
Learning From Pop 

B~ Denise Scott Brown 

as Vegas, Los Angeles, Levittown, the swinging 
singles on the Westheimer Strip, golf resorts, 
boating communities, Co-op City, the residen- 
tial backgrounds to soap operas, TV commer- 
cials and mass mag ads, billboards and Route 66 
are sources for a changing architectural sensibd- 
ity. New sources are sought when the old forms 
go stale and the way out is not clear; then a 
classical heritage, an art movement, or industrial 
engineers’ and primitives’ “architecture without 

architects” may help to  sweep out the flowery remains of the old 
revolution as practiced by its originators’ conservative descend- 
ants. In America in the 1960’s an extra ingredient was added to 
this recipe for artistic change: social revolution. Urban renewal, 
supplier of work for architects for two decades and a major locus 
of the soft remains of the Modern movement, was not merely 
artistically stale, it was socially harmful. The urgency of the 
social situation, the social critique of urban renewal and of the 
architect as server of a rich narrow spectrum of the population- 
in particular the criticism of Herbert Gans-have been as im- 
portant as the Pop artists in steering us toward the existing 
American city and its builders. If highstyle architects are not 
producing what people want or need, who is, and what can we 
learn from them? 

Needs, plural 

Sensitivity to  needs is a first reason for going to the existing city. 
Once there, the first lesson for architects is the pluralism of need. 
No builder-developer in his right mind would announce: I am 
building for Man. He is building for a market, for a group of 
people defined by income range, age, family composition and 

(Reprinted from Casabella, 359-60 [pp. 15-46] ) 
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life style. Levittowns, Leisureworlds, Georgian-styled town houses grow from 
someone’s estimation of the needs of the groups who will be their markets. 
The city can be seen as the built artifacts of a set of subcultures. At the mo- 
ment, those subcultures which willingly resort to architects are few. 

tions of all behaviaristic analysis-one is surveying behavior which is constrained, 
it is not what people might do in other conditions. The poor d o  not willingly 
live in tenements and maybe the middle classes don’t willingly live in Levit- 
towns; perhaps the Georgian-styling is less pertinent to the townhouse resident 
than is the rent. In times of housing shortage this is a particularly forceful 
argument against architectural behaviorism since people can’t vote against a 
particular offering by staying away if there is no alternative. To  counteract 
this danger one must search out for comparison environments where for some 
reason the constraints do  not hold. There are environments which suggest 
what economically contrained groups’ tastes might be if they were less con- 
strained. They are the nouueau riche environments: Hollywood for a former 
era, Las Vegas for today, and the homes of film stars, sportsmen and other 
groups where upward mobility may resemble vertical takeoff yet where main- 
tenance of previous value systems is encouraged. 

Another source is physical backgrounds in the mass media, movies, soap 
operas, pickle and furniture polish ads. Here the aim is not to sell houses but 
some thing else, and the background represents someone’s (Madison Avenue’s?) 
idea of what pickle buyers or soap opera watchers want in a house. Now the 
Madison Avenue observer’s view may be as biased as the architect’s, and it 
should be studied in the light of what it is trying to sell-must pickle archi- 
tecture look homey like my house or elegant like yours if it is to sell me pickles? 
But at  least it’s another bias, an alternative to  the architectural navel contem- 
plation we so often do for research; i.e., ask: What did Le Corbusier do? Both 
Madison Avenue and the builder, although they can tell us little of the needs 
of the very poor, cover a broader range of the population and pass a stiffer 
market test than does the architect in urban renewal or public housing, and if 
we learn no  more from these sources than that architecture must differ for 
different groups, that is a great deal. But an alternative to  both is to examine 
what people do to buildings-in Levittowns, Society Hills, grey areas and slums 
-once they are in them. Here, costs and availability are less constraining forces 
since the enterprise is smaller. Also, changes tend often to be symbolic rather 
than structural and aspirations can perhaps be more easily inferred from sym- 
bols than from structures. 

Attention to built sources for information on need does not imply that 
asking people what they want is not extremely necessary as well. This is an 
important topic, as is the relation between the two types of survey, asking 
and looking; but it is not the subject of this enquiry, which is on what can be 
learned from the artifacts of pop culture. 

