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The matter of giving full credit to all those
who built the buildings that I describe in this
book is more complicated. Architecture requires
extensive participation and close teamwork
among individuals with many different skills
and talents. The design team is likely to include
a principal of the firm who may or may not
also be the principal designer, project architects
who translate the design intentions into
detailed construction documents; structural,
mechanical, and electrical engineering consul-
tants; interior architects; landscape architects;
a collaborating firm with particular expertise in
local construction practices; the general con-
tractor and many subcontractors under his or
her supervision who must transform the marks
of the designers into physical form. However,
because the inclusion of all those would create
burdensome detail, I have generally credited
only the name of the principal architectural
firm, not specific designers or project teams
within the office, nor cooperating architects,
engineers, or contractors. But this is by no
nieans meant to diminish their roles. The mak-
ing of architecture is a highly collaborative art.




INTRODUCTION

This book is written for evervone who cares
enough about architecture to want to think
about it, and for anvone who has never
thought much about architecture who may be
ready to start seeing it.

In the United States, many more buildings
have been constructed in the last fifty vears
than in all our prior history. We find architec-
ture fascinating, we make architects heroes,
and we feature buildings in newspaper head-
lines and museum exhibits. Yet our downtowns
are filled with ugliness, our neighborhoods dull,
our countryvsides ravaged. Do we lack confi-
dence that architecture really counts?

This book presents a framework that helps
the reader look at contemporary architecture
with the categories helping to organize what is
seen and the examples serving as surrogates for
related buildings. My reason for writing this
book is to help people care—to be better able
to enjoy, understand, and critique architecture.
The last fifty vears, occupving what one his-
torian has called “‘the limbo of the all-too-
familiar and the not-quite-historical,” requires
greater awareness, closer observation, and
more searching evaluation. I've tried to be
evenhanded and dispassionate in my selection
and discussion of buildings, hoping to free the
observer to form independent opinions—but I
have put my own Top Ten in the Postscript.

Buildings tell who we are—theyv reflect social
and societal ideals, law, technology, economics,
and practical necessity as well as aesthetic
tastes. As Louis Sullivan wrote in Kindergarten
Chats: "'1f for the word ‘stvle” we substitute the
word ‘civilization,” we make at once a pro-
nounced stride in advance toward an intelligent
understanding of the ‘values” of the historical
monuments of architecture.”

It’s been estimated that our increasingly
complex society requires some 270 distinct
tvpes of buildings, including such intriguing
examples as the airport terminal, public garage,
convention center, fast-food stand, and sports
stadium. I've covered only the main building
tvpes, taking a slice from each to build the storv
of American architecture in the second half of
the twentieth centurv. For dwelling places—
whether single-family or multi-family—I've
focused on the not always identical goals of ar-
chitect and client. For government buildings, on
the expression of power and tradition. For art
museums and religious buildings, I've high-
lighted the connection between the space the
architect designs and the experience the visitor
enjoys. I've viewed schools and campuses as re-
flections of the rapid changes that have swept
over our society in the past half-century. I've
found tall office buildings to be revealing testi-
mony to construction technologv. The rapid













HOUSES

g here was something electric in the air, a
particular sort of excitement that comes
from the sound of hammers and saws

after thev have been silent too long,”” chronicled

Esther McCov, an astute observer of the post-

war architectural scene. Indeed, architecture

did seem to be headed on a new course. The De-

pression and war vears had accumulated an

enormous pent-up need for housing. Exciting
possibilities arose for applving wartime 1m-
provements in production methods, plastics,
steel, resins, and processed wood products.

Many were stirred by the Modernist visions of

Bauhaus leaders who had settled in America at

the beginning of the war: ““Together let us

conceive and create the new building of the fu-
ture . . .”” declared their founding manifesto,
imagining a unitv of all the arts "“which will
rise one dayv towards heaven from the hands of

a million workers like the cryvstal svmbol of a

new faith.”” Many viewed the private house as

a laboratory for innovative design, expecting

that solutions for the design problems of the in-

dividual house would have positive repercus-

sions for the well-being of societv at large. “A

brand new set of answers were readv for the

question that architecture asks of every age,”

McCoy reported.

Mass home ownership, a dream fulfilled in
postwar America, was encouraged bv federal
tax incentives and affordable land along an ex-
panding highway svstem. To a significant ex-
tent it was due to the housing developer, whose
expertise in cost control, construction efficien-
cies, finance, and marketing could satisfv the

family in a hurry, the would-be homeowner
who needs a big mortgage, and the one who
defers to the taste of the Joneses.

But it i1s the architect who can respond with
originality to the particular and the individ-
ual—a special site, an mtimate relationship
with the out-of-doors, functional living, flexi-
bilitv, freshness. Though there may be rela-
tivelv few clients for an architect’s services,
they are usually sufficiently well educated, self-
confident, and individualistic to believe that
““architecture’” is more than mere “‘building.”
And these clients have fueled the furnace of ar-
chitectural thinking through the convulsive
changes and rapidlv shifting values of the past
half-century.

ARCHITECT AND CLIENT

Both client and architect plav for high stakes
in the design of a house. The effort requires an
intense collaboration between two parties
whose differing ambitions and anticipations
may pull them in opposite directions. The
homeowner seeks affordability, comfort, con-
venience, as well as intangible qualities that re-
spond to spiritual needs even as they signal the
family’s status. The architect must also make a
living, gain recognition, get future work, and
pursue new ideas no matter where thev mav
lead. Bearing down on the innumerable prob-
lems, constraints, and opportunities of the
project, architect and client wrestle with funda-
mental issues relating to possibilitv and practi-
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cality, innovation and satisfaction, ego and
habitation.

In the battle between “Traditional” and
“Modern”’ that raged during the forties and fif-
ties, the architect stood as a heroic, if sometimes
intransigent figure—the noble protagonist of
Ayn Rand’s popular novel The Fountainhead, the
face on the cover of Time or Life, a big draw to
museums. The architect was the bold conceptu-
alizer who imagined family life in the new tech-
nological age, who designed dwellings that bore
no resemblance to any built before. Land and
building costs were relatively modest postwar
for ten or fifteen years, leaving the architect
plentyv of scope to experiment with ““starter”
houses as small as two thousand square feet or
less. A high proportion of architect-designed
houses were built in California, where a young,
new population enjoved freedom from tradi-
tion, a soft climate, casual attitudes, and the
freedom of the road.

At times innovation led client and architect
into troubled waters. The venturesome Dr.
Edith Farnsworth was so angered by Ludwig
Mies van der Rohe’s behavior, so discomforted
by the lack of privacy and heat control in her
all-glass house and annoyed by cost overruns
from the architect’s insistence on expensive de-
tailing and exquisite finishes, that she sued
him. Notwithstanding the client’s dissatisfac-
tion, the house became an icon of modernism
and an mspiration for generations to come.

