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P/A presents a lively discussion among several young archi-
tects that took place at the Cambridge School of Architecture in 
Cambridge, England, on March 4, 1966. Christopher Alexander, 
the chief speaker, proclaims what may turn out to be a new brand 
of functionalism based on the preferences, desires, and behavior 
of people. He denounces as irrelevant most architectural solutions 
to environmental chaos via the single building as well as archi-
tects' traditional visual approach to design. None of the other 
participants, all practicing architects, agrees with him completely, 
although one of them makes a strong case for the superiority of 
Levittown over Park Hill, a widely publicized, architect-designed 
apartment project in England. The topics probed include the fee 
structure. Place des Vosges, Corbusier, and the scientific method. 

The discussion was tape-recorded by Nathan Silver, American ar-
chitect, author of "Lost New York," and currently Third Year Studio 
Critic at the Cambridge School of Architecture. Since the discus-
sion took place, Alexander has further developed his ideas and 
changed his terminology. Rules and relations are now called pat-
terns, and the newly founded Center for Environmental Structure 
in Berkeley has begun the task of constructing a complete environ-
mental pattern system. Alexander is currently finishing a book to 
be titled "Environmental Structure." 
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ALEXANDER: Where does the environ-
ment get its organizat ion f rom? Like most 
archi tects, we are apt to answer this 
question in terms of images and individual 
bui ld ings. However, over the last 50 years 
or so, some architects, including myself, 
have come to the conclusion that in talk-
ing about the environment as a whole, 
you have to throw away completely the 
old concepts of images and bui ldings. 

It is my content ion that the environ-
ment gets its physical organizat ion f rom 
a system of rules imbedded in the culture. 
These rules are not funct ional ; they're 
physical , geometr ical rules, which say, for 
instance, that there should be streets with 
sidewalks, and so on. None of these rules 
are fo l lowed 100 per cent of the t ime, but 
most of them are fo l lowed most of the 
t ime, they're widely shared, and, most im-
portant, they are understood by develop-
ers, contractors, and bankers as well as 
by cl ients and most people in the culture. 
Al though he may try to vary these rules 
(and occasional ly a valuable architectural 
innovation wi l l present an entirely new 
rule that may then be accepted in the cu l -
ture), most of the t ime architects them-
selves are work ing within this rule system. 
They design bui ldings accord ing to the 
relations current ly accepted as normal for 
schools, parks, houses, streets, apartment 
b locks, and so on. Minor variat ions in the 
way these rules are carr ied out when bui l t 
have virtually no effect on the funct ional 
organizat ion of the environment, although I 
don' t want to diminish the work archi tects 
sometimes do — inventing new rules. But 
I do want to dist inguish very sharply be-
tween innovat ion, which is the invention 
of new rules, and implementat ion, which is 
the carry ing out of bui ld ing according to 
the rules now extant. In the architect 's 
normal view of his task, these two are to-
tally confused. 

This dist inct ion raises the fo l lowing 
quest ions for innovative designers: Under 
what c ircumstances is it necessary to in-
vent a new rule (to invent a new physical 
relation for a specif iable condi t ion)? How 
do you go about it? How do you get a 
new physical relation f rom your observa-
t ions and investigations? The answer is 
th is: There is only one kind of si tuat ion 
when it is necessary to write a new rule, 
a new relat ion; it is when there are con-
f l ic t ing tendencies at work — either in 
people themselves or in the social sys-
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tern — and these conf l ic t ing tendencies 
need to be resolved. 