Formal Analysis as Design Research 

Of course learning from what’s there is subject t o  the caveats and limita- 

A second reason for looking to pop culture is t o  find formal vocabularies 
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for today which are more relevant t o  people’s diverse needs and more tolerant 
of the untidinesses of urban life than the “rationalist,” Cartesian formal orders 
of latter day Modern architecture. How much low-income housing and 19th 
century architecture has been cleared so some tidy purist architect o r  planner 
could start with a clean slate? 

Modern architects can now admit that whatever forces, processes, and 
technologies determine architectural form, ideas about form determine it as 
well; that a formal vocabulary is as much a part of architecture as are bricks 
and mortar (plastics and systems, for futurists); that form does not, cannot, 
arise from function alone, new born and innocent as Venus from her shell, but  
rather that form follows, inter alia, function, forces, and form. Formal biases, 
if they are consciously recognized, need not  tyrannize as they have done in 
urban renewal; and formal vocabularies, given their place in architecture, can 
be studied and improved to suit functional requirements, rather than accepted 
unconsciously and unsuitably-an old hand-me-down from some irrelevant 
master. The forms of the pop landscape are as relevant t o  us now as were the 
forms of antique Rome to the Beaux Arts, Cubism and machine architecture 
to  the early Moderns, and the industrial midlands and the Dogon t o  Team 10,  
which is t o  say extremely relevant, and more so than the latest bathysphere, 
launch pad, or systems hospital (or even, pace Banham, the Santa Monica 
pier). Unlike these, they speak t o  our condition not only aesthetically, but 
on many levels of necessity, from the social necessity t o  rehouse the poor 
without destroying them to the architectural necessity t o  produce buildings 
and environments that others will need and like. The pop landscape differs 
from the earlier models in that it is also the place where we build; it  is our 
context. And i t  is one of the few contemporary sources of data on  the sym- 
bolic and communicative aspects of architecture, since it was untouched by 
the Modern movements’ purist reduction of architecture t o  space and structure 
only. But formal analysis presents a problem. First, since form has for so long 
been an illegitimate topic, we have lost the tradition of analyzing i t ,  and second, 
the forms we are dealing with are new and don’t relate easily t o  traditional 
architectural or planning techniques of analysis and communication. Ortho- 
graphic projection hardly conveys the essence of the Stardust sign, and, al- 
though this sign is a block long and has an overpowering visual impact “in 
situ,” it doesn’t show well on a land use map. Suburban space, being auto- 
mobile space, is not  defined by enclosing walls and floors and is therefore 
difficult t o  portray graphically using systems devised for the description of 
buildings. In fact, space is not the most important constituent of suburban 
form, communication across space is more important, and it requires a sym- 
bolic and a time element in its descriptive systems which are only slowly being 
devised. 

New analytic techniques must use film and video tape t o  convey the 
dynamism of sign architecture and the sequential experience of vast landscapes; 
and computers are needed t o  aggregate mass repeated data into comprehensible 
patterns. Valuable traditional techniques should also be resuscitated by their 
application t o  new phenomena; for example Nolli’s mid-1 8th century mapping 
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technique, which he applied to Rome, when it is adapted to include parking 
lots, throws considerable light on Las Vegas. It could also lend itself fairly 
easily to computer techniques. 

Formal analysis should be comparative, linking the new forms, by com- 
parison, t o  the rest of the formal tradition of architecture thereby incorporat- 
ing them into the architectural discipline and helping us to understand our 
new experience in the light of our former training. By suggesting that form 
should be analyzed I do not imply that function (the program), technologies 
or forces (urban social processes or land economics) are not vital to architec- 
ture, nor indeed, that they too can’t serve as sources of artistic inspiration to 
the architect. All are necessary and they work in combination. The others 
are merely not the subject of this particular enquiry. 

