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From Aggregation to Integration
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1. Robert Owen. Village of Unity. 1817.
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Introduction

The notion of a community spirit, as opposed
to feudal paternalism, first developed in the
public mind during the French Revolution. lts
long drawn out education, forged upon the
bitter fires of industrial and agricultural social
strife and national wars, only came to maturity
after the Second World War.

The English Romantics nurtured the ideain its
infancy, protesting against the miseries of the
Industrial Revolution. William Blake, Samuel
Taylor Coleridge, and William Wordsworth
awakened the consciousness to the evils of
the industrial exploitation of the working class,
first with hopes of more immediate results
from the French Revolution, then, disenchanted,
with praise of rural life and Utopia. There was
some response from industrialists like Josiah
Wedgwood for his workers in his factory Etruria
at Hanley, but until the popular pamphlets of
William Cobbett the workers never identified
themselves as a class. To combat rising unem-
ployment (due to rising population, itself the
result of better sanitation, nourishment, and
decreasing mortality, the ending of the Napo-
teonic wars, rapid mechanization of production
and enclosure of public land), RobertOwen, a
self-made man who began work as a shop
assistant at the age of 10, started his own
weaving business at 19 and at 28 in 1799
bought the spinning-mills of New Lanark on
the upper Clyde in Scotland. It was he who had
the original idea of creating an ideal physical
environment for smaill communities of bet-
ween 500 and 1500 but preferably 1000 (ill. 1).
These ‘villages of unity’ were to be almost self-
contained economic units needing '/2 - 1'/2
acres of land per person. Each village was to
be formed by a large square with one long
dwelling (up to 4 stories high) down each side,
three of the dwellings for families with children
upto3years old, and the fourthfor all the other
children; in the centre of the square would be
three public buildings, one for the communal
restaurant and kitchens, and the other two for
infant and primary schools with libraries and
meeting-rooms for adults, as well as a lecture-
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2,3. Charles Fourier. Phalanstére. 1829/30
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4,5. Jean Godin. Familistere. 1859-77

room and chapel. The dwellings themselves
were to be arranged so that the sitting-rooms
overlooked the community square and the
bedrooms, on the quiet side, the gardens and
country.

Although one must admit that Owen’s Village
of Unity has the air of a military barracks, com-
plete with parade ground and messrooms, its
break with street planning and its substitution
of communal dwellings for individual urban
rooms while maintaining the privacy of the
perimeter gardens shows the clear understan-
ding that Robert Owen had of human nature.
His far-reaching ideas provoked interest and
criticism, but he was unable to translate them
into practice and eventually followed other
Utopians to the land of hope: the New World
of North America. He bought the village of
Harmony from the German religious reformer
Georg Rapp in Indianain 1825, renaming it New
Harmony; two years later, however, it failed for
economic and human reasons. Owen returned
to England, which after the shock of the Peterloo
massacre in Manchesterin 1819 hadrepealed
the combination laws so that workers’ asso-
ciations could be more or less freely formed.
Co-operative movements grew in strength, as
did trade unions, but they were mainly con-
cerned with economic conditions rather than
Owen'’s principal concern for a proper com-
munity environment.

Small harmonious societies that cast aside
moral inhibitions and competition between
individuals or classes but respect the rights
of others formed the basis of the philosophical
and political system which Charles Fourier
first published in 1808 and developed over
the years. He rejected the small individual
house as being unsociable and proposed com-
munal accommodation in order to concen-
trate services and human relationships. Apart
from detailed regulations which would control
development, anticipating our building regula-
tions today, his main contribution to communi-
ty housing was his idea that a single building
(like Le Corbusier's ‘Unité’) should be the
basic city unit. This unit, or Phalanstére (ills.
2,3), was to house between 1,500 and 1,600
people in a ‘regular’ building signifying its
rational order, articulated to reduce its scale.
Pedestrian traffic was to be set on a first-floor
street within a three-storey-high glass gallery
which was common to all the individual apart-
ments. Between buildings the street-galleries
were to be connected by glass-enclosed brid-
ges. The ground floor was leftfree for vehicles,
community rooms and accommodation forthe
elderly and children. Fourier's formal model,
however advanced hisrevolutionary thoughts,
was limited by its adherence to the neo-classi-
cal palace of the aristocracy. His idea went no
further forward than that the workers too
should live in palaces.

