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V Sedesatych letech 20. stoleti se v ceskoslovenské architektute

i pamatkové péci prosadilo minéni, Ze nové stavby v historickém
prostfedi maji odpovidat stylim soudobé internacionalni mo-
derni architektury, a Ze by tak ke starému prostfedi mély pfidat
novou vrstvu v aktualnich stylech. Podminky ¢i zakladnu pro ta-
kové stanovisko tvorila takzvana urbanisticka koncepce ochrany
starych mést, jejiz analyzu podal historik umeéni Ivo Hlobil v kni-
ze Teorie méstskijch pamdtkovyjch rezervaci z roku 1985. Jak to Hlobil
vysvetlil, stoupenci této koncepce byli pfesvédceni, Ze staré
sidelni celky nejlépe zachovame, zapojime-li je do celoméstskych
organismu a pfizptisobime-li je potfebam soucasného Zivota.
Znamenalo to, Ze se tak u starych mést i u jednotlivych pamatek
muZe ménit jejich podoba, pokud si takovou zménu nové Zivotni
potfeby vynuti.

Vysledkem téchto tvah o podobé a funkci historického
dédictvi se v Sedesatych letech stala architektura, jejiz projev se
zakladal na kontrastu novych forem s historickym prostfedim.
Metodu, s niZ ji dobovi architekti tvofili, bychom tedy mohli
oznacit za kontrastni. UZiti této metody vitaly poroty vefejnych
soutéZi na novostavby v historickém centru Prahy, napfiklad na
dostavbu arealu Narodniho divadla (1962, 1964) nebo na dostavbu
Staromeéstské radnice (1963). Podporovali ji tehdy i vyznamni
teoretici architektury a teoretizujici architekti, a to pfedevsim
docent praZské techniky Oldfich Dostal (1926 —1966) a vynika-
jici pfedstavitel mezivalecného brnénského funkcionalismu
Bohuslav Fuchs (1895 —1972). Pfesné definice, v ¢em kontrastni
metoda spoc¢iva, nam debatéfi Sedesatych let nezanechali. Jisté
se vSak spojila s hledanim novych zptisobt, jak novou stavbu
napojit na historicky kontext a jak se pfitom vyhnout postupiim
neutralni ,pamatkarské architektury, ktera podle Dostalovych
slov ,nic nefesi“ a zbavuje zaroven formu nové stavby plnokrev-
né moderniho vyrazu. Kontrasty Dostal pokladal za charakteris-
ticky znak starého prostfedi a zaroveri za néco potfebného pro
soucasny Zivot. Ve svych statich o novostavbach v historickych
méstech z let 1964 —1966 se pak snaZzil rozliSovat mezi kontras-
tem a kolizi a promlouval v nich o symbiéze nebo o syntéze
kontrasta.

K dildm, ktera tehdy vstupovala do debaty o kontrastnosti,
patii v Praze — vedle mnoha neprovedenych soutéZnich pro-
jektd — napfiklad nové véZe Emauzského klastera od architekta
Frantika Marii Cerného (1965 —1968), sousedni budovy SdruZe-
nych ateliéri od Karla Pragera (1967 —1974 ), projekt dostavby
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Anezského klastera, ktery v roce 1964 vypracovali Karel Kunca

a Josef Hlavaty, obchodni dim Kotva od Véry a Vladimira
Machoninovych (1970 —1975), budova Federalniho shromazde-
ni, dilo tymu Karel Prager — Jiti Albrecht — Jiti Kadetfabek z let
1967 —1973, a nedaleky areal Transgasu od Iva Loose, Jindficha
Malatka, Jifiho Eisenreicha a Vaclava Aulického (1971 -1976).

V Domazlicich $lo o restauraci Dubina, navrzenou architekty
Stanislavem Sudou, Zdetikem Vavrou a Vaclavem Zoubkem
(1965-1969), v Plzni o hotel Ural/Central od Jaroslavy Gloserové
(1968 —1972), ve Znojmé pak o obchodni diim Dyje od Bohuslava
a Kamila Fuchsovych (1969 —1972). Jisté bychom k tomuto soubo-
ru mohli pfipojit i dostavbu Slovenské narodni galerie v Brati-
slavé od Vladimira Dedecka (1964 —1969).

Z mnoha duvoda ztratila kontrastni architektura po roce
1968 svou prestiz. S namitkami proti ni uz koncem Sedesa-
tych let vystoupily nékteré autority pamatkové péce. Teorém
stoupencii kontrastnosti, Ze by stara mésta nebo jednotlivé
pamatky mohly ménit svoji podobu, vehementné odmitl historik
architektury Dobroslav Libal (1911 — 2002). Architekt Emanuel
Hruska (1906 —1989) k tomu pfipojil myslenku, Ze s kazdou
zménou historického prostfedi ztraci svou integritu jeho stary
fad, a Ze obohaceni starého mésta i tou nejkvalitnéji ztvairnénou
novou architekturou proto ve skute¢nosti obnasi jeho ochuzeni.
Pfedmétem kritiky odptircti kontrastni metody se tehdy stal
predevsim obchodni ddm Dyje ve Znojmé od Bohuslava a Kamila
Fuchsovych. V polemice, kterou svedl s Hlobilovou knihou Teorie
méstskyjch pamadtkovyjch rezervaci v letech 1987 a 1988 predni Cesky
pamatkaf Josef Stulc (*1944), dokonce nalezneme nazor, Ze je to
tento Fuchsiv dim, co pfinasi dikaz, Ze moderni architektura
20. stoleti je s historickym prostfedim ,principialné nesluci-
teln&“. Aby tuto radikalni tezi Josef Stulc podpofil, p¥ipojil
k Fuchsovu znojemskému dilu pfiklady dalsich vstupti moderni
architektury do center starych meést — naptiklad obchodnich
domt v Olomouci, v Prostéjove nebo v Jihlavé —, u nichz vSak
neni jisté, zda s debatou Sedesatych let o kontrastnosti néjak
souvisely, ¢i spiSe nesouvisely.