The Soup Can and the Establishment 

There is an irony in the fact that the “popular” culture and the “popu- 
1ar”landscape are not popular with those who make the decisions to renew 
the city and rehouse the poor. Here is John Kenneth Galbraith, an inportant 
and influential liberal, quoted in Life magazine: 

For the average citizen there are some simple tests which 
will tell him when we have passed from incantation to practi- 
cal action on the environment. Restriction of auto use in 
the large cities will be one. Another will be when the bill- 
boards, the worst and most nearly useless excrescence of 
industrial civilization, are removed from the highways. Yet 
another will be when telephone and electric wires every- 
where in the cities go underground and we accept the added 
charge on our bills. 

My own personal test, for what it may be worth, con- 
cerns the gasoline service station. This is the most repellent 
piece of architecture of the past two thousand years. There 
are far more of them than are needed. Usually they are 
filthy. Their merchandise is hideously packaged and gar- 
ishly displayed. They are uncontrollably addicted to 
great strings of ragged little flags. Protecting them is an 
ominous coalition of small businessmen and large. The 
stations should be excluded entirely from most streets and 
highways. Where allowed, they should be franchised to 
limit the number, and there should be stern requirements 
as to architecture, appearance and general reticence. When 
we begin on this (and similar roadside commerce), I will 
think that we are serious. (John Kenneth Galbraith: “To 
my new friends in the affluent society-greetings,” Life, 
March 27, 1970.) 

He does not even mention the need for low-income housing as an urgent 
environmental problem, and in my opinion he should stick to economics. But 
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the conventional wisdom which Galbraith expounds is shared by his colleagues, 
the elderly architectural radicals who man America’s Fine Arts commissions, 
the “design” departments of HUD and the planning and redevelopment agencies, 
who plan and build for the larger public and private corporations and have the 
ear of the city makers. If the public is to be well served by their decisions these 
members of the architectural establishment must learn to separate out for a 
different type of scrutiny their aesthetic from other preoccupations with “en- 
vironmental pollution.” Fouled water and billboards are not the same magni- 
tude or order of problem. The first cannot be done well, but the second can; 
particularly if we are given the opportunity to study them for awhile, nonjudg- 
mentally. 

When “blighted” neighborhoods are swept away together with billboards 
and gasoline stations in the name of the avoidance of “visual pollution” the 
social harm can be irreparable. However, an old aesthetic formula, even though 
it is shown to be obstructive, will not be relinquished until it is replaced by a 
new one, since as we have seen, form depends on form for its making. And, for 
the architectural establishment, the new vocabulary must have a respectable 
lineage. Hence, if the popular environment is to  provide that vocabulary, it 
must be filtered through the proper processes for its acceptance. I t  must be- 
come a part of the high art tradition; it must be last year’s avant garde. This is 
another reason to  submit the new landscape to  traditional architectural analysis: 
for the sake of its acceptance by the establishment. They can’t learn from pop 
until pop hangs in the academy. 

Hop on Pop 

city on both social and aesthetic grounds for architects who hope to hone their 
skills to a sharp new edge. High art has followed low art before, and “vice 
versa,” in fact, where did the MacDonald parabola and the splitlevel rancher 
come from in the first place? 

In the movement from low art to high art lies an element of the deferral 
of judgment. Judgment is withheld in the interest of understanding and recep- 
tivity. This is an exciting heuristic technique but also a dangerous one since 
liking the whole of pop culture is as irrational as hating the whole of it, and it 
calls forth the vision of a general and indiscriminate hopping on the pop band 
wagon, where everything is good and judgment is abandoned rather than de- 
ferred. Yet artists, architects, actors, must judge, albeit, one hopes, with a sigh. 
After a decent interval suitable criteria must grow out of the new source. Judg- 
ment is merely deferred to make subsequent judgment more sensitive. 

I have recommended an investigation of the forms of the new, existing 

Ms. Brown is an architect with the firm of Venturi and Rauch, Architects. 
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Denise Scott Brown and Robert Venturi 

Suburbia with marina, Florida. 
Photo D. Scott Brown 
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Pic0 Boulevard, Santa Monica, California 
Photo D. Scott Brown 
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McDonald’s Hamburgers 
Photo Steven Izenour 
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Millionaires’ Row, Miami Beach 
Photo D. Scott Brown 

These houses are exactly the same. 
They just look different. 

