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Note to the Second Edition

[ wrote this book in the early 1960’s as a practicing
architect responding to aspects of architectural theory and
dogma of that time. The issues are different now, and I think
the book might be read today for its general theories about
architectural form but also as a particular document of its
time, more historical than topical. For this reason the second
part of the book, which covers the work of our firm up to
1966, is not expanded in this second edition.

[ now wish the title had been Complexity and Contradiction
in Architectuval Form, as suggested by Donald Drew Egbert.
In the early '60’s, however, form was king in architectural
thought, and most architectural theory focused without ques-
tion on aspects of form. Architects seldom thought of sym-
bolism in architecture then, and social issues came to domi-
nate only in the second half of that decade. But in hindsight
this book on form in architecture complements our focus on

symbolism in architecture several years later in Learning from

Las Vegas
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4. Contradictory Levels:
The Phenomenon of “Both-And” in Architecture

Contradictory levels of meaning and use in architecture
volve the paradoxical contrast implied by the conjunctive
r." They may be more or less ambiguous. Le Corbusier’s
idhan House (11) is closed yet open—a cube, precisely
tlosed by its corners, yet randomly opened on its surfaces;
his Villa Savoye (12) is simple outside yet complex inside.
| ¢ Tudor plan of Barrington Court (13) is symmetrical yer
nmetrical; Guarini’s Church of the Immaculate Concep-
n Turin (14) is a duality in plan and yet a unity; Sir
lwin Lutyens’ entrance gallery at Middleton Park (15, 16)
dlirectional space, yet it terminates at a blank wall; Vig-
u's fagade for the pavilion at Bomarzo (17) contains a por-
yet it is a blank portico; Kahn's buildings contain crude
rete yet polished granite; an urban street is directional

toute yet static as a place. This series of conjunctive “yets”
ibes an architecture of contradiction at varying levels
yram and scructure. None of these ordered contradic-
tepresents a search for beauty, but neither as paradoxes,
By caprice.

Jeanth Brooks refers to Donne’s art as "having it both
but, he says, “most of us in this latter day, cannot. We
iplined in the tradition either-or, and lack the mental
to say nothing of the maturity of attitude—which
low us to indulge in the finer distinctions and che
bitle reservations permitted by the tradition of botch-
he tradition “either-or” has characterized orthodox
fchitecture: a sun screen is probably nothing else;
1 seldom an enclosure; a wall is not violated by
netrations bue is totally interrupted by glass; pro-
lons are exaggeratedly articulated into wings or
separate pavilions. Even “Howing space” has
W outside when inside, and inside when ourside,
both at the same time. Such manifestations of
Wil claricy are foreign to an architecture of com-
untradiction, which tends to include “both-and”
% lude “eicher-or.”

wirce of the both-and phenomenon is contra-
sin is hierarchy, which yields several levels of
Wy clements with varying values. It can include
ute both good and awkward, big and lictle,
1, continuous and articulated, round and
bl und spacial. An architecrure which includes
Wl meaning breeds ambiguity and tension.
e examples will be difficule to “read,” but
ture 1s valid when it reflects the complexities

Le Corbusier
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radictions of content and meaning. Simultaneous
on of a multiplicity of levels involves struggles and
ns for the observer, and makes his perception more

mples which are both good and bad at the same time
haps in one way explain Kahn’s enigmatic remark:
cture must have bad spaces as well as good spaces.”
nt irrationality of a part will be justified by the resul-
jonality of the whole, or characteristics of a part will be
ised for the sake of the whole. The decisions for such
mpromises are one of the chief tasks of the architect.
Hawksmoor’s St. George-in-the-East (18) the exagger-
ystones over the aisle windows are wrong in relation
part: when seen close-up they are too big in relation
opening they span. When seen farcher back, however,
context of the whole composition, they are expressively
in size and scale. Michelangelo’s enormous rectangular
ings in the attic story of the rear fagade of St. Peter’s (19)
ider than they are high, so that they must be spanned
long way. This is perverse in relation to the spanning
itations of masonry, which dictate in Classical architecture
t big openings, such as these, be vertically proportioned.
t because one usually expects vertical proportions, the
itudinal spanning expresses validly and vividly their rele-
smallness.

