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Restoration of Rights by Architecture by Hiroshi Hara
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Kevin Roche arrived just when contemporary architecture was
beginning to show signs of aging; he arrived to revitalize it. Many
architects were seen avoiding coming face to face with the problem
of form. One cause for the stagnancy of contemporary architecture
has no doubt lain in negligence of its form aspect. Modernized
technique has offered the architect an opportunity to modify the
classicist image of architecture, a golden opportunity which the
architect was not going to miss. Architects with an inclination
toward city planning or city design no longer had to dedicate much
effort to giving expressive form to architecture. The tendency which
obtained called for giving expressive form to architectural groups or
pointed to reading a new architectural value into movement and
change, a tendency which was to some measure responsible for the
failure to open up a new dimension of form. This, in a sense, bears
resemblance to the contemporary trend in painting where artists
avoid use of tableaus and search for a new method of expression,
and is an indication of the lack of determination on the part of the
architect to pursue the world of form to its meaningful depths.

Looking back on the history of modern architecture, we find that
on several occasions there appeared a strong manifestation of form.
But this was not observable in large-scale structures only; nor did it
stand on the help of dynamic technique. Modern architecture has
for the most part resorted to massive structures to overshadow the
importance of form, or relied heavily on fashionable elegance. Thus,
on the whole, architectural form has become rather feminine in
taste, and, although putting up a virile face, it has in reality been
little more than a fashion item. Amidst such a climate, Kevin Roche
proved the validity of new architecture as an effective form of
expression with a “masculine” touch.

Eero Saarinen, we may say, was ablaze throughout his lifetime
with the enthusiasm to give architecture a completed form. This we
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can say on the force of the fact that, unlike other architects, he
never developed a form unique to himself, giving each work a
different form of expression. It would thus even seem quite natural
that Roche, who worked with Saarinen, comes with a particularly
strong feeling about form. Of course, one nevertheless at once
notices that his form method is quite distinct from Saarinen’s and
can be discerned in all of his works. It is to be carefully noted that,
in his case, form is not due to his personality but is the product of
method. It is thought that Roche’s form method, by virtue of its
very charisma supported by freshness, will be exerting immeasure-
able influences in the years to come.

One of the current form methods which are associated with
modern architecture is the additive method whereby form elements
are built up one on the other. These elements, as Le Corbusier
asserted in defense of his purism, assume primary expressions. The
use of one such element only in designing architectural form would
result in a glass curtainwall type of structure, one of the most
commonly used methods of modern architecture. Art nouveau
architecture, and the architecture of the Expressionists used the
method of hand-making form, and traces of the part played by the
hand were left unconcealed. And even if a mechanical form method
was employed, traces of the hand’s role were in most cases left intact.
Weak form, gracious as it may be, tends toward mannerism. Basic
form methods as such as these, in themselves, come with, so to speak,
a “high temperature.” and are highly redolent of classicist humanism
and, from the aesthetic standpoint, are really based on empathy.
Here is, so to speak, a form which man has machines in place of his
hands create through manipulation of bending and hitting functions.
Roche, however, discovered a method sharply contrasting against
this approach. His basic approach to form creation lay in shaving and
amputation. The forms that appear in the details of this architecture
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are basically forms which could not be created without the use of
bending and amputating machines. Thus it may be said that he suc-
ceeded in avoiding the introduction of human feeling into form,
the result being a “low-temperature” form. Of course, Roche was by
no means the first to come up with this idea. By the biginning of
this century when primary forms were attracting attention, geomet-
ric forms had been indicated as an echo, if distant, of the time of
Ledoux. But form methods such as these may turn “hot” depending
on the conceptual contents of composition, while “cool”” forms in-
corporate a conversion mechanism toward homogeneity of space or
form. Roche did not orient himself toward homogeneity of form but
rather worked toward diversity of space, as we can ascertain from his
works. Neither the Ford Foundation Building nor the Oakland
Museum consists of homogeneous space. Form methods such as
shaving and amputation would be unmanageable without the use of
sharp blades and machine tools. Any attempt to give elaborate forms
to parts which could not possibly be shaven or amputated by tools
would necessarily allow traces of handicraft to stay, which would
result in the distortion of the originally meant overall form. Thus,
what parts to shave or amputate, and how, becomes in its own right
a domain of skill. Such an approach to form is distinct form the
conventionally used method of leaving sections exposed bare. The
form method based on showing sections expresses the exposure of
structure or mechanism and the imperfection of form, but in the
context of Roche’s method, a plane resulting from shaving or ampu-
tation is not a section, but is a form perfected by the act of shaving or
amputating. By this method, a form is not a derivative of some other
factor which is amputated; the form itself is amputated.

