost importance. Anecdotes of his wit could make an entire chapter.
Students often recall his unorthodox attitude, including making corrections riding across the hall sitting inside

a janitor trash can, impersonating other people, simulating lying dead his own catafalque, dressing as a monk,
and making fun elegantly yet intelligently out of other members of the faculty: puncturing the B&llden.

was allergic to pride and solemnity, as when he was doodling simple erotic drawings, “noodles” as he called
them, during the faculty meeting®.A similar attitude was present in design teaching, when he aimed to de-
construct the myth of an architectural genius and to present work of the “masters of modern architecture” as
work of students’ peers, favouring critical re ectihanks to such an attitude, through speaking students’
language, and through being honest and kind with them, he was able to get their attention, making them more
susceptible to receiving his message. Benninger comments on that adding that because of his speci ¢ sense of
humour, “he kept us on our to€'s?. anks to that, So tan was able to keep a balanced relationship with the
students: close enough but capable of giving critical ad¥Beth aspects were graphically illustrated when

So tan advised his former student Richard Wesley at the beginning of the latter’s pedagogic career, saying,
“teaching is an anatomical trick. You must hug a student and simultaneously kick them in tkfe ass”.

between the rational and the poetic

In addition to the simultaneous kicking and hugging, So tan’s teaching illustrates other dualisms. Following the
reading of Le Corbusier’s work as both rational and poetic, So tan's teaching did include a similar dichotomy.
It united the poetic idea of a concept with a solid connection to real life. e latter was already an important
element for architecture education within the GSD tradition, praised by Gropius, who underlined the need

to put students in real-life situations, referring to economy and ¥fne.conscious and the subconscious

were both recognised as valid elements of architectural creation and teaching by So tan and Gropius: the latter
underlines the utmost importance of the role of the architect in combining the sensitivity of beauty and the



awareness of the needs of the society: both elements clearly present in So t&i'©textst his students,
Davis, remembers directly the question of poetics, linked to the Corbusian ine able space, along with the
social-political agenda of housing as two core elements in So tan's desigri®swuldioh would e ectively
illustrate a lineage between So tan's and Gropius’ teaching.

In addition, So tan’s pedagogy corresponded to his practice experience. For example, when design teaching, he
tended to underline the importance of cross-disciplinarity in architectural design: some students remember
that he would take the role of a landscape architect during discussions and reviews, and he would comment on
the design taking such a position. He would also point to the fact that in a real-life professional experience, a
design would have involved a number of other professionals, and that it would have been necessary to be able
to collaborate with ther? is approach has been developed further at present-day Harvard: design critiques

now include landscape architects, real estate professionals, and lawyers, broadening the concept used by So tan
in the 19708 e collaboration with other professionals transcends also from So tan's teaching activities

at the Academy, where he was collaborating with other professional gures, whereas the brief of the Interior
Design Faculty quoted as the basis of the programme “integration of all artistic and technical disciplines,
which take part in contemporary design” alluding to a close collaboration between di erent®dAisisilar

approach was applied at Harvard, where the ‘Environmental Design’ module from the rst year was taken
together by the students from all the school’'s departments creating an opportunity for eXhanggh

his teaching, So tan manifested also the need for architects to collaborate with engineers and scientists, as for
example through his involvement in the ‘Energy Conscious Design Studio’ in the late 1970s, where he acted
as a design tutor while showing avant-garde awareness of the climate-based questions relating to sunscreens,
ventilation, and design con guration, which was based on his previous experience of the typical exhibition
pavilion ‘Tropik’, and which could be today considered as rudimentary elements to passivé*desigh.

his involvement in the module, he showed to the students that designer’s choices could help to resolve these
issues, without considering the environmental design technologies as a nal add-on to an already well-de ned
design, but as a core element of the design concept based on the contrast and dialogue between the poetic and
the technological. For example, Davis’ studio design of a fair pavilion in Egypt from 1979 (ill. 8.15, 8.16) was
uniting both historical inspirations of ancient Egypt and innovative technological*fdeas.

Another evident sign of such down-to-earth attitude and realism was the range of design assignments given
to the students. e national stand and the housing design for the Master Class were surely aligned with such
an idea, but other tasks were also well grounded in plausible situations. One of the two-week assignments
from 1973 was a small beach house: “a friend has agreed to lease you on a long basis a piece of property on his
private estate and will allow you to erect a minimal inexpensive seasonal dwelling for your personal use”. e
building was to be wooden, slightly over fty square metres, and equipped with a pre-manufactured sewage and
bathroom modulé® Some other design tasks included bookshelves, bookshops, schools, farmer market, and
housing development in the Shady Hill area in Cambridgas in the case of the M. Arch. Il studio with the

place of spiritual retreat, in the late 1970s, some tasks seem to be less social-political, including for example the
student’s own housé is was issued as the rst assignment in the design studio in 1976, and the purpose of

the exercise stated, “to re-evaluate the values related to the program, the functioning, the technology, and the
image of a contemporary individual shelter located in a rural environment. e exercise will give an occasion to

de ne (or re-de ne) one’s own attitude towards our culture and possibly to take a position towards the present
architectural language: its prose and poetf¢gbugh these words, it is clear that So tan wanted the students

to review generally accepted assumptions and to question the schemes in house design — the task was clearl
aimed to promote critical re ection amongst students.

the parti and the Socratic method

While the previous assignments were linked to land leasing and building a small unit for personal use with
limited resources, the “own house” assignment took also a much more poetic position — former student Tabet
calls it “a house for a dreamer”, referring to Le Corbusier’s Cab&nonaddition, it invited the students

to question the scheme, to re-evaluate the established norms attached to housing, and to relate this to larger
cultural questions concerning the idea of shelter (Tabet recalls that it pushed the students to look for the
“essentials”, which can be understood as So tan’s “grasstf8atsjliring both critical re ection and poetic
sensitivity. As a result, some of the students failed to see the aims of the assignment, remained puzzled, and
did not develop their ideas full§. e strength of the idea uniting both rational problems and poetics can be
illustrated by the parti’* is short idea, a small sketch, was the main concept of the design and throughout

the years, it was very much present in So tan's design $tudidadea of such a strong poetic concept was
however de ned by a series of rational and critically built considerations. e design strategy applied by many
students consisted of dealing with di erent problems separately and then — through synthesis and an artistic
gesture — de ning the parti and following on with the work: “once you arrived at the design strategy that
you came to during the process of overlay of di erent elements, you were left with a parti. Once you had it,
you just kept going, and that parti led you throughout the desigit’enabled students to go beyond more
standardised solutions. Some remember the idea as exploring “parts of a problem independently to discover
the possibilities?’* Wattenberg, a student from 1978, explains this mechanism: “you separated each of the
elements, the circulation, the programme, the entrance, and the enclosure, then you solved them independently
and rationally, and then you overlaid them on top of each other. en you would allow this thing called “the
hand of God”: one little shake, and then — that wag"it”.

is method favoured resolving single elements separately: as di erent layers that could be then overlaid on
semi-transparent pieces of paper. At that stage, when all of these elements were already thought about and the
layers could be overlaid, it was possible to look for artistic expression in a series of rationally solved’problems.
At the same time, through such an approach, the design tended to review critically broadly accepted assumptions,
and ideally to promote new interpretations. In general, it illustrates how much So tan’s approach was drawing-
driven and how much the design process relied on drawings and graphical exploration. While some remember
working with plans, the sections seem to be the most important drawings in the design process according to
a number of students (ill. 8.13 to 8.1%).e importance of the concept was connected to So tan’s interest in

art: de ning theparti and the main concept sketch idea coming from these di erent layers of single problems,
was easier to be reached through visual research. Referring to Le Corbusier’s daily routine and the importance
of painting, in So tan's mind, the de nition of a design concept was easier when working with “soft media™
soft pencils, charcoal, gypsum, as in some examples of student work (ill. 8.11, 8.12). One of his students recalls:

“ e idea was that the initial creation moment of the project lies in our soul and in our mind as a uid
thought, an element that cannot be boxed at the beginning with sharper and rigid lines. He invited us
to express through soft media. He believed that in that soft gesture, in the stroke, there is truth, there
is a sum of who | am as a person, but also of who | am as a ctifture”.



rough getting hands dirty, through exploring these unde ned lines, there was more space left for exploring

the essentials, the basics of architecture. In some assignments, he suggested the students for example to submit
freehand drawings, and some students recall that their tendency to draw in a less precise manner, using charcoal
or very soft crayons, was due to So tan’s in uéfidmprecise drawing during the rst phase of design was then

atool to nd the ideas and to understand the poetics underlying the dé$igwas to detach the students from

drawing beautifully something that was not enough cross-exartfthedking a direct connection between

the design work, the concept (the parti), and critical thinking by asking puzzles and the question “so what?”