The main stair in Frank Furness’ Pennsylvania Academy
the Fine Arts in Philadelphia (20) is too big in relation to
s immediate surroundings. It lands on a space narrower
an its width, and faces an opening narrower than its width.
urthermore, the opening is bisected by a post. But this stair
is ceremonial and symbolic as well as functional, and it relates
to the hall immediarely beyond the opening, to the whole
building, and to the great scale of Broad Street outside. The
outer thirds of Michelangelo’s stair in the Laurentian Library
vestibule (21) are abruptly chopped off and lead virtually
nowhere: it is similarly wrong in the relation of its size to its
space, and yet right in relation to the whole context of the
spaces beyond.

Vanbrugh's end bays in the central pavilion of the
entrance facade of Blenheim Palace (22) are incorrect because
they are bisected by a pilaster: this fragmentation produces
a duality which decreases their unity. Their very incomplete-
ness, however, reinforces by contrast the center bay and
increases the overall unity of this complex composition. The
pavilions which flanked the chateau at Marly (23) contained

19. Michelangelo. Rear Fagade, 5t. Peter's, Rome
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4. Headquarters Building, North Penn Visiting Nurse
Association, Venturi and Short, 1960. (272-277)

Economy dictated a small building with conventional
construction. The setting suggested a bold scale and a simple
form to compensate for the large buildings around. The pro-

gram dictated a complex inside, however, with varieties of

spaces and special storage accommodations. Level parking
for five staff cars on the steeply sloping site necessitated a
retaining-walled auto court up front. And a pedestrian entrance
with a minimum of outside steps similarly dictated a building
immediately on the street.

The resultant building is a distorted box both simple
and complex. Because they are adjacent and similar in area,
the court and the building set up a duality. The prow of the
building acts as an inflection toward the court to resolve cthe
duality, yet cthis distortion of the boxlike building simulta-
neously enforces the duality by complementing the curved
wall at the opposite side of the parking court and by making
the court more symmetrical and, therefore, independent of
the building. The building at this point is more sculptural
than architectural. Outside spatial forces dominate the interior
forces, and it is designed from the outside in. The “awkward”
interior created here is a subordinate space—merely the den-
cist’s dark room.

Distortion works in the open side of the duality too:
he slight curve of the retaining wall of the essentially rec-
angular court acknowledges and resists the pressure of the
arth behind. The building box is distorted furcher by the
ast wall being parallel to the property line on this half-urban
ite. The surface of this originally plain box is also distorted.
he windows on the front eat into it to provide integral over-
angs toward the south. They also work integrally with the
iterior storage cabinets along that wall parallel to che roof
aming.

The window indentations become large and few, some-
mes coupled as well as set back, and they increase the scale

the small building. On the outside the scale of the lower
indows is increased by the device of an extended frame
this case, an applied wood moulding which accommodates
(e contradiction between the inside and outside scales. The
«»mplex positioning of the windows and openings of this
[ade also counteracts the simplicity of the box. They are

1ot random but rather an originally regular rhychmic series
storted by interior complexities and circumstances.

The entrance on the court side at an intermediate land-
ing is similarly complex in composition and bold in scale. It
is made up almost equally of rectangular, diagonal, and seg-
mental elements juxtaposed in a manner similar to some
Renaissance doors. The rectangularity of the overall opening
results from the block and plank structure of the building.
In contrast the arch derives not from the nature of the mate-
rials and structure of its wood frame bur from its symbolism
as an entrance. Furchermore, and more important, as a circum-
stantial exception to the general order of the composition, it
becomes a focus. The diagonal posts are expediencies simi-
larly eventful: they shore up the center beam which supports
the exceptional span of the roof planks at this opening, and
they contrast with the post, which is vertical in the large
window opening in the front, and more analogous in its posi-
tion to the rectangular composition of the building. The big
opening of the arch, appropriate in scale for a civic building,
is juxtaposed upon the man-scaled doors, which are sheltered.
There is a juxtaposition here of scales as well as shapes.