The fo l lowing is an example of con-
f l ic t ing tendencies: it occurs in suburban 
housing patterns. The prob lem: How far 
back is the front of the house f rom the 
street? In suburban areas where there's 
enough room, you f ind that houses are 
bui l t with the front a long way off the 
street, farther than is demanded by law. 
And people persist in doing this. On the 
other hand, by and large they don' t use 
their front garden to sit in. So there is 
this large, apparent ly useless, area in 
front that people insist on having. Why? 
Two conf l ic t ing tendencies are at work 
here: First, they want their door to be far 
enough off the street so that when some-
one comes to the door, it is quite clear 
that he is paying a visit. They don' t want 
it to be possible for some stranger to lo i -
ter near the front door ambiguously, whi le 
actually on publ ic land. And then people 
have a second tendency: They want to 
make an ef f ic ient use of their land. The 
two tendencies have contradictory conse-
quences: The first impl ies that the house 
should be back off the street, and the 
second, if it were al lowed to operate, 
would put the house forward on the street. 
The designer 's job in this case is to point 
out that these two tendencies, even 
though they're in head-on col l is ion, can. 
by reorganizat ion, be made to sl ide past 
each other. He can point out that if the lot 
were very narrow, part icular ly in the front 
— lots could be wedge-shaped, instead 
of being paral lel-sided — or just narrow 
and very, very deep. Either of these pat-
terns would both al low the front door to 
be off the street and avoid wast ing land in 
the front yard. So, to me, the designer 's 
job is to create new relations in response 
to clear-cut observed conf l ic ts like the 
one I've descr ibed. They occur all the 
t ime and on a much larger scale than the 
simple human desires I have descr ibed. 
Every t ime you see one of them, a new re-
lation needs to be invented. 

A second point is: If you are inject ing 
new relations into the rule system, what 
guarantees have you that the system as a 
whole wil l be coherent? I'll give an ex-
ample of the kind of breakdown that hap-
pens in the rule system — again ta lk ing 
about houses on suburban lots. As usually 
organized, the kitchen is on one side of 
the house and the bedrooms are placed 
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on the other. With the advent of the auto-
mobi le, new rules had to be formed — for 
instance, that the car had to come right 
up to the house off the street. This rule 
was so important that it was made into a 
zoning law and you got the character ist ic 
pattern of the driveway being on the side 
of the house alongside the k i tchen. 
Seemed fair enough. But, at the same 
t ime, a new imbalance was int roduced, a 
new mistake, because that car was now 
located alongside the bedroom of the 
next house and was waking up the ch i l -
dren. Thus, the problem of maintaining 
the coherence of the rule system as a 
whole is th is: Each t ime a new rule is 
in jected, the entire system must respond 
to that inject ion and other rules change 
to maintain the order of the whole. 

Everybody is saying today that the en-
vironment we have at the moment is cha-
otic, and I think they're right. It's chaot ic 
because the rules governing it are inco-
herent and uncoordinated. Mechanisms to 
insure coherence have to be developed at 
the level of metropol i tan government so 
that new rules injected into the rule sys-
tem can be coordinated with exist ing 

ones. This is the second problem that 
emerges when you take the att i tude I'm 
taking. 

My whole view of design, then, does 
not concern the architect, but, instead, 
the rule system as a whole. Therefore, if 
you're talk ing about the organizat ion of 
the environment, it doesn' t make sense 
to ask whether the city should be " i m -
ageable . " This is a tradit ional kind of 
quest ion that came out of archi tecture as 
it was pract iced in the Renaissance and 
the 19th Century and is stil l w i th most ar-
chitects. 

CHRISTIAN N O R B E R G - S C H U L Z : I have 
several quest ions. First, you maintain that 
the architect 's contr ibut ion is irrelevant, 
but that there are situations where it may 
be necessary to change the rules. This 1 
agree wi th. The archi tect always has the 
task of making a synthesis of conf l ic t ing 
factors. Isn't that, in fact, what the archi-
tect contr ibutes in every single si tuat ion? 
To maintain the rules is a cont inuous 
process: the architect is always contr ibut-
ing. Secondly, you talk about images not 
making sense in the organizat ion of the 
environment and yet you used images in 
your examples — the front garden, for ex-
ample. And, if these are concrete physical 
rules, how do you define them without 
using some kind of images, some kind of 
form? 

ALEXANDER: Of course I use images. 
But I think that the search to make the 
city " imageab le , " the way Kevin Lynch 
does it, and to lay down pr inciples about 
how images ought to be constructed, are 
completely irrelevant enterprises. If you 
want to look at my geometr ical rules as 
images, they are, but each one of them 
has tremendously powerful reasons be-
hind it. They don' t just come out of the 
blue because some architect or Kevin 
Lynch thinks that people appreciate such 
and such formal kinds of images. 

N O R B E R G - S C H U L Z : Do you really think 
images are taken out of the blue? 