V kazdém pfipadé to byly tyto malo podafené intervence
nové architektury do historického prostfedi z doby politické
normalizace, co proti sobé obracelo nejen odbornou, ale také
laickou vefejnost a co v ni pak probouzelo nechut i ke stavbam,
jaké se rodily v liberalnéjsich pomeérech Sedesatych let a prazské-
ho jara 1968 a jaké prevysovaly typickou normaliza¢ni produkci



i svou kvalitou. Na odchodu kontrastni metody z architektonic-
ko-pamatkaiské scény se vsak podilely i jiné dtivody. Nékteti

jeji vlivni stoupenci v Cele s Oldfichem Dostalem a Bohuslavem
Fuchsem zemfeli. Jini — architekti Karel Prager, Vladimir Macho-
nin, Jindfich Malatek a Ivo Loos, pamatkat Milos Reichert — byli
za normalizace umlCeni, a nemohli proto obhajovat své nazory
v tisku.

Postaveni kontrastni metody vsak podvracely i udalosti
v aktualni svétové architektufe. Sméry, na nichz se u kontrast-
ni metody zakladalo jeji tvaroslovi — pozdni internacionalni
styl, brutalismus, skulpturalismus —, vyCerpaly své moznosti
a v sedmdesatych letech je zacal ze scény vytlacovat postmo-
dernismus, viele uvitany v polemickych statich Josefa Stulce.
Proti experimentalni povaze kontrastni architektury se vsak
pravdépodobné zacala stavét také prevladajici spolecenska men-
talita, tolik odlisna od nalady ,zlatych Sedesatych” a jejiho dych-
tivého oekavani vieho nového. Sedesata 1éta se na zmény t&sila,
kdeZto dalsi dekady z nich dostaly strach a uvérily, Ze to lepsi se
uz stalo. Této atmosféfe ,kulturniho zoufalstvi“, jak ji v roce 1982
definoval americky historik kultury Marshall Berman, v pa-
matkové péci lépe odpovidala opatrnost a konzervativnost nez
leckdy odvazné pokusy kontrastni architektury.

Cast Eeské pamatkaiské obce vytrvala i po listopadu 1989 na
svych antikontrastnich, ne-li antimodernistickych pozicich. Tato
skute¢nost pak u staveb pojatych kontrastni metodou ohroZova-
la jejich existenci. Ukazalo se to u kauzy budovy Transgasu a jeji
nedavné demolice, s niZ souhlasily vSechny instituce pamatkové

péce v Praze vCetné ministerstva kultury. Podobna neviile
rozeznavat u kontrastnich staveb jejich uz zfejmou pamatkovou
hodnotu poznamenala po roce 1989 i jiné pfipady. V ranych
devadesatych letech se napfiklad vynofila vaZzné minéna vyzva
zbourat u kostela v Emauzich jeho skofepinové véze. Prazsky
primator Bohuslav Svoboda pak asi pfed patnacti lety poZadoval
zdemolovat budovu Federalniho shromazdéni. Obé dila nastésti
takové namety prezila. Maji totiZ statut kulturni pamatky; druhé
z nich od roku 2000. ProhlaSeni za pamatku se mezi dal§imi
stavbami pojatymi v duchu kontrastni architektury nedavno
dockal i obchodni dim Kotva od manzel Machoninovych.

Tato stat vyjadfuje pfesvédceni, Ze by statut kulturni pa-
matky mély ziskat vSechny kvalitni pfiklady kontrastni archi-
tektury. Nemély by pfitom byt chranény jen proto, Ze dostaly od
svych autorti vyjimecné architektonické feSeni, ale i proto, Ze
jsou dokladem urcité etapy pamatkové péce, ktera byla specific-
k4 pro Sedesata 1éta. Slo o etapu, kterd u pamatek pfipoustéla
dalsi vyvoj a ktera se pfi vybéru tvaroslovi novostaveb v histo-
rickém prostfedi nevyhybala kontrastnosti. Na jejich vysledcich
se kromé toho tehdy nepodileli jen architekti, nybrz i vynikajici
pamatkari, coz naptiklad plati o Alesi Vosahlikovi nebo o teore-
tizujicim architektu praktikovi Milosi Reichertovi. Stat se navic
hlasi k vite, Ze bychom takové kontrastni stavby méli chranit i za
predpokladuy, Ze ndm pamatkové mysleni Sedesatych let dnes uz
neni blizké, a Ze bychom proto v nékterych pfipadech volili jiné
typy feSeni neZ ty, které prosazovali Uicastnici debaty o novostav-
bach v historickém prosttedi v Sesté dekadeé 2o0. stoleti.

The history of heritage protection in socialist Czechoslovakia (1948 —1989) is a topic that could be
analysed from many standpoints. We could, for instance, focus on its institutional and legal frame-
work and pose questions as to how this framework changed after 1948 and what impact it had on
actual preservation practice.! No less significant, it would seem, is the question of the relationship
between historic preservation and the governing political regime, both to its ideology and its ability
to safeguard architectural heritage in the economic area. And of course, we should not overlook
the matter of the balance of losses, in other words the summary of all that was destroyed in the
1948 — 1989 period and why it happened. Yet another standpoint could consist of a parallel compar-
ison of changes in heritage work and in contemporary architectural-urbanistic conceptions, since
these forces also had an enormous influence on how buildings were (or were not) preserved.?