Charismatic as he was, Frank Llovd Wright
also insisted on having his way, although he
was more adept at making clients feel good
about it. Writing in his book The Natural House
(1954), he allowed that the architect had to ac-
cede to the client’s needs only insofar as they
“manifest intelligence instead of mere personal
idiosynerasy.” Wright’s implacable commit-
ment to a hexagonal module, which he viewed
as a possible prototype for industrialized hous-
ing, caused great distress to the Hanna family,

who protested the “‘procrustean’” dimensions of
rooms and hallways in their Wright-designed
house. In the end, the clients forgave the archi-
tect for intransigence, added costs, and trouble-
some delays, praising the “subtle but true
relations of form and purpose, of site and
dwelling,”” and for the revelation “’that beauty
is a way of living rather than ‘pictures to hang
»ufi;on awall.””

Modern architecture’s increasing diversity in
the sixties paralleled that of the visual arts,
which were then breaking out into Pop, Op,
Minimal, Process, Earth, and Conceptual. Lead-
ership in architectural education shifted from
Cambridge, Massachusetts, and Chicago, heav-
ily influenced by the Bauhaus, to the more per-
missive atmospheres of Princeton, Philadelphia,
and New Haven, and beyond, to Texas, the Mid-
west, and the West Coast. Rising educational
levels, working wives, and widening cracks in
family structure shaped new visions of the
family home, and rising costs put the architect-
designed house out of reach of all but the truly
affluent.

The high-flying sixties sagged back to earth in
the seventies, when the celebration of the na-
tion’s Bicentennial was dimmed by economic
instability and diminishing expectations. ““Con-
fidence in traditional values and mstitutions
went into the trash compactor,”” chronicled The
Economist, describing the worry, mtrospection,
and conservatism that marked the “Me Decade.”

A freer exchange of ideas and a more liberal
give-and-take characterized the architect-client
relationship in these vears. Less authoritative,
more collaborative, the architect led the client
to imagine larger, more spirited, and definitely
more eccentric houses. ““The clients I get along
with best, feel the happiest about, are the ones
who have very much their own sense of what
they want, and maintain their own veto power,
and tell me no when thev don’t like some-
thing or want something different,”” explained
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Charles W. Moore. "He wasn't afraid to let me
design my own house,”” boasted one strong-
willed home owner. "He gave me infinite op-
tions—'if vou do this, this will happen’—and
allo}x'ed me to erase whatever I wanted.” Of
course, there is also the loval patronage of fam-
ilv and friends, which has alwavs given the ar-
chitect unusual freedom to pursue unexplored
territory.

In the eighties and nineties, people worried
about broadening divisions in American society
and declining personal and political morality.
The architect struggled with designs for afford-
able housing, achieving closer harmony with
the environment, and nontraditional family
life. Most collaborations revolved around limits
and restraints, such as those described in Tracy
Kidder’'s House (1985), which chronicles the
practical concerns of an earnest voung profes-
sional couple and the modest ambitions of ar-
chitect William Rawn in creating a house that
reflects sensitivity to the environment, the
changing role of wwomen, and the obligations of
family, profession, and community. It bestows
the understanding that good design is uplifting.

Some architects achieved celebrity status as
servants to clients whose ambitions for trophv
architecture added entirely new perspectives to
architect-client collaboration. “The aesthetic
shape that the house took was almost entirelv
in his hands,” said client Suzanne Frank of ar-
chitect Peter Eisenman’s design for her country
home. His was an insistently antifunctional
venture into architectural theory that deferred
to the client’s expectations of practicality only
to the extent that thev didn't interfere with the

“’abstract principles that he cherished.”” Charles
Gwathmey expected his clients to consider
themselves fortunate to be ““part of the process
of making the history of architecture.”” Eric
Owen Moss's aggressive designs were intended
to challenge the clients, to confront them with
issues that drove them from complacency.

Of course, the ambitious, deep-pocketed cli-
ent has alwavs expected the architect to gratifv
his or her ego. “’I wanted to build a space where
a man and woman could live together in a per-
fect arrangement, a place vou could have grand
parties, an indoor pool and the greatest bath-
room in the world,” one client told Frank
Gehry, giving the architect unlimited freedom.
“I've paid Frank whatever he’s billed and told
him to push the envelope.” From the plain to
the pretentious, the house mirrors client, archi-
tect, and culture. To contemplate such houses—
better vet, to see and experience them—engages
one in the making of architecture itself.

In the sense of belonging to the second half
of the tiventieth century, all dwellings are alike
in being modern. But the term ““modern’ is im-
precise, ambiguous, and highly charged with
polemic. It does little to explain how they are
different. In fact, one can follow three roads to
modernity, overlapping in the work of some ar-
chitects, far apart in others. The tendencv to
abstraction is motivated by the desire to find ra-
tional, simple, and universal solutions. Another
approach, that taken bv the expressionist, is
highly personal, emphasizing sensation and
mood. A third route, the traditional, mayv bear
features of either or both, and something from
historv as well.
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TECHNOLOGICAL

“““F~he problem of the house is a problem of
the epoch,” wrote Le Corbusier, a pro-
foundly influential Franco-Swiss Modernist
who championed abstraction In painting,
sculpture, and architecture. Aiming for a total
break with the past, Modernists vowed to strip
architecture of
“’stvle,” totally reinventing and rationalizing it
in terms of function. “When a thing responds
to need, it is beautiful,”” Le Corbusier insisted.

The machine-age aesthetic was seeded in

of everv obsolete vestige

America in the early thirties bv a Museum of
Modern Art exhibit and book, The International
Style (1932), by Henrv-Russell Hitchcock and
Philip Johnson. The polemic provided instant
fame for buildings produced under the influ-
ence of the Bauhaus, a visionary, multidiscipli-
nary school that had pioneered modern design
in Germany and elsewhere in Europe. In houses
by an architect such as Richard Neutra, America
saw demonstrations of this new architecture, no
longer characterized by mass, weight bearing
down on the earth, but, rather, by the volume
of space, enclosed by smooth planes, sitting
lightly on the ground. The new mode searched
for radical innovation, ideal form, technically
perfect industrialized materials, a refined sys-
tem of proportion, and elimination of orna-
ment as such.

But a broad commitment to the Modernist
aesthetic flourished in America only after the
Nazis closed the Bauhaus and certain of its
key

here—Mies van der Rohe, for one. Head of

figures took up teaching and practice

the Hlinois Institute of Technology in Chicago,
Mies argued that modern technology, as both
shaper and symbol of our epoch, established a

6

historical movement m its own right, such as
Classic or Gothic architecture were in historic
times. “‘Technology 1s far more than a
method,” Mies instructed a graduating class in
1950. “It 1s a world in 1tself . . . whenever tech-
nology reaches its real fulfillment, it transcends
into architecture.” The masterv of technology,
Mies held, leads the architect into “‘the highest
sphere of spiritual existence, into the realm of
pure art.”