As for the program complexities of the interior, a hint
of the storage intricacies is confirmed in the alternating reces-
sions of windows and closets in the front. Another manifesta-
tion is the diagonal wall in the plan of the hall—another
expedient distortion to accommodate the program complexi-
ties, which are squeezed inside their rigid enclosure.

The inconsistent floor and roof structure is similarly
accommodating to the bearing walls of the rigid perimeter.
The first floor front is a two-way slab accommodating the
irregular interior bearing walls. Steel and wood joists for the
floors and roof otherwise run variously parallel with cthe walls
containing window storage combinations. Here, as in the
entrance opening, the span is wood planks, which permit
openings and windows to reach the thin cornice line and
make the box look more abstract. I have already mentioned
the expedient post, vertical or diagonal, used when these sur-
face spans become exceptionally long.

To emphasize thinness of surface and contradict the
plasticity of the form of the box, the stucco surface is detailed
with a minimum of corner-turnings by means of the wood-
surfaced window reveals. I have “destroyed che box,” not
through spatial continuities but by circumstantial distortions.
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89. Golden Nugget, Las Vegas, pre-1964

N\l

88. Amiens Cathedrl, west froat
90. Golden Nugget, Las Vegas, post-1964
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"from God’s Own Junkyard



&D 5\9

o | [el> g,

HiGu way

DECcoRATED SHED




R R

%5
Toae =
.-"

139. Recommendation for a monument

141. “Plug-in City,” 1964; Peter Cook
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Vanna Venturi House, 1962
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Guild House, 1963
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Dixwell Fire Station, New Haven 1974










Fire Station No.4, 1968
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House in Greenwich, CT, 1974
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Institute for Scientific information, PA, 1974
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Gordon Wu Hall, Butler College, Princeton University, 1980
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A QUESTION OF
INTERPRETATION

)st-Modern architecture i1s symp
£

tomatic of a crisis of arct

yitectural

sensibility in a period of transition

At the heart of the current crisis of

sensipility IS yervasive ant

two strands of
that is, to use Jencks term

istic language. | consider

Modern

anti-classical and has many qualities

by

b

architecture

meaning

IS

or codes
lural
Post

essentially

d [
that

in common with Mannerism. Jencks’

nighly

specialised

tation

reflects his preoccupation with sem

and in turn

leads him to force

architecture into

agrees

wIth Semiolic

architecture as

itecture
drew

the term ‘Post-Modern’ has
be clarified and used more
precisely to cover, in general only
those designers who are aware of
hitecture 3§ a8 language

hence one part ¢ \fmy title.”

3
L

Here he seems to be saying that des

igners must be aware of Post-Modern
as a language, not that they treat
: anguage, it is




and thought about it so I can argue about it,

and be articulate about it, it just doesn’t interest
me.
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“That bloke . . . with the eyebrows”. “Any time
because I ¢




If I do that sort of thing,” I'm regarded as
uppity or some such thing as that. I don’t know
how you write about that, I think 1 probably
should say things like that but 1 don’t want
those sorts of hassels.
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always bloody worried”.
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SMUDGES

Editor: PETER CORRIGAN

Distribution Advertising: COLIN EGGLESTON

An Agonizing Reappraisal

Mr, J. KENNEDY: INADGURAL SPEECH TO MATION

In Marc the last issue of SMUDGES as a broad-
sheet llmpad on to the local scene. A Mr. Peter Bur
with- to the Second

“Smudges — A IIt. a

curious distinction) would now be presented in magazine

form containing approximately twenty-four pages. With
nl and due modesty he disclosed the

“Without xuhmg to appear pedantic, the publication
will endeavour to give a general view of the past, present
and future of cultural achievement in Australia,” Mr.
Burns concluded, flushed and optimistic with reference
to “a great future”.