My contribution takes up the last-mentioned theme. At the same time, it attempts to supple-
ment it with an additional dimension, which could be termed the subjective or the personal. In ad-
dition to various determinants of legislative-institutional, political, ideological, or other characters,
the form of heritage protection in socialist Czechoslovakia was unquestionably shaped by the views
of its active participants, these being primarily professional experts-preservationists, architects, or
on occasion historians and theorists of art and architecture. At times, these actors had a clear and
specific sense of how care for built heritage should function and tried, within the given conditions,
to put this sense into action in a variety of ways. Our interest in the present contribution lies in
their presence in the professional press, with a focus in the 1960s and the following decades, focus-
ing on the theme of new buildings in historic settings — in other words, a topic where the interests
of heritage preservation intersected with those of modern architecture. The representatives of both
professions or fields held a lively debate in the 1960s and worked to formulate convincing argu-

ments for their respective stances.

A Preference for the Contemporary
Among architects, yet also among many preservationists, the opinion prevalent in these years
was that new buildings appearing in the historic cores of Czech and Slovak towns should,
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metaphorically, speak with a “contemporary voice”, in other words, using means that do not imitate
historic architecture but, by contrast, emerge from the varying currents of post-war modernism.

It was almost as a necessary given that this “contemporary voice” was invoked by the statements
from the juries in the most important Czechoslovak architectural competitions of the era, as well as
their commentary in the professional press at the time. Two such competitions, for the new wing
of Prague’s Old Town Hall (1963) and for the enlargement of the complex of the National Thea-

tre (1962, 1964), were reviewed by the chief editor of the journal Architektura CSSR, Old¥ich Stary,
with a gratified paraphrase in both cases of the jurors’ views that the new town hall and theatre
buildings “must be contemporary”? or more precisely need to start from the needs of a “contem-
porary expression”* The historian of modern architecture Vitézslav Prochazka, in his discussion

of the results of the invited competition for the building of the Dubina restaurant in Domazlice, in
turn imposed on this priority for a contemporary architectonic language the form of a universally
acknowledged doctrine. “And the one thing on which today we all agree” — Prochazka wrote in
Ceskoslovenskyj architekt in 1969 — “is the principle that the contemporary work does not simulate the
forms of its predecessors, does not passively subordinate itself and adapt to its historic surround-
ings, but should be an unobscured contemporary, unique manifestation.”

Joining this demand for contemporary character in new buildings in old urban environments
in the 1960s were often three further assumptions or beliefs. The first lay in the conviction that it
was the right and the obligation of the current era to add its new layer to the previous historical
ones. This was the principle invoked by the jury in the competition for the Old Town Hall in 1963.°
Even more emotionally fervent rhetoric was forthcoming in 1966 from architect and heritage expert
Milos Reichert, an official of the State Institute for Reconstruction of Heritage Cities and Buildings
(Stdtni tistav pro rekonstrukci pamdtkovijch mést a objektii — SURPMO): “Yet it is necessary to stress, firm-
ly and free of all doubt, and to admit that the present has the right, and indeed the obligation, to
add to the musical harmonies of historical architecture its own tonality (...).”” For architect Bohuslav
Fuchs, whose role in the trajectory of the 1960s will be discussed later, this connection of the new
layer to the buildings of the old city matches the logic of history’s course. “Our age has the same
right and the same responsibility to leave its developmental phase in a historic city, just as all previ-
ous stylistic epochs did”, he wrote in his 1967 essay “Pamatkova péce” [Heritage Protection].?

The second such assumption widely shared in the 1960s, not only among architects but also
among many preservationists, was the belief that landmark buildings or entire historic settle-
ments could easily change their form because such transformations are part of a centuries-long
historic development. Oldfich Dostal and Ales Vosahlik looked towards the possibilities of contin-
ual development for heritage buildings in their commentary on the design for the new towers of
the Emmaus Monastery church in Prague by FrantiSek Maria Cerny (1965).° The rejection of this
argument by architectural historian Dobroslav Libal, who even then adhered to the opposite view
and placed stress for buildings or even larger groups on their unchangeability, provoked in 1969 the
response of architect Ivo Loos, for whom the Libal’s belief that “a monument is set once and never
changes” could no longer suffice today.” Perhaps the furthest extreme of the idea of the changeabil-
ity of architectural heritage was offered by modern architectural historian Josef Pechar. In an essay
from 1969, this instructor at the Faculty of Architecture at the Czech Technical University (CVUT)
returned to the view of the right of the present day to its own artistic act, which for him could
extend so far as to “totally reshape the extant character of historic groups and objects”.*

Contrast asa Concept

The third assumption accompanying the era’s belief that the entry of new architecture into
a historic built environment had the right to a contemporary statement was the stance that this
statement should be contrasting, perhaps even strongly so. Such a view was taken even by the jury
in the Old Town Hall competition of 1963, even though its members allowed for the possibility of
less contrasting solutions to the task. “The level of this contrast is set by the quality of the de-
sign”, ran their statement on the competition results; “in the case of a truly excellent architectural
achievement, it could be high.” In subsequent years, this view was shared by additional debaters
and repeatedly voiced until the end of the Sixties. Oldfich Stary, for instance, pointed out successful
instances of the use of the contrast method in the past — among others, Josef Gocar’s cubist “Black
Madonna House” from 19123, as well as the present — in the latter case, mentioning the winning
entry from the team headed by Bohuslav Fuchs for additions to the National Theatre in 1964.14 For
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JOSEF HLAVATY — KAREL KUNCA,
PROJECT FORTHE ST. AGNES
MONASTERY, PRAGUE-OLD TOWN,
1964

JOSEF HLAVATY — KAREL KUNCA,
PROJEKT DOSTAVBY ANEZSKEHO
KLASTERA V PRAZE — STAREM
MESTE, 1964

Source Zdroj: Pamdtkovd péce XXV,
1966
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architect Ivo Loos, the search for contrast was characteristic for the approach in which an architect
in a historic setting tried to act creatively, “in an original manner”, and not defensively, or in other
words so that his work in such a setting appeared somehow neutral and unassuming (1969)."

