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Lecture 6

Er Alexander:

How, we've got a general sense of the idea of pattern langusge.and we also
all share the feeling that ket the cities andtheenviromentin general are
not in great shepe. You can put that eitherin therms of this vexy global
intuition of the lack of organic unity or in terms of much more specific
kinds of functionsl errors wshich wmre made overe andover again all over the
place in the enviromment. Now, if i%'s correct that the enviromment is bein g
generated by a language then it's clear that that language must be defective
at this point. And indeed, one's intuitions sbout it do make that fairly
obvious and likedy. ihareas leoking at those barms I showed, gne has the
feeling of a reasonably well integrated series of patterns; the wmmbﬁgna
between then are % well thought out and nicely coordinated. Locking

at the kiinds of recurrent patterns that are generating cities today, remembering

that one is able to give all the examples up from the regional scale all the
scale
way dovmpt to the @8besl/of window detalls, that nevertheless there is a
little
strong feeling that many of these patterns exist as kinds of isolated/bits and
piesees pieces; that there is more of a patchwork ouilt arrangement of
patterns available now than any sogt of sn integrated language. Whether that
intuition is correct or not, it is quite clear that something must be
wring in the generating language now; cotheriise the enviromment would be
alright.
How there are two possible attitudes to this. It's these two attifudes which
we are going to discuss during the next week. Une attitude says, look, the
idea of a : ,
whole idea of & langusge id really bound wp with the/traditional Culture
and although it's true dheb-bhe -& naybe that barns were built by languages
and maybe Georgian london wes built shet-way like that and scme beabtiful

huts in & Calabria, that is an avchaic notion and it was alright for a
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traditional closed society, but not usable fir ours. ind so we've got to
scrape the whole idea of 2 pattern languege and try and find some other
ways of reintroducing organic unity and functional adequacy into the
enviromment. This, obviously, is the first attitude, and although it's

not been stated that explicitly, I suppose that thé really is the attitude
that many architects and planners have, To discuss that, lock at scme of
adequacy and unity back:into the enviromment. There are a lot of categorles.
I8 just going to whie write these catagories out nowk

Avchitecture/Plaming/Advocacy Planning/Urban Design/Systems Analysisf
Criteria, Performence Standards/Building Systems/lass Froduction/Leave It
$o The Developers and Builders/ Poliey Planning/ Better Prototype Handbooks.

Architecture andPlanning are cbyviously the first two eeb kinds of devices
that have been introduced to tyy amd deal with the situaticon which is no
longer taken care of by a traditional language. They're both very recent
intriductions. Then, more recent is advocacy planning which is based on the
idea that in order to get the enviromment sensitive to human needs in &e
Swid fullest possible sense, what you Bve to do is sit down vwith a1l the
members of a community and reason it cut with them, how thedr envircmment
is going to be so it gets well adapted to them. This is a fairly new kind
of idea, Urban Design, whik is in a sense an amalgamation of the first two,
that is, it is a2 way of using the sorts of techniques, ways of thinking and
handling problems, that architects have on matters of larger scope, is
samething that$ just been introduced recently; clearly an attempt to get
ergenic wnity back inte larger scale projects. Systems analysis, whatever
that,mm; I mean it covers a wide scope of things. The general idea is

that in order to get organic unity bakk intc &
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large complexes, you have to amalyze them as systems. As I said, it isa't
quite clsar what that means... Then, limp those together, the Propagation of
eriteria and performance standards. The idea here is that it's not so much
thet the architects and planners are wrong in what they are trying to do, but
bho-eviberde vhat's wrang is the fact that hobody quite knows what the ‘
criteria should be for what they are trying to do, and thereforef the tay

to get everytling right again is to start propogeting thse like mad. Building
systens; the idea of constructing kits of building parts which wdill go
togebber in certain ways and therefore make it possible for the designer

of building parts to influence a much larger number of buildings than he
could do by designing imiivmw}. ones.es8 And related to,that very closely
is a slightly more extreme versilin which I just call mess~preoduction. it's
really very closely tied to that., It's just a question of how large the
mass produced component is. leave it to developers and builders; some

doing 90 percent of the work anyway. Policy planndng which has something of
the same tinge to it as what I8ve been tallking sbout; ibt's based on the
notiong that 4% for instance, that it is decisbons in Wakington sbout FHA
regulations ket and decisions at ihat level that really make fundemental

thaet on the groundls that those are the peovple who are

differences in the ehviromment and therefore there'sme no sense in getiing
inbo the environment ab any level except that one if you really went to
influence it broadly. Better proitojype handbooke. That again is more or
less in the spirit of vhat I've been talkiig sbout. We've seen that there
are hanbooks in use anyway, so some people take the attitude that these
handbooks should...be a lot better.