— referred by some as a constant element of So tan’s reviews and discussions #iBeninmger explains

this adding, “his technigue was to ask the student a question that needed analysis to answer, and often it would
be that there was no possible answer. at silence was the concld&@imilarly, this is how Urs Gauchat
remembers when So tan mentioned self-questioning for the rst time:

“He said to me one day, “| want you to do something, take a piece of paper, now write on it “so what?” and
pin that up above your desk”. en, for the whole time | was there, there was that constant question

“so what?”, and that was such a good Leitmotiv, because that was the question that he always asked
everybody and on everything. A very useful question: it meant that | had to look at what | was doing.

| thought it was terri c: if you would make some kind of rationale, that question does away with

all the rationale that comes after you do something. It presupposes that you have decided that issue
beforehand, not as a rationalisation. He hated rationalisatiéhs”.

rough this simple question and thanks to promoting discussions in the classroom, the design process was

to reach another level, based on students’ self-questioning and self-assessment. rough re ection on their
design, on reasons behind their decisions, the students were expected to relate them to the parti, to the aim
they had de ned beforehand, and to avoid clichés or “cut and paste” atfftédguably, such an education

of critical thinking, a Socratic method aimed to make the students think and re ect themselves, was one of
the most valuable ideas taught by So tan. In the dedication at the beginning of his booklet on architectural
education at Harvard, Parsons included a longer thank-you note to So tan, where he mentions, “So tan taught
me that design should be fuelled by curiosity and persistent exploration. | hope that this report re ects that
teaching™®® is exploration, questioning, and broad cultural vision were amongst the most valuable aspects of

his teaching, whether it was design or theory. ey reach beyond design and make So tan's teaching closer to
student-based “growing theory”, aimed at personal gré#ifkccording to Benninger, all these qualities meant

that So tan was not only educating new architects — but also he was educating futuré®ddidaiesaching

remained close to modern architecture ideals, to his own experiences, and to his work with Le Corbusier. He
also addressed the most pressing issues such as the need for shelter. He was keen on passing on the same ideas
he was explaining in his writings: programme, system, exibility, “grassroots” architecture. However, the ability

to think, to question, and to be aware of one’s own actions went beyond architecture. So tan’s legacy in teaching
would not relate only to his ideas, but also to his approach to design. rough the logical construction of the
design process around the core idea, the design project was also a critical analysis exercise. ese issues are at
the core of the discussion on the nature of Jerzy So tan’'s legacy to follow in the next chapters.



Jerzy So tan’s architecture: Poland

it is a path full of ruins and disasters — So tan has been actually erased from the Polish space — there are still so
but we do not have anything that would be a tangible and real proof of his talent

— Aleksandra K dziorek on Jerzy So tan’s architecture in Poland

ese words illustrate well the present-day situation of So tan’s design work in Poland. Whereas one would hope
that his architecture would be kept in good shape, the reality is much di erent. To look for Jerzy So tan’'s designs
today means to face buildings, some poorly maintained, and others altered without considering their original
concept or their architectural value. It also means to understand the value and the reasons for the abandonment
of other designs that remained unbuilt. In addition, it means to face the challenges of conservation of modern
architecture in Poland. As in other countries of the former communist bloc, due to the centrally planned
economy model, Polish architects were dealing with the lack of funds and poor material availability, leading to
the lower quality of materials used in construction. In modern architecture, as it often experimented with new
materials and with the new possibilities of the existing ones, such an issue was even more visible. Moreover, the
lack of acceptance of buildings from the communist era, unwanted and “badly born” leads today to the lower
interest in it? As a result, Filip Springer compares visiting sites of So tan's buildings to archaeology, as beneath
the shrubberies and underneath new advertisement banners, it is di cult to picture the original aspect of the
built spacé. erefore, when talking about So tan's designs and their almost forgotten value, one may often
encounter bitterness, deception with the uninterest, and resigrfatiomyst as if the words “nemo propheta in
patria” — “no prophet in one’s own country'were a curse upon his architecture.

is chapter faces these challenges and it discusses the value and the legacy of So tan’s built and unbuilt design
work in Poland as part of his contribution to architecture discourse. It is followed by analysis of his work
from the Harvard years (Chapter 10), and together they enable us to comment on the importance and on the
continuity of So tan's design work as a whole. First, this chapter analyses the position of his design work in a
broader context of Polish architecture. Secondly, in order to illustrate the wide range of his work and to enable
an in-depth analysis, it concentrates on a selection of four désigaed mainly on a preliminary analysis of

them, on So tan’'s writings.e chapter does not only position his architectural design within the body of his

work, but it aims to contextualise it within the broader discourse on modern architecture, with the analysis
looking at the main concept, at functions, and at materials enabling to understand their meaning in relation to
So tan’s theory and ideas, aiming to show the unity across his work in the next chapter. Relating on the core
ideas present in So tan's teaching and theory, the chapter illustrates how these are connected to the design work
developed by the Artistic and Research Workshops co-founded and co-led by So tan, through a discussion
on ‘Warszawianka’ sporting centre, on the interiors of Warsaw Midtown railway station, and on the unbuilt
designs for the 1958 Polish EXPO pavilion in Brussels and for a parish church in Sochaczew. rough these
designs, it aims to explain the value of So tan’s design work and its place within his legacy as a part of Polish —
and not only — modern architecture.



nemo propheta in patria

Most of So tan’s design work in Poland ts into the years 1955-1965, after the fall of socialist realism, and
before his nal and permanent departure to Harvard. is period was characterised by a speci ¢ approach to
architecture and to its criticism, strictly linked to a normative-limited approach, which diverged from So tan's
own vision of modern architecture, and which in uenced architectural critique. Almost all publications on
architecture in Poland at that time were ordered according to a building’s functions, and not following the
architect’s body of work or geographical regions, as it was common in most written work on architecture
worldwide® Such a structure implies a clearly functional and programmatic approach to architectural practice,
where lists of buildings and architects from all around the country tended to show that economy and construction
were ourishing and well developed everywhere, taking a stance aligned with the Party’s prophganda.
addition, it had little to o er on comparisons between single buildings — they were presented and described
mostly as stand-alone examples, outside of the body of work of their authors. e role of an architect was
diminished: one’s personality and singular style was dissolved, and there was no complex vision nor analytical
commentary of a single architect’s wdfkkd/ith less focus on individuality and through showing a variety of
possible solutions to a single functional problem, the unwritten aim of such publications was clear: they gave a
uni ed yet rich image of Polish modern architecture. Given the pressing supply of new housing, the main role
and most space was given to residential architecture in Pdlando tan's works — which never included a
collective residential building — were never considered in the rst place.

limiting functionalism

is functionalist approach to architectural criticism was re ected in the very practice of architecture. Creativity

and expressionism were limited — both by the lack of materials and economic rédamatéy, the simplistic

approach to architecture. e challenge launched by the Soviet Union was to build “cheaply and quickly”,
with no focus on the quality, so architects “produced not designs for buildings — speci ¢ forms of architecture

— but building types®® With the growing role of standardisation, the architect’s role was diminishing until it

was limited to the nal shape of the buildidgOne of the most vivid examples of such architecture was the
programme for schools, which consisted of studying universal rules for designogramme in uenced
educational buildings all around the country and all the “one-thousand-anniversary schools” follow the same
scheme in plan and the same organisafidhwas approached as a task, as a managerial problem, and it was

not considered as an opportunity for architectural expression, concentrating instead on the e ectiveness of
the educational system, funds for rebuilding the schools, and the success of the slogan “one thousand schools
for one thousand years”. At the same time, publications on the matter were hardly concerned with the theory
of the architecture of schools, and there were little considerations on how schools should be 'déesigned.
similar approach was present in most domains of architecture, as well as in urbanism. Architecture critics of
the time often gave an idyllic image of proposals based on such a normative-based design: “based on research
and analysis, in cooperation with specialists from many domains, new norms and indices were de ned for
programmatic and spatial urban concepts. It guarantees a general and economically convenient ful lling of
the needs of the inhabitants of cities and neighbourho8@&ich a description puts the ideals of residential
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building from that time as the very opposite to So tan’s ideas, who was against the excessive standardisation of
human needs and against the prescriptive way of normalising architcture.

Such a standardised and mechanical approach to architecture was ercely opposed by So tan and others who
looked for something more in architecture — whether it was poetics, aesthetics or simply a more human scale.
Jacek Dami cki, one of So tan’'s students and co-workers at the Artistic and Research Workshops claims that
the normative approach was simply more accessible for a larger number of architects, even those with no creative
talent. He adds, “when it became standardised, opportunistic people applied such a model and they navigated
with the current™® According to So tan, the prescriptive idea “to objectify human individual existence” was
mistaken at the very beginning in its simplifying claim to answer to human needs. In order to comment on
that attitude, he praises exibility and refers to Lewis Mumford, “the very qualities that make these methods

S0 e cient in designing rockets, space satellites and similar instruments or weapons, cripples them for more
human uses. Systems’analysis cannot handle organic or human complexities without eliminating precisely those
very qualities that make them organic or huntaiccording to So tan, such an attitude is simply mistakenly
placed, since “analytical techniques and rational methods are not antagonistic to human values — they are
indi erent to them”.?22 He claims that such standardisation “became the symbol of brutal-and-insensitive-
for-human-needs construction in the communist countrfésistead, his own works were not following a
standardised and typology-inclined attitude, but such preaching seems almost to have been cast into the void,
save for his in uence in the Fine Arts Academy in Warsaw. Friendships, belief in teamwork, and the possibility

of work following one’s ideals even in a very rigid environtherall of these values were present and refer to

that school and to the atelier that was created within it in 1954: the Artistic and Research Workshops.

Artistic and Research Workshops

anks to the initiative of the authorities of the Fine Arts Academy, the Artistic and Research Workshops

were created, as a support and patronage for its professors involved in architectural design, and as a recognition
of So tan's potential for the school. e need for such an institution showed after the turmoil around the
competition for the Decennial Stadium in Warsaw and after winning another one for ‘Warszawianka’ sporting
centre by a group of professors including So tan and Zbigniew lhnat&wiczelatively compact group

forming the Workshops was selected initially amongst students and graduates of the Academy, but it was often
increased by others. Each design — both competitions and commissions — was developed by a carefully gathered
team of specialists selected on purpose for the pfdjeenabled So tan to put into practice his ideas based

on previous experiences of teamwork and collaboration with artists (Chaptand)this attitude is crucial in

order to understand any of the designs produced there. In addition, the very possibility of contact between art
and architecture, of work in such a place, and of collaboration with specialists was a magnet for students. One
of them, Viola Dami cka, recalls, “such an atmosphere was mobilising the school [...]. e entire building was
vibrating with problems in every atelié¢”.