Suburban Imagery 



LEARNING FROM POP 395117 

An analysis of suburban symbols and their precedents. 
Drawn by Robert Miller 
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WRITING ABOUT VENTURI AND RAUCH 

“Americans to Watch in 1964: Architecture-Robert Venturi,” Pageant, Feb- 

“A Question of Values,” American Heritage, August, 1970, p. 119. (Article 

Architectural League of New York, Architecture and the Arts Awards, 1965. 

“Are Young Architects Designing Prototypes of Your Future Models?” Amer- 

Berkeley, Ellen Perry, “Mathematics at Yale,” Architectural Forum, July/Aug- 

Berson, Lenora, “Dreams for a New South Street are Spun at Theatre Meetings,” 

ruary, 1964, p. 72. 

concerns South Street.) 

(Venturi house-Honorable Mention.) 

ican Builder, October, 1966, pp. 60-71. (Venturi house.) 

ust, 1970, pp. 61-65. 

Center City Philadelphian, February, 1970. 
, “South Street Insurrection,” Philadelphia Magazine, September, 1969, 

pp. 87-91+. 
Bottero, Maria, “Passato e presente nell ‘architettura pop Americana,” Com- 

munita, December, 1968. 
Charette-Pennsylvania Journal of Architecture, November, 1965. (Cover-Part 

of the Venturi house.) 
“Choosing a Non-Monument,” Architectural Forum, June, 1970, p. 22. (Yale 

Mathematics.) 
City of New York, Housing and Development Administration, Record of Sub- 

missions and Awards, Competition for Middle-Income Housing at 
Brighton Beach, Brooklyn, New York, 1968. 

Quarters,” Journal of the American Institute of Architects, July, 1970, 
p. 8. 

“Complexities and Contradictions,” Progressive Architecture, May, 1965, pp. 
168-174. (Venturi house.) 

“Co-op City Controversy,” Progressive Architecture, April, 1970, p. 9. (Letters 
t o  the editor re: “Learning to Like ~ t . ” )  

Davis, Douglas, “Architect of Joy,’’ Newsweek, November 2, 1970, pp. 103-4. 
(Article about Morris Lapidus; mentions Venturi.) 

“Dynamic Design with Angular Planes,” House and Garden Building Guide, 
Spring/Summer, 1966, pp. 132-135. 

“Education and Extention,” Art Gallery of Ontario Annual Report, 1969-1970, 
(re: Bauhaus Lectures by Robert Venturi.) 

“Electric Demolition,” Progressive Architecture, September, 1970, pp. 92-95. 
(Article about St. Francis de Sales renovation.) 

“FDR Memorial Competition: Discussion,” Casabeh, November, 1963, pp. 
12-13. 

“From Repainting to  Redesign,” Architectural Forum, January, 1960, pp. 122- 
130. (Article concerns Duke House, NYU.) 

“High Style for a Campus Eatery,” Progressive Architecture, December, 1963, 

“Competition-Winning Building to  Provide Yale Mathematicians with New 
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pp. 132-136. (Article about Grand’s.) 

and Urbanism, (Japanese), vol. 1, no. 1.) 

January 26, 1969, sec. 11. 

1970 (Discussion of Venturi, pp. 186-7.) 
Jacobs, Jay, “A Committment to Excellence” The Art Gallery, XIV, No. 3, 

December, 1970, pp. 17-32. (Mentions Venturi, p. 23.) 
Jencks, Charles, “Points of View,” Architectural Design, December, 1969. 

(Article about the ‘Bill-Ding’ Board.) 
Jensen, Robert, “Resort Hotels: Symbols and Associations in Their Design” 

Architecturaf Record, December, 1969, pp. 119-123. (Mentions 
Venturi, p. 122.) 

pp. 12-13. 

December, 1965, pp. 55-57+. 

140. (DSBV and RV on the Bicentennial.) 

