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TOM WOOLLEY

A rvntnrrnsro was PRODUCED BY srunsnrs or ARCHITECTURE from

ÄÃ3i%ô..?.Ãi®?ó%.1?ñiÁó1Á"è ems" Fem" Resume Belemè Awe_ _ a e n ernat1onalUn1on of AtI'Cl'l1lZ6CllLl1'6 Students Con ress
1n Vienna last summer. The Manifesto declares: g

whahgheowggld as it exists today does not allow the architect to choose
d d 3- P91ó? _a1't1st or a servant of so-c1etÄô_ The architect is

epen ent on the pohttcal structure of the state. The existing bureau-
crattc system leaves no open space for him to work either co ' 1
or unconsciously, without collaborating with the system or 0 nsciougey
It is irrelevant whether the architect accepts this fact or not pposmg It.

ñWe understand that we are responsible fer bujldjn- - V 7 g and mustggiltggelfawant to be collaborators or not. _ We understand that it is
~ ~ 1t1ous words of human des1res wlnch make our architecture

good, but the a_ction we take. We recognise that we are ýrst degree
hypocgliiesf, 1n dtsguising with humanistic phrases things we do which
age u or evil purposes. _We understand that the world will not be

tered by a correct lmeet b -
what is socially Ptltssilblealrc um ut that arcmtwure dÁPÁñdS Áñ

ñWe will not work for a privileged class. We will not work for a
gpgeaugtatlc apparlatus which has abandoned its purpose of

_et8 ý P6 PÂ- 4 e s all bu1ld_ for a soc1ety by bullding a new
S001 y rst. We must make 1t posstble through education for men to
be concerned about the "1 ti 7to change the world bylfþieivltgnseslvgsaj on, to understand and to be able

Wasteland culture: 89. France; 90. Stu- I - . _ _dents; 91 Artisw 92 Two Schoow Q, we TOM WOOLLEY ts an archttectural student m Edinburgh and is
Radio; 94'ñ Machiheý of confmmiixy 6 yñ prestdent of the British Architectural Studentsô Association; His address| : D . _ _. _71 gfqugg Eeýggýgzt gr)ó Archttecture, Untverstty of Edmburgh. 18 George
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ñWe shall try to be architects who will be asked to mtlisc the new
ideas and requirements of a society in which all people want to live.
We are aware of the present situation of the world; of the ttcccssily for
a radical change in its structure; of our responsibility to partici|1ate in
the change; and that any partial reform not only assumes acceptance
of the existing social structures, but helps to perpetuate them.

ñThus, we propose to transform a congress of students of architec-
ture =in which: ýrst, its programme of work disguimd the real problems
with an ambiguous and partial statement; second, its activities. showed
a lack of consciousness of these problems, and exhibited a merely
festive tone.

ñWe proposed to change this congress to a discussion meeting,
dealing with the social problems of the participating countries and
facing our global responsibilities. We believe that we must create the
necessary political, economic and social basis for development of our
activities. We cannot collaborate with a society which is unconscious
of its responsibilities. We therefore leave this intcmational congress
of architecture students and the IUEA.ò

This manifesto represented the views of about ýfty architecture
students who walked out of the congress to discuss in a way they were
unable to do in the oýicial programme, The statement is signiýcant
because it marks a new stage in the consciousness of students. In the
past those students with a libe-ral conscience or an interest in politics
studied subjects like sociology and politics in universities. They have
usually made up the vanguard and often the sum total of revolutionary
activity on the campus. Who, for instance. has heard of engineering
and medical students being ýrst to the barricades? But students in
other disciplines are now beginning to discover the social signiýcance
of their actions.

=l= Ill Ill

Architecture has been recognised by some as a social science, but
it still remains a professional activity . . . a respectable occupation
for a privileged middle class. Its laborious indoctrination rites (called
education) lasting ýve years, usually make little attempt to give students
an understanding of how society works. The profession has also been
painfully liberal in encouragng student representation and tahng the
sting out of any possible discontent. Architecture is practised by people
who become willing slaves of anyone or any organisat~ion in a position
to commission a building.