liow, 1 can'really discussg...l went you to write all these notes dowm and
glso to add to them if you can about broad catagoriesef efiort tha have it
in mind o try and reintroduce organic unity and functionel adequacy in
the enviromment. low... So that is one whole attitude to the envircmmental
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pattern language. It sgys that it is an archaic idea. It's necessarily a
part of open society that a shared language of that dype kind becoming

citite
it again, so we have v go into one of these techniques. So the other -

ancieldy. Ve can never get control of it agein, we can never crganize

attitude is that thereare things which thé language does which are so
eruchal that they canmmot be done by any of theee techniques andtherefore
no matter how difficult it might be, we have tc reintreduce the idea of

a pettern langusge meke and sctually meke it woek, even though it seems to
be going down hill now. lNow that of course,f that second attitude, is the
one that I believe in.

In order #¥ to.attack these various possiblities or to show up thelr
deffeciencies, I wentto draw attention to three dmportant functionsl
fesbures of the situstion vhere an enviromment is penerated by a language.
ahd then we will be asble to show fai¥ly easily that none of these techuiques
really posses all these three features.

The ¥ three foatures sre eesiesd easliest referred to, I think, by the
words memory, ccordinetion, and variety. Ccordination and variety I will
discuss next time; there's slightly less to be said sbout those. Today I'm
going to discuss the need for a evltwrel merery.

The main difference between animals and men is the fact that an andmal

lives entirely on thebssiscf it's owm experdence that is gaineddur

its ovn lifetime., There's no handing down of experience from one amimel to
another except in a genetic sense; that'svery slight. So obviously, each of
these organisms is capable only of getting into problem solving as its

oun experience allows it to. Vhat distinguishes man is the fact that he
stands on the shoulders of millions of people before him and isff therefore
able to go fuwrther with the solution of problems instead of having to
recapitulate all the time. That's a very very obvicus point. In that sense,
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a culture, which provides each man with a series of institutions which are
m:mmmmwwmmmammﬁmmsm‘ To take

an obvious example, in everyday life we don't attemplt to solwe problems

from serateh all the time, but we do make use of the cultural iubtitutions
which are knowm mere or less to solve these ldnds of problens, So if we

want to sclve the problem of bringing up children, and eating, andl sleeping,
and sexuvalily, we don'™ think through for owrsclwes, aluays, what is the best
way to deal with all those problems. Ve simply borrow a cultwrsl institution,
namely the family, and build on that. Of cowrse, these things are in evolutisn
all the time anl are llable to be changing, but ve d not, for each separate
problem, try to solve it from screbghe To some exbent in Architecture a
very very ushealthy ldnd of attitude has been intreoduced which does give

the illusion to architecture studeit & that are Yo solve problemsfron o
scratch. I think this was introduced probably sbowt the time of Groplus,
and it was an effort to get awey fron traditional patterns which, it is true,

people that seid, look welve got to take a harder fundtionsal look at vhat's
going on in a building or 2 city rcally threw the baby out with the beth
water. They were right that they wanted a deeper functional lock azt vhat
was going on but they were wréng, I think,gbto ce the idea that e
architects should txy and solve firoblans from scratch. That's a fairly
pervasive idea; I felt it myself. Thise of you who have reed my book
probably realize that #bbe the whole tone of it is written in exastly
this way. It says look, if an architeet is faced #ih a particular problem,
how can he lay that problem out for himself so as to solve it{from scratchf
is dmplicit.) And I think thet this iscertainly the way that one istaught
design in a design studic. Thepoint is, thatd tlds has as a consequence the
fact that sedwbiens-de-nob valid solutions do not get propogated or




on each of the studio floors thereare two seminar rooms, Those seminar rooms
are about that shepe (’ggimtangle) and the window is heve ( 2 one narrow
end) and blackbosxd is here (along long well) ang they are esuipped with
mwmmmméﬁm@mehm&wnmwm, sonichirore
(at narrow end opposite windews), This thing is fmectionally defective in 5
nuberef differemt ways. First of all, that shap toble and tha shape roon
is not very geod for o discusiion, Something of e closer approximstion to