Such an approach to architecture was clearly in contrast with the normative, low-cost, and fast-paced practice
outside. e Workshops could have been criticised for working too long on their designs, and with the rich
variety of themes, they were unsuitable for developing standardised designs. e practice was not working on
residential designs, which were the most important and the most standardised in thig%periomhtrast



was however much appreciated by those who worked there: Andrzej Pinno called the Workshops “a true oasis
of art in a sea of sti socialist architectuf&’Similarly, Dami cki comments on the Workshops claiming

they were “a creative organisation, where there was no bureaucracy, only selection of people and working
groups, some strategy and real achievements. It distinguished designs from the Workshops, compared to such
normative residential hodgepoddgé”e appreciation comes also from the friendly atmosphere within the
Workshops: when working into the small hours, the entire practice was staying late together, including So tan’s
and Ihnatowicz’s relatives coming to help. Another example of a friendly atmosphere were casual visits to the
nearby swimming pool during the sumni&Eo tan's own attachment to the sta and students occasionally
working in the Workshops is also shown by the massive amounts of postcards sent by him to e o ce.

modern architecture in Poland with(out) So tan

However, since So tan was not actively involved in residential designs, nor actively preaching the Party’s cause
(and neither was the Fine Arts Academy), his position as an architect was not always favoured by the system,
especially after his permanent departure for the United States. One can point to a mutual rejection: So tan’s
refusal of rst socialist realism and then of normative-based design, and certain hostility towards So tan that
could have been sensed in Poland. His designs for churches in Nowa Huta and Sochaczew were rejected
by the religious authorities, and the communist government eventually abandoned his design for the 1958
EXPO pavilion. As a result, in a retrospective commentary to his work in Poland, he mentions, “Poland is
tied too much to the memories of a really great past, and of somewhat recent one-of-a-kind noble ghts; it is
also too ambitious to recognise its own weaknesses, and it believes in its own intellectual autonomy. On the
other hand, it is too small to be able actually to create such autonomy [...]. People like myself, who decided
to acknowledge the greatness of something foreign, not really known in Poland or falsely known, they are in
danger of unpopularity or of almost ill interest, as in case of some kind of exotic &hiteadidds that even if

it was possible to think di erently, the new ideas were squashed by di erent groups. In a bitter commentary to
the Polish reality, he once stated, “Polish architecture was submerged in total parochigiiemthough such

a commentary may be exaggerated due to his personal experience, one has to recognise that indeed modern
Polish architecture — both before and after the Second World War — is almost absent from the canonical history
of architecture (Chapter 3).

Although his works were occasionally mentioned in architectural publications, there was no particular emphasis
on the author, and no commentary on his body of work. In general, most publications by Polish critics treated
his work in a dismissive manner. Jan Zachwatowicz includes in the functionalist overview of buildings in
Poland only two designs that So tan was working on — ‘Warszawianka’ sporting centre and ‘Wenecja’ bar,
both of them as items only within a longer list of desiymMdoreover, when commenting on Polish architects’
commitments abroad, he does not mention So tan even though at that time he was already regularly teaching at
Harvard. Similarly, little space is given to his work by Adam Kotarbi ski. He does not mention So tan's name,
but he includes illustrations of two designs: ‘Warszawianka' and Warsaw Midtown railway %tatigned

with them is the publication by Przemys aw Trzeciniak, where he does not give So tan much space: his name is
mentioned in the caption of a photograph of the typical exhibition pavilion ‘Tropik’, whereas it is absent in the
main text. Surprisingly, the design for the 1958 EXPO pavilion in Brussels is hamed, although only in order to
give an example of an advanced roof construction, and therefore So tan’s name is not n#€Miactedore

attention to So tan's work is shown in Przemys aw Szafer’s publication who was a fellow teacher at the Fine Art
Academy. His publication is in fact one of the few to grant more attention to So tan’s work, and to go beyond
merely mentioning his designs: he describes ‘Dukat’ department store, ‘Wenecja’, ‘Warszawianka’', and Warsaw
Midtown station, and he mentions also the exhibition designs for internationaff&esxh of these designs

is brie y described and all of them are praised for their architectural values: arguably, it is the most complete
analysis of So tan's work written in communist Poland. Otherwise, occasionally there were newspaper or
magazine articles on single designs, such as on ‘Warszawianka’, especially in case of inaddgloatoes,
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the general tendency is that So tan's work was somewhat neglected in the main architectural discourse in
Poland. Only as late as in 1985, his work seems to be more appreciated by Tadeusz Barucki (who knew So tan,
collaborated with him on a minor design in 1961, and exchanged with him some letters in the 1980s), who
includes in his text a wider range of designs: ‘Dukat’, ‘Warszawianka’, Warsaw Midtown railway station, and
the 1958 EXPO paviliortt He recognises also the e ort of So tan and thiéieu of the Fine Arts Academy in

Warsaw in “cultivating in Poland Le Corbusier’s ideas — especially in pedagogy — even in the di cult for Polish
architecture period of 1949-1956".

Overlapping in these publications points however to some of the more interesting designs in So tan’s body
of work. Designs such as ‘Warszawianka' sporting centre, Warsaw Midtown railway station, and the 1958

EXPO pavilion were those most named — even if laconically. To have attracted attention even in the hostile

environment of the communist Poland may suggest in fact a broader value of such designs. e discussion on

these designs, along with So tan’s designs of churches, aims to illustrate the importance of his work for Polish
modern architecture.

‘Warszawianka’ sporting centre — architectural archaeology

e initial design of ‘Warszawianka’ sporting centre was closely related to the delicate matter of the earlier
winning competition entry for the Decennial Stadium in Warsaw from 1953, designed by a group led by
Jerzy Hryniewiecki along with So tan and Ihnatowicz, and to the domination of socialist realism doctrine in
architecture. at earlier stadium building, initially idealised as an Olympic stadium for the capital and later
used to celebrate the tenth anniversary of the Polish People’s Republic, was to become one of the main venues
for o cial festivities. en, due to its representative character, it was required from the design to refer to the

o cial course of architecture. As a result, in spite of So tan’s vivid criticism of socialist realism in architecture,
their proposal clearly pointed to the imposed style — a couple of monumental columns on the river bank
(along with a series of smaller statues at the opposite site of the building) and a gigantic arcade circling the
stadium almost around its entire circumference were the most agrant elements (ill. 9.4). Recently, Springer
commented on the design as “soaking with socialist redfissnt a press commentary from 1953 claimed,
“uniting monumentality of classical architecture and socialist realist content, it is a bold attempt for a socialist
realist sport architecturé®”.Nonetheless, it is interesting to observe sculptural attitude: the design included
landscaping leading to an asymmetrical section of the building, with the surrounding terrain decreasing towards
the Vistula River. A similar attitude would be seen afterwards in ‘Warszawianka’, a complex designed for one of
the pre-war Warsaw local sport clubs, founded already in %921.

Inspired by some elements of the Decennial Stadium, ‘Warszawianka’ became one of the agship designs
of the Workshops, which however took over a decade to be completed, due to the changing programmatic
requirements, political hesitations, and to the lack of construction matérialsiew complex was part

of a plan of rebuilding sport structures in Warsaw after the war, during which the club’s buildings were
completely destroyed. at competition was organised under the supervision of the national authorities, as in
1949-1955, all the sporting clubs in Poland were uni ed in state-dependent groupings as part of control and
reorganisation following the Soviet modeOnly in 1957, ‘Warszawianka’ was o cially reinstated as a stand-
alone organisation, which probably led to the redesign of the initial competition proposal. In 1956-1957 a
modi ed teant® re-elaborated the previous proposal erasing any existing connection to socialist realism present
in the competition entry? It included redesigning the stadium, covered swimming pool, and the surrounding



grounds, although only the main football stadium, tennis stadium with o ces, and a series of training grounds
with their own pavilion were completed until 1962. Following that, in 1964-1966, the Workshops worked
on the design of leisure grounds and open swimming pools to complete the complex (ill 8.7, 8.8). e whole
area, starting from the modi ed design from 1956-1957, illustrates the importance of landscape, as well as the
importance of collaboration with di erent artists, alluding closely to So tan’s writings.

escarpment and landscape

e site and its natural aspect was perceived by the design team from their very rst proposal. It sits atop of
a natural escarpment, with around twenty metres of height di erence, facing the old riverbed of the Vistula
River, occupied mainly by ood meadows. lhnatowicz called it “the most beautiful natural landscape element
in Warsaw”, and its importance as such was also underlined by Sc\teeady in the competition entry, the

main stadium was leaning against the slope, and an arti cial hill was used to modify the landform. Later, in a
note concerning the design, So tan suggested to position buildings at di erent levels and to limit their height
in order to increase visually the perception of spidodact, di erent parts of the complex were built on four
terraces gradually descending towards the valley.

e lowest one, around one metre higher than the land below, included training grounds for di erent sports
along with a low one- oor linear services pavilion (ill. 9.11). e second terrace included the main stadium

eld for football and athletics, with a seven-thousand-people audience. e third one, at the top level of the
main stadium’s sitting area, functioned as a communication axis connecting di erent functions. At its northern
end, there was a smaller stadium for tennis (in summer) and hockey (in winter) with a four-thousand-people
audience and a pavilion for changing rooms and sporting club o ces (ill. 9.10). At the other side, there was a
leisure and swimming area with smaller basins for children. Finally, the topmost terrace, almost at the street
level, included swimming grounds with two open-air swimming pools with grass-covered steps for audience,
leisure “beach” area, and cafet&rla. addition, the design was to include there an unbuilt gym hall complex
with four halls for athletics and other games or a covered swimming pool, and a hotel. e latter was to be
the only dominant vertical element in the entire complex (ill. ¥123. upmost area was to be the most
intensely used, hence the decision to keep it close to the street, in order to avoid increasing the number of
paths connecting di erent levet$Below the terraces, the designers suggested limiting the tree height, and to
leave most land as ood meadows in order not to obstruct the view towards the river valley. e importance of
the natural uvial landscape and re-creation of water elements of the old river valley was believed to create a
positive microclimate in the ar&ae attention towards the climatic conditions can be also seen in positioning

the swimming pools in a slightly recessed area and using the earth coming from digging to create arti cial hills,
both of which were to protect the area from wind.