The students in Vienna were excited to ýnd that most of their
comrades who had turned up from other countries were equally dis-
gusted with their society of bureaucratic capitalism and the inadequacy
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of their education. It became necessary to decide how, as a specialist,
one could understand the implications of oneôs work, who one was
work-ing for, and how the situation could be changed. It was necessary
to realise how the abundant liberal and utopian intentions of most
architects were destroyed or rendered meaningless by the type of society
we live in.

Architecture students have always made a pretence of concern for
social problems, but the architect suffers from a terrible arrogance
which makes him approach every situation in a deterministic way
imposing some dubious concept on a situation he doesnôt properly
understand. He rarely understands the danger of his being in a position
of making assumptions and decisions about other people's lives instead
of allowing others to ýnd their own self-expression,

One recent example of liberal concern that was hardly thought
worth considering in Vienna was the student worship of the American
genius Buckminster Fuller. ñBuckyò, with his tensegrity structures and
his famous geodesic domes, is certainly one of the greatest innovators
in this century of technological innovation, but he comes rather unstuck
in his attempts to solve the ñproblems of the worldò. His World Design
Science Decade programme is based on the realisation that humanity
has enough resources and technology -to go round everyone without
poverty and starvation. (This is stated as though no one had realised
it before.) It also recognises that politicians are crooks who have pre-
vented with their power-mania a proper distribution taking place.
Buckyôs programme is one of many international attempts of en-
lightened technocrats to solve things. But none are prepared to identify
themselves with the indignation and despair of people trying to free
themselves from the present system. Bucky says that he is transcen-
dental to politics without realising that one can never escape from the
politics of experience, of living together; and no technological solution,
if it ignores this, can be useful to humanity. Students involved in
WDSD are few. * * *

The other ñtrendyò challenge to the dismal conformity of architec-
tural training (apart from the usual prima donna ñSydney Opera
Houseò designers) is from those who advocate buildings with built-in
obso-lescence to be marketed in a commercial way like motor cars. This
more disturbing and recent trend was also rejected by the Vienna
students. Its exponents, like Arthur Quarmby, seem to advocate the
disappearance of the architect who is replaced by the designer in the
commercial ýrm churning out houses in factories. The idea is pointed
 

For an account of Buckminster Fullerôs ideas read ñBucl<y
Fuller in Parisò by Ray Gosling in ANARCHY 57.
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out most clearly in Vance Packardôs ñprediction of doomñ book,
The Waste Makers:

ñHome builders began talking excitedly about the house of to-
morrow which will come in sections and all or part of the l'lt'1"LlS(.'èó can be
traded in for a new model. The kitchen of tomorrow is to he bought
as a unit with annual model changes available for the discontented.
Appliance companies were reported considering building entire pre-
fabricated walls and even rooms with their appliances built in, The
whole wall could be traded in. Business Week reported that home
owners would be encouraged to trade in a room just as they now trade
1n their car on a new model, And it added that there would be a
national brand advertising to see that they do.ò

The idea that any really liberating innovation could come from
this unashamedly commercial intent is ludicrous. Nor could a system
like this "be relied on to ensure high standards. People would just be
conditioned to accept whatever low standards they were offered. There
would be no attempt to educate people how to make proper use of
what the advertisers would claim to be the new freedom of expression
in the environment.

The interest of many students in this kind of proposal is disturbing
because it is based on a need recognised by many today. This is the
need of: the individual to ýnd more personal expression in an increasingly
uniform and conformist society. This need is found with particular
urgency in the design of inhuman mass housing estates... where, for
example, precast egg-boxes are provided with only six points at which
it is possible to knock nails in the wall. This is a by-product of the
attitude which says that working people are lucky to get somewhere to
live. It also gives architects a chance to follow in the footsteps of
Corbusier and build towers in parks (some even remember the parks bit),
to produce criminally high densities. while they themselves live in low-
density suburban splendour.

