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UNIVERSITAS

Although the architecture was undistinguished, the plan for Bath probably
best reflected the academic and spatial planning forces at work in the postwar

" British universities, such as the high degree of connectivity predicated by
the ‘new map of learning’; the need to respond to growth and change, as
well as separation of cars and pedestrians.

6.2.2 German Universities

The postwar German universities came about for much the same demographic
reasons as the British. However, they were descended from very different
historical traditions, both with regard to teaching methods and approaches
to student housing. University matters were a state concern and there was
no national authority such as the University Grants Committee in Britain.
They also had a smaller percentage of students entering tertiary education
than in Britain which, as discussed, was very low compared to the United
States.

By the late 1950’s in Germany, university extensions on a large scale were
planned in many places. In law, states had the final say on the planning of
universities. In practice, however, this authority was delegated to the special
building offices set up in individual universities. These were well resourced and,
generally, well staffed, with highly skilled teams who shared their expertise with
universities in other states and who had access to various university research
centres. These, in turn, disseminated reams of information on every aspect
of university planning.

in the State of Baden-Wirttemberg, for example, the vast programme of
university building was entirely directed by the Staatliche Bauverwaltung in
Stuttgart. From 1957 to 1972 its leader was Horst Linde who also occupied
the chair of town planning at the Technische Hochschule Stuttgart, which he
changed into the chair of Design for Higher Education. Here Linde developed
a research institute and led a school of designers. In addition, he edited
a massive four volume work on all aspects of modern university planning
and architecture. He also set up the Zentralarchive fir Hochshulbau which
produced and housed a considerable amount of material on all aspects of
university planning [Muthesius, 2000].
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7.3 Synthesis

At the beginning of this thesis, it was noted that there has been no halistic

study of the relationship between the changing nature of universities and their

spatial structure. Consequently, many of the lessons of history have been lost

to modern university planning. It then stated that the thesis sought to fill this

gap by investigating two central, interrelated, hypotheses, namely that:

¢ thereis a discernable evolution of university building as a series of distinctive
spatial types from the 14th to the 20th centuries; and that

¢ this evolution can be explained by changing contextual, social and
technological circumstances.

The research has traced the historical development of universities and shown
that there have been four distinct spatial types: the Medieval Oxbridge Model;
the European University between the 17C and 19C; the American Campus;
and the Postwar Universities. Each of these types has been described
through analysis of the attributes of the individual spaces, how they have
been assembled into building structure and, how, in turn, these building
structures have been planned in three-dimensional spatial frameworks.

It has also shown how these types have evolved out of educational forces
which sought to bring together ‘all disciplines as one’, with differing
degrees of emphasis on the discovery, communication and application of
knowledge, set within contexts which, at various times, needed to seek
safety from hostile surroundings, independence from religious and secular
authority, create utopian democratic environments, invent an industrial
revolution and open up rich worlds of cultural and scientific discovery.

This synthesis seeks to bring these social and spatial threads together
by identifying major differences and similarities relating to influences
which have affected spatial structures. These influences are of two
kinds: influences resulting from the expression of social and economic
relationships in space [national location, institutional power, social relations
and the interface between town and gown]; and the changing attitudes
towards the different elements of spatial structure [open space systems,
movement, major university buildings and growth and change].
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7.3.1 Influences Resulting from the Expression of Relationships in Space:
National Location
The location of universities has varied from sites in small towns remote from
the city, to monumental sites within great cities, to suburban green-field
sites, and to large estates on the edges of provincial towns.

Like cities, many universities have been developed at the confluence of
major trade routes. The earliest university at Bologna was sited at the
crossroads of the important trade routes between Naples in the south,
Antwerp and London in the north, Venice in the east and Avignon in the
west. Significantly, Bologna was located between major centres of power
in Venice and Florence. In order to express their freedom from religious
and secular power, the early universities tended to be located away from
the large cities. This was expressed clearly at Oxford and Cambridge and
throughout Europe as reflected, inter alia, in Uppsala, Cracow, Padua, Pavia,
Salamanca and Coimbra universities.

At first these universities were spatially indistinguishable from other buildings
in the towns. This was certainly the case at Paris, Heidelberg, Prague and
Cracow. Increasingly, however, because of tensions with the town people,
university buildings became defensible spaces with controlled access. In the
case of the Oxbridge colleges, this was expressed through secure courts
and gateways. With growing affluence, the colleges became large, and with
their castellated gateways and splendid chapels, increasingly differentiated
from the surrounding fabric of the town.