Whether in the texts from the 1960s or in the present consideration, the idea of contrast or the
contrast method appeared ambiguous, hence it is not easy to define what it meant more precisely.*
From the projects and the extremely rare realisations that the discussions of the era termed “con-
trasting”, though, it is nonetheless possible to infer that these authors experimented with different
methods of responding to the historic context than the ones that imitated the forms of the earlier
buildings in the immediate vicinity and thus behaved towards their context “passively”, as noted
by Prochazka in the debate on Domazlice. In addition to the DomaZlice restaurant or the rebuilding
of the Emmaus church, the completed works ranked among the representatives of the “contrast”
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IVO LOOS — JINDRICH MALATEK,
WINNING COMPETITION PROJECT
FOR A CONCERT HALL ON NAMESTI
REPUBLIKY IN PRAGUE, 1968

IVO LOOS — JINDRICH MALATEK,
VITEZNY SOUTEZNI PROJEKT
KONCERTNI SINE NA NAMESTI
REPUBLIKY V PRAZE, 1968

Source Zdroj: The personal archive of
architect Vaclav Aulicky

BASIL SPENCE, REBUILDING
OF COVENTRY CATHEDRAL,
1956 —1962

BASIL SPENCE, DOSTAVBA
KATEDRALY V COVENTRY,
1956 —1962

Source Zdroj: https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/Coventry_Cathedral#/media/
File:Coventry_Cathedral_2018.jpg

lineage in Czech architecture of the 1960s are the rebuilding of Prague’s St. Agnes Monastery by
Josef Hlavaty and Karel Kunca (1964 —1978) , Hotel Ural/Central in Plzen by Jaroslava Gloserova
(1968 —1972), the buildings of the former “Associated Ateliers” near the Emmaus Monastery by

Karel Prager (1967 —1974), the Prague department store Kotva by Véra and Vladimir Machonin

(1969 —1975) or the Dyje department store in Znojmo by Bohuslav and Kamil Fuchs (1969 —1972). To
these we could justifiably add two others just past the boundary of Prague’s urban heritage district,
though their authors took the surrounding built fabric and their panoramic value into considera-
tion: the Prager — Albrecht — Kadefabek design of the Czechoslovak Federal Assembly (1967 —1973)
and the office building for Transgas by Ivo Loos, Jindfich Malatek, Jifi Eisenreich, and Vaclav Au-
licky (1971 —1976). In Slovakia, as part of the federal Czechoslovak state until 1992, these examples of
the use of the contrast method include the addition to the Slovak National Gallery in Bratislava by
Vladimir Dedecek (1964 —1979).7 This brief list could also be supplemented with several unrealised
projects: the competition entries for the additions to the National Theatre and the Old Town Hall,
for a modern concert hall on Prague’s namésti Republiky (1965 and 1968) or for international-stand-
ard luxury hotels in central Prague (1965, 1969), the result of which was the realised Hotel Intercon-
tinental by Karel Filsak, Karel Bubenicek, and Jaroslav Svec (1968 —1974).

The popularity of the “contrast method” in the 1960s had multiple origins. Even in the 1985
book Teorie mestskijch pamdtkovijch rezervaci (Theory of Urban Heritage Reservations), art historian Ivo
Hlobil underlined that these manifestations served as an architectural demonstration of the “ur-
banistic” concept of protection for built heritage, the supporter of which strove, most vehemently
in precisely these years, to create the greatest involvement of past architecture in everyday life and
thus were willing to accept modifications that would adapt buildings or entire complexes to their
new functions. Undoubtedly, worthwhile models were provided by the experimental adaptation
of buildings in the democratic West, such as the rebuilding of the bombed-out Coventry Cathedral
by Basil Spence (1956 —1962)*® or the new town hall in the historic centre of Bensberg by the future
Pritzker Prize winner Gottfried Bohm (1962 —1969). No less certainly, an appreciation for the exper-
imental “contrast” approach was furthered in its proponents by the dissatisfaction with the results
of the neutral “preservationist architecture” of the 1950s,% as repeatedly discussed in the subsequent
decade,” and the unpleasant associations of this traditionalist direction with the architecture of
Socialist Realism and the dark backdrop of Stalinism. The architects Ivo Loos and Jindfich Malatek,
for instance, pointed to the “U hradeb” building in Prague’s Mala Strana (Hudec — Kunca — Ste-
hlik — Trmac, 1958 —1963) as a self-evident case of the failure of “preservationist architecture”.?
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Milos Reichert placed the dangers of this careful preservation-architectonic approach in the lack of
creative tension in its results, turning them into a “dead accessory” to the still-living environment
of their historic surroundings.?