In addition to functional division, such a succession of terraces enabled the buildings to descend along with
the slope and not to create visual obstacles hiding the view of the river valley, contributing to the landscape
perception at two scales: from one terrace to another, and from the site towards the valley. Many sketches point
to the vastness of the panorama that was to be seen from the escarpment, and the attention given to the limited
height of the training grounds pavilion and trees in the lower part can easily prove that. Some remember So tan
taking photographs of di erent views from and within the complex and trimming the unwanted plants — it was

a core concept for the desitfrit the smaller scale, the connection between two terraces was enhanced by the
use of roofs as ‘the fth elevation’. Following the Corbusian idea of a garden roof, many roofs — especially in the
swimming pools area — were used as terraces for sunbathing.

e importance of perception and of the view could be connected to So tan’s intimacy and knowledge of the
site, which could have in uenced the destg@skar Hansen, So tan’'s colleague from the Workshops, recalls
also that the latter loved natural grass-covered terraces facing the Mienia River in Warsaw countryside, which



could have been another inspiratfrkinally, one could look for precedents to such an attitude in ancient
Greek architecture, which So tan knew very Wwe#.very idea of an asymmetrical form of the main stadium,
leaning against the slope of the escarpment and opening itself towards the river valley, makes it look like an
ancient amphitheatre, or like the ruins of the stadium in Delphi in Greece. Whether these particular ruins were
familiar to So tan and whether they may be a connection between the two is uncertain, but there is a striking
similarity in the relation between earth, construction, and landscape in both cases. It de nitely contributes
to the idea of “grassroots” architecture, which was very close to So tan throughout his life (Chapter 7). e
paradigm of landscape and earth is further explained by Hansen, who in a commentary to his colleague’s design
calls the complex “a poetic and spatial lecture on Earth” based on three entities — the stadium following the
landform, the hill covered with grass creating a background and granting balance to the composition, and the
retaining walls as a “spatial lecture on gra¥hy”.

Indeed, the retaining walls (ill. 9.28) were an important element of the design, which was often presented
by So tan as one of the noveltfése design developed by Lech Tomaszewski was not a typical wall, as it
included a series of elements, which organically reinforced earth and made it strong enough to sustain the
weight of the terraces and other constructigne.drawer-like elements were lled with earth, and therefore,

they used considerably less concrete for the constr€tiath no need of steel or deep foundations. As a
result, the construction was easy to assemble, cheap, and it had low maintenance needs. It was particularly
important given the dire economic circumstances in Poland and the lack of construction materials. Aware of
the problems in the Polish construction industry, the design team tended to use materials easy in maintenance,
referring also to the already poor management of many sporting faéilltisig a di cult situation to their
advantage, they succeeded however in obtaining an interesting visual e ect, a returning composition element
repeating itself in the entire complex: “as architectural detail, the wall creates an interesting and highly desired
visual e ect, as it repeats in di erent compositions and sizes accentuating the spatial unity of the cdmplex”.

ey add to the meaning of earth in the complex: used as foundation, as construction element, as wind shelter,
and as sculptural and visual element, earth becomes the ultimate protagonist of the design of ‘Warszawianka'.
Following So tan’s commentary, “land itself acquires a primordial importance and it answers to the di erent
structural and functional need$”.

towards syncretism

In addition to the careful design with attention to the landscape, ‘Warszawianka’ is also a prime example
of collaboration between artists. e initial competition design was conceived by two architects, a sculptor,
and a painter. Wojciech Fangor, the painter, remained involved in all the subsequent phases of the design.
anks to such a close collaboration, it was possible for the design to unite all the visual arts together in a
coherent proposal. For example, as seen in the elevation (ill. 9.18), the modelling of land reminds of a work
of a sculptor, and the design of white pebble paths crossing the hill covered by grass is very pictorial. e
presence of some sculptures in the complex was closely related to architecture: a lighter sculpture atop of the
hill was counterbalanced by the mass of the land beneath it, while a much more massive sculpture was opposed
to the light structure of the cafeteria. rough such a close collaboration between disciplines, some point to
the post-cubist and Corbusian dimension of the space, to the idea of a continuum, “felt only simultaneously
from all directions and not gradually step by stép&ferring to the idea of the ine able space (Chapter 6).

Much later, in the 1990s, a Warsaw city commission recognised the value of the complex as an example of
Corbusian “learned game, correct and magni cent, of forms assembled in the light”, as he describes it in Vers
une architectufee complex is in fact one of the few complete designs by So tan, which stands as a manifesto



of his ideas and of the collaborative method used in the practice. Referring to the idea of the ine able space, it
o ers a Corbusian approach to a building type, which was not realised by Le Corbusier himself, extending the
in uence of modernist architecture in Poland.

Even though the design team included various designers and artists, syncretism and the coherence of the design
are remarkable. Dami cki underlines that it speaks one voice, and that it shows not only the integrity of So tan
himself, but of the entire design team without any disturbing comprortfisescollaboration with artists

from the very beginning of the design is appreciated by a critical commentary from 1956: “the builder bent
the form of a concrete wall to suit the painter’s vision. e painter was building his concept conscious of the
technical possibilities of materials. e sculptor had before his eyes the image of the whole complex, without
prioritising the details” e most signi cant example of this attitude is the unbuilt design for the covered
swimming pool (ill. 9.18 to 9.21). According to Dami cki, it illustrates the best “polyphonic and total concept”

of ‘Warszawianka'. With its glass elevation facing the valley and sculptural openings in the concrete wall in
front of it, it was to guarantee for the audience inside to look towards landscape, sky, and clouds sitside.
“concrete painting” wall, along with the relation to the landscape, and at the same time clear structural system
pointed to a realistic yet fully poetic vision of architecture: “an architect’'s dream comirig true”.

between criticism, recognition, and abandoned potential

Nonetheless, the swimming pool design caused the most criticism of ‘Warszawianka'. Already after the
publication of the results of the competition, the winning entry was opposed, as So tan reported in a letter
to Le Corbusier? Later in 1957, the modi ed version of the design was criticised for overstressing visual
aspects through “introducing elements in contrast with the landscape and with the context, and sometimes not
respecting the human scalé'lt was claimed to be “too representative” and too concerned with visual values,
as opposed to the much desired simplicity. Elaborate elements were believed unnecessary in a local sporting
structure: everyday life would be mistakenly treated as exhibition. Such an idea would be ercely opposed by
So tan, according to whom there should be no reason for denying someone access to beauty, which — in his
opinion —was unavoidably connected to architecture (Chapter 6). e ercest criticism concerned the swimming
pool building, which was claimed to be in visual contrast with other elements, to cause dangerous light contrast
inside, and to “look for originality, unsupported by logics of function and construction”. Its structure was
claimed illogical, with no spatial sense, and the reasons for the irregular openings were c¢oiegiid.of

these voices however (mostly connected with the more functionalist Polytechnic of Warsaw, opposed to the
Fine Arts Academy, Chapter 4), the complex was well received by the community and it became a popular
leisure spot for the citizens of Warsaw, and historical photographs show crowds of people spending their time
around the swimming pools (ill. 9.15).

In fact, whereas voices of discontent were present, the complex received a number of di erent recognitions,
including awards from the Polish Olympic Committee and from the Ministry of Land Economy and
Environment Protectiori® In 1972, the complex was declared ‘Mister of Warsaw’ and “an example to follow for

so much needed leisure structures”in the capitelas appreciated by another architect from Le Corbusier’s
atelier, lannis Xenaki$,and it was presented by So tan in Otterlo at the Team 10 meeting. When in 1965
Sert was asked to supervise the design of a stadium in Baghdad according to Le Corbusier’s will, but rejected
the request not being able to work on the design at a distance, he proposed So tan claiming, “he would carry
out Corbu’s ideas with greatest care” and referring to So tan's experience going back to the very design of
‘Warszawianka®



Despite the recognition received, for years following the construction, ‘Warszawianka’ was mismanaged and
lacked proper maintenance — as its authors predicted. In the early 1990s, the sporting club authorities were
struggling with nancial problems and they were looking to turn some of their grounds into pro t, considering
new constructions in the free areas, losing the importance of landscape the authors wanted to emphasise with
the design. e sport club was also considering improving the pro tability of the open-air swimming area
through enclosing them. Already at that time, parts of the complex were in bad shape: the tribunes of the main
stadium were out of use, as the wooden benches disappeared, leaving concrete sugp&usioalgtate led

to the ambitious initiative of renovation in 1993-1995, when So tan was assured the complex “was treated as
a monument’! However, repair concentrated mainly on the tennis eld and on the retaining walls, while the
rest of the complex was left aside, making a visit to the site close to an archaeological &cursion.