It is not the wish of this ed

commendable s
of this mink student pul
ever, this final ringing
croak is indicat

e f beer and not protest for
over ten years. inve AUDGES and the
young Architect” c
1051, the. end -is poriended.
confronted with a Film Review
eighty-year-old Countess Raneosha

“Who by selling her soul man
the secret of winning at card.
But a Captain of Enginee

“Determines to wrest it |, om Ju-r Eu.’c the hr}p of
the Countess's

She dies — of fright”
The review concludes with
“The delicate symbolism of the escaping birds in the

final scene is equally restrained and really ingenious.”

The reviewer (Peter Mclntyre) leaves n
his sincerity in dealing with this film

) liffe for Barry Humphr But one could
be excused for fi type of arti i
have been mare suitably deposited in a Farrago
of these last SMUDGES make grey

libel case t' 1941, with its sparing and fin
uuf ol . The Toorak Village under fire:
.a rnl‘Iu row . . . an sborted, wormy slut . . .
a hot bed of Architectural corruption that maudlin
riot of half timbe crennelated erectio ik
ch was sent to
National Ser-
mpathetic rr] i i
time to be added to the final B

i of J«urlmi
trin\fl‘l’lt&
r Lewis

e with the subs rqurnt
muscle fexing in the down-town press. This

era of students produced for world consumption “V
(written by Rnbm Boyd), at 12/6
raised by issving debentures lmeng
. It took Iv:?ve months to collect
the material, to hnt two hundred phot
write the k. A quote from SMU

not a History Book, mor a text book, nor a

taining combination. It tells th story in words, photo-
graphs and drowings, of the ian Budlfm‘. as it
has grown through one hundred and eleven years”
Graham Bell was launched at the 1946 Bule Primt
Bacchanal.
For ten years now SMUDGES has existed only in the
2 . rguard idealist ed
“life” in the “Profession”. V S. did P
a newsheet in the 50's to co-ordinate the many facets of
I I fe (but this yellow }:Ipﬂ' did little else). Then
*. . . like a phoenix from the ashes of

es -by Don Fulton Architectural
ilip Sargeant on “New Brutalism”, the
entire series cam 0 b
i " and “Beauty
shout from an occasional hitectural C
will be ruefully remembered for the sheer ban
architectural expression and its wilful failure
gate standards of design
o LE JARDI| FE in the basement
i Street.
ft unrendered and painted

a scandal, and i
n an era of vulgar

Y.
ded feet of clay.
and building that could be compared with the fe
¢ pride of the bonanza years.

However, in this Year of
[ g avant - garde tendenc has decided
rake over the old coals — and make
mmittee is awa
with dsuru‘v.

by the radio and the pr , criticism is prm'
ed the Mother « . The building
aily press do n«a.' fulfil this want. They
minately the good with the bad, their
descriptions and remarks are often trite, and mislending,
iably flattering, and (is it ethical to admit? ) gener-
ally composed in the Office of the Architect res,

name of

SMUD
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have been deliberate, and a comment on suburban conditions. Some of the scale changes,
handled so well in later designs, are done awkwardly here, and the placement and shaping
of areasin the planare uneasy, a Corrigan strained to fit them into the two pavilions. Finally
the intended fascias and rendering were left off. The perspective rendering, as with all the
‘ early Corrigan designs, looks better than the completed building.
Another university friend, Don Hume, wanted a bungalow and
lounge, alsoin his parents’ garden, thistimein the densely treed, inner-
suburban area of Kew. Corrigan moved in another direction here,
acknowledging nearby houses of the Federation and Bungalow peri-

ods, and producing his first clear response to urban surroundings (figs

18-19). This shows in the corbelled bays, projecting pointed rafters,
~dwood walls of the first design. The elevations yary dramati-

Figure 16 -\

Peter Corrigan: Jon and
Maureen Kenyon House,
Croydon, 1964, exterior,

perspective rendering |

Figure 17
Kenyon House: plan

Figure 18

Peter Corrigan: Don Hu
Bungalow, Kew, ¢.1965,
elevations and plans, firs|
version
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Colvin House
Lawrence Court
Warrandyte
Kevin Borland
1975