Oldfich Dostal and Bohuslav Fuchs

Along with Oldfich Stary, Milo§ Reichert, Vitézslav Prochazka or Josef Pechar, one of the most
convinced adherents of the contrast-method for new buildings in old settings was Oldfich Dostal,
after 1960 the head of the department of history and theory at the CVUT Faculty of Architecture
and after 1962 an associate professor at the institution.? During the 1950s, Dostal turned his atten-
tion to the study of folk architecture and historic urban planning. In the next decade, though, he
became an expert on the contemporary architecture of the West and with his colleagues Pechar
and Prochazka wrote the valuable survey Moderni architektura v Ceskoslovensku [Modern Architecture
in Czechoslovakia], first published in 1967, one year after his premature death. The question of new
buildings in historic environments was addressed by him, in cooperation with Eva Kone¢na and
preservationist Ale§ Vosahlik, in a series of articles published in 1964 —1966 in the journals Architek-
tura CSSR and Pamdtkovd péce.

In these publications, he took a foremost role as an opponent of “preservationist architecture”.
Indeed, as noted by Martina Mertova,» this somewhat pejorative term was applied to this form of
architecture first by him.? Dostal regarded it as a type of historicism, which in the 1960s was still
universally rejected, further blaming it for having “solved nothing” in reality?” and in its contribu-
tions to a historic environment not expressed itself as “full-bloodedly” as quality contemporary
work.”® Indeed, the latter form, if assumed by an architect with a sharp sense of aesthetic quality
and able to avoid the temptation of thoughtless grandiosity, was for Dostal and Konecna, “fully
justified in becoming, undeformed in its principles, the most valuable partner to a refined and aes-
thetically powerful historical environment”.?

Dostal’s faith in the possibilities of such partnership, i.e., the capability of modern works to
enrich the historic legacy, matched his deep conviction that both individual buildings and historic
ensembles could be shaped by our time and thus also transformed. In his article on the new facade
of the Emmaus Monastery church, written with Ales Vosahlik, he invoked evolutionism, a “dynam-
ic, evolutionary belief” that in his view strongly corresponded to the logic of architectural history.
As a telling documentation of how historic buildings could change and allow newer stylistic stages
to be inscribed upon them, Dostél and Vosahlik mentioned FrantiSek Maria Cerny’s addition: this
design, as the authors wrote in 1965, grew into an act sufficiently valuable and original that it was
“the equivalent to all past development of the structure”°

As for contrast as an accompanying factor for these “full-blooded” modern interventions in
old urban fabrics, Dostal always tried to find an adjective to make it more precise. His ideas looked
toward contrasts that did not collide but instead complement,* more a “symbiosis” or “full synthe-
sis” of old and new?* than discord and disharmony, or the “negation of one by the other”* Addi-
tionally, for Dostal such contrasts were something that he believed to have existed in historic built
environments from time immemorial. Many “beneficial contrasts” were found, for instance, in his
1964 observation of the Prague district Na Frantisku.3* One year later, he finally voiced the stance
that complementarily enriching contrasts were not merely typical but, indeed, necessary for our
life today.»

Reinforcement for the position of the contrastive method in the debates of the 1960s was
offered by the significant personality of Bohuslav Fuchs. During the 1950s, this outstanding Brno
modernist became the target of attacks from local proponents of Stalinism and Socialist Realism,
losing his teaching position at the Brno Technical University and (perhaps for this reason) turning
towards heritage protection and accepting employment with SURPMO.® Even his major Func-
tionalist works from the 1920s and 1930s showed an ability to resonate with their earlier environ-
ment, as certainly applies to the Hotel Avion in Brno, the savings banks in Ti§nov or Tfebi¢, or
the Moravian Bank building on Brno’s namésti Svobody - the last-mentioned work, in Oldfich
Dostal’s judgment, an “unobtrusive new element of equivalent character to the other components
of the square”?” Fuchs was later able to return to the highest echelons of Czech architecture with
the repeated victories of his team in the competitions for the new National Theatre building in
1962 and 1964.
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BOHUSLAV FUCHS — JINDRICH
KUMPOST, TOWN SAVINGS BANK
IN TISNOV, 1931-1932

BOHUSLAV FUCHS — JINDRICH
KUMPOST, MESTSKA SPORITELNA
V TISNOVE, 1931—1932

Photo Foto: Petr Smidek

In the 1960s, Fuchs emerged as a defender of the urbanistic conception of care for old cities
or even old villages, as confirmed by his book Nové zonovini [New Zoning] from 1967. His belief was
that historic settlements would be best protected if they retained their functions as commercial
and social centres, yet doing so would be conditional on the addition of new buildings if required
by the needs of contemporary life or even the logic of permanent stylistic change. “In today’s his-
toric city, there should appear a new stage of stylistic order that will document and celebrate our
new society”, he wrote in 1967.2® Fuchs’s sense of the character of the new “stage of stylistic order”
could hardly be further removed from the “preservationist architecture” he admonished for its
compromises and its comfortable backwardness.® As far as I am aware, he never explicitly men-
tioned the “contrast method”, though the critics of the time classified his projects as belonging to it.
Yet, while the 1964 competition for the National Theatre addition saw the contrasting character of
Fuchs’s winning design as positive,* in the later debates about his Dyje department store in Zno-
jmo this aspect of Fuchs’s work had already shifted to something far less acceptable.

The First Critiques of Contrast: Dobroslav Libal and Emanuel Hruska

The conviction that successful inputs of new architecture into a historic context should be linked
with an explicitly modern stylistic display, and that the current age has the right to change a his-
toric built environment, was widely shared in Czech professional discourse in the 1960s. Yet even
then, an opposing stance began to emerge, growing stronger in later decades and — at least in pres-
ervationist circles — becoming almost an official doctrine. The central authority of the opposition
to the principle of contrast became the outstanding historian of medieval architecture Dobroslav
Libal, one of the leading figures in SURPMO since the 1950s.