In order that his method can be expressed in a lucid manner, the
elements to undergo shaving or amputation come in larger scales
than in earlier similar structures, and this is what confers on Roche’s
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form a new meaning which cannot be appreciated in terms of con-
ventional form methodology. Or it may well be that form method
has been extracted from scale, the scale being antecedent to the
form method. Or it may even be that scale itself was preceded by
production method for buildings. Whatever be the case, form
method is integrated with scale sense, and the elements to undergo
shaving or amputation are either whole buildings or governing
segments of buildings, which are of an order exceeding the ordinary
human scale. Minor additional elements which may logically appear
are preemptively eradicated by these methods, and, as a result, the
structure assumes an unaffected and expressionless form reminiscent
of primary art sculpture. Indeed, massive structures are plentiful.
But they are for the most part quite indifferent to scale treatment. A
look at Roche’s works suffices to make one experience the illusion
that the structures rated to represent the cream of contemporary
architecture are already things of a generation ago. As the method
of macroscopic integration of architectural parts is pursued in'a
consistent manner, the resulting structure assumes ever bolder
expressions which we can describe as “masculine.” And this is how
architecture regains its rights as a powerful, symbolic presence.

The Ford Foundation Building and the Oakland Museum may not
necessarily be representative examples of the form-scale integration,
or-the resulting symbolism, which we discussed above. For more
lucid illustration, we must turn our eyes to projects which are yet to
be realized. It is nevertheless true that consideration of form method
provides an important key to the understanding and appreciation of
the two buildings just mentioned. For example, the fagade wall pillar
and other framework elements of the Ford Foundation Building and
the structural elements of the Oakland Museum provide a mean-
ingful clue to the respective form methods employed. But in neither
case do we discern any manifestation of unique aspirations after
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masculine form coupled with scale. If we are to study the Ford
Foundation Building and the Oakland Museum in light of the forms
they represent in architectural terms, we will have to view them
from some other standpoint while bearing in mind the factors ol
form and scale.

Anyone will at once notice that both of these architectural
works, — or perhaps “environmental cases,” — stand on very unique
concepts, one surrounded by plants and the other enclosing plants in
its bosom. While neither of these has anything to do with the
above-mentioned form method, it is certain that both of them come
with some symbolic character. Burying a building underground is an
idea which all architects debate once or twice and which very few, if
any, dare turn into reality. The idea of having a building enclose
plants and grass in greenhouse fashion is not uncommon and is, in
fact, seen applied to a number of houses. But few “ordinary”
architects would ever dream of introducing such a structure right in
the middle of New York. These two buildings are, thus seen, based
on “‘unusualness,” but we must not overlook that in both cases the
underlying concepts are very clear and project themselves in a very
lucid manner. This is, of course, because Roche, even on the
concept-brewing level, as well as on the form-method-elaborating
level, amputates and shaves, instead of employing the additive
constitutive method. And this is precisely why the initial intentions
find expression in the finished structures with such straightforward-
ness. If we seize them in their image aspect, we find in what manly
manner their original concepts are projected forward. Standing
before them in their finished form, however, we do not find them so
“symbolic.” This is because when we study a completed structure
we are absorbed into its depths or into planned “‘vantage points™ and
fail to appreciate them objectively. But when we chase the imagery
of such structures on the conceptual dimension, we can observe
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them asserting their symbolic character quite unambiguously. The
Oakland Museum is, to be sure, a cozy garden, so to speak, while the
Ford Foundation Building promises to provide a comfortable en-
vironment to work in, without giving you the impression of being
in a bizarre building. Yet these are edifices built on foundations that
surprise anyone professionally engaged in buildihg design. The
consistent sense of “coolness” which runs from concept to detail
treatment suggests the structure of a “self-centered” method in
design, where inferior possibilities are amputated and given up
instead of various possibilities being additively incorporated. Or at
most, inferior possibilities are conservatively treated, and then only
in support of the expression of the more important space composi-
tions. To put it in extreme terms, the process starting with con-
ceptualization and ending with realization is allowed to hold away
throughout with a rather primary sense. The meaning of the
resulting structure itself does not come with a multiple message, but
with a single consistent message and does not contain contradictions
within itself.