Today, the complex “has become completely derétiat”lower terrace pavilion does not exist anymore,
replaced by new training grounds, as the club’s expansion was most intense in that area. e main stadium is
almost completely lost, overgrown by thick shrubberies and with temporary pavilions standing in the middle
of the former eld (ill. 9.22 to 9.25). Moreover, trees grow today atop of the arti cially built hills, making them
completely unrecognisable although o ering a new habitat for the city’s wildlife. At the upper terraces, the area
where there were water pools for children is now occupied by residential buildings, whereas the entire open-air
swimming pools grounds is how occupied by a contemporary swimming pool building, much di erent from
So tan's initial design. As a result of these changes, the main axis of the complex at the second highest terrace no
longer has a communication role, and it remains abandoned, only with the tennis eld and the service building
attached remaining relatively close to the original design (ill. 9.27). Such an extent of decay regarding the entire
complex is mostly connected to the lack of acknowledgement of the value by the private owner and di culties
of applying protection rules. Some of the solutions, as the modular covered sporting elds positioned within the
main stadium, seem to follow a very entrepreneurial attitude looking to cut down costs and time (ill. 9.30). In
spite of a city commission declaring the complex European cultural heritage in thé*i09®899 the open-

air swimming pools were demolished to make place for the new building (ill. 9.31). Another example of such
lack of recognition was the use of the main stadium as a movie set for the Polish production Quo Vadis? in 2001,
when it acted as an amphitheatre during Nero’s tithBaie to the production, the extensive construction of

the Im setting damaged the complex furttféin spite of the seemingly disinterested owners of the club, the
complex became object of interest for local bottom-up initiatives focussed on modern architecture and on local
history?” and consequently, the design was given new attention in 2016 competition for the regeneration of the
area, stressing its heritage vafié¢=llowing that, in 2018 it was part of the Polish exhibition at the Venice
Biennale as an example of architecture using the forces of ffdiammming So tan’s most discussed design in

the recent years, along with Warsaw Midtown railway station, showing that the core design ideas can still be
invigorating, even in today'’s practice.

Warsaw Midtown — between ideas and their memories

e underground interiors of Warsaw Midtown railway station were a much more high-pro le design. It was
part of a major investment programme in Warsaw aimed to modernise the rail transport crossing the city
from East to West, launched in the 19603t the beginning of the decade, a duo of architects Arseniusz
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Romanowicz and Piotr Szymaniak started a series of modern railway station designs for local and national
trains in Warsaw: Warsaw Ochota in 1962, Warsaw Powi le in 1963, and Warsaw East in 1969. Finally,
Romanowicz was commissioned to build the main station in the city, the brutalist building of Warsaw Central,
opened in 1975. e realisation of Warsaw Midtown in the early 1960s was closely related to these: the duo
designed the main layout, including the exterior pavilions, but they invited So tan and his group from the Fine
Arts Academy to design the interio¥sa fact that illustrates well that architecture teaching at the Academy
was considered more linked to interiors rather than to ‘actual architecture’, identi ed with the Polytechnic of
Warsaw. e building, close to the future Warsaw Central, was aimed for regional travellers arriving directly

to the city centre: hence the importance of the station as a high-pro le infrastructure and the interest of the
authorities.

However, the interior design by the architects So tan and Ihnatowicz along with the painter Fangor, all
professors at the Academy, showed that it was far from concentrating on aesthetics only. When listed by
So tan, along with ‘Warszawianka' and several other designs in an article from 1964, it was presented as an
example of “collaboration of specialists united by a common cultural background” and as “integration of vital
elements of the programme, until today treated separately; discovery of new elements, creation of poetic values
thanks to the juxtaposition of contrasts between those elenféntaking the philosophy of the design clearly
connected to So tan’s interest in the concept of programme (Chapter 7). So tan’s role was to channel these
di erent tasks into a cohesive response to the design problem following the main design ideas. In fact, through
a close collaboration of the main authors along with a series of other gassgned with di erent tasks

such as audio information, visual information, and acoustics, the design of the railway station illustrates that
di erent questions could be well resolved together in a limited number of design decisions.

an open space underground

e design’'s aims could be condensed in two main ideas: to optimise the functioning of the station, and to
create a pleasant space for the passengers, instead of “a house of infernal noise as it happens often with railway
stations™* e design was symmetrical and it included an underground hall, around two-hundred-metres-

long, with three platforms and auxiliary spaces: waiting and ticket desk rooms, connected to two overground
pavilions and two other surface exits. e layout followed the idea that departing and arriving passengers should
not mix: the three platforms are clearly organised in a manner to let them either enter or leave the station.

e two lateral platforms are accessed from the entrance pavilions designed by Romanowicz and Szymaniak.
Following down the stairs, one arrives in an underground hall with ticket desks, and further on with lateral
platforms for departing passengers: one eastbound and one westbound, while the central platform was reserved
for arrivals. A train entering the station was accessible from one of the lateral platforms and from the central
one, making it possible for the passengers rst to get o at the central one, and then letting others to get on
board from the side. Such a system was underlined by a carefully designed visual informatiofi atiigme,
associated with each direction one colour (East — red and warm colours, West — blue and cold colours), guiding
the passengers from outside the entrance pavilions on the surface right to the departing platforms (ill. 9.34,
9.35, 9.39¥¢ e arriving passengers were to get o at the central platform and leave the station by one of the
surface exits. Such a scheme was at the time practical and functional, but it is not used any more today, as most
of the passengers use the central platform, best connected to the undergrouic€Chnsequently, the visual
information elements are no longer needed and they have long since disappeared, with coloured mosaics in wall
niches as the only remnants. In addition, the lettering used throughout the station was custom-designed with a
light-box system, following a careful study of the size and position of writings along the path of a passenger so
that there would be always a visible indicatfoand later becoming widely used across other railway stations

in Poland, along with the designs of sitting benches, ashtrays, anl bins.
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e main design problem however relied on creating a pleasant space — not a cave nor a dungeon — even if it
was underground, which required a series of considerations including acoustics, lighting, and visual perception.
As the station was an enclosed space, the idea was to avoid sound resonating when a train was entering one
of the platforms. A series of sound insulating elements was therefore included in the design: along the track
ditches, there was a series of perforated panels, coloured according to the visual information scheme, which
were to absorb the noise at the level of the wheels of a train, helped by a sound-absorbing mat at the bottom
of the ditch. Columns and pillars were clad with other perforated aluminium panels and lled with sound-
absorbing materials, as was the hanging rack consisting of linear perforated elements along the entire length of
the station. anks to these devices, in a situation when people were talking at a normal tone, an entering train
was almost inaudibfé’ For safety reasons, the audio information system included a series of four hundred and
sixty small “whispering speakers”, which were to announce train arrival to the passengers. ey were positioned

all across the station, some hanging on the rack, and others in the auxiliary spaces like the waiting rooms.
Furthermore, So tan's idea was to create a full sound experience, and he approached composers to create music,
custom-composed for the station, which was to be far from the annoying and impersonal background tunes at
the airportst® However, this idea was abandoned due to the cost and time.

e problem of an underground space was also tightly connected to the lighting issues. As So tan underlines,
there was a sharp di erence between the open space outside, immersed in sunlight, and an underground hall
— and the idea was to diminish this contrast. e entrance and the exit halls were most illuminated in order to
smooth the visual perception of coming from a dark place to a light place and vice-versa. Along the platforms,
arti cial lighting was coming from the top: it was held by the hanging rack, and it was designed to illuminate
most places where passengers were to assemble. e position of the lighting above the main rack structure
made it easier to expand visually the space, making it seem larger and dematerialising the ceiling (ill. 9.43).
Similarly, the lighting system was also to dematerialise the perimeter walls of the waiting rooms. As the latter
were visually connected with the platforms through large-dimension glass panels, the interior of the station was
perceived as an open space: there was no visual boundary between the platforms and other rooms, and lateral
walls of the waiting rooms were clearly visible from the platforms. As the ceiling lighting in the waiting rooms
was not strong, the wall illumination was clearly attracting attention and through the lightness of the walls,
they tended to ‘dematerialise’ visually making the space seem larger and less'&rlolasklition, the track

ditch was illuminated too — a design decision that was taken with hesitation by the authorities — but it revealed

to be a successful attitude towards keeping the station clean, as passengers were less likely to throw rubbish in
well-illuminated spaces: an approach proposed later by Romanowicz at Warsaw ‘Central.