In the United States, Fourier’s ideas spread
and more than forty communities were found-
ed, the most famous being Brook Farms, West
Roxbury, Massachusetts. In France his ideas

failed to take root until Jean Godin, who had
an iron foundry at Guise, built a smaller modi-
fied version of the Phalanstére between 1859
and 1877, which he cailed the ‘Familistére’
(ills. 4,5). Instead of the street galleries the
buildings consisted of dwellings built arcund
a large glazed central court. The community
services were accommodated in separate
buildings. Up to the Second World War the
buildings and the co-operative were stillin use.
The vision of a new world continued to inspire
Utopian projects, such as Etienne Cabet's
Icaria which precariously survived for 50
years, moving from Nauvoo, Illinois, to Corning,
lowa, with splinter groups in California. Many
of the Utopians were religiously inspired, for
example the Harmonists founded by Georg
Rapp, or Amana, Bethel, Noyes, Bull, and of
course the Mormaons who founded Nauvoo in
1839 and Salt Lake City in 1847. Even more
recently we find the kibbutz settlements in
Israelwhichbeganat Deganiain 1910and now
number over 200, housing some 80,000 people.
But the most influential visionary of them ali
was Ebenezer Howard who, with his book
Tomorrow: a Peaceful Path to Real Reform, first
published in 1898 (re-issued in 1902 as Garden
Cities of Tomorrow), rallied reformers to Arcadia
with a proposal for a network of new towns
housing 32,000 people each. Like mast origi-
nal thinkers who express themselves simply
in diagrammatic form, Howard (ill. 6) was
misinterpreted, with the result that many
people now live happily in dormitory garden
suburbs, safely independent of the formal
responsibilities of architectural communities.
The resulting destruction of the countryside
and the strengthening of class divisions with
the discrimination involved in speculative buil-
ding and land values, may have improved the
physical health of the individual, but the social,
political and economic health of the communi-
ty as a whole has undoubtediy suffered. This
comfortable isolation has created indiffer-
ence on the part of one half of the community
for the problems of the other half.

Friedrich Engels, who in 1844 had described
the condition of the English working class, and
Karl Marx, whom Engels met in Paris the same
year, rejected this social paternalism in favour
of the participation of the working class itself
in building its own future. They made clear
their approach in the ‘Communist Manifesto’
of 1848. However, the right of the working
class to determine its own environment still
remains anunrealized vision. Meanwhile it was
the paternal Utopian socialists, and other re-
formers, who began the actualexperiments.
The Reform Bill of 1832, championed by John
Fielden to extend the franchise, the Factory
Acts of 1833 and 1847, Edwin Chadwick’s
sanitary report 1842, foliowed by the Public
Health Act 1848, and 1855 building regulations,
reflected the growing awareness on the part
of Disraeli's rich half of England that they had
a 'duty’ towards the poor half. The evangelical
conscience was aiso awakened, as J. N. Tarn



AHRBEREELEALIERS - BARR
T [} 22 MR Y TE I 5 %F
EAABGERAR RN — BN EREE T
EEMKY  AHBRH WA RAMARERAY
KB BRMGHET EHERMETE > X AR
TERWMBAET » MBS HEH
NEAEEEEGASE T AT  SLHEERT
B HBRWERAXEE - tiEHETED
EHESIRTHMANEEMLET - NBnsE
BRAERERNE MR KRR T HE—
B MU EEMNEFIENOFHR > W
1825 EAEEIHIEREBILT “ FEgRE" (
Village of Harmony ) » fESHRSKE M
EAXER » BRMALHKT - REEIHRA
EEFREBNFEREREE ) T ARHEE
HERWAR  BoESNHBERHORE
 ARIEEFEELBEANRE » AR
B AR = s -
—{E /T & RSN BR S AIERS
BAARABRMOES » MEEN AqMFH
o8 B FI%E ( Charles Fourier) oA #
BRBURER ) 1808 EH—-XBER X
ERTFERTARER - hRENOBRHEETF »
ERM BT R » T BAFESE
REHEFRBEMBEALRERE - & THHB
RS ( BER PSRN EERR
ZEEHN) » thENHEEEEHTERR
EMBREMKNESE ( BUNLENHAAN
® Unite” ) BB R—EEXNOETTET 35
BT XBHHE" ( Phalanstere ) Bfe—
BHANEEEER 1,503 1,600 A ( &2
3 AEFENKRFY S RSBLIB R
FYHRE o T A EHRERE FERHE
TEIAMEERNE » EERR Y2 HEL
4750 5030 M S B T ) B R FOE B2 - SUTERE R
BhigmE e  ARBEEARRENGESE - &
MEEHEB AR RBAMKERENEE
7R3 e Mt BR 03 R 4R i R R R O BT SR
B TR BaE » TABTER
fEEERE -
EXE > BH ENBSREHT  LHR
B A0BAE MR » BA AN RRREZEMN
~ B RS R A A0f5 S M Bt ( Brook Farms)
o EHE > HBMAHEKT » BAHLET (
Jean Godin ) » SERAEHEMERSE BT
REEIA o 7Y 1859 S5 1877 £ 7 BB E T —1
B " BRI BB REME”
(Famillistere 4 ~ 5) o & T &HXE
B MERSEEHNERYIRBBT —FX
BFEIAMENFE  HENBRE RO S HEs

