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27th of January 1961.

The remark contained in the document Giedion distributed, stating that
it was Team X who desired to maintain the name C.I.A.l,, is not based
on the facts., In order to avoid further misunderstanding I should add
the following to what I wrote previously concerning the above document.,

It was during a small meeting held in La Sarraz in 1956 to discuss the
possibility of reorganising C.I.A.M., that I advised those present (in
answer to a question posed by Giedion as to whether the name C.I,A.H,
should be maintained) not to give up the name until those who desire to
. work together in one form or another had made a clear decision., It
seemed to me that the problem of the name was hardly relevant at the
moment since the basic problem was to discuss whether contact should
oontinue at all and if so in what form it should do so.

It became quite clear during the Otterlo-meeting in 1959 that the most
effective way to tackle the problems we are concerned with around 1960
would be to work individually as well as in small informal groups.
Team X should be regarded as one of these groups., Perhaps others will
follow.

Team X feels that confrontation with other groups should they exist, in
order to compare work and ideas could be very fruitful.

The idea of the postbox was generally accepted in Otterlo in order to
facilitate contact hetween those who desire contact. It constitutes a
functional focal point for communication and avoids the pitfalls of a
formal and static organisation.

The principle of dynamic informality, it should be stressed, is
fundamental to Team X's conception of a creative group desiring to tackle
the problems relevant to architecture and urbanism at this moment.

This no doubt reflects a different moral attitude, different not only

with regard to our changed task as such, but also with regard to the

way individuals can best penetrate together the changed problems the
( task implies.

In the light of the above the unanimous decision made at Otterlo (it
appears that some agreed half-heartedly, even grudgingly) to carry on acti-
vity without the name C.I.A.M. was both reasonable and natural.

Whether C.I.A.M, as such wishes to continue or not is a question those
concerned with C.I.A.M. must decide for themselves: a lot of misunder-
standing has already resulted from their failure to do so.

Our decision to use the name C,I,A.M, no more does not bear directly on
the question of C.I.A.M.'s existence., I wish to make this very clear,

Some further misunderstanding may arise from the statement “the moral
function of architectursl expression has to be introduced"; contained
in the pink postboxletter of 27-12-1960,
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I received a letter from Gropius in which he rejects this statement
contesting "that social responsibility was ever dominantly in C.I.A.M,
present as everybody can see from the publications".

Apart from the fact that "social responsibility" and the "morality of
architectural expression" are by no means the same thing, the difference
is very significant, since the former is contained in the latter, the'
latter not in the former, I cannot agree with Gropius that the social
responsibility of which he speaks was "ever" alive in the C,I.A.M.-
movement. Postwar C,I.A.ll. proved that this was not so.

Af ter discussing this with Van Eyck I should like to reply as follows:

The social responsibility which characterized the activities of C,I.A.M.'s
first years, formed its specific morality, but faded as the years went on,
After the war it became more apparent at each congress that what had
characterized C.I.A,M, in the beginning was all but lost. This fact was
reflected in C.I.A.M.'s static institutional form; in its arbitrary and
inadequate commissions and method of study; in the nature of human
relationship at the actual congresses; as well as in the professional
activities of many individual members at home,

At the same time it must be stated that C.I.A.M,'s "social responsibility"
and basic principles, perhaps valid in 1929, are no longer sufficiently
valid to-day.

1960 - 2000

The extensions of our towns made after 1945 and also our newtowns are
based on principles which were also formulated in C.I.A.M,

So if we are critical many of us are critical about own thoughts.

Consequently this criticism is more or less selfcriticism, in order to
find a better approach for the period still separating us from the
year 2000 which is our immediate future,

These extensions mainly were made for the anonymous client (housing for
the great number, le plus grand nombre, soziale Wohnungsbauten).

They are built for that part of the population which in the middle ages
lived under one roof with master or apprentice, or was housed in
dwellings that have long since disappeared, In the 19th century permanent
houses for this part of the population came into being (mechanical slums),

The change in the social pattern since the 19th century is mainly based
on the extersion of everybody's right to be'responsible for his own way of
life by means of an open society.

The evolution of our technical capacity has proved that in our times
production and distribution can be effectuated in such a way that
everybody is able to assert this right, under the condition that he is
willing to be responsible for the contribution he can make by means of
this changed social pattern.

Each man's attitude towards life will strongly be defined by the balance
of these new rights and responsibilities and vice-versa. The expression