2 square or a cir®le works betber. So the shape isn't good. Secondly,
because the relationship bebween the window and the blackboard, 211 the

pecple sitting anyvhere in thés helf (awsy from window) of the room ave
getting window glore fram the blackboard so they can't read it, which is
the second mistake, A third wistake is that ¥he-wim because the window is
suffeciently low te people that are sitting here (away from window) see
these people silhowetted against the light. And it's well known, for
instance &Ff by executives in offices, that if you pub yourselg in that
position vis a2 vis scmeone else, that is, youwr silhoustte sgalnet thelight,
so they can only see your silbouette, you can't dalk o him properdy. So
that also breaks down the compmication in the seminar to some extent.
There's really no reason for those mistakes to have been made, except

that as e a profession we ewe—med posses no device by which these kinds
of poiuts can be vemembered and built vpon. In other words, I'm not blaming
the architect for this, because it is wnoquestionsbly true =ny arehitect,
no matter how good will be boundl to male mishakes 1f he sbarts by taying teo
think thebulding Bhrough from the begirming for himself, He cen't help it;
he simply can't grasp all the issuesand hope to sclve them &ll for himself,
Sc what's at fault hereis not something shoub the architect, but semething
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gbout the lack of a memory in theprofession. This bDusiness 1of memory is
very diffievlt in a selfconscicus, open, freeviweling eculture. See, in a
traditional eulture it's true that Items 1like that weve vemerbered, but
very likely they were rememberad by kinds of shared traditional agreswents
and begides, everything was changing slowly enough se thet these lssues were
not, easily forgotten. Just by bsing traditions, by pubting on the brskes

on innovationg you take care of memory fairly well in a traditionalf
culture. In an open scciety vhen it.'s everybody's freedom to have as meny
ideas as he cen think of and to fnmovete and vhen there are millicns of
people &ll innoveting simidtanemmsly it is very very difficult to create

a mamory. In fact themare cnly two institulions in modearn socisty that
have ewe succeded in cresting memories that work in the open society.

Cne of them is science and the other one is law. Selence is by far the move
effective #8 of the tw. Effectively, the body of propositions in science
constitites a memory. “hat happens is thet every time somebod

experiment he tries to vecord the content of his experiment in an sbgtract
form which comsonl; as an hypothesis. And this hypothesis is of
sourse supposed to be a shatement sbout the worldd, Thise things are all
true, but whats not usually brought owt is the memory chasracter of this

vhole enterprise. Because the hypothesis are constructed in such a way
that thy avewnder public serultiny, amybody can disagree with them, amy-
body emn do an experiment widch sheds light on the hypothesis that is

part of the ewrrent memory, this thing iseffective because everybody through=
out the world feels that they can belong to this sgme body of experieme.
That is vhet a memory is, a body of experience, And the body of exper

is constructed in suweh a way that they're all ouite 33 free 4o do what they

went and yet able t ,share thls body of experience.
To some extent the same thing happens in law. It isn't as highly defeloped




: bel mechanisnm wewedwes & in law, is that of precedent,
ratherthan that of sbstracted principles. So that when the scientist abstracts
an hypothesis from His experience gnd then mams that thing, so long as it
remains valid; that is the item which carries the memwy, which is the
memory. In law theprincigles are much thinmer and one makes use of case
histories, of actusl cases recorded in bock after bodk. Nevertheless these
are recorded in such a way that it is quite clear that one draws on
previcus cnes and that there is a tradition that has been buil® wup among
lamyers that that is the way to ,operake.
flow, Architects and planvers have completely failed to #solwe this problem
for (American) society, £ I think it's guite clear that there must be
such a memory; my trivisl little example sbout the seminar reoom is not very
large in scope but thé point can be expanded endlessly, to cover amy
problen at sny seale: wou e find our own examples. So it's quite clear
that ve need a memory, The question is how to get ome. I will txy to uske
the argunent that en attempt to imposeit from theoubside is certain to be
fruitless, or to teke the system in the wrong direction. I don't wank to
get into that today.