Planned as early as 1946 but completed only
m 1950, the Farnsworth house (figures 1, 2),
on the outskirts of Chicago, exalts leanness,
high finish, precise detail and proportion, and
tight control of every design aspect. Rising
from a podium on only four pairs of spare steel
columns, the house’s form is strictly derived
from structure and is an insistent polemic on
Mies’s ambition to create “maximum effect
with mimimum means.”” Aloof from the natural
site—on rather than of the landscape—it con-
sists of a single glass-enclosed space around a
central service core containing bath, kitchen,
and storage. The “free plan” was intended to
permit different spatial arrangements by recon-
figuring movable furniture or dividers.

Influenced by Mies, Philip Johnson’s own
bachelor home (1949) in New Canaan, Con-
necticut, is also a glass-enclosed rectangular
volume, but it sits squarely on the ground and
has operable sash windows. This closeness to
nature as well as the nod to practicality made
the dwelling a useful point of departure for ar-
chitects in America. (Now owned by the Na-
tional Trust for Historic Preservation, the house
is open to the public.) Variations on the Miesian
theme could be seen in many homes designed

fvww.ebook3000.con)
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by architects for themselves: George Matsu-
moto’s 1954 home in Raleigh, North Carolina,
had glass window walls alternating with pla-
nar wood sheathing to increase the flexibility
and privacy of interior spaces; Charles M.
Goodman’s 1955 home in Alexandria, Virginia,
was raised in height for greater presence and
better natural lighting.

California was home to a number of proto-
tvpe steel-and-glass dwellings, mainly under
the sponsorship of the journal Art and Architec-
ture. One highly attention-getting, if not widely
copied, demonstration of steel framing was
Charles Eames’s for his own home in Los
Angeles in 1949. Eames selected off-the-shelf
industrial parts, such as steel bar joists and sash
windows, from a hardware catalog but, having
changed his mind about the orientation of the
dwelling, was able to improvise a new config-
uration with almost exactly the same parts.
Raphael Soriano’s commitment to the steel-
and-glass pavilion form was based on the im-
portance of modular planning in producing
cost savings, “particularly important in steel,”
he explained, “where logic and economy are
usually identical.” Soriano added vivacity to
the industrial vocabulary by painting columns
in primary colors and using tinted corrugated
plastic sunscreens. Pierre Koenig experimented
with steel beams, joints, sections, and decking.
The simplicity and purity of “‘skin-and-bones’’
construction became its own aesthetic reward
in the designs of Craig Ellwood, an engineer
who tried to popularize steel framing and in-
dustrial components as a new American do-
mestic vernacular. ““The spirit of architecture is
truthfulness to itself, the clarity and logic with
respect to its materials and structure,” he de-
clared.

In the later fifties the demands of active fam-
ily life and progressively higher standards of
living led to a softening of Miesian austerity.
One variation on the rectangular pavilion para-

digm is a courtyard scheme that created sepa-
rate zones for private time and family life. The
1956-57 Eliot Noves house (figures 3, 4, 5) in
New Canaan, Connecticut, which the architect
designed for his own family, was formed of two
parallel wings enclosing a landscaped court.
End walls of rustic local fieldstone were joined
bv steel-framed glass walls with sliding glass
doors that open the interior to the court in good
weather. The stone provides a sense of shelter,
ties the house to its setting, and evokes tradi-
tional connotations of “home.” A two-storv
plan created a living zone beneath a sleeping
zone at the Graf house (1956) in Dallas, Texas,
designed by Edward Durrell Stone. A cast-
concrete grille set in front of the facade fulfills
needs for ventilation and privacy, while it also
advertises the growing interest in decorative
qualities. The split-level plan of the 1959 dwell-
ing designed by Charles Colbert for his own
family in Metairie, Louisiana, provides inti-
macy In the one-story kitchen-children’s wing
and spatial drama in the double-height enter-
tainment-adult wing.

In the sixties houses grew larger in scale,
more dvnamic in shape, and increasingly dra-
matic in their encounter with the site. The
Payne residence (1961) in Pleasant Valley,
Pennsylvania, by Keck & Keck, is a dramatic arc
form whose curving facade takes advantage of
expansive country views. Besides local stone
and slate, the construction exploits a modern
welded steel frame and modular building pan-
els. The Beadle house (1964) by Alfred N. Bea-
dle, Dailev Associates in Phoenix, Arizona, is
contained within a wide-bay modular steel
frame, rising on steel stilts over the rough ter-
rain of a natural river “wash’’ that serves as a
rock garden in drv seasons. The Maher house
(1965) in Houston, Texas, bv Barnstone &
Aubry, appears as a low rectangular form on
the front elevation, but breaks free at the rear
in a bold cross-axial thrust that cantilevers the
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steel-framed living room over the family’s
parking lot below.

Hopes that the use of steel would bring a
high order of design to popularly priced dwell-
ings were frustrated by high cost of plant in-
vestment and the resistance of the construction
industry. Advances in wood construction, in
contrast, entered into the American vernacular.
Insisting that architects must “’learn how to
compose beautiful buildings” from industrial-
ized parts, Walter Gropius influenced an entire
generation from his position as head of Har-
vard’s Graduate School of Design, where the
émigré founder of the Bauhaus had been in-
stalled just before the war. The collaboration of
Gropius and Konrad Wachsmann in Massachu-
setts provided a model for factory-built wooden
houses. Wachsmann later pioneered a method
of using smaller interchangeable units, rather
than complete wall sections, to give industrially
produced houses greater than usual variety and
flexibility. In California, Richard Neutra experi-
mented with the use of a prefabricated utility
core and standardized wooden door and win-
dow wunits. In the Pacific Northwest, John
Yeon’s modular plvwood panel system ex-
ploited a recently invented waterproof glue.

The cost economy of a standard rectangular
module tvpically determined a simple pavilion
form. In the Midwest, Keck & Keck developed a
model prefabricated house composed of easilv
assembled and disassembled insulated eight-
foot wall panels with fixed and movable glazing
on the south face to optimize solar heat. The
staggered plan of the firm’s Kunstadter house
of 1951 in Highland Park, Illinois, is a sophisti-
cated variation that emphasizes the separation
of different living zones.

Respecting the gentle, humane abstraction of
northern European Modernism, Carl Koch ex-
perimented with wood in the Acorn house

(figures 6, 7) of 1959. Located in a Boston sub-
urb, the dwelling 1s faced in smooth vertical
wood siding, using standard sliding-sash win-
dows rather than entire glass window walls to
improve economy, privacy, and light control. In
another of Art and Architecture’s case studies,
the La Jolla, California, Triad (figures 8, 9) of
1961 by Killingsworth, Stricker, Lindgren, Wil-
son & Associates, wood 1s emploved with the
thin, taut precision of steel, with only an occa-
sional steel column to provide seismic stability.
Taking advantage of a sloping site, the three
houses are configured to gain maximum pri-
vacy for each. In an A-frame house, such as the
McDonald house (figures 10, 11) of 1961 in
Elvria, Ohio, designed by John Terrence Kelly,
wood is used with great economy and struc-
tural efficiencv. The use of triangular trusses
permits the elimination of side walls and rea-
sonablv easy do-it-vourself construction.