Later, in the 18C and 19C with the rise of nationalism and urbanisation,
European universities became expressions of power and status and were
located in the great capital cities such as Vienna, Berlin, Oslo, Helsinki,
Paris and London. In Vienna, for instance, the 19C university was one of
the monumental institutional buildings which formed part of the Ringstrasse
re-development, expressing not only the status of the university but also the
power of the state. One of the benefits of these inner city locations was that
universities developed a symbiotic relationship with their surroundings, using
the cultural resources of the great cities including housing for students.
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This was in contrast to the American campus where universities were
conceived as small towns with autonomous communities. They were
commonly located on suburban campuses away from the corrupting forces
of the city, promoting the concept of community. These academical villages,
which embraced open space and the countryside, were seen as instruments
of colonisation and nation building.

In the postwar period, the location of the new universities in Britain and
Europe was commonly used for the economic regeneration of regions
which were under-developed or declining economically. Additionally, these
locations were able to provide sites of sufficient size to accommodate
all university academic and social programmes, including housing and
recreation, on a consolidated site at costs much lower than comparable
sites in developed regions. in England, these sites were often part of an old
estate with a stately home on which to anchor new development.

Institutional Power and Social Relations

The binary nature of Oxford and Cambridge differentiated them from their
European counterparts. Initially the university was dominant, but very soon
the colleges, with their ability to attract funding from church, state, alumni
and private benefactors, became the focus of university activity, except for
some teaching and graduation ceremonies. The different binary and unitary
institutional structures were expressed very clearly in the city plans of
Oxford and Cambridge with their proliferation of large colleges and relatively
insignificant central facilities. This is contrasted to the southern European
universities as can be seen at Pavia, with its dominant university facilities
reflecting the concentration of power at the centre.

Today, universities tend to be unitary institutions with strong central
governance. This has generally been the case in Europe, although, from
the earliest time, independent colleges have existed. Collegio di Spagna in
Bologna was built in the 14C to house Spanish students. Others followed
for the foreign or transmontane students. Paris, to this day, has the Cité
Universitaire with many residential units for students from other countries.
Nevertheless, in Europe, the central university has always been dominant,
both in power and facilities.
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Another institutional difference affecting space was in attitudes towards
student facilities. British universities have always sought to integrate
academic and social life, maintaining that university culture does not only
take place in the classroom. The notion of an integrated community of
scholars was fundamental to the Oxbridge collegiate building forms.

To a large extent this was continued in the ‘redbrick’ or civic universities
of the 19C and early part of the 20C. It was also very much part of the
planning of the postwar universities in Britain. This differed from Europe
where student facilities, housing in particular, were not considered a primary
university concern. Student accommodation has always been a concern
of universities in North America, with Canada following the British model
and the United States tending to provide a residential structure which was
looser than the collegiate system.

Town and Gown Interface

The nature of the interface between the university and its surrounding
community has always been a concern affecting university spatial
development. Generally, this has been a hard edge with the university
having to protect itself from, often, hostile local communities. The nature
of this hostility has varied, but at all times, there has been conflict between
the unruly behaviour of spirited young men [and later, women], and a
conservative provincial or suburban community.

This was certainly the case in the medieval period, with universities locating
in provincial communities which were sometimes involved in local uprisings
and even civil war. The consequences of this were the hard edges of the
Oxbridge colleges, with total security regulated by gateways, porters and
proctors. Similar conditions existed in the European universities although
the nature of the social friction gradually changed to suspicion about
unfamiliar religious, political and scientific ideas propagated by radical staff
and students.

In contrast the American universities espoused the democratic idea of

opening the universities up to their community hinterlands and even,
symbuolically, to settlement of the west. This was most eloquently expressed
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7.3.2

in the iconic plan for the University of Virginia, with its library and colonnaded
arms embracing the lawn to the west, suggesting the whole range of values
to which the expanding American democracy aspired.

The nature of the edge has been a continuous concern of postwar university
development. This concern has been of a contradictory nature. On the one
hand with increasing democracy, there has been a need for integration and
inclusivity. This has led to a soft edge, opening university facilities up to
community use in off-peak periods and to adult, continuing education and
extension programmes, thus enabling the tax payer to make use of university
resources. On the other hand, there has been a need for greater security to
combat radical student movements, revolutionary forces in some instances
and, more recently, terrorism. This has led to hard edges which have often
been played out with access control systems, internal barriers and gated
precincts, even within the university estate.

