Built with Sand, Rock and ‘Broeder Bond’? Brian Sandrock’s buildings for the University of Pretoria and the University of South Africa.
Basil Brink
Department of Civil and Chemical Engineering, University of South Africa, Johannesburg                  Email: basilbrink@telkomsa.net 
The purpose of this preliminary document, a forthcoming article, is to contextualize, review and critique a selection of Brian Allen Theodor Sandrock’s numerous buildings at the University of Pretoria and the University of South Africa in Pretoria. Possible reasons for Sandrock’s repeated appointments, e.g. his ability to satisfy clients’ wishes and requirements; his competence as a project manager and his ties to the Afrikaner Broederbond, at a time when apartheid modernity demanded architectural expression, are explored.
Met sand, rots en ‘Broederbond’ gebou? Brian Sandrock se geboue vir die Universiteit van Pretoria en die Universiteit van Suid Afrika                                                                                Die doel van hierdie voorlopige dokument, ‘n toekomstige artikel, is om ‘n keuse van Brian Allen Theodor Sandrock se menige geboue te Universiteit Pretoria en die Universiteit van Suid Afrika in verband te plaas, te herbeskou en krities te oorweeg. Moontlike redes vir Sandrock se herhaaldelike aanstellings, soos byvoorbeeld sy vermoë om aan kliënte se behoeftes en benodighede te voldoen; sy bevoegdheid as projekbestuurder en sy verbinding met die Afrikaner Broederbond gedurende ‘n tydperk wat apartheid moderniteit argitektoniese uitdrukking vereis het, word ondersoek.    

F

rom the late 1950s until his death in 1990 the architect Brian Allen Theodor Sandrock (1925-1990)
 monopolised the design of new buildings at the University of Pretoria and the University of South Africa. Both Universities commissioned him to prepare their respective long term development plans, and both appointed him to design most (in the case of UP) or all (in the case of Unisa) the new buildings that gave effect to these long-term plans. The purpose of this article is to contextualize, review and critique a selection of Sandrock’s numerous buildings at UP and Unisa in Pretoria. To do so, a survey was undertaken of all Sandrock’s buildings for the two institutions.
 
Possible reasons for Sandrock’s repeated appointments, e.g. his ability to satisfy clients’ wants and needs, his competence as a project manager and his ‘right hand man’ Alewyn Petrus Burger’s membership of the Afrikaner Broederbond (the Afrikaner Brotherhood), at a time when apartheid modernity sought architectural expression, are explored.
  
Apartheid modernity, the context of Sandrock’s oeuvre 
Much has been written on the ideology and culture of apartheid and modernity respectively, and the following brief background is provided to clarify what is meant by ‘apartheid modernity’. 
Racial segregation, later branded apartheid by the National Party (NP) after it came to power in 1948, “..springs from the life and experience of South Africa and goes back almost to 1652” (Brooks 1968:xxvii):

The men of 1948 set out to rationalise the prejudices of their fathers and to present apartheid as a moral principle. The doctrine of national self-rule took on the overtones of religious dogma. The ensuring of the racial integrity of the Whites became not merely a regrettable necessity, but a categorical imperative of ethics. (Brooks 1968:xxvii-xxviii) 
Apartheid statecraft was differentiated and distinguished by a modernist confidence in the ability of a central state to implement large-scale social transformation, predicated on white supremacy and economic prosperity, and constructs of racial classification and quantification to achieve these goals:

The apartheid version of the ‘modern’ state was one which was sufficiently large, powerful and centrally co-ordinated to keep each ‘race’ in its ‘proper’ place, economically, politically and socially. (Posel 1996:14)   

The master discourse of modernity is that the modern condition is characterised by individual freedom and personal choice; a free market; an industrial economy; the decline of small, traditional communities; scientific technology; an interventionist state, and a future orientation (Beauregard 1996:220; Greenstein 2009; Macionis & Plummer 2008:841-842). In Posel’s (1996) view, modernity could more fruitfully be viewed as a set of processes rather than a condition:

…processes which are always rooted in specific times and places, which therefore do not unfold uniformly along the same historical trajectory, and which may be uneven, partial and contradictory. (Posel 1996:5)
Variants of postmoderrn thinking share similar themes around the failure of modernity, including disciplinisation, repression and intolerance by modern institutions (despite claims of increased freedom); a distrust of buoyant optimism, ‘progress’, and science, often appropriated for political purposes, and the Information Revolution’s elevation of the importance of ideas above the Industrial Revolution’s material things (Wagner (1994:xii, 6; Barac 1994:21-22; Macionis & Plummer 2008:849-850): 
Wholesale optimism and a heroic faith in the capacity of mankind to transcend the dreary present and march triumphant into the future, hand in hand with new technology, pervaded the Modernist outlook. ...In its familiar guise, the internal orders of Modernism conventionally repress the cultural and contextual discontinuities which describe the cities we inhabit. (Barac 1994:21-22) 
The economy of South Africa that spawned apartheid modernity traversed a golden age from 1964 to 1972 when it grew by an average rate of six to eight percent per year. From 1965 to 1974 R3 559 million of foreign capital poured into South Africa. This economic boom tailed off thereafter, and an interplay of various factors, e.g. growing political instability, a falling gold price, inept monetary policies, and the international oil crisis produced a full-scale recession in 1976, which was exacerbated by the Soweto uprising on 16 June 1976. The 1980s brought a crisis of faith within the NP because of a rising awareness of the untenabilitry of the economic system generated by apartheid, increasing pressure from liberation movements, and ungovernable townships (O’Meara 1996:173-174, 176; Scerri 2009:160-161). 

Pretoria experienced rapid growth from the 1960s onwards as a consequence of the South African economy’s ‘golden age’, general population growth and urbanisation.
 For many years the city remained the fastest growing city in South Africa (Hartdegen 1988:III):
In so ‘n snel ontwikkelende omgewing kom die argitekte tot hul reg, en die geboue in Pretoria is nie meer net betonkorwe nie, maar word ongeëwenaarde sierlike funksionele wonders. (In such a rapidly developing environment architects come into their own, and the buildings in Pretoria are not merely concrete hives, but become unmatched beautiful functional wonders). (Skakelblad May 1964:19)
Pretoria became the centre of an architecture that typified, underpinned and emanated apartheid modernity. Along with suburbs reserved for whites only and townships or locations built in distant outskirts reserved for blacks only, as other cities and towns in apartheid South Africa, Pretoria was the administrative capital of the apartheid regime; its ratio of Afrikaners to English-speaking South Africans exceeded other larger South African cities, and it was home to the Afrikaans-speaking residential University of Pretoria (UP) and the open distance learning University of South Africa (Unisa), both institutions under the control of the Broederbond from the 1950s to the 1980s.
  In 1980 the Afrikaner establishment, by way of a half century commemorative publication of ‘Die Afrikaanse Taal- en Kultuurvereniging (ATKV)’ (the Afrikaans Language and Cultural Association), described the city as ‘many capitals in one’ – administrative, cultural, educational, research, military – as well as a proud stronghold of the Afrikaner and the South African
 (van Rensburg 1980:204). 
The architecture of apartheid modernity

Should all buildings that were designed and constructed during NP rule (1948 to 1994) be categorised as ‘the architecture of apartheid modernity’, or should certain buildings only be classified as such? Some would assert that all architects who worked in South Africa while the NP was in power benefited from apartheid, albeit to a greater or lesser extent, and that their buildings – houses, flats, shops, offices, hospitals or factories - propped up the apartheid regime, whether directly or indirectly. Conversely, it could be argued that only ‘hardcore’ apartheid buildings, including prisons, army barracks, police stations, hostels for migrant labourers (figure , (the latter were also constructed by mining companies), and council-owned beer halls designed either by salaried architects in state employ (e.g. the Department of Public Works, the Defence Force, SA Railways and Harbours, and city councils), or private practitioners commissioned by the apartheid state, constitute the architecture of apartheid modernity. State-funded buildings designed by architects who were members of the Broederbond, such as Hannes van der Merwe, Hennie Taljaard, Leon Roodt, and Daan Kesting, and by architects in private practice with strong ties to NP politicians or the Broederbond, such as Brian Sandrock in the form of Alewyn Burger, would also qualify as the architecture of apartheid modernity (Wilkins & Strydom 1978:A243, A229, A198, A119).   
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Figure 1
Left: Aerial view of hostels for male migrant workers, Langa, Cape Town. Right: Prison-like court area of hostel in… (Urban Black Housing..)
All built environment professionals who worked during the NP government’s rule benefited from the oppressive system, however tenuously. Clearly, however, architects who actively supported the regime by delivering hardcore apartheid or state-funded buildings were more instrumental and complicit in propping up the system, while also benefiting from the fees, than architects who did not.  
Sandrock’s oeuvre provides an unrivalled legacy and most comprehensive record of the architecture of apartheid modernity. His 35-year career spanned from 1951, when he obtained a Diploma in Architecture at UP and three years after the National Party came to power, until his death on 20 May 1990, less than four months after FW de Klerk signaled the imminent demise of the apartheid regime by announcing the release of Nelson Mandela and others opposed to apartheid on 2 February 1990. The greater number of Sandrock’s buildings were located in or close to Pretoria where new state-funded institutional buildings communicated progress and power. Sandrock’s suspended design for the Engineering I Building at UP and the dramatically cantilevered Unisa ‘sewing machine’ supported on a mega-column loudly proclaim the South African Republic’s state-of-the-art design and construction technology abilities to the world at large. The National Party and Broederbond-controlled state-funded institutions and entities UP, Unisa and the Atomic Energy Board repeatedly favoured Sandrock for large commissions, indicating they were more than satisfied with his approach to architecture. These factors in combination place Sandrock’s (arguably not hardcore apartheid) buildings at the uncontested centre of the architecture of apartheid modernity in South Africa.