“Humanities Building (SUNY) and Yale Mathematics Building,” Architecture 

Huxtable, Ada Louise, “The Case for Chaos,” The New York Times, Sunday, 

, Will They Ever Finish Bruckner Boulevard? New York, Macmillan Co., 

Lobell, J., “ ‘Both-and’: A New Architecural Concept,” Arts, February, 1968, 

Love, Nancy, “The Architectural Rat Race,” Greater Philadelphian Magazine, 

, “The Deflatable Fair,” Philadelphia Magazine, April, 1969, pp. 137- 

“Mathematics at Yale: Readers’ Response,” Architectural Forum, October, 

“L’architecture en tant qu’espace, l’architecture en tant que que symbole,” 

McCoy, Esther, “Young Architects: The Small Office,” Arts and Architec- 

Moore, Charles, “Houses: The Architect Speaks to Man’s Needs,” Progressive 

“New-Old Guild House Apartments,” Progressive Architecture, May, 1967, 

New Schools for  New Towns, Houston, Rice University, School of Archi- 

“New Talent USA-Architecture,” Art in America, Vol. 49, No. 1, 1961. 

“WYU-Duke House,” Interiors, March‘, 1960, pp. 120-125. 
“Ordinary as Artform,” Progressive Architecture, April, 1970, pp. 106-9. 

Article concerning the Lieb House.) 
Osborn, Michelle (in consultation with Romaldo Guirgola), “A Personal Kind 

of House,” The Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, October 15, 1965, p. 55. 
(Article concerning the Venturi house.) 

(Article concerning the Brighton Beach Competition.) 

pp. 52-56. (Article is a review of Robert Stern’s book, New Directions 
in American Architecture.) 

“Paths of Younger Architects,” The Philadelphia Inquirer Magazine, Sunday, 
March 3, 1965. 

1970, pp. 64-66. 

Architecture d’Aujourd’hui, September, 1968, pp. 36-7. 

ture, ? 

Architecture, May, 1964, pp. 124+. 

pp. 133-137. 

tecture, Design Fete IV, 1967. 

(Article concerns Robert Venturi; discusses two architectural projects.) 

, “Dilemma in a Time of Change,” The Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, ? 

, “The Ugly American Architect,” Philadelphia Magazine, April, 1970, 
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Pawley, Martin, “Leading from the Rear,” Architectural Design, January, 1970, 
p. 45. (A literary criticism of books on architecture in which the Venturi’s 
work is discussed.) 

1967, pp. 169-173. (The Venturi house.) 

Arckitektinen”), Arkitekten, 1967, pp. 608-9. 

The New York Times, August 17, 1970. (Article about the Lieb House.) 

“The Permissiveness of Supermannerism,” Progressive Architecture, October, 

Ramsgord, Birgitte, “Complexity and Contradiction,” (“Om Kompleksitet i 

Reif, Rita, “A Family Who Built a ‘Real Dumb House’ in ‘Banal Environment’ ” 

Richard, Paul, “Learning from Las Vegas,” Today’s Family Digest, November, 

Rowan, Jan C., “Wanting to  Be: The Philadelphia School,” Progressive Archi- 

Schulze, Franz, “Chaos as Architecture,” Art in America, July/August, 1970, 

1969, pp. 12-17. 

tecture, April, 1961, pp. 131-163. 

pp. 88-96. (An excellent discussion of the philosophy and work of Ven- 
turi and Rauch.) 

olis,” Holiday, March, 1966, pp. 94+. 
, “A Search for Principle Between Two Wars,” Journal of the Royal 

Institute of British Architects (RIBA), June, 1969, pp. 240-247. (A dis- 
cussion of architectural aesthetics, philosophy, etc, with reference to Ven- 
turi.) 

Frederick A. Praeger, Inc., 1969. 

Scully, Vincent, “America’s Architectural Nightmare: The Motorized Megalop- 

, The Founders’ Faith: American Architecture and Urbanism, New York, 

“St. Francis de Sales Church,” Liturgical Arts, August, 1970, pp. 124-126. 
“Seventeenth Annual P/A Design Awards,” Progressive Architecture, January, 

Stern, Robert A., New Directions in American Architecture, New York, George 
1970. (Robert Venturi as juror.) 