ALEXANDER: Some of them, yes. Lynch 
says that certain k inds of character ist ics 
make a city imageable. They're not taken 
out of the blue in the sense that he has 
observed that those are the sorts of prop-
erties people remember. That 's very 
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true. They're taken out of the blue, how-
ever, in a funct ional sense. Lynch wants, 
and speci f ical ly tr ies, to put edges, nodes, 
and paths into cit ies regardless of what 
they're do ing. He wants a city to be made 
of images. He tr ies to p lace a highway 
so that the ci ty wi l l look nice f rom It, 
which is ludicrous. It's a concept not 
rooted in the nature of form as a func-
t ion ing, operat ing entity. 

Coherence and 
Cultural Development 
MARCH: There are two points here. One 
is that Lynch wi l l tend to def ine what 
Cambr idge and Boston look l ike and then 
he wil l put his roads alongside the impor-
tant events in these ci t ies. But, instead, 
you could put a road down and events wi l l 
happen. That 's the more important th ing 
to do. Secondly, about introducing new 
rules into the system and the problem of 
keeoing the system coherent : Suppose it 
were possible to isolate problems. If you 
could, it's almost certain that the solut ion 
wil l not work coherently with the rest of 
the rules. Instead, you wi l l create a new 
problem. For instance, imagine a pr imi-
tive, c losed society, whose problem is 
rain on their heads. You put thatched 
roofs up to solve it. Then rats get into the 
thatched roofs and so you burn the roof 
to get rid of the rats, but then the rain 
comes down, and so on. Then, along 
comes some wise chap who says here 
is some DDT, and it ' l l do the job very 
wel l , but then you get DDT all over the 
food. There's something important about 
cultural development here. You've got a 
closed cycle unti l something f rom outside 
comes along — a drought , an earthquake 
— when it is l ikely that something new 
wi l l result. The Japanese made their 
houses l ight so they could throw them 
back up immediately after a disaster. 
Some other culture wou ld say we' l l make 
them so heavy they' l l never be knocked 
down. Dif ferent solut ions to the same 
problem arise. In an open society, we set 
off on something — say the motor car, 
a system of private t ransport — and after 
a t ime most of the problems we deal with 
have been created by this new innova-
t ion. Any solut ion at any t ime to a prob-
lem has to solve that problem and all the 
others that have been created since. So 
you stil l have the or iginal problem — that 
is, private mobi l i ty. Certain archi tects say. 
Let's th ink this r ight through f rom the be-
g inn ing; they' l l say we don' t have to have 
private cars at al l . Instead, we can think 
of some kind of loop, or someth ing, that 
wi l l get people where they want to go. 
This is all r ight, but if you do it, you've 
only got to unravel problem-solut ion s i tu-
ations all the way down, and in doing that 
you're in danger of f inding yourself un-
raveling the whole cul tural si tuat ion as 
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wel l . What you can certainly do is inno-
vate from a given point, as we did in 
Whitehal l for instance. It's impossible to 
reorganize the whole civi l service to get 
a decent ly designed off ice bui ld ing. 
You've got to start with the civi l service 
itself as it stands at the moment — an ac-
cumulat ion of extraordinar i ly anachronis-
t ic rituals. You can't redesign the service 
and say now we're ready to put a bui ld-
ing up because you've got a nicely de-
signed organizat ion here. You simply start 
with it and to some extent the design wil l 
suit it and in another way it wi l l innovate 
as far as it can. 

ALEXANDER: What usually happens, if 
you look at the history of modern archi -
tecture and the bui ld ings that have pro-
posed new kinds of solut ions, is that the 
inventive archi tect seizes on oppor tun i -
ties to try and design something better 
than what would usually be buil t. This 
seems construct ive and sensible. I, how-
ever, don' t th ink it is. It makes more 
sense to innovate by inventing individual 
relations and complexes of relat ions than 
to innovate whole bui ld ings. The reason is 
simple. Individual relat ions can be cr i t i -
cized and modi f ied successful ly. Whole 
bui ld ings are too hard to cr i t ic ize. 