Expressing a new forcefulness that developed
within the minimalist aesthetic, Marcel Breuer’s
Starkev house (figures 12, 13) of 1955 in Du-
luth, Minnesota, was a structural tour de force.
Supported on massive laminated wooden beams,
its two wings seem to float high above ground
level. Exuberant “‘roof’” architecture in the fif-
ties was not only a demonstration of new ma-
terials and advanced technology, but a bravura
alternative to the much-criticized flat roof. The
roof of a 1955 dwelling by Ulrich Franzen in
Rve, New York, is based on the design of an air-
plane wing. Another of the same vear, built for
his family by Edward Catalano (figures 14, 15)
in Raleigh, North Carolina, is a doubly warped
hvperbolic parabola in form. In various dwell-
ings of the fifties, Paul Rudolph designed the
roof as a steel catenary arch, a plywood vault,
and a concrete umbrella. “’Each material has its
own potential and we seek the most eloquent
expression of it,”” said Rudolph.
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1, 2 Farnsworth house; Plano, lllinois. Ludwig Mies van der Rohe, 1946-50. Photo: © Scott Francis/Esto.
[PLAN] The staggered relationship of house and terrace builds formality without symmetry.

[ExTERIOR] A precise rectangular volume, the house clearly expresses steel skeleton construction. The highly finished
materials propagandize industrial technology, although their fabrication actually required considerable hand
craftsmanship. The architect’s design control extended even to the drapery.
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3,4, 5 Noyes house; New Canaan, Connecticut. Eliot Noyes, 1956-57. Photos: Ezra Stoller, © Esto.
[exTerIOR] The extension of the roof over the glass walls moderates sunlight while it also enhances the sense of shelter.

[INTERIOR COURT] Looking through the interior court toward the front entry, one sees the living-dining-study wing at the
left. Bedrooms occupy a parallel glass wing at the right.

[Beproom] Lack of clutter and precise placement of furniture are minimalist requirements.
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6, 7 Acorn house; Concord,
Massachusetts. Carl Koch,
1956-59. Photos: Ezra Stoller,
© Esto.

[ExTERIOR] A frank demonstration
of low-cost factory production, the
dwelling comprises two back-to-
back modules. The dwelling’s
Modernist aesthetic is expressed in
the “’picture window,”’ slatted sun
screen, and crisply drawn line of
the eaves.

[INTERIOR] The kitchen-dining pass-
through provides convenience
while it visually expands the tight
space of the dining area.
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8,9 Case Study Triad, House C; La Jolla, California.
Killingsworth, Stricker, Lindgren, Wilson & Associates,
1961. Photos: Julius Shulman.

[exTerIOR] The dwelling is composed of a checkerboard of
interior, court, and garden spaces, all keyed to modular
construction. Such a configuration makes the house
adaptable to different topographies, maintaining privacy
between neighboring units in a multiunit development.

[INTErRIOR] The aesthetics of the design are based on
transparency, reflectivity, light, and lightness.
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10, 11  McDonald house; Elyria, Ohio. John
Terrence Kelly, 1961. Photos: Ed Nano.

[exTERIOR] Resting on eight points anchored in
concrete piers, the dwelling is constructed of
intersecting wood A-frames, the pointed gables
entirely filled with glass.

[INTERIOR] The A-frame provides economical two-
story space.
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12, 13 Starkey house; Duluth, Minnesota. Marcel Breuer & Associates, 1954-55. Photo: Warren Reynolds/Infinity,
Inc.

[pLaN] There is one wing for living and dining, another for sleeping and privacy—a so-called bi-nuclear plan. To provide
free interior space, the roof is hung from two wooden beams.

[exTerIOR] The dwelling perches on eight laminated wood posts that stand on steel pins that reach down to bedrock.
The columnless area beneath the living-dining room, whose floor framing is supported by laminated wood girders,

provides a sheltered space for play.
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14, 15 Catalano house; Raleigh, North Carolina. Edward Catalano, 1955. Photos: Ezra Stoller, © Esto.

[exTeRIOR] From two concrete supports anchored in the ground, the dwelling soars upward as the double-warped plane

of a laminated-wood hyperbolic-parabola roof. In this mode of construction, the skin of the structure effectively forms its
own support.

[INTERIOR] The house is virtually without walls, with sliding glass doors that make a minimal division between inside and
outside.
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REGIONAL

Envisioning an ideal, universal building
tvpe, the Modernist was no less intrigued
by the striking differences in climate, topogra-
phv, and state of mind that characterize the dif-
ferent regions of America.

“It was a way of life and the house a frame
for such a life,”” said William W. Wurster of liv-
ing in the San Francisco Bav Area, a locale
whose striking views, gentle climate, relaxed
lifestvle, and pragmatic building traditions at-
tracted adventurous clients and eager-to-please
architects. Prolific and highlv influential, Wur-
ster held that it was ““absolutely necessary to
search for spiritual roots in the place itself and
in the local way of life.”” The many houses pro-
duced by the firm of Wurster, Bernardi & Em-
mons, using plain materials and pragmatic
variations in plan, proved that Bay Area archi-
tecture 1s ‘‘not necessarily modern with a capi-
tal M.” Like Wurster, architects Gardner
Dailev, Clarence Mavhew, and John Dinwiddie
also respected California climate, casual living,
and practical ways of building. For them, both
Bauhaus innovations and Japanese wood-
frame traditions were constant sources of in-
spirations.

In a Pacific Northwest genre very close to
that of the Bay Area, Pietro Belluschi’s oeuvre
reflected the “mood of the countryside, the
color of the soil, the shape of the trees and the
textures of the grasses.” Belluschi delighted in
the use of a variety of natural woods and infor-
mal plans and silhouettes. Although he also de-
signed with the Modernist’s flat roof, Belluschi
used pitched rooflines with particular effect, as
in an Oregon ranch house (figures 16, 17, 18)
of 1948, designed to be strong on its own terms
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while remaining a gentle presence in the sur-
rounding countryside. Dwellings by other Pa-
cific Northwest architects, such as Paul Thiry
and John Yeon, evoked the memorable silhou-
ette and heavv timber framing of local barns
and sheds.

The climate and lush vegetation of southern
California married the house to the landscape
In a very particular way in the work of Gregory
Ain, Harwell Harris, Jones & Emmonds, J. R.
Davidson, and others. Richard Neutra’s 1952
Moore house (figure 19) in Ojai, California, em-
plovs interior plantings, reflecting pools, night-
time lighting, and freestanding screen walls to
create pleasantly ambiguous indoor-outdoor
spaces. All of these tendencies came together in
the fifties and sixties in the development of a
generalized California “"Contemporary” stvle.
Tvypically, it has a low profile, unpainted wood
framing and sheathing, a gently pitched roof,
large expanses of glass, and intimacy with a
landscaped setting. One such is the 1960 Hunt
house (figures 20, 21) in Oakland, California,
bv Hunt & Company, built into a hilly site to
keep a low profile. Exposed redwood posts and
roof rafters carrv a roof that overhangs out-
door decks to create a gentle transition between
interior and exterior. The increasing refinement
of the Bav Area tradition can be understood in
the 1963 Pence house (figure 22) in Mill Valley,
California. Designed by Marquis & Stoller, the
dwelling is composed of four pavilions, lightly
crowned by parasol-like roofs, and casually ar-
ranged around a common deck.