The Modern Movement at UP and Unisa

From the mid-1950s most Pretoria-based architects, including Attie Meiring, Philip Nel, Helmut Stauch, Strauss Brink, and Brian Sandrock, pioneered an ‘Expressionist Modernist’ architectural style, while Norman Eaton and Karl Jooste designed several ‘regionalist’ buildings that were influenced by the Southern African vernacular. Most of these architects looked to recent work by the Brazilian architect Oscar Niemeyer, whose expressionist modern architecture was influenced by Le Corbusier (Gerneke 1990 and 1998). Some, e.g. Eaton and Stauch, made pilgrimages to Brazil to obtain an audience with Niemeyer and to experience his works at Brasilia, the new capital of Brazil, first hand.
:
Graduates of the Pretoria School [of Architecture] (established 1943) had a particular affinity for the [Expressionist Modernist] style and the Highveld became a ‘Little Brazil.’ (Fisher http://myfundi.co.za/eng2/index.php/South_African_architecture_I:History)
The first graduates of the School of Architecture at UP were:

...thrown into the breach to produce a kaleidoscope of architecture varying from brilliant to flamboyant.

At the onset of the post-war boom there was an almost complete lack of Afrikaans-speaking architects in Pretoria, a predominantly Afrikaans-speaking city. Newly-created firms became inundated with commissions and the boom of the past ten years has been carried forward largely by graduates of the Pretoria School. (Howie 1965:45)
Gordon Leith designed UP’s Administration Building (1931), now the Mathematics Building, in a neo-classical Greek style. A two storey U-shaped extension (1955) to Leith’s building designed by Strauss Brink, a part-time lecturer at UP’s School of Architecture and Quantity Surveying at the time, was one of the first Modern Movement building to be constructed on UP’s campus (University of Pretoria 1960:303; Spies & Heydenrych 1987:224).
  The building has solar protection formed by a combination of the projection of the roof and columns on the north façade; floating steps to a framed entrance
; white plastered walls to the court; pre-cast cladding panels on sections of facades; free-standing pilotis in the foyer next to Leith’s building and a convex form projecting on the west façade (figure 1). 
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Figure 2
Top left: Perspective the Administration Building (now the Mathematics Building) by Strauss Brink (Skakelblad, March 1955:20-21).  Elements of the International Style include a flat roof; framed entrances (middle left and right); white walls in courtyard (bottom left); pre-cast cladding panels to curving wall on west façade and wall in court yard (bottom middle and left). Unless otherwise indicated, all photographs were taken by the author in 2011 and 2012. 

Another early example of an International Style building at UP, also designed by Strauss Brink, is Asterhof (1957), a seven storey residence for 152 women on the corner of Prospect and Hilda Streets in Hatfield to the east of UP’s main campus. By the time the structure had reached the fourth floor approval had not yet been granted by the Townships Board for the building to exceed the four storey height restriction in Hatfield. However, concerted efforts by UP’s Building Committee resulted in ‘last minute’ approval being granted (University of Pretoria 1960:292): 

In 1957, C. Strauss Brink set a high standard for such buildings [residences for students] connected with the University [of Pretoria] with his Women Student’s Hostel in Sunnyside (sic) with sun protection of louvred steel hoods and the use of fresh, bright colours. (Greig 1971:203) 