We've heard a lot of d iscussion in ar-
chi tectural c i rc les recently about the an-
alogy between design and science as 
Karl Popper descr ibed it in his book The 
Logic of Scientific Discovery. It used to 
be thought, Popper explains, that sc ien-
tists observed facts and then by a process 
of induct ion extracted hypotheses and 
theories from them. What really happens 
is that the scientist, in a rough kind of 
way, makes guesses; he invents theor ies, 
guesses at hypotheses, and states them in 
such a way that they can clearly be 
shown wrong by new facts. He wi l l then 
experiment to show his or somebody 
else's theory wrong. Theories, then, are 
always wri t ten in such a way that they can 
easily be shown wrong by ascertainable 

facts. This emphasizes the creative na-
ture of science far more than the old pic-
ture. Archi tects love this explanat ion be-
cause the analogy put forward is that a 
new bui ld ing is l ike a theory, an hypothe-
sis, and one can cr i t ic ize it as such. They 
love it, too, because Popper made it quite 
clear that the scient ist 's guess could be 
quite wi ld [ laughter]. It's an interesting 
analogy, but it doesn't work for architects 
because the crucial point in Popper 's idea 
was that when you put forward a sc ien-
tif ic theory, l i terally one cr i t ical observa-
t ion, which might result f rom a deliberate 
exper iment, can knock it down. But this 
just isn't true of bui ld ings. It doesn' t 
make sense to say that if you put up a 
bui ld ing as a hypothesis, it can be re-
futed in any sense. Obviously, you can' t 
cr i t ic ize a bui ld ing in a clear enough way 
to destroy it. But Popper 's analysis does 
show how science manages to move for-
ward. And we need a way of moving for-
ward in archi tecture, by creative jumps 
that can be cr i t ic ized and refuted. One 
way is with the rules I've descr ibed: If you 
propose one new relat ion, like the one I 
gave about suburban lots, the tendencies 
that gave rise to the conf l ic t are so l im-
ited and so clear that two things can be 
done. You can say either that this new re-
lation is an adequate response to the con-
f l ict ing tendencies, or that the tendencies 
weren' t accurately descr ibed. Thus a re-
lation can be effect ively cr i t ic ized, where-
as an entire building cannot. That 's one 
reason for saying that innovat ion should 
take place relation by relat ion, never for-
gett ing that they are inter locked in c o m-
plex ways, with good reasons advanced 
for each one. Another reason is more 
pragmat ic; it is that the number of th ings 
going on in a bui ld ing is so immense that 
it's really tough to have an adequate re-
sponse to them. Even designers really 
can' t be sure about what they're do ing : 
Has he got the whole picture? Has he 
ident i f ied all the needs? He doesn' t really 
know. Finally, I doubt that archi tects are 
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best for making these innovations be-
cause in their present professional sett ing 
they are always concerned with other 
things. 

V O I C E : Who is better equipped? 

ALEXANDER: We need to start t ra in ing 
people specif ical ly equipped to innovate 
and other people to carry out implemen-
tat ion. I see very clearly in the future a 
fair ly sharp split between these two kinds 
of activit ies. 

WILSON: You were a litt le unfair when 
you said that architects say they bui ld as 
an hypothesis because it enables them 
to be wi ld . Do you mean that invention 
isn't going to be the result of an hypothe-
sis made sooner or later by reasonably 
informed people? 

ALEXANDER: No. What I'm saying is that 
the idea of an hypothesis is that it can be 
effectively cr i t ic ized. If a series of con-
crete facts are brought up that ruin it, it 
is chucked out. But you can' t persuade 
anyone to chuck out the idea of a who le 
bui ld ing, because it is so complex that 
you don't know what you're persuading 
them to chuck out. For instance, they 
won' t d iscard the idea that it should have 
a roof. 

What Do Architects Invent? 
BRAWNE: Popper deals wi th only those 
processes that are clearly testable and 
he would never, as no sensible architect 
would either, say that all aspects of the 
problem, or of archi tecture, are testable. 
There are long chapters of Popper that 
deal very clearly with the demarcat ion be-
tween what is testable and what is not 
testable. So only very clear aspects of 
archi tecture could ever be tested or re-
futed and therefore only certain aspects 
of the hypothesis could come under your 
method. Furthermore, it seems to me 
that I can think of a large number of en-
vironments in which the rules are the 
same but the qual i ty of the environment 
is drast ical ly dif ferent. So your saying that 
it is only the rules that determine the en-
vironment bothers me. I think there is a 
whole set of qual i t ies outside the f ield of 
relations and outside the f ield of str ict ly 
testable events. 

MARCH: Could you give an example of 
two environments where the rules are 
the same and the organizat ion dif fers? 