East Coast Modernists could look to the ex-
ample of the spare, flat-roofed house with
metal®sash windows and vertical wood siding
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that Walter Gropius built for his family in Lin-
coln, Massachusetts, in 1937. (The house is
now owned by the National Trust for Historic
Preservation and is open to the public.) Respect-
ful of the historic character of the locale, Grop-
ius felt that even the most tradition-bound
neighbor couldn’t fail to see that ““the moving
spirit behind it was facing the problem in much
the same way in which the early builders of the
region had faced it, when, with the best techni-
cal means at their disposal, they built unosten-
tatious, clearly defined buildings that were able
to withstand the rigors of the climate and that
expressed the social attitude of their inhabi-
tants.”

Dedicated to machine production, the collab-
oration of Marcel Breuer and Walter Gropius in
New England also took advantage of native
stone, traditional clapboard, and familiar
wood-framing techniques, producing houses
that update vernacular building traditions and
fit in with the landscape comfortably. “There
are many possibilities in architecture provided
it is not straitjacketed into narrow rules,”” said
Breuer. “There are also many needs that our
glass wall does not fulfill.”” Another innovator
in industrial production, Carl Koch, was also
interested in regional form. One result is the
1953 Gordon house (figure 23), one of a group
of five wooden houses occupying a hilly site in
Belmont, Massachusetts, that seem both time-
less and contemporary.

In San Antonio, Texas, O’Neil Ford’s ‘‘com-
mon sense architecture”” found the local ver-
nacular masonry house a model well adapted
to the area’s prevalent heat, bright sun, and
sudden torrential rains. Ford’s houses tend to
be simple, boxlike forms with a thin, extended
plan that captures through breezes and an
overhanging roof that offers protection from
rain. In response to the temperature extremes
of the Midwest, architect George Keck adapted
Miesian form to the requirements of solar heat-

ing. The semitropical conditions of Florida
inspired Paul Rudolph to investigate new mate-
rials, such as glass louvers and watertight
plastics, but mainly form itself. He found
precedents in the southern raised cottage that
escapes dampness; grilles and trellises that filter
light and welcome cooling breezes; and screens
that protect against insects. "‘Regionalism 1is
one way towards that richness in architecture
which other movements have enjoyed and
which is so lacking today,” he wrote in 1957.

Architects of the sixties reaffirmed abstrac-
tion, while they also insisted on highly personal
interpretations of regional tradition. Second
homes, in particular, which proliferated in
those years, seemed to encourage carefree in-
dependence. A minimalist’s concept of an old-
fashioned farm village is apparent in the com-
plex of buildings that make up the 1962 Cowles
house (figure 24). Located in Wayzata, Minne-
sota, the dwelling was designed by Edward Lar-
rabee Barnes. “A house should never melt
completely into the landscape,”” said Barnes. “It
should retain its own identity as a habitat and
have its own crisp organic form.”” Hugh Newell
Jacobsen shows irreverence as well as respect in
his approach to local tradition. The architect’s
radical 1970 revision of a traditional pitched-
roof, stone-wall Maryland house reiterates the
original form to create a complex containing no
less than eleven pavilions. "I endeavor to design
buildings that express a sense of belonging,”
said the architect.

The seventies produced multiple readings of
tradition and uninhibited rejoinders to the past.
There was a search for symbolism, an explod-
ing interest in architectural and landscape his-
tory, and a growing concern for historic
preservation and ecology. Possibly reflecting all
of these, but with sure Modernist command,
the Gaffney house (figures 25, 26) in Romans-
ville, Pennsylvania, is a 1976-80 design by
Bohlin Powell Larkin Cywinski. The Nilsson
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house (figures 27, 28) in Los Angeles, Califor-
nia, seems to embody some ideal vernacular
form belonging to no particular place, but to a
plavful realm commanded by the architect and
the client. It was designed by Eugene Kupper
and completed in 1979. A dwelling (figures 29,
30) by Steven Holl seems to be a metaphor of
its Martha’s Vinevard, Massachusetts, island
location. ““I was trving to get back to the spirit
of New England,”” said the architect. The wood-
framed dwelling sits on a hilltop like a beached
whale, its skeletonlike exterior armature pro-
ducing a visual richness that contrasts strongly
with the dwelling’s insistent simplicity.

By the eighties and nineties, Modernist tradi-
tion was itself valued as a part of the American
heritage, even as it continued to grow and
evolve. Paying homage to Mies’s presence in the
Midwest, the 1980 Fultz house (figures 31, 32,

33) in Porter County, Indiana, was designed by
Hammond, Beebv & Babka. The lightweight,
easily assembled steel truss construction svs-
tem of Carvl’s house (figures 34, 35) of 1995 In
Point Richmond, California, by Holabird &
Root, evokes Charles Eames’s experiments with
on-site installation of steel components. Strict
minimalism governs the 1990 Croffead house
(figures 36, 37) outside of Charleston, South
Carolina, bv Clark & Menefee. The simple cubic
volume of poured concrete and concrete block,
fronted by a glass-block loggia, generates an in-
tense sense of locale. “Who can really hope to
understand an entire region?’’ asked the archi-
tects. “We're more interested in the tangible
characteristics of the local site: the views, the
quality of sunlight, the color of the lichen on
the trees. . . .”
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16, 17, 18 Menesee house; Yankill, Oregon. Pietro
Belluschi, 1948. Photos: Ezra Stoller, © Esto.

[PLAN] Appearing to be an ad hoc ranch house, the
complex is actually a highly functional arrangement
of dwelling, guesthouse, garage, and office.

[ExTERIOR] The influence of Japanese wood framing is
seen in the bold overhang of the low-pitched roof,
while a commitment to modern indoor-outdoor living
is represented by the expansive glass window wall that
links living room and terrace.

[INTERIOR] The flush fireplace wall and the china
cabinet dividing living and dining spaces reveal the
Modernist aesthetic.
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19 Maare house; Ojai, Califarnia. Richard Neutra, 1952. Photo: Julius Shulman. A response to the seductive West
Coast climate and casual way of life, the staggered plan and glass walls bring a minimal dwelling into an intimate
relationship with the out-of-doors.
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20,21 Hunt house; Oakland, California.
Hunt & Company, 1960. Photo: George Knight.

[pPLaN] The separate spaces are linked to each
other and the out-of-doors by a continuous
outdoor gallery.