Two similar women’s residences Kalaradyn (1961) and Jasmyn (1964), also designed by Strauss Brink, were constructed close to Asterhof to complete the ensemble (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:342).
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Figure 3 
Top left: Asterhof women’s residence (1957) three years after completion (S.A. Architectural Record January 1960:20).  Top right: The residence in 1965 (S.A. Architectural Record December 1965:50). Bottom left: Asterhof (1957), Klaradyn (1961), and Jasmyn (1964) (the three low rise buildings) in …Bottom right: Asterhof in 2011 with new fenestration not as the original.
The Aula (1958), a much fêted Modern Movement building by Philip Nel and Karl Jooste, was completed a year after Asterhof (Rautenbach 1958:1). If the Aula had been built immediately after it was initiated in 1951 it:

…might well have been the first monumental modernist building in the country ahead of Stauch’s Meat Board Building. (Fisher 1998:229) 
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Figure 4 
Left: The Aula in 1965 (S.A. Architectural Record December 1965:50). Right: The Aula in 2012.  
The UP administration’s decision to give Modern Movement architects a free hand on its main campus resulted in a dissonant mix of neo-classical, Art Deco and Modern Movement buildings. The wisdom or otherwise of this approach is returned to further in the article. 

The foundation of Sandrock

How, when and with what ‘material’ was the foundation of Sandrock at UP and Unisa made? Why was he favoured above other Pretoria-based architects, such as Strauss Brink and Karl Jooste, to undertake the long term planning of UP and Unisa, and to design most of UP’s buildings and all of Unisa’s buildings from the late 1950s to the late 1980s? Several factors worked in combination to assure him and his ‘right hand man’ Alewyn Burger of continued commissions.
 
Sandrock was a part-time lecturer at UP’s School of Architecture from 1956 to 1959. In 1960 he became the first person to be awarded a Master’s degree by the School of Architecture and Quantity Surveying (‘the School’) at UP with his unpublished thesis ‘Architectural Education, with special reference to the University of Pretoria.’ These attributes and achievements strengthened Sandrock’s ties to influential persons in UP and heightened his profile at the School of Architecture, and UP in general. 

Sandrock and Burger’s initial long term development plans for UP (1965 and 1966) and Unisa (1963), as well as the buildings they had already completed for the two universities placed them in a key position to continue to design new buildings for these institutional clients. 
 Similarly, in 1960 after Sandrock and Burger had completed the site planning for Pelindaba, a new complex for the South African Atomic Energy Board west of Pretoria, they designed all the buildings on the greenfields site (figure 5).
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Figure 5
Left: Perspective of Pelindaba complex by CB Swanepoel (Brian Sandrock Architects, 1988). Right: Perspective sketch of Reactor (The South African Atomic Energy Board 1964:9)
Alewyn Petrus Burger (1933- ), part-time lecturer at the School (1957-1958, and again from 1962) and full-time lecturer (1959-1961), joined Sandrock’s firm on full time basis in 1962. Burger was Sandrock’s ‘right hand’ (Pauw 2011). As a member of the Broederbond it is likely that Burger met with top echelon UP Broeders in secret while employed there, as well as with Unisa’s ‘Big Broeder’ Prof Samuel Pauw, the university’s Principal and person ultimately responsible for appointing Sandrock to design its new campus on Muckleneuk Ridge.
 
After 1948 when the National Party came to power, executive positions at the ‘centres’ of UP and Unisa were filled by members of the Broederbond 
:
The centre is the place where authority is located and where important decisions are made. The centre rules, controls, siphons off the profits and distributes resources. It is the point of interaction for transactions and the marketplace for exchange of ideas and face-to-face communication, Proximity to the centre (to top rank decision-makers) offers security, prestige, status and privileges. Theoretically each social system may have its own centre or its hierarchy of centres. (Meusburger 2002:8)
Burger was appointed Professor and Head of the Department of Architecture and Quantity Surveying on 1 June 1967 (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:69), following which he probably continued to work part-time for Sandrock to complete projects he was involved in prior to his appointment.  

Despite Fisher’s (1998:230) assertion that Sandrock and Burger’s designs were not always of the best architecture in South Africa at the time, it is reasonable to assume that if each of their buildings had not been delivered to their clients’ satisfaction, they would not have been re-appointed. After producing the Geography Building extension (1956) as well as the men’s residences Boekenhout (1962) and Olienhout (1964) in low maintenance face brick, presumably within budget and programme for UP; and the Library and Administration Building (1958) in central Pretoria for Unisa, Sandrock and Burger strategically positioned themselves as UP and Unisa’s ‘tried and tested’ and ‘deemed satisfactory’ architects, decided advantages in bureaucratic red tape institutions. 
In this article a selection is made of Sandrock and Burger’s buildings that are seen as having greater cultural and architectural significance for more in depth consideration. Buildings not included here are listed and described in the survey of Sandrock’s buildings previously referred to.
Sandrock’s architectural style 