Some may think, on the force of the two buildings’ incorporating
natural elements as against urban elements, that these structures
were conceived under the influence of consideration for natural
environment, but I personally do not agree. If we are to suppose that
the two buildings were made on such a basis, the nature incorpo-
rated in the Ford Foundation Building is unnaturally diminutive,
although, in the case of the Oakland Museum, a piece of nature is
introduced into a city for utilization by the inhabitants as part of
their living space. The former, which shows an architectural trick
drawing on the rarity of nature in cities, may be pointing up the
urban feature but in no way offers a clue to the solution of the
problem, and should rather be taken as using the method of paradox
or even irony. But the real significance of these buildings as cases



DU SRR EE & ik B R o bR REERR AT
H$RA TR o R AE N AR R B B — itk IR B R 5 )
Z o Bt R —-EURMIENTE - EEF KRN —m o
HFREZAMUERBABTREEMNERSE - NEREHERZ L
EETY A TR R R » TH SRR BE DI Y) B s 5 1F
REEE  BBMAER o BHE L > 7oL FERMEY W IF &N 51
fr » HET BT ERMOE R M BT o SR RR R T
WO D BRI 5 I AR FErh - RHLUREYRE & 28
ETFEMEARRS > BEAS TP AERRG T RATEFEMA
o B 1. 9 O O 3R o MR SEMY > ERRGTHRED  HEBKARE
BEMER o

BN EWIAE RE EABERIRE - WHIE - WHIfE
HEVEENGEEZR TEEY —HHMNEE > MERELEE
ZN o REMEMIIT o MR EEE GV 2H % - E7F
HEVAEH-AHENHE  BRANFIRBEE -

MRRBFESVEZSHYMERNS » AIFENET S
FHE o FEMARTELT - RMAREFEHEY REEZWHI A
~ PIE DL KR S 0 R S R R T GIRORR £k - AT UB RAKRRGET & ot
&~ BEYAMEEAMRR > UERERERRNS HERFRIT
HHE oAt > “BHFE"EHLILURER “BEHEK " »
TR SERMA A 78 kL S fE 58 T T ik EINDIERGE o AR MEEE

of urban architecture comes to life in light of the universality
of form, and these two buildings happen to come with a theme
composed of the combination of architecture and plants. In neither
case do architecture and plants stand on a par with each other, and
the mechanism of planning behind them is purely architectural.
Here the basic concept of incorporating plants as an architectural
trick, though with no definite supporting reason for applying it to an
urban situation, does provide a means whereby to clearly distinguish
them from other buildings. No doubt, in the process of design, this
has been an essential factor.

This approach certainly reminds us of Eero Saarinen. It was
Saarinen’s way to give single clear themes to his buildings which
were built in strict accordance with them. But while Saarinen dealt
with his forms in accordance with given themes, Roche comes with a
consistent from method and thus appears to be armed with richer
means of expression.