As should be clear from his previously mentioned clash of views with architect Ivo Loos in
1969, Libal was a resolute opponent of the idea that the form of heritage buildings or heritage-pro-
tected settlements should continue to develop and change. If any new architectural intervention
was to be allowed in an ancient city setting, it should only be such as would unobtrusively increase
its cultural and hygienic standards* and rectify the “injustices” wrought upon it by the inconsider-
ate encroachments imposed in the 19" and 20" centuries.* At a round-table discussion held by the
journal Ceskoslovenskyj architekt in 1969, Libal forcefully rejected the view, then defended by archi-
tectural historian Vaclav Mencl, that certain built landmarks could be destroyed if they were to be
replaced by buildings of higher artistic value, arguing that otherwise “in another hundred years, we
would have no landmarks left at all”.®
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“The historic core is no longer developing”, continued Libal in his contribution to the debate.
A more thorough treatment of this belief in the necessity of halting the changes in historic urban
centres was presented in his article “Architektonicka podstata Prahy a pamatkova péce” [The Archi-
tectural Essence of Prague and Heritage Protection], which he wrote in 1969 with art historian Vik-
tor Kotrba. Proponents of the opposite view, in their belief that the city needs to keep developing,
in this argument deny the basic purpose of the discipline of monument protection: forgetting that
such care “emerged precisely from the need and the necessity to protect and stabilise its preserved
state”. To act as a genuinely responsible preservationist, for Libal and Kotrba, implied the refusal of
any significant architectural transformations in historic urban settings.*

Libal’s writings from the end of the 1960s make no direct mention of the method of contrast.
Yet in their rejection of any change in built heritage, they stand in clear opposition to one key
element of the intellectual apparatus that the “contrast” experiments relied on. A more concrete
expression of refusal of “striking contrasts” in favour of formal harmony is found in the report on
the competition for the new construction in Prague’s St. Agnes Monastery, which was published in
1965 by Libal’s close colleague from SURPMO, architect Josef Hyzler,* or the review of the competi-
tion for the addition to the Old Town Hall from 1967, in which an architect of the oldest generation
(and the author of a monograph on Prague landmarks), Alois Kubicek, attacked the contrasting yet
award-winning designs of Jan Cejka and Jan Bo&an.#

Remarkable for its intellectual depth is the contribution of Emanuel Hruska to these first po-
lemics. This former pupil of Josef Gocar, a pioneer of regional planning and a long-serving member
of the Czechoslovak national committee of ICOMOS, ranked from the 1950s onward among the
supporters of urban planning concepts of protection for heritage built ensembles, while equally
admitting that for certain contrast-based interventions in historic contexts it was impossible to
deny their architectural value. In an article published in 1967 in the journal Pamdtkovd péce, Hruska
accepted Dostal’s concept of “symbiosis” between old and new, yet he also posed the question of
whether this symbiosis might disrupt the old aesthetic order and, in turn, bring about an irreme-
diable loss. The essence of Hruska’s reflections could be summarised as the conclusion that every
enrichment of an old city with modern architecture, even if a highly successful example, brings
about its impoverishment.*

Nine years later, in the volume Regenerace centralnich casti velkjch mést [Regeneration of Central
Sections of Large Cities], Hruska refined his thoughts on the contradictory outcomes of modern
input in historic settings. “If the process of cell replacement stagnates, it implies morbidity and
death”, he wrote in 1976. “Yet if the process of replacement is hypertrophied, it again leads to de-
struction and the decay of the organism.”# Hruska's fears of irreversible changes to historic town
organisms were accompanied by a cautious defence of “preservationist architecture”, supported by
his contention that interventions of explicit modernism in older wholes had yet to present con-
vincing outcomes.*® The method of neutral interventions —Hruska admitted — may limit creative
flourishing. Yet it could itself be transformed into a creative element that could satisfy the needs of
contemporary life.s

The Decline of the Method of Contrast
While the voices of the opponents of contrast-based architecture were still quiet and numerically
small in the 1960s, the next two decades saw them resound in full force. It was in these years that
the contrast method came under assault not only from (primarily) professional heritage experts,
but even certain architects, including several who had sympathised with it before 1968.

A harsh critique of Karel Prager’s architectural ateliers beside the Emmaus Monastery and his
Federal Assembly building beside the National Museum was published in 1970 by Vladimir Pisa.
“I believe that Emmaus represents a terrible example of the combination of good theories with
practical urban planning and placement of new buildings in historic fabrics”, wrote this Prague
preservationist in the Slovak journal Monumentorum tutela. As for the Federal Assembly, for Pisa it
represented the disjointed conjunction of the historic museum building “with a purely contrasting
work that in all respects overwhelms the older landmark”.s

Another target of critical ire in the late 1960s was the Hotel Ural (now Central) in Plzenl by
Jaroslava Gloserova, which necessitated the demolition in 1967 of a valuable Baroque structure,
“U zlatého orla” (At the Golden Eagle) on the city’s main square, to the anger of many professional
and lay observers.s* Much condemnation was also directed at Znojmo’s Dyje department store by
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JAROSLAVA GLOSEROVA,
HOTEL URAL/CENTRAL IN PLZEN,
1968 —1972

JAROSLAVA GLOSEROVA, HOTEL
URAL/CENTRAL V PLZNI, 1968 —1972
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KAREL PRAGER, BUILDING OF