Sandrock’s architectural style remained within the confines of the Modern Movement’s  International Style and Brutalism. The Modern Movement was:
…a stylistic preference, a particular taste, a set of meanings binding together a certain group of architects at a certain time. (Colquhoun 1981:18)

The architecture of the Modern Movement was characterised by the use of pure geometrical forms without ornamentation to express the Simple, True, Exemplary and Essential (Müller 1991:12): 

The form itself is thus given a metaphysical charge, the pure elementary figures become metaphysical figures. So here, too, we have a strategic return in the form of an idealization – towards unity and simplicity, first cause and origin. This is the myth of original classical Modernism as represented by functionalism and rationalism. (Müller 1991:12)
In the late 1950s when Sandrock began to practice as an architect, a second wave of the Modern Movement 
, now influenced by new architecture in Brazil, unlike the first wave in the 1930s in Johannesburg, had already washed over Pretoria. This was primarily exemplified by Helmut Stauch’s Meat Board Building (1951) in central Pretoria (Gerneke 1990:38; Gerneke 1998:216). 

From 1959 until his death in 1990, Sandrock seldom strayed from the International Style when designing buildings for UP and Unisa in Pretoria, with Brutalism evident at the Pelindaba Atomic Energy complex west of Pretoria, as well as in sections of some buildings at Unisa’s main campus.
 In Richter’s (2007) view, principal traits of the International Style include:

…simple, cubic volumes; flat roofs; unornamented white facades; horizontal emphasis provided by window bands; detailed design of entrances, forecourts and bays; and a sensitivity to site. (Richter 2001:27)
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Figure 6
Five Points of a New Architecture (Le Corbusier Oeuvre Complet)
Sandrock’s long term development plan for UP

In February 1965 UP approved a report on the proposed long term development of its Hatfield campus, which it had commissioned Sandrock Architects to prepare (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:222; Bergh et al. 1996:536). In August 1966 Sandrock Architects produced a follow-up report, ‘Langtermynbeplanning 2’ (Long Term Planning 2), which became known as the ‘Sandrock plan’ (Brian Sandrock Argitekte 1966). The second report contained several preceding campus plans from 1911 onwards by architects associated with UP, e.g. a 1930 plan by Gordon Leith and a 1940 Layout Plan by Gerard Moerdyk (Brian Sandrock Argitekte 1966:9-10). 

The introduction to a second section in the report was followed by the initials ‘B.S.’ and ‘A.P.B.’, indicating that Brian Sandrock and Alewyn Petrus Burger (figure 7) were co-authors of this section. A main recommendation in the report was that future expansion of the campus should occur in an easterly direction and land value and land use plans of this area were included in the report (Brian Sandrock Argitekte 1966:11-12; Spies & Heydenrych 1987:238). 
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Figure 7
Co-authors of UP’s ‘Long Term Planning 2 Report’. Left: Brian Sandrock in the late 1980s (Unisa Library Archives). Right: Alewyn Burger in 1967 (Skakelblad May 1967:43).

Brian Sandrock Architects also recommended that facilities for the basic/pure under-graduate disciplines should be located in the central area of the campus, with more applied and specialised disciplines ranged around the central area (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:222; Bergh et al. 1996:516):

Armed with these recommendations and with the prospect of new space [for expansion] east of Roper Street [becoming available] from 1967, the University could [now] proceed to provide the physical facilities for research and education. (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:222)
In the 1960s UP experienced problems with acquiring land adjacent to its main campus for new buildings that would cater for the university’s steadily increasing number of students:

Aangesien onderhandelings met C.B.C. nie spoedig afgehandel kan word nie, is besluit om voort te gaan met hierdie verslag, met inagneming van die moontlikheid dat medium- en langtermynbeplanning op ‘n latere stadium hersien sal moet word. (As negotiations with C.B.C. [regarding the purchase of C.B.C.’s land directly to the east of UP’s main campus] cannot be resolved speedily, it was decided to finalise this report, taking into account the possibility that medium and long term planning will have to be revised at a later stage) (Brian Sandrock Architects 1966: Introduction) 
Hence, a perception of a shortage of space for expansion may have contributed to UP’s approval of Sandrock’s medium rise tower blocks. These modern tower blocks eroded a sense of tradition and defied the human scale of existing low buildings (figure 3, left). Sandrock’s five white tower blocks, Engineering I (1975); the Humanities Building (1977); the women’s residences Erika (1969), Madelief (1977) and Magrietjie (1982) (UP Archives D-3-2-1), brought Le Corbusier’s ‘Radiant City’ tower blocks-in-space to the UP campus: 

