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Prejudice has been a constant companion to modem architecture. 
This has not helped people to understand it, but ignorance of 
reasonable criticism did not improve the modem movement 
either.1 

Generally speaking, this is prejudice: the disregard of one 
method of architecture for the beliefin another, which is thought to 
be the only right one. This disregard leads to ignorance. Not only 
are architectural qualities ignored, but also important criticism of 
the actual architectural ideas or dogma. The early modem 
movement at the tum of the century and the 1•K1assische Modeme" 
after the First World War thought of their new architecture that 
should overcome the styles as the right architecture. The Bauhaus 
ignored important criticism which was levelled at some modem 
dogma. The frustration over suppressed dialogue hardened the 
prejudice on the side of the critics and criticism became 
lamentation.• 
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Fig I & :? Photographs from post·Wllt nmc:s. which 
express thnt the: new an:hitecturc: makc:s the old 
worthless 1111d useless. Unncd Nuuons in Nc:w York 
und Unilever Building m H11111burg 

Fig 3 .• A photograph frompos1-modc:mume1 which 
expresses that not only one building hos collopsc:d, 
but ulso o whole era many sense: dc:molmon of the 
Pn11tt 0 lgoeComplex 1n St Louis m 1972 

After the Second World War, modem "functionalist" architecture became, step 
by step, a leading canonical way of building. The broad variety of ~tyles, even 
incorporating traditionalist ideas, ended by the end of the l 9?0s and m the ~ 960s 
a real international, consequently modem style was consolidated. It was m the 
first half of this decade that substantial criticism of the modem town and 
architecture began.~ The aims of this critique cannot all be reviewed he~e, but it 
spoke against the "monotony" and "dullness" of the new town and architecture, 
which were seen to be standing against the "diversity" of old quarters. By the 
planners and architects this was just interpreted as a hint for diversity that led to a 
change of town planning from the "gegliederte und aufgelockerte Stadt" to 
"Verdichtung und Durchmischung" by the middle of the 1960s.' The more 
complex and fundamental critique which described a~chitecture as a fonn of 
power, shaping the lives of people, was not heard. It did not_, however, change 
the general tendency of renewing the old town by replacing structures. and 
buildings. The destruction of pre-modem buildings and the functional 
abandonment of town centres continued. That is why public protest against 
destructive modem town planning became widespread' in the middl~ of the 
1970s, and was successful: appreciation for old structures and architecture 
became a new ideal in town planning and restoration. But also the typical, 
always identical phrases expressin_g dislike . and hate against ?1odem 
architecture as a whole became pervasive. Today, m Gennany, we have m fact a 
situation whereby the hatred towards modem architecture leads to the 
destruction even of important monuments of this period.' So the hatred the 
Bauhaus propagated against historical architecture was simply replaced by 
hatred against post-war architecture. Hateful prejudice always ignores and 
destructs. (fig3) 

In reviewing architectural history, it is important to get a historic view 
of the conflict. A better understanding and classification of reasonable criticism 
must round out the historic view of the period. Nevertheless, it is only possible to 
get a clear look at the immense worth and quality of modem architecture, and 
especially post-war architecture, by analysing the prej~dice. . . . 

For this purpose, Prince Charles's book A Vision of Bntain: A 
Personal View of Architecture" turned out to be a very good example.' This is 
because compared to other anti-modern books Prince Charles's view includes al I 
the typical anti-modem prejudice and .linle reasonabl~ critici~m. This m~kes .it 
possible to analyse the logic and rhetonc of argumentation against modernism in 

its pure form. . . . , .. 
The book, published in 1989, continues the Royal Family s tradition of 

patronage concerning architecture. In his book, Prince Charles criticise~ p<>st
war modern architecture. He proposes an England of completely trad1ttonal 
architecture, in design as well as in technique. In contrast to post-modern 
architects he rules out concrete, even as a material for construction.' When the 
book was published, it had quite an influence on contemporary architects. 

141 
But 

since a small town Charles patronised in Wales, Poundbury, turned out to be too 
expensive to be a general example, the ideas have lost their importance. 

68' 

Prince Charles's architectural criticism is both aesthetic and moral. He 
says, "We all need beauty[ ... ) We should therefore no longer be nervous about 

aesthetic questions" .
11 

He claims that "people" know what beauty is. What is 
accepted by their taste is real beauty, and not functionalist aesthetics which he 
says develop from "abstract principles". By this he denies that the design of 
modern architecture is itself the work of artists, which it is. He denies that the 
aesthetic judgement is subjective, and cannot be objectified by quoting the 
opinion of a majority, which it cannot. 

His moral view of architecture stems from his conception of 
hierarchies in society, something he sees as obligatory. This picture of a society 
should also be present in architecture: "Sometimes a great public building may 
dominate a city,[ ... ) like our great cathedrals. We raise to heaven that which is 
valuable to us: emblems of faith, enlightenment or government. But this vision 
must also be supported by small-scale buildings, which reflect our intimate 
lives".

12 
He emphasises values like religion and maintaining a modest home; 

values from a time when man did not use as much of his potential as he does 
today. In his eyes, only pre-modem traditions can define space, time and 
meaning: "Today buildings are designed for abstract principles", he says. By 
"abstract" he means 'without any human relevance'. u 

Based on these aesthetic and moral ideas, he sees two kinds of 
architecture: on the one hand there is good, traditional architecture which is 

14 " based on "an agreed framework" , or "an accepted set of ground rules". Rules 
which have been obeyed for "2,500 years or more". On the other hand there is 
modem architecture, which, according to him, broke all these rules around 
1947 .