SHIGE - —EIHE - RERLAY  EHESE
FIEERRRD R B AE - B —EHHR
HESEBRENEREALENEE » My =g
R ¥ FIgE ( Etienne Cabets lca-
ria ) » KWFET 50 F£2ZK » ERHEEKH
M FESE ( Nauvoo) H3 B 77 25 M ok 2 (
Corning ) » RESUEMMERE - REBK
HERESETRERG > BMBYT " BT
K " (9B \H ( Harmonists, Georg Rapp
) s HEWIER ( Amana ) + B4 ( Bethel
) ~FEfH ( Noyes ) ~ 7@ ( Bull) » ¥R &
BEREMHE » M7 1839 FR L, L&
1847 SEEY B - EE BT » RUBIE
PlasiBBeens . ER1910 SEmmE
&8 ( Degania ) Biff » BZEEE 200 @ » &
T 80,000 A - NEBAHENNBREESERE
( Ebenezer Howard ) » hi¥fA “ BiX—5
EREREOTEZE" » %7 1898 F£HIK
» M7E 1902 F£ 45 L " HHeEEG " AT
» IR EEBNEAREFHE » LRH —
8 BT T 1Eat# » BEFHRLESM 32,000 A
c MR KMk BHEER  BEEHLEM K E
AR AE(HE6 ) » AKBEEHS AWML
FEMABRESENTERARE - BUK2E
RILEHRE » TRHEREBEN - HEBEND
E o & AN R R RRESRA T E
HREEABHT » AR EwNTHeY - By
e~ KPR R B BENE Y ASERH
T o BT olR S BT P 8RR
ROABETEO
1832 » 9% - JEE X ( John Fielden

)IBINERBREE FEERETARY
AR ME1833M 18474 TR BB 5IR
i o 1842 R @Y . H@E K% ( Edwin Ch-
adwick ) BRRMUAIEEG » BK1S48F MR
Mgtk - 1855 EAMBERA ; BEBR
BRT EB A SRR MO R 5 MR #RE
HAELEENABANKEREY » LEHD
fB3BEER: o ®E ( J.N. Tarn ) e "
TARACER T AR SRS " b ERLEER
2 EREBHESERN . By ( Henry
Roberts ) RZBMEMA » BYSRSHT
MUABEOESEE  HPhBREEN—HE
" RS " ( Model Houses ) (E7 ~ 8
) 2 ER 1850 MR & EF 0 A%
BEMMREELRERER o B4 » AR
FIEFH - EHE® ( Henry Darbishire )
HBR(EO ) » BREME DR
RE WRARFKE » ERANERERY
BHRAMEARASNTERBEL FRRD - fam

6 gaseen - Cigy
TURAL LANO 3000 acey,
_,.,!9!"’(\1\ [ seniedsren, (‘»:‘g‘w&{r,

s 1 & | ¢ : =0
W = ) BT 1) >N ga

(]

N.B
DiaGRAM _ONLY

P CANNOT BE DRAWN
UNTIL SITE SELECTED

T S S —

6. Ebenezer Howard. Garden City. 1898.
7.8. Henry Roberts. Model Houses for
Families, Bloomsbury, London. 1850.

9. Henry Darbishire. Peabody building in
Spitalfields. 1864.
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13. Saltaire, near Bradford. Founded in 1851.
14. Port Sunlight. Founded in 1887.