Elements of Spatial Structure

Open Space

The ‘Backs’ at Cambridge give an indication of ways in which open spaces
were used in the early universities. It shows a stratification from an urban
environment through the college courts to rural countryside at the back.
Kings Parade, Trinity and St. Johns Street was a busy city artery with much
commercial and recreational activity, the college courts were havens of
peace and security, while across the river Cam, the Backs were a bucolic
environment which was used for grazing livestock and cultivating fruit and
vegetables. Later, much of this became developed with grass courts for
tennis and croquet but there is still evidence of its productive use as grazing
pasture. This evolution from productive green space to suburban recreational
space was repeated on many of the American campuses.

Open space has been a major factor in structuring the early Oxbridge
colleges, the European universities and the American campuses. Responding
the contextual social environment, the Oxbridge colleges and European
universities were essentially closed space systems creating a secure
academic world apart from the hustle and bustle of the city. In the Oxbridge
model, these were soft and green in contrast to the hard paved urban
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contexts of the European model. Both were internal clusterings of open
space, formal in the European case and informal in the English colleges. The
American campus, on the other hand, was based on an external structuring
system, using space in a very strong and comprehensive manner with great
spatial shafts structuring the array of pavilions. It reflected city planning ideas
of the renaissance Ideal City in ways which opened it up to the surrounding
community and beyond.

Movement

Movement in universities has changed from systems based on the pedestrian,
horse and carriage and, in some cases river transport, to rail and the motor
car. For the first six hundred years of their emergence as an institutional
type, universities were planned for pedestrian movement, for carriages, for
deliveries by horse and cart, and in some instances by barge. In the 20C,
however, the transport revolution brought mechanised movement onto the
campus. Some of these modes were public transport, in the form of buses
and rail of various types. Some were in the form of individual bicycles. But
most were the private motor car which, as in the city, has had a devastating
impact on the environment. In the postwar period, universities have had to
accommodate an avalanche of parking which, in spite of various management
procedures and the provision of structured parking, has left many, once green,
campuses covered with tarmac.

Movement in the postwar period had a major impact on university spatial
planning. Changes in educational patterns were expressed in the new ‘map
of learning’ which resulted in compact plans. These emphasised the need
for movement between lecture theatres within the 10 minute ‘cross-over’
period. In addition, university planners separated people and cars in many
different ways, some on one level and others with service and parking below
pedestrian decks.

However, it was the issues of pedestrian connectivity which was to have the
most profound impact on the postwar universities. Efficiency of the various
planning structures was measured in terms of their relative connectivity. This
led to the development of web structures of various types, exploiting the
efficiency of the grid, sometimes on several levels. Many of these were in the
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form of megastructures which brought with them new problems of spatial
growth and change, as well as issues of how individuals could personalise
their spaces in a new and unfamiliar environment.

University Facilities and Buildings

in medieval times the major institutional buildings were the very fine chapels.
Also important were the refectories and, later, with the invention of printing,
the large libraries. European universities from the 16C to the 18C were similar,
although the chapel was not always dominant and, in the case of Pavia, was
superseded by the major place of assembly, the aula maxima. Initially the
chapel was the dominant element in the early American campus plans but, for
thefirst time with the University of Virginia, the central focus became the library,
an expression of Jefferson’s aspiration to create an architecturally democratic
university, where research played a role it never had in the traditional American
college.

University space types started in medieval times with a few simple facilities
having virtually no services. The beginnings of complexity emerged in the
18C and 19C with elementary servicing leading, in the 20C, to the large
range of facilities with highly complex services required to meet the needs
of technology, industry and society in the postwar years.

As at the planning scale, architects have had to plan for a rapidly changing
and uncertain future at the micro scale. In this context, some have responded
by developing sophisticated, but costly, universal space types capable of
accommodating almost any university activity. Others have designed a
limited range of space types which are assembled into generic building
structures capable of accommodating a range of humanities or science
type activities.

Many campus plans have been based on a belief in the importance of
distinguishing between foreground and background buildings. Foreground
buildings accommodate more public functions such as libraries, assembly
halls, student unions and central administrative facilities, which express the
major purpose of the institution. Background buildings are more private,
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housing general academic and non-academic functions. More recently,
however, with the rise of individualism, well known architects have designed
relatively insignificant background buildings as landmark buildings paying
little or no heed to user requirements and to the contextual composition.
This has frequently had devastating effects, since few universities have had
the modelling techniques and sophisticated procedures for understanding
their impact on the campus environment as a whole.