Many architects are trying to cope with the problem of the
indrividual, but surely it is stupid to pretend that with our individual
imagination, we can cope with the problems of many people we will
never meet or understand. That is one of the things we discovered at
the Vienna discussions. Great concepts like Oscar Niemeyefs socialist
utopia, Brasilia, donôt cope with the problems of the people that
socialism is presumably concerned with. They live (probably much
more happily) away from the architectural superblocks, in shanty towns
on the outskirts of the city. Theorists like Amos Rapoport suggest the
idea of ñloose ýt" and Christopher Alexander suggests ñthick wall
patternò, but none of these can permit true individual expression in a
social system that does not permit such a thing. We decided in Vienna
that as architects alone we cannot change this.

. l
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It is pointless for us to design buildings with partitions that can

be moved, to pernnt freedom of expression, when our whole educa-
tional development 1s one that teaches us that we cannot control our
environment. Most people would never dream of affecting the built
SI1Vl'l'"Ol'l1Tl6I1lI, or of planting trees themselves in the barren piece of
keep offò grass outside their house. Not till kids in school can tear

their building to bits every term and re-erect it to their own design, can
we see people really expressing themselves in their building,

The idea of personal expression is important, because here is the
beauty of l1fe._ The most tragc loss of this faculty can be seen in
Afncan countnes where villages and individual dwellings were once
expresslve of the community structure and decorated by the inhabitants.
Now the people are be1ng forced to live in monotonous rows of tin shacks.

One of the best critics of mass housing projects is N. J . I-Iabraken,
a Dutch professor in an architectural research establishment. He says
for instance that, ñThe town planner discovers that he can design an
ideal town but that it cannot be built because the realisation of the
plans is laid in the hands of countless other people over whom he ha so
not, and may not have, any say.ò Unfortunately too many town

 ?' 

They have gone to colleges in the mid-1960s, which were
decorated with Captain Marvel and Superman and enormous blow-
ups of spaceships. They now write the prevalent architectural
criticism in England, in an amazing mixture of arid technical
jargon and hip culture language, which would have provided an
object lesson for George Orwell. A pastiche, not a parody, of s
this style would read like this:

Parametric shifts in technological possibilities, released as
fallout from defence-oriented goals, create forms appro-priate
to spageage desires and raise potentialieties for hallucogenic
light and sound cultures which ultimately blow the mind.
If anyone thinks this is a joke, he should start reading the

architectural magazines to ýnd out whatôs in store for him, This
new generation are devoted to preparing megastructures. Mega-
structures are difficult to describe, they have to be seen, but
basically they are like everything in Montrealôs Expo 67 rolled
into one and built about a mile high. They are auto-destructive
(important word, that) and auto-renewing, through the agency of
gent machines which perpetually roll up and down within them.
ultimately controlled by giant computers. All this is being stored
up for the unsuspecting future council tenants of places like Walsall
in 1980. Their designers, of course, will still be in the few
remaining Victorian bits of London.

PETER HALL
(New Society, 24 October, 1968)
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planners today, are able to realise their ridiculous concepts of ideal
towns, but Habraken goes on to point out that in the ñhousing projectò
we can see the outlines of a process which reþects ñthe elimination of
man as an individual. . . . The inhabitants of a develo-pmcnt project
cannot make their town their own. They rernain guests in an environ-
ment which is not part of themselvesò. He shows how, in a rush to
create new slum barracks to replace old ones, humanity is forgotten
(tho-ugh the capitalists beneýt quite well o-n the way). He explains how
our -present approach to urban renewal docs not allow ýrst the freedom
to combine (groups are moved in statistical units around the country),
secondly, the renewal of the dwelleris environment, and thirdly, the time
for a community to form and þourish.