[exTerIOR] Redwood posts, carrying glass right
up to the eaves, are distinctive of the
"*California Contemporary’’ genre. Kitchen,
dining, and living areas, divided only by
freestanding casework, are conceived as a
single space.
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22 Pence house; Mill Valley, California. Marquis &
Stoller, 1963. Photo: Karl H. Riek. An ample deck
unites four separate wings. True to Bay Area tradition,
the house exploits the site for maximum views.

23 Gordon house; Belmont, Massachusetts. Carl
Koch, 1953. Photo: Ezra Stoller, © Esto. The living-
dining wing and open sunporch off the second-story
bedrooms display the add-on quality typical of the
New England vernacular.

-
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25,26 Gaffney house; Romansville,
Pennsylvania. Bohlin Powell Larkin Cywinski,
1976-80. Photos: Sandy Taylor [exterior];
Joseph Molitor [interior].

[eExTERIOR] Placed within the stone foundation
of a burned barn, the spare forms of the
dwelling seem to be an abstraction of the
history of the site. Sliding-sash windows,
pitched roof, wood siding, and stone wall
construction all reflect local farmhouse
tradition.

[LiviNG ROOM] The living room is a glass-walled
space, diagonally configured to create
surprising views and spatial experiences.

24 Cowles house; Wayzata, Minnesota.
Edward Larrabee Barnes, 1962. Photo: Ezra
Stoller, © Esto. The composition encompasses
separate sleeping, living, and service areas in
bold abstract forms that evoke an old farm
courtyard. The powerful diagonals of the
rooflines hark back to an agricultural
vernacular, while flat-roofed segments are
insistently contemporary.
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27,28 Nilsson house; Los Angeles, California. Eugene Kupper,
1979. Photo: Tim Street-Porter.
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29,30 House; Martha’s Vineyard, Massachusetts. Steven Holl Architects, 1989. Photos: © Paul Warchol Photography
[exterior]; © Steven Holl Architects [interior].

[exTeriOR] The wood-framed dwelling sits on a hilltop like a beached whale, its skeleton producing a visual richness that
contrasts strongly with the dwelling’s insistent simplicity.

[iInTerIOR] Like the prow of a boat, the triangular dining area seems to be floating toward the sea. ‘“The site of a building
is more than a mere ingredient in its conception,’’ said Holl. “It is its physical and metaphysical foundation.”’
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31, 32, 33 Fultz house; Porter County, Indiana.
Hammond, Beeby & Babka, 1980. Photos: Harold N.
Kaplan, © HNK Architectural Photography.

[pLaN] The square plan is based on a strict four-foot grid,
with a central utility core containing an open kitchen flanked
by two bathrooms.

[INTERIOR] The exposed ceiling decking and stove heater add
an improvised quality to the Miesian paradigm.

[exTerIOR] The design is a showcase for industrialized
building components such as sliding garage doors, steel
wall panels, and metal joists.
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34,35 Caryl’s house; Point Richmond, California. Holabird & Root, 1955. Photos: Gerald Horn.
[exTERIOR] Built over a boat slip in San Francisco Bay, the steel-framed cubic dwelling has wood sun screens and siding.

[INTERIOR] The diagonal alignment of the stair and the double height of some rooms creote a variety of interior spaces.
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===al L L. | 36,37 Croffead house; Charleston, South Caroling.
b ¥ Clark & Menefee, 1990. Photo: © Timothy Hursley.
1
L=

[PLaN] On three levels to take up the minimum of ground
space, the house conforms to the building line of the
suburban block while it optimizes river views. The strict
geometry of the volume is broken only by the slanted front
wall that aligns the dwelling to the mature trees that front
the site. This first-floor plan contains the living areas and
229 kitchen.
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[exTerIOR] Frontality, formality, and river orientation are in
the tradition of the Carolina low-country villa.
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ORGANIC

hile abstraction reflected a search for the

universal, rational, and ideal, modern-
ism also wanted to express the unique, intu-
itive, and romantic. As different as they are
from each other, the architects who worked in
an expressionist mode shared a common inter-
est in creating an emotional response: exagger-
ating light, space, and mass; enjoving the
contrast of boldly articulated geometric forms;
and exploiting the sensual quality of materials,
especially those close to nature.

Frank Lloyd Wright’s Organic architecture
conceived the house as growing from the
ground like a living plant. The "“new sense of
building on American soil,”” he wrote in The
Natural House (1954), would ““grow building
forms not only true to function but expressive
far beyond mere function in the realm of
human spirit.”

The Wrightian house is sensitive to climate,
orlentation, and site conditions. Seemingly an-
chored by a massive chimney, it is low to the
ground, seeking the protection of a hillside or
berm. Wright's principles of Organic architec-
ture dictated that elevation and ornament
evolve from the geometry of the floor plan.
Rectangular, hexagonal, or triangular plans,
for example, generated corresponding treat-
ments of window openings, framing patterns,
built-in furniture, and lighting.

Architecture must learn to see brick as
brick, learn to see steel as steel, see glass as
glass,”” declared Wright, who determined each
dwelling’s mass, proportions, and detailing in
relation to the properties of the principal build-
ing materials. Wright’s walls are not like sides
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of a box, but, rather, piers or partial screens
that permit space to flow freely. “Light is the
beautifier of architecture,” said Wright, who
used daylight to make small spaces seem more
spacious.

Wright produced dozens of “Usonian”’—that
is, United States-ian—dwellings in many parts
of the country in the forties and early fifties.
Small and relatively inexpensive, their more or
less standardized building features and consis-
tent modules made them adaptable to diverse
clients, sites, and building codes. A modest ex-
ample is the L-shaped Pope-Leighey house
(figures 38, 39, 40) of 1939-41 in Mount Ver-
non, Virginia. (Owned by the National Trust
for Historic Preservation, the house is open to
the public.)

Based on circular plans, several larger houses
by Wright dramatically exploit the roughness,
solidity, and weight-bearing qualities of unfin-
ished fieldstone. The Friedman house (figures
41, 42), completed in 1949 in Pleasantville,
New York, 1s developed from two intersecting
circles, with massive, randomly set sloping
fieldstone walls that add emotional warmth to
hard stone. The David Wright house of 1950 in
Phoenix, Arizona, i1s a powerful sculptural
form, generated by ramps that spiral up from
the desert floor. Circular patterns add decora-
tive qualities to concrete block piers and ma-
hogany boarding.

Wright felt sure that Organic principles per-
mitted each architect to find his own way, ac-
curately predicting that the tradition would
produce “as many different kinds of houses as
there are people.” The Organic tradition has
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continued to evolve, after Wright’s death in
1959, through the closing years of the century.

