
There are advantages to be gained from the gather-
ing together of people to form a town. A single fam-
ily living in the country can scarcely hope to drop into
a theatre, have a meal out or browse in a library,
whereas the same family living in a town can enjoy
these amenities. The little money that one family can
afford is multiplied by thousands and so a collective
amenity is made possible. A city is more than the sum
of its inhabitants. It has the power to generate a sur-
plus of amenity, which is one reason why people
like to live in communities rather than in isolation.

Now turn to the visual impact which a city has
on those who live in it or visit it. I wish to show that
an argument parallel to the one put forward above
holds good for buildings: bring people together and
they create a collective surplus of enjoyment; bring
buildings together and collectively they can give
visual pleasure which none can give separately.

One building standing alone in the countryside
is experienced as a work of architecture, but bring
half a dozen buildings together and an art other than
architecture is made possible. Several things begin
to happen in the group which would be impossible
for the isolated building. We may walk through and
past the buildings, and as a corner is turned an unsus-
pected building is suddenly revealed. We may be
surprised, even astonished (a reaction generated by
the composition of the group and not by the indi-
vidual building). Again, suppose that the buildings
have been put together in a group so that one can
get inside the group, then the space created between
the buildings is seen to have a life of its own over
and above the buildings which create it and one’s
reaction is to say ‘I am inside IT’ or ‘I am entering IT’.
Note also that in this group of half a dozen build-
ings there may be one which through reason of

function does not conform. It may be a bank, a tem-
ple or a church amongst houses. Suppose that we
are just looking at the temple by itself, it would
stand in front of us and all its qualities, size, colour
and intricacy, would be evident. But put the temple
back amongst the small houses and immediately its
size is made more real and more obvious by the
comparison between the two scales. Instead of being
a big temple it TOWERS. The difference in meaning
between bigness and towering is the measure of the
relationship.

In fact there is an art of relationship just as there
is an art of architecture. Its purpose is to take all the
elements that go to create the environment: build-
ings, trees, nature, water, traffic, advertisements and
so on, and to weave them together in such a way
that drama is released. For a city is a dramatic event
in the environment. Look at the research that is put
into making a city work: demographers, sociologists,
engineers, traffic experts; all co-operating to form
the myriad factors into a workable, viable and healthy
organization. It is a tremendous human undertaking.

And yet . . . if at the end of it all the city appears
dull, uninteresting and soulless, then it is not fulfilling
itself. It has failed. The fire has been laid but nobody
has put a match to it.

Firstly we have to rid ourselves of the thought
that the excitement and drama that we seek can be
born automatically out of the scientific research and
solutions arrived at by the technical man (or the tech-
nical half of the brain). We naturally accept these
solutions, but are not entirely bound by them. In fact
we cannot be entirely bound by them because the
scientific solution is based on the best that can be
made of the average: of averages of human behav-
iour, averages of weather, factors of safety and so on.
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