16 
After this breach, the entire architectural history is one bad development 

in his eyes. He makes no differentiation of phases and he sees no good 
inventions. His view of architecture is black and white without any intennediate 
shades. We can see this in the following passage, which I have quoted because it 
contains almost all his argumentation: 

"The fashionable architectural theories of the 50s and 60s, so slavishly 
followed by those who wanted to be considered 'with it', have spawned 
deformed monsters which have come to haunt our towns and cities, our villages 
and our countryside. As a result of thirty years of experimenting with 
revolutionary building materials and novel ideas, burning all the rule books and 
purveying the theory that man is machine, we have ended up with Frankenstein 
monsters, devoid of character, alien and largely unloved, except by the 
professors who have been concocting these horrors in their laboratories[ ... ] The 
rest of us are constantly obliged to endure the results of their experiments, and 
[ ... ] very few people are pleased with the situation". 

17 

He characterises the whole phenomenon of the post-war times as a 
thoughtless following ofa fashion. His use of the phrase "defonned monsters" is 
a defamation of the architecture itself and when he talks of "Frankenstein 
monsters" which are a result of "experimenting with revolutionary building 
materials" it is a defamation even of technical progress. His picture of the 
'burning rule books' maintains that modem architecture ignores every rule that 
predates the Second World Wru; and is therefore not involved in a 'natural' 
development. All three statements ignore facts. Also a simplification, 
reminiscent of those found in propaganda, is his construction of a 'them and an 
us': his rhetoric claims two groups which stand against each other, rather than 
the complex process it is. 

The description of an unnatural breach represented by modem 
architecture precludes even a hint of historic respect for the existing. Moreover, 
he characterises the whole period after the war as a downfall: "The frenzied 
attack on long-established principles and values affected not only architecture, 

but also music, art and education". u Since he judges the whole era as bad, he 
must explain why it ever happened at all. He says: "The architectural 
establishment or a powerful group within it[ ... ) were extremely persuasive in 
their demonstration of the requirement for a "new" architecture that would meet 

the need for rebuilding post-war Britain".'
9 

So he claims that modem 
architecture came about through persuasion: 'They', the modem architects, were 
mighty, 'we' were weak.

20 
I think there is a mistake in his logic when he states 

that something apparently wrong could just come about like that. Even if it was 
so, the fault would not be only on the side of the architects; 'we' would not be 
completely innocent, because 'we' were all involved in the process. 

Prince Charles finds the downfall in architectural details, too. He 
makes three points relating to loss of meaning in modern architecture: 

Anli-Modcmism 
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1. One cannot see the function.·• 
2. One cannot see the meaning of the building or its value in relation to 

the other buildings of a town. :J 

3. One cannot see in which part of the world the building stands.:
1 

Considering this, I wonder how one can tell the function of a museum 
of the Victorian period in comparison to a bank, if one has not entered it before. 
Internationalisation in style has been a phenomenon of architecture since the 
Renaissance; in technique it is much older. The relative values are a typical idea 
of the Prince, as we have seen in his picture of the town with a cathedral and 
small-scale buildings. 1 would suggest there are simply a lot of differences 
between traditional and modem principles. The tradition within the story of 
modem architecture and the meaning it does have are not taken into 
consideration by the Prince. 

To resume the rhetoric and the logic of argumentation in the book we 
have a clear polarisation, positive against negative: 

before 194 7 (traditional) 
we 
innocent 
human 
beautiful 
keep tradition 

hannony:• 
comprehensible 
local 

after 1947 (modem) 
they 
guilty 
inhuman 
ugly 
without any tradition (i. e. without 
tradition in the whole history of 
architecture and without tradition 
inside the history of modem 
architecture) 
without scale 
incomprehensible, abstract 
international unifonnity 

The core of the argumentation is that 'we' are 'innocent, beautiful and human', 
while 'they' are 'guilty, inhuman and ugly'. This black and white picture ignores 
all intennediate shades and so leaves out a lot of facts. 

I agree with Prince Charles when he says that we all need beauty and 
should not suppress aesthetic questions. This is because I believe that scientific 
evaluation is influenced by a personal perception of what is beautiful and what is 
ugly, too. I agree with him that the opinion of the layman is as important as that 
of professionals, because professionals do not all agree on one opinion and 
therefore variety of opinions is a phenomenon both amongst professionals and 
laymen.:, But since aesthetic judgement is subjective and cannot be objectified, 
a tolerance of other opinions is very important. It cannot be one person who 
decides what is beautiful and ugly. 

The potential of a scientific view, in natural science and in liberal arts, 
is that it discovers things which previously were not noticed. Professionals and 
scientists can help the understanding of the layman by giving him facts. They 
can broaden one's view. That is why I chose to write my thesis about the qualities 
of post-war architecture. Through objectification I wish to make my belief 
understood that post-war architecture is beautiful. Dangerous arc personal 
statements such as Prince Charles's, which incorporate pseudo-science, but 
really ignore and defame. With a black and white picture and defamatory 
arguments such as his, it would be unnecessary to take a closer look. This shows 
how prejudice closes the eyes to the possible pleasure in discovering and 
understanding the modem. It is a pity to see how prejudice is also to be found in 
some literature with a scientific approach.:' I do not want to discriminate against 
aesthetic judgement or reasonable criticism myself. "But the qualities must be 
researched and they must be understood!" 

My vision is this: the qualities of our towns lie in the variety of 
architectural utopias, which were begun, suddenly outlived, and were never 
fulfilled. These fragments fonn our city. They are the variety of our towns, 
which is variety and a living history for the citizens. 
Cleansing is bore. 
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