BRAWNE: If we th ink of streets, pave-
ments, and bui ld ings of di f ferent types, 
Cambridge is a very di f ferent place f rom, 
say, Crawley New Town. Alexander 's con-
tention was that the rules exist in society 
and were outside the contro l of the arch i -

tect. I wou ld agree with Norberg-Schuiz 
that it is the architect who creates these 
rules. 

ALEXANDER: Oh, heavens, no. Let's take 
an example : Any bank in England. The 
counters have little windows in them — 
right? Did architects invent that rule? 

BRAWNE: They invented the solut ion for 
that rule. 

ALEXANDER: Of couse they didn' t . 

MARCH: Naturally, if you are talk ing 
about King's College Chapel, you're talk-
ing about the rules that were extant when 
that bui ld ing was built . We're left wi th 
that. In an historic city, you have bui l t- in 
rules. There 's the example of the intro-
duct ion into France of the indoor theater. 
The Place des Vosges was designed as a 
square, a beautiful architectural square, 
which we preserve today as a space. 
It was in fact an urban room with a mar-

ket in one corner. In the middle were 
two theatr ical groups; one of them de-
cided that the weather wasn' t consistent 
and they'd like to go indoors. So in the 
middle of the Place des Vosges there 
arose a wooden shack and that was the 
first indoor theater in France. It is d i f f icu l t 
to know how that shack wou ld have suc-
ceeded and become the grand opera 
eventually wi thout there being a combina-
tion of funct ion and fo rm. The funct ion of 
indoor theater succeeded, and the form 
that developed f rom it was created by the 
people who were creat ing that funct ion. 
They didn't get an architect and say what 
should we do about it; they d id it them-
selves. It was successful and f rom that 
point on architects were consul ted and 
asked what should we do about this a l -
ready establ ished funct ion. From the 
point of view of cultural development, ar-
chi tects and planners are in a very con -
servative posi t ion. We are able to give 
form to establ ished funct ions but we are 
not able to generate the form — unless 
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we are able to c lose our eyes a bit and 
produce f ly ing bedsteads. The first func-
tional thing is usually very ugly, but it 
works; and you've got to prove that it 
works before you can get the architect 
to give you a respectable form for it. 

V O I C E : Then form is added on? 

MARCH: No, I d idn' t mean added on. I 
think an architect ought to be able to de-
velop and create something that works. 

N O R B E R G - S C H U L Z : How about Pal ladio's 
theater in Vicenza? Did he hear about 
Place des Vosges? 

MARCH: I don' t know. Palladio put a roof 
over a Roman theater, perhaps. 

ALEXANDER: In any case, we shouldn' t 
bicker about whether archi tects invent 
things or whether other people invent 
them. Most archi tects are concerned with 
the problem of inventing new forms and 
that means inventing new relations and 
they are simply try ing to do this. Under 
present condi t ions, however, they are 
forced to do that at the same t ime they 
actually put up bui ld ings. This is not the 
best way to inject new relations into the 
culture at large. It often happens that 
great archi tects, l ike Wright and Corbu-
sier, have attempted serious innovations 
in their bui ld ings and they're cop ied en-
tirely for the wrong reasons. If an innova-
tion is embodied in a real bui ld ing, and 
then it is photographed and copied, you've 
got to ask what is being copied. Is the 
signif icant relation going to get in jected 

into the rule system as a whole? If the 
wrong things are copied, the bui lding was 
just a one-off job and it may be years 
before someone identi f ies the important 
relation again. 

N O R B E R G - S C H U L Z : Archi tects are al-
ways trying new inventions at the wrong 
moment, if I understand you correct ly, or 
else they are always going wi ld . If you 
now want to div ide our general task into 
obeying the rules and breaking the rules 
on certain occasions, who decides when 
it is the right occasion to break the rules? 
If you can tell me, a s imple architect, it 
would make my work much easier. 