Habraken does, in his suggestions of alternatives, point the way
for some permanent ñsupport structureò which contains the services and
permanence of a street, but also allows us to build up instead of
sprawling in Los Angeles fashion. Anyone can then come along and
build on this support structure in any way they please. He is still stuck
with the idea that the local authority will provide the structure while
commercial interests will provide the components for the dwelling, but
so is anybody in a capitalist society, and it is hard to see Habrakenôs
ideas really being worked out without a lot of other social problems
being worked out as well.

* Ill Ill

As students of architecture, being aware of all this, we saw our
role as a difýcult one. We could use our knowledge of the built
environment to pinpoint some of the things wrong, with present society
and we could show how, as specialists, we are completely subordinate
to this. The architect who designed Centre Point-ð-the long-empty
oflice block in central London, probably regards it as a ýne piece of
design, but how can we see it as an expression of anything more than
surplus capitalism, one of the follies of a country that cannot let its
people house themselves but can commission architects to design useless
and superþuous ofýce blocks.

As a person concerned with a special ýeld, it is possible, when one
stops pretending that one is solving the problems of society, to identify
the barriers that prevent one from doing it. For example, someone
making decisions in one place is usually completely alienated from the
people he is making them for. He is separated by ridiculous profes-
sional barriers from colleagues in other parts of the building industry,
and he can easily pass the buck for decisions to the politicians, who can
pass it back to liim or to someone else. There has to come a. polnt
when someone takes a stand. We live in a society where no one takes
responsibility for its collective decisions, or are completely detached
from real problems, e.g. Salford will have its future environment planned
and designed by architects and planners in Georgian Edinburgh.

7|
l-ýrst of all, specialists must get closer to the people they are

working for. Really human buildings can only come from the expres-
s1on of nwd by a group of people who feel some sense of identity. They
nwd someone with skills who can give expression to this need. But at
present architects only give expression to their own self-centred needs,
watered down by economists and building ýrms who can only see money,
not people. They identify with their professional role instead of with the
people they are serving. It is no good the architect saying that if he
had the power he could set all to rights: he cannot. Only people them-
selves with control over their own lives can set things alright. The
architect must recognise the responsibility that he carries at present,
but he must also recognise his compliance in a system which makes a
mockery of his utopias and other peopleôs freedom,

With this realisation it becomes very difficult to know how one
can keep alive. Designing buildings could be a self-destroying experience
when one disagrees with the basis of how it is done. But within the
present system some effort could be made. Architects are in a position
to get all the people together who will live in a particular housing
scheme, and get his ideas from their needs instead of from ministry
circulars and from useless statistical reports from sociologists. Instead
of arguing in his office about whether people prefer a kitchen/dining
room to a sitting/dining room, he should give people the chance to
decide themselves. But this wonôt be enough. He must also work for
a society where he is not put in a position halfway between uncom-
promising bureaucracy and people wanting to be free humans.

ii =l= 1!

As students we saw our main role as that of changing education
so that students in the future would have more of a chance. At
present architectural education seems little more than a process that
produces people who are sufficiently arrogant to think that they can
take decisions aýecting many other people without consulting them.
It teaches students that most people are moron-ic about the environment
and that -they and the profession are the guardians of good taste in an
evil world of competition and philistinism. The architectural profession
in fact is very unsure of what the architect does. Students are told
categorically that they are being train: l to be ñgeneralistsò which means
that in their course they are not alô .iW6=d to study anything in depth.
This term must seem to many students to mean parasitical middle men
because oneôs responsibility to society, though stated, is never investi-
gated. It is an education that fails to begin with a critical look at the
status quo, and goes on to prevent individuals following up the problems

For an account of Architectsô Renewal Committee in Harlem A
(ARCH) and its work in the Mississippi Delta see ñStrike City,
Mississippiò by Peter Brown in ANARCHY 72.
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