The key feature in memery is shstraction. There is ne point in remembering
teligy: if you don' succeed in sbstracting something
od is essentially usellss. In architecture in

an event in its

particuler, and in most of the design disciplines, we are very very bad at

gbstracting from other successful solutiogs the features that made them
sful. Or by the same token, in abstracting from bad schutions,

the feabures that made them fail. 0f course, part of thed the reason for
that is that we don't have agreemernt among ourselves what constibubes failure
and what constituted success. And that we will be discussing quite shortly
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because the mamerdt cne con geb the sgreerent , obvicusly this becomes possible.
Bub navertheless, it is clesrly necessary to have shstrected wdts which

will constitiibe the fundarentdl wnits of memory in the sulture, I'd 1ike &
bring this heme o jou. I don't know to what extent there are among you
p@gle who disagree with thie peint. Tou may foeh that people do already
abstract from a sucossfil building and wp %o certain very limited sense
tide is true. It is true of couwrse that architsects are constantly lncking

at cne andther's bulldings trying to learn from them. But #de this is

always done st & personsl level, You will not see in print sbetractions
aboub buildings which sre usefiul in the sense thet they san be sxtended to
mi%er other cases, For ingtance, in the way thet I just did it withf tnis
saninar room business. To meles the poird clesr, I going to sghow a slide

I just tock a few minubes age. The point I'nm trying to meke is this: architects
are ofben very sensitive to whet® sround them and they enjoy places that
seem to have scme guslity amd take pictures of them, Whet they don*t do is
to aw.mm qualities from the situation in sueh a wey as they can

use the propertics they heve shbetrected agein in esbes avobher situztion.

In other words, I think snybody might enjoy this particular entrance and
might perhaps ever try in some eesvewbiel felld porsonal way to get somet ing
of the san fecling, vhetever thet means, into ancther entrance if he were
designing it. But &= for bis really petiing hard nosed and saying look,
sonething is meking thé ¥ee this entrence work very well. Vhet is it?

That pwy.m:t espects of thepatbtem meke this thing have the quality it

has. 4And tc this so insistently thet the resiiits become ussble and
reproducenblo.
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I want to meke & comment aboul vhy it would be very very diffieddi o

do. it ¥ in the case of this embrdy. I think it's cleer thai sowething has
been acheived there and it would be fantesticakky difficuld todisesmjnat
what it is. There is & very prominent kind of abtitude among designers which
would ssy look,this is impossible. This thing is an integrated whole and it
works in suchendsuch & way and you Jjust can't abstract out of it
propertiss by mumbers wiich sre conbributing to its success; ij's a

unity. There's no hope in trying to do this dort of sbstraction. I think
this &s a common attitude and I want only to make the following poiid: thet
attitude has been propogated by people who maybe found it difficult to doy
and it is hard W do, bub ob to eke the assertion that ualty in orgacized
thiogs cannot come about as a part of a process of piecemedl sbstyaction,
and putbingtogether, must be false, simlly because there ave ab least two
cases ve know wikvewe of vhere this is happening all the time. One of hen

is the genetic case which I meantioned last week,; for we know that gemetic
egolution takes place gene by gene eefé and none of us could dowbt the febe
fact that the organisms produced by evolulion are very vary highly orgenized
systems, They certeldly don'i have a pleccneal, atomic character. So that

is one instacceol a kind of object that hes been produced as & yesuls of
successive, plecemeal changes. The obher example is amything thatis produced
2s & produced as a product of 2 language, like e barns we talkedsboul.
¥ know that the insigitc biere must have been produced after a process of
graduil sbstractioh, because that’s the way the hvaen vemory works. Those
things were ultimately produced by something thet is inbedded in luman
nemory and since human memoyy dees work by abstracting things W&in.
The only question that we face in this exemple hereand in our efforts i s
how to do the sbstraction. Butthe attitude that sbstraction does not w &)

I think doesn't hold water. In your critiques today it might be worthees
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trying thise

Questlons: lNot quotes

iy "language" rather than fmile systenf” Constraint and freedom, variety,
richness. How about muslc? Language hes more of & sense of commmibat:

You can't talk sbout e langusge of cne coject; a langusge is essentially
& thing which is capable of geberating a famdly of objects. If you can't
see thefamily, pu can't kuow the language.

An abstracted element sight become an elemant of the languge, bul ot
necessarily.