ALEXANDER: I'm not t ry ing to make a 
dogmat ic statement about that. It's prob-
ably a matter of personal judgment . I'm 
just trying to separate the two activit ies 
very clearly. For instance, take the Park 
Hill apartment pro ject In Shef f ie ld . In it. 
there are a number of new relat ions: the 
Y-shaped joint, three dist inct k inds of lev-
els inside the bu i ld ing, each with a char-
acterist ic and di f ferent relation to the out-
side. 10-ft wide corr idors that change f rom 
side to side as you go down the bui ld-
ing, doors clustered in fours, and one 
or two others. Now each one of these re-
lations is either there for a good reason or 
it's not. If it is, it's worth repeating. It's 
possible that some are there for very lo-
cal c i rcumstances; possibly one of the 
three di f ferent levels has to do with the 
slope of the site. Any t ime one specif ies 
a relat ion, one must speci fy the condi t ions 
under which it is appropr iate, and why. 
If that were clearly and separately said. 
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then the fact that a demonstrat ion of these 
relat ions has been built at the same t ime 
the relations were invented is all to the 
good. They ought to be separated con-
ceptual ly, because then people could 
come back at them and say, look, the Y-
shaped knuckle seems a bit off. Is it im-
portant what angle it should have, or 
doesn' t it really matter? And this could be 
discussed, and maybe it wi l l turn out it 
should be a four-way joint, or a f ive-way, 
or perhaps as much as dayl ight permits. 
Under these c i rcumstances, we 'd begin 
to get a mature att itude in the design 
profession and the evolut ion of relations 
in the environment would begin to grow 
progressively instead of the architect 
each time throwing himself into the task 
as though he were start ing from zero. 

N O R B E R G - S C H U L Z : You said that we 
could never reject a bui ld ing, that we had 
no cr i ter ia for doing thiat. Haven't you just 
explained cri ter ia for accept ing or rejec-
t ing a bui ld ing? 

ALEXANDER: I d idn' t say we couldn' t re-
ject a bui ld ing because we have no cr i -
teria. I said it's because bui ldings are too 
compl icated. Relations should be isolated 
and examined one at a t ime, because you 
can't cr i t ic ize them all at once. 

N O R B E R G - S C H U L Z : How would you iso-
late one relation in a bui ld ing? Even in 
your example of the front versus the back 
garden, you said that maybe you weren' t 
giving the right reasons for why people 
persist in want ing the house back off the 
street. Perhaps it is not possible to get 
clear, def ined, exact relations. Perhaps 
in the very simple cases there is sti l l 
some choice between reasons. Some 
people like f lowers, and others just don't . 

Architecture Versus 
Social Patterns 
MARCH: 1 agree. And Park Hill worr ies 
me for somewhat the same reasons. One 
is the Popper analogy: He tr ies to draw 
a very definite di f ference between the 
physical sciences and the social sciences. 
In the physical sciences, one can expect 
that nature wi l l reveal itself fair ly simply 
and that you can therefore make very 
simple hypotheses about how it 's work-
ing. Then you test those and see how it 
comes out. Nature won' t look down and 
say. Aha, now they've found me out so I 
wil l change the rules. Society, unfor tu-
nately, isn't l ike this. It's l ikely that soc i -
ety wi l l say, wel l , here's somebody who 's 
tel l ing us what to do so we' l l do the oppo-
site. And this is what worr ies me about 
Park Hi l l . You say that Jack Linn [a rch i -
tect of Park Hil l ] formulated the prob lem 
clearly. Corbu said you must formulate 
the problem clearly and the solut ion wi l l 
fol low. I just don' t believe that we can 
ever formulate the problem clearly. 
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House in Lcviltown. }icw York. •1 pedestrian deck at Park Hill. 

The houses have been changed, not like Park Hill where everyone has just I'-B " of self-expression." 

ALEXANDER: I d idn' t say we could for-
mulate the problem clearly. I do th ink we 
can identify relat ions and rules. 

MARCH: An example of what I mean is 
Levi t town, which I prefer to Park Hill be-
cause it has a certain kind of "you come 
and get i t " qual i ty about it. The Gl 's took 
it and made it something of their own. 
Park Hil l , on the other hand, simply 
seems to fix a dist inct social pattern con-
cretely into a bui ld ing. 

V O I C E : What are some of the ways Levit-
town permits f reedom of act ion? 

MARCH: Dobriner [Class in Suburbia, by 
D.M. Dobriner] has done a study on Levit-
town over a 10-year per iod. When it 
started, it was desolate — the same kinds 
of houses and carports. An homogeneous 
society of Gl 's, more or less all the same 
age and from the same income and class 
backgrounds, moved in. Ten years later, 
the society is heterogeneous: There are 
definite fact ions; the pol i t ical situation is 
pretty hot over educat ion; there is a Cath-
ol ic-Protestant split — things like that. 
The houses have even changed: Bits and 
pieces have been added, the brick or 
stone is out on asphalt rol ls; they are 
strongly di f ferent iated — not like the pa-
thetic little bit of l inoleum that appears 
outside the doors of Park Hill where ev-
eryone has just 1'-6" of self-expression 
before you reach the publ ic way. 