Certainly, there have been cross-influences
between the Organic tradition and the Modern-
ist mode. An encounter that produced a distinct
hybrid is seen in the 1955 Duff house (figures
43, 44, 45) in Wayzata, Minnesota, by Close
Architects. The hexagonal module and hovering
roof are close to Wright, while the glass walls
and smooth surfaces remind one of Mies. The
1986 House-in-the-Woods (figures 46, 47) in
Sheboygan, Wisconsin, by Weese Langley
Weese continues the Organic tradition while si-
multaneously reflecting both the passage
through modernism and a renewed interest in
local history. The heightened emotional impact
of hearth and roof—symbols of warmth and
shelter—is a constant feature in the work of
those who practice in the Organic tradition. In
Houston, Frederick MacKie and Karl Kamrath
designed a number of hearth-centered dwell-
ings of overwhelming horizontality. In Elm
Grove, Wisconsin, William Wenzler and Associ-
ates’ theatrically roofed 1965-67 Gerlach house
(figures 48, 49, 50) is wrapped in curved glacial
stone walls that culminate in the interior in a
massive chimney.

The Organic tradition has permitted certain
free spirits to exercise individuality to the point
of eccentricity. Exploiting profoundly expres-
sive shapes and bold silhouettes, Wright’s son,
Llovd Wright, designed the Bowler house
(1963) in Palos Verdes, California, with steeply
pitched gable ends and a tall anchoring chim-
ney that have all the dynamism of an alighting
bird. Bruce Goff pushed the boundaries of
building with nonconventional materials such
as egg cartons, waste glass, cork, dime-store
ashtrays, and fishing net. He preferred free,
nonmodular plans, such as that of the 1966
Jacquart house in Sublette, Kansas, which cen-
ters around the heavy stone forms of a cavelike
atrium. "“There is never just one solution,”” said

Goff, placing intuition ahead of logic. “The cre-
ative artist works intuitivelv and instinctively
with the one he feels best with.”

The Organic tradition also exploits the emo-
tional properties of structure, John Lautner’s
work being outstanding in this respect. Laut-
ner’s Elrod house (1968) in Palm Springs, Cali-
fornia, is a curvaceous extravaganza roofed by
a self-supporting dome that permits vast glass
window walls. The Organic tradition’s ro-
mance of nature establishes ““a reference and
radiance for living, a unique, vet universal ex-
perience’” in the work of Fay Jones, whose Eden
Island, Arkansas, residence of 1964 is a tall,
erect form with taut wood framing that seems
to intensify the drama of an extraordinary
grotto setting.

Increasingly sophisticated and self-confident
clients have stretched the Organic tradition in
various directions. James Howard Fox’s (1987)
Jackson house (figure 51) in Cashiers, North
Carolina, was designed for a wheelchair-bound
client who held strong convictions about pri-
vacy and views. Bart Prince was asked to design
a "‘sculptural biography”” of the inhabitants of
the 1984-88 Price house (figures 52, 53) in Or-
ange County, California. Besides communal
family spaces, the plan allots eccentric, indeter-
minate, and highly individualistic spaces for in-
dividual family members.

Concerns for saving fuel, reducing pollution,
“natural” ways of building, and hand crafts-
manship have been adding new dimensions to
Organic architecture since the sixties. “We are
trving to find our way back into the earth fam-
illy . . . to unite the inner and the outer man,”
declared Berkeley professor Sim Van Der Ryn,
one of those who brought the architectural
counterculture onto the main stage. It’s essential
“that we look upon the world, listen and learn,”
wrote lan McHarg, a landscape designer and pi-
oneering environmentalist, in the immensely in-
fluential book Design with Nature (1969).
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Energyv conservation measures such as earth
berming, thickened walls, rationalized ventila-
tion, and south-facing glass windows are now
commonplace. The Green Mountains, Vermont,
Crowell house (figure 54) bv Moore Grover
Harper sits deep in an earth berm on its north
side, while it opens a glazed face to the south.
Completed in 1975 on a compact plan, the
dwelling has an eighteen-inch-thick sod roof
that helps to minimize its intrusion on the open
landscape. Built with a similar toolbox In
Sharon, Connecticut, Alfredo DeVido’s 1986
Moore house (figures 55, 56, 57) 1s banked into
retaining walls that suggest natural stone
strata, enhancing the intimacy of the house in
its setting.

The Southwest, especially southern Califor-
nia and New Mexico, can probably claim the
most sophisticated energv-conservative de-
signs. In the Sandia Mountains outside of Taos,
Edward Mazria’s Stockbrand house of 1980
(figures 58, 59, 60) achieves almost complete
energy self-sufficiencv by means of berming, a
heat-collecting sswwvimming pool, rooftop photo-
voltaic cells, sawtooth-shaped clerestorv win-
dows, and reflecting surfaces. In putting it all
together, he explained that ““the architecture in
this building does most of the work.”” A Sandia
Mountains, New Mexico, dwelling of 1977 bv
Antoine Predock makes a strong design state-
ment with the steeply sloping solar-heat-col-

lecting roof. A sheltered roof garden and
overhung windows advertise the need for pro-
tection from the sun. A Santa Cruz Mountains,
California, dwelling of 1979 is an ecologically
sensitive house that almost disappears into its
scenic mountain setting. Designed by Jersev
Devil (Steve Badanes and Jim Adamson), the
house is carved directly into the hillside site and
is covered by a grass-covered roof following its
contours.

Unconventional do-it-vourself craftsmen-
builders have flourished in second-home or
warm-climate sites, sometimes commanding
considerable wit and ingenuity. William Bruder,
for one, masterminded several such projects in
Arizona. The owner’s hands-on renovation
(1981-88) of the Rotharmel house in Glendale
followed Bruder’s seven-vear master plan that
eventuallv turned the ordinarv tract house into
a sculptured circular concrete fantasy intri-
cately configured with the setting. In the pri-
vately planned community of Star, New
Mexico, Michael Revnolds used rammed earth,
old tires, and beer cans to create handmade
dwellings that are practically energy self-suf-
ficient, with additional environmentally sensi-
tive features such as a catchwater roof and
recvcled-waste-water svstems. The architect’s
goal: “To evolve humanity into an earthen har-
monv.”’
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38, 39, 40 Pope-Leighey house; Mt. Vernon,
Virginia. Frank Lloyd Wright, 1939-41; relocated
and rebuilt, 1964. Photos: Jack Boucher, Historic
American Buildings Survey, Library of Congress.

[pLAN] In this L-shaped plan, the service core,
incorporating kitchen, bath, heater room, and
fireplace, serves as a pivot between family
gathering spaces and individual bedrooms.

[exTerIOR] "I like the sense of shelter in the look of
a dwelling,”” said Wright. The dwelling’s ground-
hugging quality is emphasized by horizontally
grooved cypress boarding, seemingly continuous
from interior to exterior. A powerful visual element,
the roof is raised higher over the living-dining area
than over the kitchen and bedroom:s.

[INTERIOR] Note the changing ceiling height, which
lends intimacy to the dining area and spaciousness
to the living area. The patterned grilles in the
clerestory windows demonstrate Wright's
conception of integral ornament, "‘as natural to
architecture as plumage to a bird.”
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Pleasantville, New York. Frank Lloyd

Wright, 1949. Photos: Ezra Stoller,

41, 42 Friedman house;
©

Esto.
[exTERIOR] The two-story dwelling rises

on two intersecting circles, with the
[iNTERIOR] The energy of the dwelling
seems to emanate from the rough-
textured mass of the stone fireplace
and chimney.

main living area at a lower level,
creates continuity with a circular-

bedrooms above. The stone wall
roofed carport at the left.
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43, 44, 45 Duff house; Wayzata, Minnesota. Close Architects,
1955. Photo: Walter Zombine.