Porritt House
Mount Martha
Peter Crone
1978

Jackson House
Shoreham

Daryl Jackson Pty. Ltd.
1979-1980

Resurrection School Hall
Corrigan Road
Keysborough

Edmond & Corrigan
19789

House

Toorak

Max May Pty. Lid.
1977-1981

Zarmichael House
Sandringham
Cocks & Carmichae

QG gear -

Sernanie/Clair House
Kensington Road,
South Yarra

Gunn Hayball Pty. Ltd.
1977-1979
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Figure 141 (see pp. 89, 100)

The Pleasures of Architecture conference, Sydney,

1980: the Completion of Engehurst exhibition design,

general themes and proposals

HOME FOR

MR&MRS GRAEME BLUNDELY brco,
-and all \MUG.-
their friends [

\

&y

o L AN
LD AL TRALA

wms i
[




FOUR MELBOURNE ARCHITECTS

Greg Burgess Peter Crone Norman Day Edmond & Corrigan

EDMOND & CORRIGAN

Powell Street Gallery South Yarra 8-22 September 1979



Edmond & Corrigan.  Exhibition. 1979
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Kesborough Church of the Resurrection, 1976
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Stockman’s Hall of Fame, 1980
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State Library and Museum of Victoria scheme, 1985
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Chapel of St Joseph
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st Joseph's, Box Hill North
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Figure 74 (see p. 65)
KPR, School, Stage 2: cloister, south end




MELBOURNE
CIVIC SQUARE
AERIAL
ISOMETRIC

SCALE 1200 1-4

Figure 92 (see p. 78)

Melbourne Civic Square competition: aerial

projection
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The theory

Corrigan’s thesis is well known but
stands repeating. He is seeking an
identifiable, unpretentious Australian
architecture to be achieved within the
limited economic scope accorded the
average building. This he believes can
be accomplished by respecting the
everyday life patterns of the majority of
the Australian people, those who live in
the belts of suburbia, and by drawing on
those inexpensive elements of their ’
world for the imagery of architecture.
Given his background at Yale under the
tutorage of Robert Venturi, this
attitude is not surprising. What is
surprising is that he has been virtually
alone in Australia in his adherence to
this contention as the philosophical
basis for design.

The influence on Corrigan from his
North American experiences in the late
sixties and early seventies is clear in his
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The ACI Architecture Award 1983
Ministry of Housing, Victoria

1 Kay Street, 2 Neison Road, 3 Station Street,
Carfton South Melbourne Carfton
Edmond and Project architect, Peter Crone
32 Comigan Robert Pierce
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Belconnen Youth Centre, 1988






EDMOND AND CORRIGAN MAY '88

MOUNTAIN HOUSE



Figure 196 (see p. 123)

Dandenong TAFE wing: stair handrail in
Hair and Beauty section (photograph:
John Gollings)

Figure 193 (see p. 122)
Dandenong TAFE wing,
1985-8: north-east exterior
and Stud Road entry
(photegraph: John Gollings)

Figure 195 (see p. 123)
Dandenong TAFE wing:
entry doors (photograph:
John Gollings)
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, Heidelberg Fire Station

hcated on Bell Street; a [t is an affirming monumentality, one that is Not
lane arterial road. It could be tainted with associations of power and ;111[Imr|'|}.

) version of “Main Street'.

of an erratic series of car [nternally, the building conforms to the strict M.EB.
pum,iu building n'.wponda to [_umtion;il. brief. Pr‘i\:n‘_\' and light were a high

ire for an “anchor” for the priority on this v_\'pmwi site, and a serene &I;lt‘ni_t‘ll




Ringwood Library, 1995
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AUD $10.00 USD $15.00 SNG $15.90 (inc GST) RM $29.90 30,000 RP
corrigan pawson solomon house leura house styles exhibinon

shops from around the world milan furniture fair '95

richard goodwin: public works art: macdonald cooley cruz
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