THE ASSOCIATED ATELIERS

STATE DESIGN STUDIO NEAR THE
EMMAUS MONASTERY IN PRAGUE,
1967-1974

KAREL PRAGER, BUDOVY
SDRUZENYCH ATELIERU
UKLASTERA EMAUZY V PRAZE,
19671974

Photo Foto: Rostislav Svacha

Bohuslav and Kamil Fuchs. Emanuel Hruska, an old friend of the senior Fuchs who furthermore
had him to thank for much in his post-war career, expressed his doubts in 1977 in the Slovak jour-
nal Architektiira e urbanizmus toward Fuchs's very conception of the revitalisation of historic cores
through the construction of department stores, judging that this process led to problematic designs
— and one such dubious outcome, stated Hruska, was Fuchs’s new work on the lower square in
Znojmo. “The architecture of Mr Fuchs is indisputable impressive”, wrote Hruska, “yet the question
remains whether massive commercial buildings with significant servicing needs belong in a histori-
cal setting of a special scale.s

Fuchs’s Znojmo store evidently became a key touchstone for the debate, as indicated by the
even harsher judgment by Josef Stulc, issued a decade after Hruka’s critique. Regarded even today
as an outstanding figure in heritage protection on both the domestic and international level, Stulc
published in 1987 and 1988 an extensive review of Ivo Hlobil’s Teorie méstskyjch pamatkovyjch rezervaci.ss
In it, he summed up the views prevalent in the 1980s on the matter of modern architectural inter-
ventions in historic contexts, both among professionals and the lay public. And in Stulc’s text, the
method of contrast received an unqualified rejection. All the same, there was a problematic aspect
to Stulc’s critique, in that he disproportionally and anachronistically expanded his list of instances
of contrast-based architecture. Hence his register contained even buildings that, in relation to the
debates of the 1960s on contrast and symbiosis, occupied a disputable or unclear position, which
clearly applies to many department stores from the 1970s and 1980s addressed in the criticism of
Hruska. Moreover, there was little in common between the ideas of the proponents of experimental
interventions by worthwhile modern architecture and the unjustifiable (then as now) interruptions
of prefabricated apartment blocks in historic town centres, yet even these examples were linked to
the contrast-method in Stulc’s review.
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BOHUSLAV FUCHS — KAMIL FUCHS,
DYJE DEPARTMENT STORE IN
ZNOJMO, 1969 — 1972

BOHUSLAV FUCHS — KAMIL FUCHS,
OBCHODNI DUM DYJE VE ZNOJME,
1969 — 1972
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BOHUSLAV FUCHS — KAMIL FUCHS,
DYJE DEPARTMENT STORE IN
ZNOJMO, SIDE FACADE, 1969 — 1972

BOHUSLAV FUCHS — KAMIL FUCHS,
OBCHODNI{ DUM DYJE VE ZNOJME,
BOCNI PRUCELI, 1969 —1972

Photo Foto: Rostislav Svacha

Against the views of Hlobil, who supported the “urbanistic” concept of heritage and allowed
old cities the chance for future development, the text of Stulc took its position firmly on the side of
Libal's unchangeability. Fuchs’s Znojmo department store was, from this standpoint, condemned
as a blatant example of the harmfulness of the urbanistic conception. What, though, was new and
probably excessive in Stulc’s review was his belief that modern architecture, in its very essence,
could never coexist alongside a historic environment. And for him, this contention held true
not only for the buildings from the 1960s conceived in the contrasting method, but for the many
buildings raised in town centres in the interwar years in Functionalist style. The formal vocabulary
of earlier epochs and Modernist works were, for Stulc, “incompatible in principle”. This radical doc-
trine, diametrically opposed to Dostal’s ideas of a “partnership” between old and new, was formulat-
ed in this critique of Hlobil’s book directly from the example of the condemnation of Fuchs’s work
in Znojmo. “Though the original authorial project was significantly deformed by later alterations
and unsuccessful construction”, noted Stulc below a photograph of the Dyje building, “this view
indicates the incompatibility in principle of modernistic and traditional architectural form in the
environment of a heritage district.”s

The Causes of the Decline

The aversion of preservationists and the wider public toward the method of contrast was doubtless
the outcome of a range of reasons. Those who appreciated historic towns found it hard to bear the
loss of valuable older buildings to new construction, as happened in 1967 —1968 for the previously
mentioned construction of Hotel Ural (Central) in Plzen or later during the construction of depart-
ment stores in the state chain Prior in Olomouc, Prostéjov, and most notably Jihlava. With these
examples in mind, the public could hardly discern whether or not these new buildings (and with
the exception of the first example, not particularly successful ones) had any relation to the debate
on stylistic contrast from the 1960s, any more than the erudite Josef Stulc did in his review. More
likely, both lay and expert views were linked by an unspoken shared belief that all these buildings
testified to the incompetence and philistinism of the ruling Communist regime, and this senti-
ment gradually spread to cover even the valuable architectural achievements of the 1960s. Yet the
question of what role politics played in the decline of the method of contrast is one to be discussed
further on.