15. Bournville. Founded in 1895
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has pointed out in his book Working-ciass Hou-
sing in 19th-century Britain, which brought the
architect Henry Roberts into national promi-
nence under Lord Shaftesbury. Roberts desig-
ned several experimental communal houses,
one of the most interesting being his Model
Houses for families in Bloomsbury, London, in
1850, with its gallery access and through ven-
tilation (ills. 7,8). Philanthropic organizations
like the Peabody Trust, with its dull but well-
managed buildings designed by Henry Darbi-
shire (ill. 9), failed to meet the appalling hou-
sing conditions, mainly because of high rents
and the relatively small amount of building
work undertaken. Sidney Waterlow's Improved
Industrial Dwellings Company tackled the city
housing problem with efficiency (ills. 10,11),
while Angela Burdett-Coutts, with Dickens’
advice, her money, and Darbishire’s gothic
architecture, built Columbia Square, Bethnal
Green (1859-62; ill. 12), four blocks around a
communal court with community services and
socialrooms in the attic. Factory villages were
also built, such as Saltaire near Bradford in
1851 (ill. 13), Port Sunlight in 1887 (ill. 14) and
Bournville in 1895 (ill. 15). Apart from Liver-
pool, Frankfurt and Amsterdam, housing did
not become a public problem until after the
rude shock of the First World War.

Architects had hardly touched the problem of
designing these buildings, except in works of
criticism, such as those of Robert Kerr or
Banister Fletcher, or as followers of the school
of William Morris and Phiiip Webb, such as the
L. C. C. Architects Department, until bourgeois
clients allowed Victor Horta to apply his skill
to the Hotel Tassel (1893), Auguste Perret to
25a Rue Franklin (1902/03), Antoni Gaudi to
the Casa Batllo (1905-07) and Casa Mila
(1905-10).

These clients, of course, built for themselves
or their likes, and were therefore isolated from
the social problems of community housing.
However, the importance of such bourgeois
houses lies not only in their special architec-
tural features and styling, but also in their
historical role as the forerunners of a series of
architectural models that were to replace the
old aristocraticones. In other words, the feudal
cottage, the summer lodge, or neo-palace in
the form of town terraces, were to be replaced
by a new building type designed in scale and
comfort to suit the needs of the bourgeoisie
within the urban fabric.

Apartfrom the famous sinuous ironwork to the
staircase hall, Horta's Hotel Tassel (ill. 16) is
notable for the free articulation and spatial
sequence of the internal rooms, albeit symme-
trical, which reflect a more informal life-style.
The exposed metal structure contrasts with
the English wall-paper patterns and thus indi-
cates the new fashion towards progress and
industry.

in contrast, Auguste Perret built his house in
Rue Franklin (ilis. 17,18) in reinforced con-
crete, assimilating the design to its rectangu-
lar framework with panel infill. The structure,
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16. Victor Horta. Hotel Tassel, Brussels. 1893.
17,18. Auguste Perret. House at 25a

Rue Franklin, Paris. 1902/03.

19. Antoni Gaudi. Casa Batlio, Barcelona.
1905-07.

20,21. Antoni Gaudi. Casa Mila, Barcelona.
1905-10.
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22,23. Henry Roberts. Model Houses for Four
Families. 1851.

24. Edwin Lutyens. House at Munstead Wood
near Godaiming. 1896.

25,26. M.H. Baillie Scott. Terrace house. 1908.
27. Margarethenhohe, Essen. Founded 19086.
28. Levittown, Pennsyivania. 1952-65.

29. Milton Keynes. Under construction. (Detail.)
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however, was not exposed but sheathed in
glazed tiles. The internai planning was freely
articulated around a concave terrace again
reflecting the needs of bourgeois social life.
Servant spaces remained segregated and
tortuous, uniike Frank Lloyd Wright's plans
for a freer society in the northern United States,
as in the Willitts house (Highland Park, lllinois;
1902), for example.