Braziller, 1969. (Section on Robert Venturi, pp. 50-59; see also, “Intro- 
duction,” and index for additional citation.) 
, Review of L’Architectur d’Aujourd’hui, Issue on USA ’65, Progressive 

Architecture, May, 1966. (Mentions Venturi, p. 256, 266.) 
“Two New Buildings by Venturi and Rauch,” Progressive Architecture, Novem- 

ber, 1968, pp. 116-123. (Article discusses the Fire Station, Columbus, 
Indiana and the Medical Office Building, Bridgeton, New Jersey.) 

“Venturi House-‘Mannerist, ’ ” Architectural Review, February, 1966, p. 49. 
Wellemeyer, Marilyn, “An Inspired Renaissance in Indiana,” Life, November 

“Young American Architects,” Zodiac, 1967, p. 138-151. 
“Zoning Rebuilds the Theatre,” Progressive Architecture, December, 1970, 

17, 1967, pp. 74-84. 

pp. 76+. (Article concerns new trends in theatre-within-office in New 
York City; mentions Venturi and Rauch.) 

See also: Back issues of The Philadelphia Evening Bulletin and The Philadelphia 
Inquirer, as well as newspapers and magazines in the places where Venturi 
and Rauch has designed projects and where Robert Venturi and Denise 
Scott Brown have taught architectural studios. 
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ADDENDUM: Writing About Venturi and Rauch 
Eberhard, John P., “American Architecture and Urbanism,” Journal of the Ameri- 

can Institute of Architects, August, 1970, pp. 64-66. (Review of Scully’s 
book; mentions Venturi.) 

ber, 1970, p. 64. (re: Las Vegas.) 
“In Defense of the Strip,”JournaZ of the American Institute of Architects, Decem- 

“Less is Bore,” Toshi-Jukatu: A Monthly Journal of Urban Housing, June, 1968, 

“Robert Venturi,” Kenchiku Bunka, March, 1971. 
Wolfe, Tom, “Electrographic Architecture,” Architectural Design, July, 1969, 

“Yale Mathematics Building,” Architectural Design, February, 1971, p. 115. 
Huxtable, Ada Louise, “Heroics Are Out, Ordinary Is In,” The New York Times, 

“Fourteenth Annual Design Awards,” Progressive Architecture, January, 1967, 

pp. 42-46, 50-53. 

pp. 380-82. 

Sunday, January 18, 1970, sec. 11. 

pp. 144-154. 

Writing by Robert Venturi 
“A Bill-Ding Board Involving Movies, Relics, and Space,” Architectural Forum, 

April, 1968, pp. 74-76. (Article concerning the competition for the National 
Football Hall of Fame.) 

“A Justification for a Pop Architecture,” Arts and Architecture, April, 1965, p. 22. 
“The Campidoglio: A Case Study,” The Architectural Review, May, 1953, pp. 

“Complexity and Contradiction in Architecture,” Perspecta 9/10,  pp. 17-56. 
“Project for a Beach House,” Architectural Design, November, 1960. 
“Three Projects: Architecture and Landscape, Architecture and Sculpture, 

Architecture and City Planning,” Perspecta 1 1 ,  pp. 103-6. 
“Trois Batiments Pour une Ville de L’ohio,” L’Architecture d’Aumourd ’hui, 

December, 1967-January 1968, pp. 37-39. 
“Weekend House,” Progressive Architecture, April, 1961, pp. 156-7. 
“Context in Architecture,” Architectural Review, (?) 

333-4. 

Complexity and Contradiction in Architecture, 
New York, Museum of Modern Art, 1966.* 

July, 1967, p. 16.) 
Reviews: Blake, Peter, Architectural Forum, June, 1967, p. 56-7. (Discussion, 

Journal of the American Institute of Architects, June, 1967, p. 94. 
Miller, N., Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians, 

Norberg-Schulze, C., Architectural Review, April, 1968, pp. 257-8. 
Pile, J .  F., Interiors, July, 1967, p. 24. 
Rykwert, J., Domus, August, 1967, p. 23. 

*trans. into Japanese (1969) and into French (1971). 

December, 1967, pp. 381-9. 
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Whiffen, M., Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians, 

Zodiac, 1967, pp. 123-6. (excerpts) 
October, 1967, pp. 198-9. 