[pLAN] Contrary to Wright's dictum that a house should be built
oround a hill, never on it, the dwelling occupies a hilltop site that
takes advantage of lake views.

[secTion] The massive stone hearth creates a sheltered, cavelike
ambience, while the lift of the roof and the glass window walls seem
to lead out-of-doors.

[exTerIOR] The dominating chimney and active roof stem from Wright, although the smooth, vertical sheathing is a favored

minimalist motif.
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46, 47 House-in-the-Woods;
Sheboygan, Wiscansin. Weese Langley
Weese, 1986. Photo: Harold N. Kaplan,
© HNK Architectural Photography.

[rLaN] The entry foyer with stairway and
fireplace niche holds one in the heart of
the house. Lateral extensions and cross

axes produce an additive character not

typical of Organic design.

[exTerIOR] The dwelling evokes the early-
twentieth-century Prairie School
architecture.
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48,49, 50 Gerlach house; ElIm Grove,
Wisconsin. William Wenzler and Associates,
1965-67. Photos: Bill Engdahl/Hedrich-
Blessing.

[pLAN] The plan is an exuberant repetition of an

arc-shaped module.

[ENTRANCE] Entry into the house is a dramatic
experience, the front door being deeply
recessed within projecting stone piers.

[INTERIOR] One encounters a protected,
welcoming hearth.
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52, 53 Price house; Orange County,
California. Bart Prince, 1984-88. Photo:
© Scott Frances/Esto.

[PLAN] Spaces, not really definite rooms,
radiate outward from the three circular
structural supports. The plan is dynamic in
three dimensions, having two curving
stairways that cross over an amoeboid pool,
cutouts to an upper floor, and openings
onto decks and terraces. The kitchen and
living-dining areas are at the left side of the
plan, sleeping spaces at the top.

[exTERIOR] The dwelling twists up and
around the spiral stairways. The owner’s
office occupies the writhing tower

at the right.

51 Jackson house; Cashiers, North Carolina. James Howard
Fox, 1987. Photo: James Howard Fox. Providing privacy on the
front elevation, the tight row of small squared window openings
seems to belt in the powerful mass of the sloping stone walls. The
yawning circular opening at the eaves captures a view of a
wildflower garden.
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54 Crowell house; Green Mountains, Vermont. Moore Grover Harper, 1975. Photo: Robert Perron. The ’handmade”’
aesthetic is strong in ecological design.

FLOOR PLAN
Entry

Guest BR

g
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55, 56, 37 Moore house; Sharon, Connecticut. Alfredo DeVido Associates, 1986. Photos: © Norman McGrath.

[pLan] Only the bedrooms and porch have windows, other rooms being it by skylights.
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[exTerRIOR] The north side of the house is dug into the ground; the glazed porch opens to the south. Sod roofing, skylights,
overhanging eaves, and south glazing optimize the mix of protection and exposure.

[INTErRIOR] Though the fireplace is dug into the hillside, skylighting dramatically illuminates the hearth.
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58, 59, 60 Stockbrand house; Sandia Mountains,
Taos, New Mexico. Edward Mazria, 1980. Photos:
Tim Street-Porter.

{rLaN] All rooms but the kitchen face the southern
sun.

[exTerIOR] Close to the ground, with a jagged
sithouette that echoes the mauntain range, the house
is at one with the site.

[inTErRIOR] Clerestory windows exploit solar heat.
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MANIPULATED SPACE

he charismatic Louis I. Kahn, having expe-

rienced a protracted period of development
that enabled him to fuse the architecture of
ancient Rome and Egyvpt with that of the Or-
ganic tradition and the Modernists, learned to
address architecture as “’life emerging from the
inseparable aspects of mind and heart.”” Aiming
to uncover what the “’building wants to be,”
Kahn exploited the drama of light and shadow
and expressive shapes, alwavs upholding the
primacy of space. "‘In the nature of space is the
spirit and the will to exist in a certain way,”
Kahn taught.

No follower of Kahn has had more impact on
house design than Charles Moore. “You can
capture space and let it go, define or explore it,”
Moore proclaimed. ‘“Space is one of those
things that vou have more of after you have
‘exploded’ it, but it seems to thrive in captivity
too.”” The 1965 Karas house (figure 61) in Mon-
terey, California, by MLTW/Moore Turnbull, is
a stunning demonstration of the drama of ver-
ticality. The house pushes space through three
interpenetrating levels crossed by bridges and
lofts and opened by cutawavs.

Moore’s interest in the excitement of space, as
well as his fascination with the vernacular, was
widely shared. Bold picturesque shingle forms
became part of a plavful American idiom, tvpi-
cally in second homes at seaside and rural loca-
tions. One such is the 1966 Oestreicher house
(figure 62) in Sausalito, California, designed by
Esherick, Homsey, Dodge & Davis with a tall,
picturesque mass, steep roof pitch, angular pro-
jections, and eccentric window openings. Hardy
Holzman Pfeiffer Associates” 1967 shingled
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Hadlev house (figures 63, 64) in Martha’s Vine-
vard, Massachusetts, is a friskv ensemble of
gable ends, chimneyv stacks, and towers that ir-
reverently paraphrases New England’s late-
nineteenth-centurv Shingle Stvle. The McCune
house by Hobart Betts in rural Londonderry,
Vermont, engages in a ‘‘spatial ball game . . .
space going in, out, up, down, and ducking
around.” The genre enjoved particular popular-
ity in the Hamptons, the eastern Long Island
plavground of well-to-do New Yorkers. Norman
Jaffe’s 1971 Perlbinder house in Sagaponack
plavs with the vertical dimension in a shingled,
four-story, slant-roof form.

Deepening admiration for Louis Kahn, and
Paul Rudolph, joined with a fascination with Le
Corbusier’s work of the fifties, contributed to
the popularity of heavily articulated forms that
dramatized mass as well as space. Among those
who worked in the idiom were Ulrich Franzen
and Ralph Rapson as well as Earl R. Flansburgh,
who designed the Lvman house (figures 65, 66)
of 1966 in Dover, Massachusetts. It is a tense
composition of thrusting, boxlike forms, held
aloft from the rockyv site bv an emphatic con-
crete foundation. Gentler, and coming down to
the site, Don Hisaka’'s 1969 design for his own
house (figures 67, 68) in the Cleveland, Ohio,
suburb of Shaker Heights composes four wood-
sheathed, rectangular volumes to create an in-
terior court. Designed by Levinson, Zaprauskis
Associates, the 1972 Arbor house (figures 69,
70, 71) in suburban Philadelphia, Pennsvlva-
nia, is surrounded bv a latticelike enclosure
that envelops the cross-axial dwelling in com-
plex indoor-outdoor relationships.
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