As Bogus aw Smyrski recalls, the study of visual perception was probably the most important part of the design
for So tan® It was based on the assumption that there are two types of perception at the station: static by the
passengers waiting for the trains and dynamic by the passengers on board of the trains in motion. Following
studies of perception in motion, the idea was to avoid details, which could cause nuisance for the passengers.
erefore, wall surfaces were plain, simple, and no posters or banners could be perceived from the trains (posters
and advertisements were allowed only on walls perpendicular to the rail tracks). Instead, passengers were to be
exposed to the simple surfaces (either in travertine slabs or metal panels) with no detailed decoration. Only at a
larger distance, along the perimeter walls, a series of coloured ceramic mosaics in intensively illuminated niches
(the lightest elements in the entire space of the staffocdrefully studied by Fangor was planned (ill. 9.38,

9.40). ey were a result of a study of how these coloured surfaces could be perceived by a moving observer,
as a number of visual schemes and studies show (ill. 9.37). Such a careful approach to dynamic perception
was innovative and unique at the time. However, the attention was also given to a static passenger waiting
for the train to arrive. e same architectural elements were characterised by a series of details, which could
be perceived only at a small distance by “an eye looking for small discé¥drassxample, the very texture

of the travertine slabs is irregular, and the division between them re ected a relation to human scale, with a



narrower strip of stone at the eye-level height. Similarly, metal panels were perforated, and the ceramic mosaics
consisted of a series of small elements in di erent tonalities of the same colour. anks to this parallel attention,
the same elements were used to enhance both dynamic and static visual perception.

from mismanagement to the present-day

However, as the programme was ambitious and it included di erent elements, the design team was to face a
number of obstacles during the construction process. e most visible problems were caused by the limitations
and the availability of the materials. During one of the initial meetings, So tan was presented by the Ministry
with a rather restrictive list of no more than sixteen materials that could be used, which he commented saying,
“dear Minister, | am really sorry, but can we also design a station out of dried shite?” — which actually ended
the discussion and gave the group more freedom in design cléidesetheless, in the centrally planned
economy, availability remained a problem. e glass panels between the waiting areas and the platform hall were
impossible to be found in Poland, if one did not want the glass to deform grotesquely the re ections, so they
had to be brought from Czechoslovakia. e coloured tiles for the mosaics were initially to be commissioned
abroad, then they were to be produced by a factory in Poland — but eventually the pigment cost of around
ninety dollar®® proved to be too high and they were produced by yet another Polish manufacturer, who did
not respect all of the colour tones. As a result, So tan had to obtain a series of coloured lamps in order to bring
the mosaic colours out, as they should have app®aredighting equipment available was also insu cient,

hence the need to distribute lighting where it was most neBéladl.of these elements led to time delays, and

the last touches to the interiors were given on the eve of the opéhamgl, there was a call for the students of

the Academy to Il in the coloured ceramic tiles in order to nish them in tiiie.

e main problem of the railway station was, though, a thorough lack of maintenance, as has been pointed out
by many others, and the lack of attention to its details by the Polish National Railways company, which owns
the building. After the initial success (the design was awarded a Ministry award in 1964), after having hosted a
New Year’s Eve gat& and after having been a movie set a few tiitéise design was left to mismanagement.
Arbitrarily changed elements, the lack of attention to such everyday aspects as changing light bulbs, and the
wild appearance of posters made the station “sadder and sadder” for the désifpdag, after years of poor
maintenance, the main concept of the design is hardly visible. e increased number of kiosks at the central
platform, and opaque divisions between the old waiting rooms and the platform area, along with the removal
of lighting of the train tracks almost entirely erased the idea of an underground open and light space (ill. 9.42).
e importance given to the passengers’ perception has been nulli ed by the lack of attention given to the
mosaics: they are no longer illuminated, many are dirty, and they lack many pieces (ill. 9.41). In addition, many
perforated metal panels were removed from the columns, and there is little sign of the original furniture. e
carefully designed visual information based on colour is no longer present, whereas lettering in many cases
was replaced with the new company lettering style, which has no connection to the interior design, while the
“whispering speakers” system was replaced by a much smaller number of devices speaking at a louder volume.
Amongst the remnants of the past, there are only the original travertine wall cladding, the hanging rack system
with new lighting appliances, along with the mistreated mosaics. Because of all of these faults, the general
impression, the experience of the whole project that was most important for Sbdannot be seen: there is

no open-space, there is no attention to the perception of the passengers, and there is no attention to the details
of visual and audio information. In the present-day discussion, the future of the station balances between the
plans of expansion (as the small number of platforms slows down the rail tra c in the centre of Warsaw), which
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would potentially require demolition of the existing intefidiand attempts to attract attention to the value of
the space. Recently, a series of benches originating from So tan's design for the station were introduced within
the public space above as a part of a citizen proposal for the city’s planning (ift29.45).

In general, as in many cases of So tan’s designs, the interior of the station presents a sad remnant of what it
was earlier, although many can still see his hand in the intéfiaugh the work of his team and through
synthesis of di erent problems, the design of the station illustrates care for details, which was characteristic of
So tan’s designs. A similar attention to the details can be seen in the design of ‘Wenecja’ bar in Warsaw, where a
huge number of design drawings includes all custom furniture, use of the same materials inside and outside, as
well as the care of illuminatidf’. e care of details can be also clearly illustrated by a much later design of the
Mellon Bank interiors in Boston: a truly exquisite interior for around one million dollars, clad with expensive
materials, such as marble, mahogany, bronze, and ceiling mirrors. It included also sophisticated lighting and
recessed niches for artworks, the latter of which became a reason for So tan’s criticism of the management of
the space by his cliet. When he realised that the artworks purchased independently by the client did not
coincide with his artistic vision, he o ered free consultancy to change them and to avoid having “smorgasbord”
hung on the walfé2— which was not accepted by the clients. Whether it was an interior of a railway station, a
neighbourhood bar or a luxurious interior of bank o ces, the very relation between single elements, connected
to the main design ideas, coincides with the concept of going “from general to the particular and from the
particular to general”, as it was many times called for by So tan (Chapter 7). Many aspects of the problem,
seemingly resolved one by one, all contributed to the larger idea — a design attitude that some of his later
students remember from So tan's teaching and refer to as “the hand of God” é#tuaddition, in spite of

a number of gures who worked on di erent tasks, the design was uni ed by the main idea that kept all the
elements together as parts of the system: an attitude that was di cult to nd in Polish modern architecture of
the time.

Brussels EXPO — from breakthrough to breakdown

e connection between So tan’s theory and designs is also evident in the unbuilt design for the 1958 Polish
EXPO pavilion in Brussels. e pavilion follows the trend in Polish exposition design, which clearly linked it to
modern architecture ideas and forms, even in the age of socialist realism propaganda. As one of his colleagues
claimed, exhibition design in general was “probably the only isolated islet in the pond of socialist'f¢alism”.

is apparent freedom of exhibition design from politics was however tactical, because contrary to other elds,
exhibitions had to be brought abroad and it was necessary to adapt their visual aspects to the canons beyond
the sphere of in uence of the USSR. As fair and exposition pavilions had to engage with a public who were
not acquainted with socialist realism ideas, it was impossible for them to blindly follow that path. Instead,

it was accepted by the authorities that such architecture should include the much resented ‘foreign” modern
aesthetic$?®

Such an attitude enabled architects to follow modern ideas in exhibition design, and thanks to So tan’s contacts
with fellow former prisoners from the Murnau camp in the Polish Foreign Trade Chamber responsible for
international fairs and expositiot¥$,he was commissioned to design several. He worked for example on
exhibitions ‘Children in Poland’ (1949-1950) and ‘How do Polish workers live’ (1951), as well as on pavilions
for fairs, including the Polish pavilion for the World Fair in Paris (1953). e design of a typical exhibition
pavilion ‘Tropik’ for warm countries (developed with a team from the Workshops) was a successful proposal,
which was implemented several times: in Damascus (1955-1958), New Delhi (1955), and Zagreb (1956-
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1957)1?" ese designs were also well received in Poland — at least they were appreciated in the retrospective
analysis after the decline of socialist realism: “at the international level Polish architects create works entirely
free of eclecticism. ey are exhibition pavilions for international fairs and events showing bold and modern
ideas of spatial organisation, construction, form, and coléiir&asy to transport and to assemble, simple,
adaptable, and visually attractive, ‘Tropik’ was a prelude to the work on the competition entry for the Polish
EXPO pavilion, where the building itself was not only functional, but also it was treated as an exhibit — a piece
of architecture that was a true breakthrough in the communist Poland.

competition for the EXPO pavilion

e 1958 EXPO was the rst major international fair organised after the Second World War, and the event
attracted attention all around the world with around two hundred participating countries. e exhibition,
gathering both Western countries and the communist bloc, was an opportunity for a ‘peaceful coexistence’,
a course in international relations from the mid-1950s. It attracted well-known architects, and it was an
opportunity to express new ideas: such as the Atomium and Le Corbusier’s and Xenakis’ design for the Philips
Pavilion, “the Electronic Poem” with Edgard Varése's music composed specially for the fair. At the same time,
the Soviet Union abandoned the socialist realism attitude, and aimed to propose a modern and technologically
advanced paviliol? Following their lead, the initial attitude of the Polish authorities was grand: they petitioned

the organisers to change the land plot for the pavilion. Instead of the original 3,000 square metres, they asked
for 15,000 and eventually they were granted 10,000 square metres — with an interesting position next to the
main axis of the EXPO area, next to Finnish and Norwegian pavilions (ill. $46)1956, a competition was
organised by the Polish Saociety of Architects to select the design, gathering one hundred and two proposals,
and So tan’s teafrom the Workshops was awarded a special mention, along with indication for reafi&ation.

e design of the pavilion followed three main ideas: respect of the natural landscape of the site, a complete
experience thanks to audio-visual elements, and structural simplicity. e main layout enabled the vast area
to remain mostly untouched by the pavilion construction: it refused a traditional concept of a box, following
on the experience of ‘Tropik’ with a limited number of vertical divisions. ere were almost no walls, and the
pavilion itself proposed itself as a fragment of the park. Polish newspapers approached this idea as an absolute
revelation: “I have seen something that has not yet existed. At least here, in our reality [...]. e best feature of
the design of the Polish pavilion for the Brussels exposition is the fact that it will not be following our well-
established schemes. It will be simply... a garden, a garden with eXfil8tstan underlined that the existing

park would be almost untouched: grass and shrubberies would be kept at the ground level, and the roof would
have openings for bigger trees. It would create therefore a free exhibition space with display boxes positioned
between the trees, along the lawns, and standing on the grass (ill. 9.49, 9.50). e idea of a pavilion as a volume
was rejected, and the di erence between the interior and the exterior was dissolved.