Writing by Robert Venturi and Denise Scott Brown 

“A Significance for A & P Parking Lots or Learning from Las Vegas,” Architec- 
tural Forum, March, 1968, pp. 37-43+. Trans. into German, Werk, April, 
1969, pp. 256-66. 

“Learning from Lutyens,” Journal of the Royal Institute of British Architects 
(RIBA), August, 1969, pp. 353-54. (A rejoinder to the Smithson’s inter- 
pretation of Sir Edward Lutyens.) 

specta 12, pp. 49-56. (In conjunction with Bruce Adams; third year 
studio project at Yale.) 

“Reply to Pawley-‘Leading from the Rear,’ ” Architectural Design, July 1970, 
p. 4,  370. (A reply to “Leading from the Rear” in ArchitecturalDesign, 
January, 1970.) 

Venturi and Rauch,” Perspecta 13, January, 1971. 

“Mass Communications on the People Freeway, or, Piranesi is Too Easy,” Per- 

“Some Houses of 111-Repute: A discourse with apologa on recent houses of 

“Venturi v. Gowan,” Architectural Design, July, 1969. 
“Yale Mathematics Building,” unpublished, 1971. 

Writing by Denise Scott Brown 
“The Bicentennial’s Fantasy Stage,” The Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, March 

“Development Proposal for Dodge House Park,” Arts and Architecture vol. 83, 

“Discourse for Social Planners on Architectural Formalism and Social Concern,” 

“Education in the 1970’s -Teaching for an Altered Reality,” Architectural 

“Form, Design and the City,” Journal of the American Institute of Pknners, 

“The Function of a Table,” Architectural Design, April, 1967. 
“Housing 1863,” Journal of the American Znstitute of Planners, May, 1967. 
“Learning from Pop,” and “Reply to Frampton,” Gzsabella, May-June, 

“Little Magazines in Architecture and Urbanism,” Journal of the American 

“Mapping the City: Symbols and Systems,” Landscape, Spring, 1968, pp. 22-25. 
“The Meaningful City,” Journal of the American Institute of Architects, 

“Natal Plans,” Journal of the American Institute of Planners, May, 1964, pp. 

“On Analysis and Design,” unpublished, 1970. 

8, 1968. 

April, 1966, p. 16. 

unpublished manuscript, 1971. 

Record, October, 1970. 

November, 1962 (a film review). 

1971. 

Institute of Planners, July, 1968, pp. 223-33. 

January, 1965, pp. 27-32. 

161-66. (This article concerns planning in South Africa.) 
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“On Pop Art, Permissiveness, and Planning,” Journal of the American Institute 

“The People’s Architects,” Landscape, Spring, 1967, p. 38. (A review of The 

“Planning the Expo,” Journal of the American Institute of Planners, July, 1967, 

“Planning the Powder Room,” Journal of the American Institute of Architects, 

“Reply to  Sibyl Moholy-Nagy and Ulrich Frazen,” unpublished, September 4, 

“Report on the Neighborhood Garden Association,” unpublished, March, 1963. 
“Taming Megalopolis,” Architectural Design, November, 1968, p. 512. (A 

“Teaching Architectural History,” Arts and Architecture, May, 1967. 
“Team 10, Perspecta 10, and the Present State of Architectural Theory,” 

Journal of the American Institute of Planners, January, 1967. 
“Urban Structuring,” Architectural Design, January, 1968, p. 7. (A book re- 

view of Urban Structuring: Studies of Alison and Peter Smithson.) 
“Urbino,” Journal of the American Institute of Planners, September, 1968, 

pp. 344-46. (A book review of Urbino, Giancarlo de Carlo.) 

of Planners, May, 1969, pp. 184-6. 

People’s Architects, ed. H. S. Ransome.) 

pp. 268-72. 

April, 1967, pp. 81-83. 

1970, 6 pp. (Co-op City Controversy.) 

review .of Taming Megalopolis, ed. H. Wentworth Eldridge.) 

Writing by Denise Scott Brown and Robert Venturi 

“The Bicentennial Commemoration, 1976,” Architectural Forum, October, 

The Highway, Philadelphia, Institute for Contemporary Art, 1970. (Text to 
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