No less unequivocally, the waning prestige of contrast-based architecture in the 1970s and
1980s was also spurred by changes in the international architectural scene. It was already growing
clear that the stylistic vocabulary deployed by proponents of the contrast method — whether late
International Style, Brutalism, or Sculpturalism — had already exhausted its possibilities and in
its place arrived, first internationally but eventually even within socialist Czechoslovakia, various
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VACLAV KRALICEK, PROJECT OF
THE “GOOSE ON A STRING” (HUSA
NA PROVAZKU) THEATRE IN BRNO,
1985

VACLAV KRALICEK, PROJEKT
DIVADLA HUSA NA PROVAZKU
V BRNE, 1985

Source Zdroj: The personal archive of
Vaclav Kralicek

branches of Postmodernism, or else European Neorationalism.” Indeed, Postmodernism as a move-
ment that had liberated itself from doctrinaire Modernism, rehabilitated historicism and itself
worked with a historical vocabulary was welcomed even in the previously discussed article by

Josef Stulc.s® What had seemed fresh and new in the products of the contrast method in the 1960s
appeared, twenty years later, outdated and stale, in the process continually repeating through the
history of recent architectural production and, in the end, also sealing the fate of the postmodernist
turn itself. Personally, I can remember well how gladly I welcomed in 1985 the postmodernist pro-
ject for Brno’s “Divadlo Husa na provazku” (Theatre of the Goose on a String) by Vaclav Kralicek and
what contempt I felt in the same moment for Karel Prager’s recently completed New Stage addition
to the National Theatre in Prague, in other words, a building that despite its late date of completion
still revealed its genetic link to the method of contrast of the 1960s. Today, however, I am no longer
sure if I would mark these buildings with the same evaluations as I did thirty-six years ago.

And finally, further causes behind the decline of the contrast-method after 1968 lay on the
personal level, as indicated at the start of the present contribution. Two of the leading figures who
promoted the method of contrast in the 1960s or worked in its spirit — architectural historian Old-
fich Dostal and architect Bohuslav Fuchs, were no longer alive: Dostal having died in 1966, Fuchs
six years later. With their departure, the architecture of contrast lost its two most active defenders.
Except for a scant (and daring) few — the SURPMO architect Karel Firbas® or later Ivo Hlobil in his
1985 book on heritage reservations — almost no one any longer defended it in the professional press.

Other participants in the debate on contrast and symbiosis from the 1960s had been silenced
by state power following the rise of Gustav Husak’s policies of “normalisation” after the Soviet
invasion of 1968. Purges of architects who had been active in the Prague Spring and could thus
be marked as “right-wing opportunists” by the new guard affected, among others, Karel Prager,
Vladimir Machonin, theorist Vit&zslav Prochazka, or SURPMO expert Milo§ Reichert.®® And even
such architects as the winners of the (eventually thwarted) competition for the concert hall on
Prague’s namésti Republiky, Jindfich Malatek and Ivo Loos (best known as the later co-authors of
the demolished Transgas building), found it impossible to publish their opinions in architectural
journals or defend their work to the public. I would say that the opponents of the architecture of
contrast within preservationist circles likely were unaware of this situation, yet it was they who
were allowed to publish in the journals, and not the enumerated architects.

Yet, in my view, there was yet another aspect in which the political events in the wake of
1968 held sway over the decline of the method of contrast, though fully admitting that this part
of my explanation lies on a strongly hypothetical and possibly intuitive level. It is my belief that
the experimental character of the contrast-based designs and buildings aptly fitted with the wider
cultural and social climate of the “golden Sixties”, which in many other areas welcomed change
and sympathised with creative experiments. This trust in change is perhaps the main theme that
addresses us today in the writings of Oldfich Dostal. With the enforcement of “normalisation”,
though, Czechoslovak society shifted more to a fear that changes would only prove for the worse,
and this mentality of “cultural despair”, as defined in 1982 by the American cultural historian Mar-
shall Berman,* understandably favoured careful, conservative, and traditionalist approaches.
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Conclusion

Even after the Velvet Revolution of 1989, a section of the preservationist community continued to
adhere to its anti-modernist positions. Yet this circumstance has proven to be a direct existential
threat to buildings conceived through the contrast method. This danger became evident in the case
of the Transgas building, the demolition of which was approved by the Prague office of the National
Heritage Institute and the landmarks board of the Prague Municipal Government, while even the
Ministry of Culture held back from the possibility of declaring the building a national landmark.*
A telling epitaph for the fate of this building was provided by Patrik Libal in an internet debate on
the site archiweb.cz. When this grandson of Dobroslav Libal was asked by the other participants why
he wrote an evaluation of Transgas for the developer recommending its destruction, he answered:
“I got rid of something that our entire family hated.”® The leader of Prague’s interwar avant-garde,
Karel Teige, once described such situations as architectural criticism “not only by means of words,
but also of pickaxes”.s

A similar lack of willingness to admit the evident heritage value of contrast-based buildings
can be found in other examples after 1989. I personally recall in the early 1990s a seriously intended
proposal to demolish the concrete-shell towers by FrantiSek Maria Cerny at the Emmaus Monastery
church.® Around fifteen years ago, the then Prague mayor Bohuslav Svoboda called for the dem-
olition of Prager’s Federal Assembly, with the aim of re-uncovering the beauty of the “wonderful
building” from the 1930s by Jaroslav Rossler,* the neo-Classical hall of which had been cleverly
surrounded by Prager’s team with the new structure.

Fortunately, both works managed to survive such proposals. They hold the status of cultural
landmarks, the second as far back as 2000. More recently, another building conceived in the spirit
of contrasting architecture received official protection: the Kotva department store by the Ma-
chonins. It is my belief that we should protect these buildings, and not only because their authors
achieved exceptional architectural results, but equally because they document a specific stage of
historic preservation unique to the 1960s: a stage that assumed further development of built her-
itage and did not shy away from strong visual contrast. Hence these results are not only the work
of their architects but also of genuine talents among preservationists, a category that definitively
includes Ale§ Vosahlik or the practitioner-theorist Milo§ Reichert at SURPMO. And I am equally
convinced that we should protect these buildings even with the admission that the heritage-protec-
tion philosophy of the 1960s is no longer close to ours and that we would, in certain instances, have
chosen different solutions to those promoted by the participants in the debate on new buildings in

historic environments in this period.
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