Whereas previously buildings tended to be individually crafted, in the postwar
period building forms were often based on industrial systems and on
prefabrication. Architecturally, they were designed in the language of late
modernism with its predilection for off-shutter concrete and aggressive
building forms. This was in stark contrast to the classical style of the
American campus, the impressive renaissance and neoclassical styles
of the European universities and the organic harmony of the Oxbridge
colleges.

Growth and Change

One of the major variables in the planning process has been the rate of
change. Growth and change were fairly static in medieval times. God was
in his heaven and all was right with the world. This changed with the social
and technological revolutions of the 18C and 19C. it also changed in the
postwar universities characterised by population and knowledge explosions.
This has been one of the major issues influencing the university spatial
environment in recent times.

Planning types have varied between the organic plans of the medieval colleges,
to the large monumental 19C megastructures and the comprehensive plans
of the American campus and postwar universities. The organic plans, with
their ability to grow incrementally, reflected the medieval situation with major
uncertainties about growth and funding necessitating a piecemeal approach
to development. This took place, however, within a common cultural value
system which resulted in harmony of the whole, even though the parts were
built at different times and in slightly different styles.
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The European renaissance and neoclassical universities were built in
periods of relative affluence which enabled large structures to be planned
and completed in one operation. This was not the case with the American
campus where both growth and funding were uncertain. This again resuited
in piecemeal growth but, unlike the Oxbridge colleges, it took place within a
low density open space dominated environment. It was in this context that
the conscious spatial design of universities within a comprehensive master
plan began. The master plan attempted to establish a clear framework
within which future development could take place by means of free-standing
pavilions, set within a predetermined spatial framework.

Postwar universities were planned in a period when it was possible to
project growth with some accuracy. It was also possible, at that time, to rely
on state funding for universities which were seen as an important national
resource. Development plans which prescribed a sequence of construction
with some accuracy, could therefore be drawn up. However, they were
beset by another form of uncertainty. In a period of immense technological
change, uncertainty existed, not only about academic content, but about
the impact of the computer on educational and information technology.
This material uncertainty was accompanied by social, sexual and spiritual
ferment which had consequences for university governance, academic
planning and social behaviour and which had particular influence on the
nature of student facilities.

With the accelerating rate of change, the future became a major issue inthe
planning of universities. Futurologists assembled large data bases which
attempted to predict various futures through the construction of simulation
models. Some architects drew up development plans which sought to
prescribe the future at the macro scale: others tried to established a spatial
framework which allowed maximum individual architectural freedom within
a set of guidelines controlling edges and building form. At the other end of
the scale, there were those who thought, perhaps naively, that a pattern
language and spatial syntax could be devised and agreed on by all involved
in the development process.
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7.4 Conclusion

These university space, building and planning structures have not evolved
randomly. They have incorporated fragments of their heritage from the
ancient world, the world of Islam and the monasteries. They have been
influenced by the English cathedral monasteries, the ltalian renaissance
palaces, the Ideal City paintings, city planning of the 19C, and postwar
educational and urban planning. These influences have generally been a
two way process with iteration between city and university and university
and city, but they have all contributed to the university becoming a
distinct spatial variant, particularly at the finer grain of building and space
structures.

Finally, it is useful to reflect back on the sweeping statement by Joseph
Rykwert who, at the beginning of the postwar period, identified the
university as the archetypical building of the modern era, arguing that:
“Historical epochs might also be classified by the type of building which
is the archetype or paradigm - depending on which way you are looking
- to all that gets built in the age. That is what the temple was in ancient
Greece, .....cccee.n. the baths alone to imperial Rome, the cathedral to
the Middle Ages, the palace to the 17C and so on until you come to the
block of flats in the period 1920-1940. And for us now it is the university”
[Rykwert, Zodiac 18].

This review suggests that this statement is questionable. It was possibly
true that they were the archetypal building forms for the period between
1960’s and 1980’s, with the sheer volume of exciting new universities and
social aspirations for every child to benefit from tertiary education. However,
it is doubtful if that is the case today, when the first image of ‘university’
that comes to mind is, probably, still the classical pedimented portico.
Unfortunately, many buildings that reflect the current architectural paradigm
are expressions of power, money and image, often designed by very good
architects, who create authorially distinctive buildings which are destroying
the spatial fabric of our streets while peppering the skyline of our cities and
now, alas, our universities.
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