WILSON: That isn't really an interesting 
dist inct ion because you're talk ing about 
patterns of desirable existence l ived by 
two dif ferent t r ibes. What sort of choice 
do those in Sheff ield lack because they 
don't have four site posit ions for the car? 
What you're implying is that a form at 
Sheffield was invented and people have 
rejected it. But Levit town is a swinging 
situation for one tr ibe and Park Hill is an-
other swinging situation for another tr ibe. 
Most of us have built housing that wasn' t 
swinging for any tr ibe. 

V O I C E : The people who live in those 
places are prisoners. 

MARCH: Archi tects and planners are re-
sponsible for making us prisoners more 
than we need to be by trying to t idy up 
the environment, but the things that are 
alive are very often not t idy. Levit town 
was not t idy, and people protested about 
that "monst rous eyesore on the land-
scape. " as well as "agr icu l tural country 
ru ined." 

ALEXANDER: To answer your basic ob-
ject ion that it is impossible to identify the 
problem specif ical ly, I repeat that I've only 
been drawing an analogy between design 
and what Popper said about science. Of 
course, we as archi tects can't put up prop-
osit ions that state matters of fact and 
subject them to tests, like scientists. The 
testing would be sl ightly different. What 
the innovative designer must test by ob-
servation and discussion with people is: 
Does this relat ion, as descr ibed and spec-
if ied, resolve a conf l ic t between tenden-
cies that can be shown to exist in people, 
economic structures, or larger inst i tut ions. 
It doesn't make sense to say that rela-
tions themselves can be tested, but you 
can f ind out whether certain speci f ic ten-
dencies exist in people. They can be dis-
covered by observing what people actu-
ally do. 

One thing that should be ment ioned is 
the archi tect 's fee structure [ laughter]. 
A serious matter. The invention of new 
relations is an extremely expensive busi-
ness: it takes months and months of 
painstaking work to come up with one or 
two. If you recognize the colossal number 
of relations that need modif icat ion and im-
provement, you realize that wi thin the nor-
mal fee structure architects just don' t 
have the opportuni ty because of money to 
do this job properly. Incidental ly, al though 
the two examples I've given have been of 
smal l-scale relat ions, smallness is not a 
character ist ic of them. Some deal in miles 
instead of feet. 

WILSON: Do you claim that your ideas 
about rules and relations consti tute an out-
and-out funct ional ism? 

ALEXANDER: Right. If the environment 
doesn't get this kind of treatment, it 's not 
going to be all r ight, and since it can't be 
done within the exist ing fee structure 
we'd better work out another way. It 
means that some people wi l l be paid for 
designs that aren't going to be built just 
once, but hundreds and hundreds of t imes 
over, because they' l l be in jected into the 
relation system and then adopted by 
many other bui lders. 

To sum up: The cr i t ical issue is not 
whether you give certain work to archi -
tects or not, but whether new relations 
become imbedded in people's minds — 
people at large. If people want bui ld ings 
with certain character ist ics and they de-
velop an idea of what these bui ld ings 
should look l ike, they' l l get them. They' l l 
go and demand them. At the University 
of Cal i fornia, as we begin to bui ld up 
complexes of relations, we shall go onto 
the national TV network and explain why 
certain forms are necessary — forms that 
do not exist now. One thing I've found in 
my short experience with archi tecture is 
that people at large are incredibly wi l l ing 
to understand the consequences of func-
t ional th ink ing. Archi tects are somet imes 
unwil l ing to, but people at large are a l -
ways wi l l ing. They understand it, it 's won -
derful , they love it; they really see the 
point of it because it has to do with their 
lives. They are the people who have been 
carrying the images of what the env i ron-
ment should look like in the past; it's just 
at this present per iod that the responsi-
bil i ty for the environment has been taken 
away from them and put in the hands of a 
small profession. I'm convinced that 
people at large are wi l l ing and anxious to 
carry this responsibi l i ty again in their 
heads. The populat ion as a whole wi l l be-
come the carr iers of the relation structure 
that determines our environment. That 's 
the way I intend to work. 
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