In addition, the proposal foresaw a very important role of artists in the work on the pavilion, which was

to guarantee an integral audio-visual experience for the visitors. e main idea consisted again of including
artists from the very beginning of the design process, due to the “basic correspondence of creative processes
in di erent artistic and scienti c disciplines®? Similarly to other designs, their close collaboration was to
guarantee integrity and unity of the design. When presenting it in Otterlo, So tan called the design in fact a
“plastic achievement”, referring to the visual values of the pa¥liermain wall of the pavilion, a division

from the plots occupied by the Finnish and Norwegian ones, was to be a gigantic, one-hundred-metre-long
graphic element. e exterior side was to include Fangor’s artworks as a visual and abstract interpretation

of complex mathematical functions (ill. 9.52), while the interior side was to illustrate a narrative of the last
twenty years of Polish history through a composition of selected and enlarged children’s drawings (ill. 9.51),



originals of which were to be also exhibited in one of the disfffagsmportance of the pictorial wall was

to be underlined by illumination: static inside and moving outside. In addition to these pictorial elements, the
pavilion would include an entirely innovative and complex audio-visual experience. Following the concept of
the exposition, a series of projections was to complete the exhibits: they were to illustrate the history behind
the exhibits, referring for example to the authors. Four hanging screens were showcasing these projections and
music composed specially for this occasion by Stanis aw Skrowaczewski, which were to be seen and heard from
each spot in the entire pavilion (ill. 9.53). Following a very close collaboration with the composer, the music
was to be “a sum of impressions of the surrounding space”, and it was to be inspired by the most elementary,
the simplest Polish folk music (looking for the origins and the “grassroots” of Polish ctitivte¥ic was then
considered as an integral part of the whole exhibition, and not as an “added¥ahaKing So tan's team
proposal close conceptually to the Philips Pavilion, and making it a precedent to the later Warsaw Midtown
railway station.

In spite of such an ambitious programme, the design of the pavilion was simple. When So tan presented it in
Otterlo, he underlined its structural clarity, functionality, and exibility. e construction was thought to use

only iron and concrete core, steel braces, and sphericaljbiatsiost advanced part of it was the roof across

the entire pavilion, which followed the tradition of truss constructions erected and idealised by Buckminster
Fuller, Le Ricolais, and Pierluigi Nervi. Designed by Tomaszewski, its advantage was to improve the static
response to existing charg&dt was supported by the pictorial wall on one side, and by three punctual truss
pillars on the other side. e rest of the pavilion construction was simple, and it included a series of uplifted
decks and terraces, which were completing park lawns and a stage at the ground level as the exhibition itinerary,
with di erent exhibition sections cohabiting within the same space. Visitors were to move freely between the
exhibits and the trees, under the great truss roof structure, facing the interior side of the pictorial wall. is
organisation was maintained in the following and more detailed version of the design completed between
December 1956 and January 1957. Whereas there were some minor changes, as the length of the pictorial
wall, the V-shaped form of the supports of the roof structure, the number of projection screens reduced to
three, the position of the stage, and the removal of an additional exterior terrace for a cafeteria, the concept of
the pavilion remained unchanged. e roof plan included the detailed position of openings for the trees, the
hanging screens were much more detailed, and So tan mentioned a very complex work on the music together
with SkrowaczewsKkf?

between politics and economy

Nonetheless, only a couple of months later, in February of 1957, the o cial position on the Polish participation
in the 1958 EXPO changed. Press reported that the budget for the building of the pavilion was cut to one third
of the initial amount, as the authorities realised that Poland could not a ord the initial exjjeesgecision

was motivated ideologically, claiming, “we cannot go out to the world with gigantomaniac construction of
pavilions™*? As a result, the design team had to reorganise entirely the proposal, coming up with a much
reduced, rectangular, and linear version of the pavilion (ill. 9.58). It kept some of the initial elements, as the
roof structure model and uplifted decks, but there were no openings for the trees, no long pictorial wall, and
the presence of audio-visual materials was much reduced. e pavilion also lost most of its open character, and
it was much closer to a ‘box scheme’. It became a reduced version of an innovative idea, losing therefore most
of its original clarity and strength. Finally, because of intense discussion in Poland on the feasibility of the
design and due to the lack of support for the project by the authorities, it was decided that Poland was not to
participate in the expositiotf3 A vibrant press discussion on the design was fuelled by claims by the authors
of one of the rst-prize-awarded designs that the Workshops’ design lacked “structural realism”, and that it



was too elaborate and poetic in its expression, criticising especially the pictoril evidkter idea, that

exhibition design should not relate to emotions, was considered by So tan as absurd and contrary with his very
de nition of architecture based on beauty (Chapter 6). As a response to the structural criticism, the design team
built a model of a fragment of the roof in Warsaw in order to show that it was founded on existing structural
models. Whereas it ended the discussion on structural feasibility, the question of the cost remained and it led
to the abandonment of the project. Contrary to Polish scepticism, the design raised interest in some Western
countries (for example the design was published in France, Germany, and in the United States), pointing to its
value, originality, and innovatidrfr

Similarly, those who worked on the design agreed in unison that it was extraordinary. Krzysztof Meisner
claimed, “it was promising a worldwide revelatighWiktor Gessler added, “if the Polish Pavilion for the

EXPO was to be built in its original version, it would have won the golden m&dais.tan himself admitted

that they wanted it to be “a pavilion of the second half of the twentieth ceritityis de nitely true that even

more than in the case of ‘Tropik’ typical pavilion, the 1958 Polish EXPO pavilion was considered as an exhibit
itself. It focussed on presenting an idea and not on presenting a product, as it was common at that time. It was
an idea, which was not limited to Poland’s culture and history, but it was a commentary to a much larger reality
of human civilisation and its changes during the last century — the design itself was a true theoretical statement,
relating closely to So tan’s vision of modernity.

Sochaczew — a crusade to build a church

In addition to the previous designs, So tan was also passionately involved in religious architecture — a branch
which strangely could develop in communist Poland. e fragile relationship between the communist authorities
and the Catholic Church could be exempli ed by the plan of the new district of Krakow — Nowa Huta —
designed under the socialist realism propaganda in 1949, and planned for the “perfect and new” society of
communist Poland, renouncing to include a church as part of the master plan. Regardless, the local population
was trying to undermine the initial plan and to organise religious o ces in the district. e impasse resulted

in riots, organisation of open-air holy masses, and eventually, opening of a church if{ tiggd, with the

end of the most rigid period of the Stalinist propaganda around 1955-1956, it was possible for the church in
Poland to develop, even if the authorities were still hostile towatd#sdonsequently, So tan and his team

from the Workshops patrticipated in 1957 in two competitions, the rst one for the very church of the district

of Nowa Huta, and the second one for a church in Sochaczew, a town near \Wamssewvere not the only
architectural competitions for churches organised in the communist Poland, as actually a number of modern
churches were built throughout the country and church architecture was quite B¥oli c.

In a commentary to architecture of Polish modern religious build®dgSp tan points, however, to the
guestionable value of many of these designs. According to him, given their quantitative relevance in Polish
architecture, they should also stand for good quality, whereas many designs are, according to him, “beyond
visual capabilities and sensibilities of their authors and cliéhtsstead, he criticises the super ciality of
building churches higher and higher, and he condemns excessive decoration and wealth of religious architecture
as repugnant and shameful, pointing to the contrast with the humbleness of the rst churches. Instead of



the grandeur of the highest possible church, he praises the “warm smallness” of a religious space. ese very
ideas, expressed as late as in the 1990s, explain perfectly the designs by Sotan and his teams of the two
churches from thirty years earlier. ey are deeply inscribed in So tan’s vision of modernity, in his interest in

the beginnings of cultures, and in the concept of “grassroots architecture”. Applied to religious architecture,
these ideas point mostly to early Christian architecture and on how the rst Christians were rifféedsey.

simple and humble spaces, in So tan’s opinion, can give intimacy and the feeling of sacrum, which lies at the
foundations of a religious building. Similarly, they correspond to So tan’s teaching in the late 1970s at Harvard
when in his design studios, he gave as one design assignment a “space of spiritual retreat”, and when in the
seminar ‘Grassroots of Contemporary Architecture’ he referred to the common ground and overlapping of the
beginnings of cultures (Chapter 8), pointing to the correspondence between his design, teaching, and theory.

the church for Sochaczew

e design for a parish church in Sochacz&Willustrates perfectly these ideas, and is one of So tan's preferred
designs®’ It is the most detailed church design by So tan and his té&mg)ning rst prize in a competition

in 1957, modi ed in early 1958?° and then abandoned later the same year. It was blocked by the head of the
Catholic Church, the Primate of Poland Stefan Wyszy ski, and the following events became a true thorn in
So tan’s side. e design was taken away from the authors in spite of being accepted beforehand by the religious
authorities and by the governméfft,and the actual commission was given to Mieczys aw Gliszczy ski,
another architect who developed a proposal, which was strikingly similar to the one by So tan’'s team (ill. 9.68 to
9.70). roughout the years, So tan came back to these events with bitterness admitting, “I am not supporting
taking away a design [...] from the authors so that others could do the same. It is a rather ethical and not an
architectural problem. | cannot understand here the client and a colleague — the new author — accepting to
take the task in these circumstances and continuing in this Spire”high hopes he had for this design,

along with his deeply religious and ethical character, explain his feelings of deceit and frustration with the
development of this design, sentiments underlined also by his friends and ré&fathietater exchange with

the Vatican and attempts to participate in a design in the Holy Land point likewise to how much the matter
was important to hinis?

