


The figure at the center of the entry became the source of power and was made a
hero by the building (Scully 40). It was through Classical allusion that the entry
invoked meaning to the composition.

Venturi developed a complex and intricate plan for the interior that showed
“the greatest effort [was] at the spatial junction of the entrance, the staircase and
the fireplace. Here the play of light and shadow, of reflections on glass, of
layered volume, of view and privacy of ordinariness and allusion [were] all
under powerful control” (Dunster 56). Venturi manipulated the spaces in such a
way that they were eerily captivating yet uniquely livable. “Their interaction
with each other,” David Dunster writes in Key Buildings of the Twentieth
Century, plovoke[d] a restlessness which [was] juxtaposed with the simple
domesticity of the :
living area. There
[was] no single
meaning to this
juxtaposition. The
visitor [was] left
spellbound by the
invention”
(Dunster 56). In
this area, the stair
was distorted by
the demands of the
entrance and the central fireplace (Venturi 15). In fact, the interaction between
the fireplace and the staircase produced a magnificent complexity. Each of the
elements compromised with the demands of the other, giving the form a unique
appearance. The fireplace was distorted in shape and its chimney was shifted
over slightly to accommodate for the staircase; in return, the staircase tightened
and shifted its path to adjust to the chimney (Venturi 25). This interaction was
based on Mannerism (Schwartz 27).

The staircase and hearth were the central core of the plan, and, by combining
to form in a sense a single element, they provided multiple meanings that are felt
throughout the house. With the stairway and hearth in the middle, the house’s
plan resembled the hall-parlor plan that was used in New England in the 17"
century.  Although similar to the hall-parlor plan, Venturi’s use of spaces
suggested more Modern influences. The rooms and spaces in the house radiated
off of this central core. In this sense, the plan was based on the precedents of
both Frank Lloyd Wright and Classicism (Roth American 485). Venturi
combined distant and recent pasts to create a unique intricacy of spaces.
Frederic Schwartz stated in Venturi, Scott Brown and Associates that “the
interior spaces [were] complex in form and interrelation, which correspond[ed]
both to the intrinsic complexity of the domestic program and to certain specific
peculiarities of a house for a single person” (Schwartz 27). An additional
contradiction was the “stair to nowhere” on the second floor. This was
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significant because it did not lead anywhere, but was simply a means of cleaning
the windows (Complexity 118). This was an example of the difficult inclusion
that combines all devises which Venturi sought. The plan of the house
contained many elements that are both complex and contradictory, and lead to
multiple meanings and moods within the house’s composition.

Venturi also used windows in a complicated way, which makes them integral
to the Vanna Venturi House. Their variety of shapes and locations on the
exterior echoed the complex interior (Venturi 25). Although their sizes and
shapes varied, the front remained balanced. SO
The windows were surrounded by a thin trim S
(Roth American 485), and actually look like
windows, as opposed to windows of the
Modernist aesthetic which lack ornamentation
(Venturi 25). The window arrangements were
necessary for their interior functions. The
string of windows on the right side of the
building let light into the kitchen, and the large
window on the left provided exterior
illumination into the bedroom. The bedroom
on the second floor had a Palladian-like
window in the rear (La Marche 96), which
further demonstrated Venturi’s belief in the
need for tradition in architecture. The back of the building also possessed a
window of Classical distinction. There was a half-arch clerestory window that
let light into the first floor dining area, which created a splendid lighting effect.
This window had Classical churches of the Renaissance as its precedent.
Venturi used windows as a means to show the complexities of the plan and unite
the interior and exterior of the building.

Robert Venturi’s architecture demonstrated that the whole is more than the
sum of its parts. His style created a multi-faceted architecture. Through the
combination of past and present elements in architecture, he was able to create a
multitude of meanings in his work.  More was not less. By combining
traditional and modern aspects, Venturi’s architecture could not be categorized
into a particular style. This allowed his work to speak on a larger scale, with
each element working to enrich the effect of the whole. Furthermore, Venturi
explained in Complexity and Contradiction in Architecture that the principles
required to make a complex whole in a building could be used on the scale of
the city. His work had historical influences which he combined with Modern
elements, creating a new architectural approach. Venturi and Complexity and
Contradiction in Architecture became key influences on the Post-Modern
movement and its return to a more traditional architectural vocabulary.
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