If form had been destined to be born from thé manipulation of
shapes, form methods such as his would have been worked out by
any of his precursors a long time before. Because form in
architecture is closely connected to the purpose and contents of the
given building and to the building techniques involved, it represents
the result of the superimposition of a number of factors such as the
designer’s concept and organization of various intra-structural
relationships. Thus, “form method,” may safely be paraphrased as
“architectural method,” and it illustrates the architect’s method in
the most complete manner. In this sense, the works of Roche shed
light on what form method an architect must master. In other words,
many architects will most probably adopt Roche’s approach to form
method in the years to come, but their works are bound to be de-
ficient not only as structures but also as forms unless they learn to
adhere to strict consistency from concept to detail treatment. And it
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is further presumed that anyone faithfully following this form
method will be ineluctably employing a method identical with that
of Roche insofar as “architectural method” is concerned.

If we go a step further and synthesize what we have been stating
above, we come to a stage where we must question the total meaning
of Roche’s architecture. And it is only here that evaluation can be
given to Roche’s architecture. Why so? Take Wright’s architecture
for example: it abounds in attractive parts and details which facili-
tate the grasping of Wright’s outlook on architecture-and life. It is
the sort of architecture which cannot be appreciated in full without
a good look at the parts and details which make it up. By contrast,
neither the Oakland Museum and nor the Ford Foundation Build-
ing has much to offer in the way of parts of details. If we are to dis-
cuss the glass roof of the Ford Foundation Building, we should rather
take up James Stirling’s glass framework first. The terraced staircase
compositions of the Oakland Museum should not be discussed in
terms of the beauty or meaning of parts, but should rather be
regarded as contributing to the enhancement of the beauty of the
overall organized space incorporating them. Not that the parts, or
details, of these edifices are “bad”; but that their meaning is effaced
in these cases, dispensing with what one might call an “empathic
mannerism.” Thus it seems that with Roche the cinematographic
staging of the effect of space, which is one of the main themes
contemporary architecture is concerned with, is not a topic of major
interest. The architectural space in both the cases under study is
quite materialistic, and does not exist as a phenomenon involving a
meaning of space which would relate to the image of what we would
term “‘space.” Here is an architectural world where columns, plants,
glass and other “things” make their appearance one after another. It
is a world which is more materialistic than ideal. Yet, taken in their
entirety, these buildings project their meaning as ideally conceived
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devices with an unmistakably symbolic character.

If we were to evaluate the character of these buildings as being
made only of idea, we would be committing a grave error. The
procedures for architectural realization are not so éimple, nor can
idea be realized unless the procedures are organized according to
lucid methodology. Realizing a large-scale structure would be out of
the question. Roche is not an exhibitionistic displayer of his skill
and is a total stranger to craftsman mentality dripping with design.

Modern architecture could offer a perspective of the “whole”
only after it had made a big sacrifice of itself by space homogeni-
zation. The “whole” was approximately attained by escalating
the mass scale of strange shapes with the help of dynamics. The
constitutive architectural method’s procedures for proposing the
“whole” were by coordinating the demands of the various parts.
Roche’s method appears to come with an answer to the theme of
how to give expression to total meaning without resorting to the
constitutive method. In neither case of the Oakland Museum or the
Ford Foundation Building does the main purpose or function of the
building dictate the overall shape of the architectural product in an
immediate or primordial manner. The shape common to the two
cases, which reminds us of a segment of a simply-shaped solid cube
having been scooped out with a blade, does appear to be the direct
result of concept, but in reality they cannot have come from the
design method of patternism which determines a priori the overall
shape as in the case of the architecture of the Formalists who were
concerned with symbolic structures in cities. This is clearer from
other projects of Roche’s than these two. The “whole” is preserved
on the force of the support given by the form method which scoops
out whole segments, instead of adding up constitutive elements, for
the realization of concepts. Here the form method of amputating or
shaving exists as a method of not allowing room for empathy, and it
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is this posture that saves it from the conceited, and often nauseating,
romanticism heavily leaning on patternism. In other words, already
at the stage of concept, the “whole” is foreseen in a vision propped
up by various elements, and the “whole” is not determined by form.
Ample room is left for manipulations of parts designated by the
internal relationships resulting from the demands of the building,
and this is where the form method is called on to discharge its part.
In the case of patternized architecture, there was barely enough
room for manipulations of parts except for filling out given empty
spaces, or inlaying. Roche’s method consists in extracting the main
factors from among those factors affecting the determination of the
total character of a given building and then deciding on space
compositions. It is because the main determinant factors come with
a measure of freedom of form that the “‘things” mentioned above
can afford a “cool” expression. In this sense, we can say that, more
than other projects of Roche’s which are equipped with symbolic
systems, the Oakland Museum and the Ford Foundation Building
come with logical structures. Among other things, the staircase
tower standing by the side of the facade of the Ford Foundation
Building symbolizes par excellence the relationship between the
architectural element and the overall structure. In reality, this stiar-
case functions as a wall pillar and at first sight does not look like
anything but a wall pillar. If this element had been made to look
like what it is, it would have come with its own functional assertion,
and the “whole” would have been confused by cacophony. A very
skillful answer has been given to this case, which speaks for no
ordinary talent of its designer and which also gives us a glimpse of
the consistency of method. If, in the design process, various deci-
sions had not been executed with strict precision, structures such as
this would not have resulted. The tension-fraught atmosphere which
envelops the overall structure eloquently bears testimony to preci-
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sion design.