Antoni Gaudi flexed both muscle and mind in
his remodelling of the Casa Batll6 (ill. 19),
making the most of the colourful spatial
sequence of the staircase and lift up through
the various floors. He brought the public face
of street architecture into the communal patio
of the vertical access. This he did with even
more success in his steel-framed Casa Mila
(ills. 20,21), where vehicles were absorbed
into the bosom of the house with circular
ramps and connecting patios. Not only did he
realize that the steel frame gave extraordinary
possibilities for free planning, different on
each floor, but he rejected the economic dis-
cipline of the steel frame itself so that many a
column rests upon a beam and spans vary at
will. He also, perhaps for the first time, separa-
ted the lifts from the staircase, which released
the hierarchy of rooms from the straightjacket
of concentrated accesses in multi-storey buil-
dings. Each dwelling became aimost asfree as
a house standing in its own grounds, with ser-
vant entrances on one side, and the main
entrances on the other,

Architecture’s involvement in housing was
mainly concerned with the picturesque in
Arcadia, either in flight from the town with
Henry Roberts (ills. 22,23), Norman Shaw, C.F.
A. Voysey and Philip Webb, or in an attempt to
exploit the vast open countryside of North
America with Frank Lloyd Wright and McKim,
Mead and White. But the real popular masters
were Edwin Lutyens, who laid the solid founda-
tions of English suburban picturesque with
Munstead Wood (1896; ill. 24), Deanery Gar-
den and other projects, and Baillie Scott who
published Houses and Gardens in 1906 which
contained a terrace house designed in the
same English domestic vernacular (ills. 25,26).
Raymond Unwin's design for Hampstead Gar-
den Suburb in 1908 for Henriette Barnett app-
lied Howard's Garden City concept to reality
(Unwin’s Letchworth competition design was
built later) with buildings designed by Lutyens.
The German Hermann Muthesius spent the
years 1896-1903 studying this peculiarly
English phenomenon, as a result of which he
published Das englische Haus, which no doubt
influenced Krupp in building his Margarethen-
héhe district in Essen (1906; ill. 27).

In away the Garden City conceptwas arelease
from the burdens of community planning,
since it encouraged the excuse of ‘getting
away fromiit all’, which culminated in the Tudor-
Walters report in 1918 and ‘Peacehaven’ fit
for the heroes of the First World War and final-
ly Levittown, Pennsylvania 1952-65 (ill. 28),
and Milton Keynes new town now under con-
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33.J.J.P. Oud. Stepped and staggered houses
for Scheveningen. 1917.

34. J.J.P. Oud. Oud-Mathenesse district,
Rotterdam. 1922.

35,36. J.J.P. Oud. Terrace houses, Hook of
Holland. 1924.

37,38. J.J.P. Oud. Kiefhoek district,
Rotterdam. 1925.

B33 J.J.P EE ZEEMEGT BYEH1917
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# 35~36 J.J.P Bt@ FREMGE wMED 1921
W37~38 J.J.P B YlhmHE kA 1925

struction (ill. 29). Nevertheless, its picturesque
human domesticity cannot be denied a part
in the reality of that major architectural pro-
blem of solving mass housing for the individual
as a member of the community. The solution
must lie somewhere in between the suburban
villa and the urban palace.

Hendrik Petrus Berlage’'s work must surely
exemplify the very nature of architecture in
community planning, particularly his scheme
for Amsterdam-Zuid (ill. 30). He was commis-
sioned by the city authorities to draw up a plan
between two rivers which he did during the
years 1902-07, amending it giving greater
density before its final approval in 1915. His
main concern was to continue the urbanimage
of Amsterdam, incorporating the advantages
ofthe Garden City notin the form and image of
private property but with the use of public and
semi-public parks and gardens. He used the
simple geometric formula of city blocks 50 m
wide by either 100 or 200 m long, with enclosed
garden courts, to be treated as an architectu-
ral whole. The streets were wide encugh to
carry both vehicular and pedestrian traffic
and to separate the different styles that would
naturally occur throughout the time needed
to build the district. The size of each block was
adjusted to the size of the undertaking of a
particular building co-operative, according to
L. Benevolo in his History of Modern Architec-
ture. The plan was formal, symmetrical and
almost academic, but any rigidity in style was
alleviated with a spicing of informalism intro-
duced by the slightbending of the street system,
which helped the plan reflect and adjust to the
original twisting canal system of the seven-
teenth-century city. Berlage’s design was so
clear and practical that after the war Michel de
Klerk (ills. 31, 32), Pieter Lodewigk Kramer,
Hendrikus Theodorus Wijdeveld (flowers of the
Amsterdam School)were able to remain faithful
to the plan without sacrificing their own archi-
tecture. This is what we may term ‘soft town-
planning’, just as we will later refer to ‘soft
architecture’, quiet evolutionary building lacking
the brilliance of the monumental.