Sochaczew church shows So tan’s interest in landscaping and perception, but it also illustrates his views on
architecture of a sacred space, connected to the in uences of Le Corbusier and to the importance of visual
art1%4 e site of the building lies over the slope of the Bzura River valley, next to an important road axis — at the
time the main connection between the cities of Warsaw and 6d . e relation to the site and the perception of

the building were amongst constantly present design elements in both versions, from 1957 and 1958. Similarly
to Warsaw Midtown, the design was sensitive towards di erent aspects of perception: both by the cars travellers
moving along the nearby road axis, and by the participants of the religious ceremonies that could take place
around the church. e South elevation facing the road was free of detailing and it created a vast surface as
a visual background to the bell tower standing between the road and the main building. e design included
also an arti cially recessed area between the main building and the road, which was to diminish the visual and
acoustic impact of the tra ¢ on the area surrounding the church, to guarantee safety to those walking around
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the church, and to clear the view of the church from the road. At the same time, the recessed area gave more
monumentality to the building, creating a basement on which the church would stand. A landscaping approach
similar to ‘Warszawianka’ is visible in the West elevation of the building facing the river valley, underneath
which there was a series of ramps along the natural slopes culminating with an open-air altar for massive
celebrations.

When describing the design, So tan points to simplicity, humbleness, and essentiality of the church, relating to

early Christian architecture as a source of inspiration for a place of re ection, which was visible since the rst

version of the design. anks to the form of the ceiling — two symmetrical vaults — and thanks to the use of 9
lapidary materials — mainly limestone bricks and concrete for walls and vaults (ill. 9.59), and terrazzo for oor
cladding — raw simplicity of the space was evident. It helped to create a feeling of a cave or catacombs inside
the church, relating closely to the “grassroots” aspect of religious architecture. In addition, the interior was to be
shaped by the light, illuminating mostly the altar area and with no direct light on the benches where the faithful
were to be gathered. With the focus on the altar, and with the light coming from the crack under the roof — as
happens in the Ronchamp chapel by Le Corbusier — the space would have been charged with spirituality. e
rough materials and a limited number of decorations attracted attention to what is immaterial: the light and
the Corbusian “ine able space” praised by So tan. For the same reason, the latter insisted on the division of the
space for the faithful into the main nave, lateral nave, and matronaeum. rough such a division, he wanted to
avoid crowds, which would make gestures and liturgy lose their meaning: an opinion he professed also much 5
later in 1990. e strength of his concept of a sacred space lies in integrity and in consequence, with which he

approaches these themes: the very same elements (rough materials, vaults, lighting, and space division) were

proposed in the design for a church in Nowa Huta by So tan, in addition to be present in his writings from the

1990s'*> Moreover, the church of Sochaczew included a number of details present in Le Corbusier’s designs for

the Ronchamp chapel and of the La Tourette convent, two designs which remained for So tan a reference point

when speaking about religious architecture even year¥i&eme elements, as the light crack under the roof

along the perimeter of the walls and di erent skylights at the matronaeum level make clear reference to these

two designg®’ Similarly, rain gutters and the very idea of an exterior altar can be associated with Ronchamp

(ill. 9.63, 9.64).

In spite of these similarities, the church in Sochaczew cannot be considered as a simple inspiration by Le
Corbusier’s architecture. So tan wholeheartedly shared Le Corbusier’s interest in early Christian architecture:
they followed the same cultural schemes and they shared the same ideas, and therefore the church in Sochaczew
was not a blind attempt to design following master’s footsteps formally. On the contrary, it shows a profound

re ection on Corbusian architecture and adds to it. A very important element in the design for Sochaczew
was the presence of carefully studied visual art content. Following So tan's idea of juxtaposition of similar
beginnings of “grassroots architecture” and modern art, the design aspires to create a uni ed vision including
both disciplines. Visual artists were part of the team, they participated in discussions on the design, so the
decisions on colours, materials, and the polychrome paintings were an integral part of the design aimed to
strengthen the feeling of the “ine able space”.

a project lost 8

Eventually however, the project was rejected by the religious authorities. In a letter to So tan from the bishop’s
0 ce, he was informed that he was refused the consent to proceed with the construction because of “the lack
of sacred character” and “a certain anxiety of the West elevation due to the strong d¥isioiche in the

South elevation, the vertical accent in front of the church, the chapel at the upper level, and details of the roof
design and rainwater drainage were all criticised — even if the design was accepted beforehand. In addition,
according to the Primate Wyszy ski, the building would be “unsuitable for construction”, as it would be too
costly for conservation, it would not respect the context, and it would have “too many signs of construction-
o-cracy™® When the design task was handed over to Gliszczy ski, he most probably worked with these
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comments simply modifying So tan’s design. In fact, the present-day church responds well to the criticism sent
to So tan in 1958: there are no rough materials and the fagade is coloured, the roof is pitched and symmetrical,
di erently from the original design, and there is no matronaeum at the upper level inside. In addition, another
tower was added to the church: as if it was an ironic gesture to contrast So tan’s criticism of building a church
the highest possible. Nonetheless, the main plan layout of the building and of the main liturgical space, the
idea of a recessed area between the church and the street, the position of windows (including the presence of a
long window under the roof and of a larger window illuminating the altar), and the presence of visual elements
outside — they all point to elements present in So tan’'s design.

Today, the church in Sochaczew stands as a faraway remnant of So tan's idea of sacred space. Trans gured by
the work of another architect and by the lack of the original author’'s rm belief in the concept, there is almost
nothing left from the initial design in the existing building. ere is no atmosphere of an early Christian
meeting place, let alone of the “ine able space”. Nonetheless, the unbuilt design from 1958 illustrates well
how much So tan’s beliefs remained clearly de ned over the years. It shows how much So tan's work was close
to Le Corbusier’s designs: without copying them, but re-interpreting them following So tan's own vision of
sacred space. e continuity of this thought may be seen in a continued design exercise — un nished at the
time of So tan's death — a theoretical design of a chiit¢te was working on it from the early 1950s until

the early 2000s, and even if it was a conceptual work, it meant a great deal to him, and he put much e ort into
these studies since the 19904ts nal version was a small, simple, and intimate meditation space, which —
again — would use concrete and rough materials, carefully planned natural lighting, and visual arts elements to
contribute to the sacred dimension of the sp&ce.result was a sculptural design of simple prisms cut out

from the base rectangle, which formed a proportioned volume re-interpreting So tan’s continuous beliefs in
the true meaning of a sacred space. anks to the use of green roofs and planting, the design made a church
much closer to a sanctuary cut out from rock, as a reminiscence of the early Christian churches (ill. 9.76). us,
together with the church designs from the late 1950s — it emphasized the bridge between So tan’s ideas and
work.

oasis of modernism

rough the analysis of these works, it seems clear that So tan tried to bring as much as possible of modernist
architecture to Poland, adding to it his own values linked to the importance of art, landscape, and poetics.
rough his designs, he brought Polish architecture closer to the West. Of course, it meant that he paid a price.
After he left for the United States, he was criticised for having betrayed the socialist country, for having left for
the American capitalist pandemonium. Such an attitude is remembered by one of his colleagues from the Fine
Arts Academy in Warsaw: “he was considered an ideological error, and the members of the party were speaking
that he betrayed [the country]™ Jacek Dami cki, his former student, claims moreover that there was jealousy

of his success abroad, and therefore his work may have somehow been misjudged batle meglect of

So tan’'s work, therefore, and the lack of attention to his successes and creations, came thus from political and
ideological reasons. As he left Poland, his work was misjudged, and only with time, did it regain attention.

Nonetheless, in a recent interesting commentary on Polish architecture, one reads that his work was a
“remarkable statement that indicated both East and West” with his architecture and teaching claimed to be
“an attempt to rediscover the moral roots of socialism under the debris of Stalinism, its vulgar materialism and
empty propaganda” referring to his social ideas in architecture and his belief that the gure of an architect

has a duty to society, following the idea of noblesse oblige. His beliefs in the social values of architecture on the
one hand, and the complete refusal of Stalinist propaganda, dogmas and empty rhetoric on the other seem to
put him in a position that — arguably — could have been understood only by those who were living di erent
realities “between East and We&¥'.



ill.9.72,9.73,9.74, and 9.75 - examples of sketches for the design of a theoretical church showing continuity of So tan’s interest in rough surfaces

and in the use of artwork in religious designs; green elements point to roofs covered by grass or other plants; various elevation drawings point to the

importance So tan gave to this design

ill. 9.76 - sketch of the design of a theoretical church, a concrete volume with green roofs with grass and climbing plants making the church look like a ill. 9.77,9.78,9.79, 9.80, 9.81, and 9.82 - elevations, sections, and rst oor plan of a theoretical church showing continuity in the earlier freehand
piece of an overgrown rock, alluding to the character of a sanctuary as a cave or catacombs (relating to the “grassroots” of religious architecture) drawings; drawings dated from 2001 make this arguably one of the nal designs Jerzy So tan was working on
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Undeniably, the most important role was the one of the Workshops: a place that marked its position in Polish
modern architecture, not only by its quality production, but also as an opening towards the West. Gessler, the
chief of the Workshops summarises it recalling, “there was a door to a di erent world, there was a place for
so many unknown issues, and there wasAthens Charter, Team 10, modernism. Symmetry could be called
there the ‘geometry of idiots’, and the Palace of Culture and Science, ‘a horrid nightmare of a confectioner who
dreams that he became an archité¢t®Many amongst So tan’'s collaborators recall that they met there for the

rst time the ideas of CIAM and Team 10, and they had a better understanding of Le Corbiisagiks to

So tan, both the Academy and the Artistic and Research Workshops had vivid contacts with Western Europe.

e Workshops'’ secretary recalls that sta and students were going abroad for longer or shorter stays to gain
new perspective and that afterwa