When we obtain thus an overall grasp of the building in
completed form and the methodology supporting it, we are made
aware of the restoration of orthodox architecture. For Roche’s
architecture presents itself in an integrated image which invites one
to wonder if architecture amy not historically have been like that. It
is an architecture which is healthy, consistent, masculine and ortho-
dox, from whichever angle you look at it. Come to think of it, we
notice that America’s self-conscious contemporary architecture is
showing an ever stronger trend to undergo exposure to the inner self
of the architect; there is a strong aspiration after classicism and
mysticism. Buildings by major organized design offices, excluding
individual architects, do not indicate any meaningful creative
ambition on the part of the builders. The role played by Kevin
Roche amidst such a stagnant climate is of unfathomable impli-
cations. Probably the perspective he has opened up is one that leads
us to the image of architecture which will not be crushed by
automobiles, roads, match-box buildings and other mechanical con-
traptions which cram our cities. It is a streak of hope that could be
projected only by an architect who had liberated himself from
pressimism. What is surprising among other things is that the domain
pioneered by Roche is genuinely architectural. This is why we
touched upon “form™ at the outset of this treatise. There will be
diverse possibilities of ulterior development inasmuch as we are
dealing with a new move. But in architecture worth the name, every
pillar and every wall must represent the fruit of cultural crystalli-
zation. Many contemporary architects harbor doubts about the ex-
istence of such architecture. Roche has arrived to dispel such doubts.

In this short treatise, I have attempted, my personal method-
ology aside, to define the position of Kevin Roche while drawing
on two of his works. Outstanding architectural works may make
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their appearance transcending era and circumstances. It may be, for
example, that monumental structures such as medieval monasteries
truly excel while other works of the same era which have fallen into
oblivion were destined from the beginning to disappear, as they
indeed did. On the other hand, it is also true that many medieval
villages were more beautiful than some monasteries. I have said that
Kevin Roche represents orthodoxy because he builds monastery-like
monumental structures. Many American architects are to a greater
or lesser degree, pessimistic. This is because they are architects of an
ailing America. But Kevin Roche is different; he is rooted in a strong
America. Of course, these are problems that have to do with
individual architects’ posture and outlook, and in the ultimate
analysis it is up to the Americans themselves to passtheir verdict on
them against the historical backdrop. Personally, when I see the
social condition of America today through Roche’s architecture, I
do find myself a bit perplexed at the clarity of the picture. I cannot
say for certain at this time, when the spiritual domain of
architecture is not yet clearly defined in the historical context, but I
cannot help feeling that Roche’s method skips at a blow the shackles
of modern culture and “radicalizes” the modern age. The design
problem in America has been helped by the influence of Roche to
assort and analyze itself. The two early works of this American
architect, which leave such strong imprints on our mind, are certain
to find their places in history, whatever significance is ascribed to
them in the years ahead.

(Translated from Japanese original by Terutoyo Taneda)




Kevin Roche, John Dinkeloo and Associates
The Ford Foundation Building, New York. 1967
The Oakland Museum, California. 1969
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