Jacobus Johannes Pieter Oud adopted a posi-
tion theoretically opposed to the Amsterdam
School (the Wendingen Group) with the appa-
rently more progressive De Stijl movement.
This was immediately apparent in his project
for stepped and staggered houses along the
beach at Scheveningen (1917; ill. 33) which is
broken up rather than unified. In his first at-
tempts at town-planning Oud rather timidly
followed Berlage's tradition, of which his plan
for the triangular site ‘Oud-Mathenesse’
(1922;ill. 34) isthe mosttypicalinits symmetry
and central enclosed public green. It was too
near to the Garden City concept, with its single-
storey cottages and private gardens, to be any
advance upon Berlage. But Oud’s twin-terrace
houses at the Hook of Holland (1924; ills. 35,
36) are uncompromisingly modern, with
rounded ends, cantilevered canopies, strip
windows and walls rendered white; realism
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39. Tony Garnier. Cité Industrielle. 1901-04.
40, 41. Tony Garnier. Etats Unis district,
Lyons. 1920-35.

42. Antonio Sant’Elia. Staggered house. 1914.
43. Mario Chiattone. Block of flats. 1914.
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44,45. Adolf Loos. Mustersiedlung Heuberg,
Wien. 1921.

46. Adolf Loos. Grand Hotel Babyion. 1923.
47. Adolf Loos. Gruppe von 20 Hausern mit
Dachgarten. 1923.

48. Henri Sauvage. Haus in der Rue des
Amiraux, Paris. 1924.
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was introduced with brick dados and thres-
holds. The style imposed communal identity
but at the same time was so vigorous that it set
the buildings apart from their neighbours, a
failing that Oud repeated in the Kiefhoek dis-
trict in Rotterdam (1925; ills. 37,38). What is
curious in the Hook of Holland terraced houses
is the wide frontage given to each dwelling by
the placing of one floor of dweliings upon
another within a rather complicated structural
system imposed by the entrance and stair-
cases, which thus restricts the internal plan-
ning.

Tony Garnier was another anti-Garden City
architect, well known for his plan of 1801-04
for a ‘Cité Industrielle’ (ill. 39), which was
drawn with magisterial simplicity like Costa’s
Brasilia with its functions clearly separated.
One quarter was actually built, the ‘Etats
Unis’ districtin Lyons between 1928 and 1935,
based on Garnier's plan of 1920 (ilis. 40,41).
Originally the buildings were four or five sto-
ries high, with dwellings designed in groups
of two or four per staircase, so that each city
block contained a line of buildings with a lineal
park for pedestrians in between, alternating
with fast traffic. Unfortunately the economy of
the plan put the bedrooms on the outer sides
of the buildings, facing the road, with the living
areaon the inside overlooking the neighbours.
Opposed to both the Garden City architecture
for the individual and the soft architecture of
Berlage and to some extent Garnier, were the
designs of Antonio Sant’Elia (ill. 42) and Mario
Chiattone (ill. 43) and the radical communal
super-blocks of the Socialist administration
in Vienna which decided in 1923 to build
25,000 dwellings, a target later raised to 60,000.
Influenced by Berlage’'s city blocks for the
Amsterdam Co-operatives the Vienna munici-
pal authorities decided in favour of the super-
block which fitted in administratively with their
social-development plan. One architect the
authorities did not call upon was Adolf Loos,
whose architectural style was too daring for
them, even though he had been municipal
architect from 1920-22 and tackled the design
of workers' housing with vigour and complete
identification. For Loos the problem of the
workers’ house was pre-eminent amongst the
problems of a new society completely identi-
fied with the purpose of modern architecture.
One of his most prominent designs in the field
of housing is the Heuberg estate (1921;ills. 44,
45) only part of which was built according to
his intentions. The axonometric drawing sug-
gests a system building, while the cascade of
glass covering the winter garden reminds one
of James Stirling’s later buildings. His plans for
the Hotel Babylon (1923, ill. 46) again used the
stepped profile of his ‘set-back’ houses, but
showed haste and lack of discipline, unlike his
group of twenty houses on the Céte d’Azur
(ill. 47) designed in the same year, where the
roofs of each lower house become a succes-
sion of terraces and gardens. He was always
anxious to recover this ‘lost’ space for chil-