In die sestigerjare het die geboue nog die konvensionele horisontale profiel aangeneem, maar in die sewentigerjare is daar begin met die oprigting van toringgeboue wat ‘n byderwetse aanskyn aan die kampus gegee het. (In the 1960s the buildings adopted the conventional horizontal profile, but in the 1970s the erection of tower blocks was commenced, which gave a modern appearance to the campus)  (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:225)
The looming tower blocks have some lesser advantages as orientation landmarks, with façade variations providing a sense of identity for occupants and a degree of visual interest for all campus goers (figures 8 and 9). However, these inhumanly-scaled modernistic structures provide tangible proof that UP, unlike other local and international universities, chose to turn its back on its legacy of existing buildings in order to express a sense of modernity. For example, in a 1925 book the University of Bristol, the youngest of the English universities with a Charter dating from 1909, clarified its position regarding its expansion plans:

Next to possessing a long history of its own, the best that can befall a University is to incorporate, by felicity of the site and circumstance, traditions already made. The New Buildings strike a note that is appropriate to this happy absorption of the past by the present. (University of Bristol 1925:26-27) 

Sandrock’s looming white towers stand in opposition to humanly scaled ‘traditions already made’, such as the Old Arts Building (1911), Chemistry Building and Merensky Library (1939):
The Old Arts Building is the first that was erected for the Transvaal University College. It was designed my Mr Percy Eagle and built by J.J. Kirkness. The Foundation Stone was laid on 3rd August 1910, by the Governor-General, Viscount Gladstone. The building was occupied in September 1911, when there were seven professors, six lecturers, one secretary and sixty-two students connected with the Institution. Together with the Chemistry Building, it housed the entire University College until 1920. (Inscription on National Monuments Plaque at the entrance to the Old Arts Building. 1971) 
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Figure 8
Left: The Old Arts Building (1911) with the Humanities Building (1977) behind it. Right: The Humanities building landmark with the Old Chemistry Building (1911) to the left and the Chancellors Building (1959 and 1963)  to the right - an anachronistic and eclectic mix of architecturally unrelated buildings on UP’s Hatfield campus.
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Figure 9 

Top left: Aerial view of UP’s Hatfield campus from the north in 1967 showing humanly-scaled buildings prior to the construction of Sandrock’s tower blocks (S.A. Architectural Record July 1967:12). Top right: Aerial view of the campus from the south in 1982, now with Sandrock’s white tower blocks Engineering I, the Humanities Building and the three residence blocks for women in the background (Ad Destinatum II 1960 to 1982:221). Middle left: Sandrock’s unrealised proposal for another tower block between the Maroela and Mopanie men’s residences at the experimental farm (Skakelblad May 1970:64). Middle right: Engineering I. Bottom: Humanities Building (left) and Madelief and Magrietjie from the south-east (right).
Schalk Le Roux, former professor at UP’s School of Architecture, observes that planned, coincidental and haphazard changes that the Hatfield campus was subjected to in the course of the twentieth century, which include the impact of Sandrock’s long-term development plan, Sandrock’s white tower blocks as well as buildings designed by other architects over time:

…exacerbated the lack of architectural cohesiveness and meaningful outdoor spaces. The disorder was predominantly knitted together by successful landscape design. (Le Roux 2009:70)

Sandrock remained UP’s campus planner until 1978:

Tot 1978 het hy [Sandrock] as kampusbeplanner riglyne geskep waarbinne kampusargitektuur samehangend kan ontwikkel. (As campus planner until 1978 Sandrock set guidelines in which campus architecture could be developed in a coordinated and coherent manner). (Tukkie-Werf 1990:23)

During their long association Sandrock and Burger held similar views regarding aesthetics and the location of buildings. In 1967, for example, this became evident when the chief architect at the Department of Public Works expressed his reservations regarding the proposed site for the Agricultural Sciences building:

Die Universiteit se algemene raadgewende argitek, mnr. Brian Sandrock, en die hoof van die Department Argitektuur, prof. A.P. Burger, het sy [die hoofargitek van die Departement Openbare Werke se] bedenkinge gedeel. Hulle het daarop gewys dat die beoogde gebou baie naby die noordelike grens van die Universiteitsterrein sou staan, waar daar feitlik geen uitbreidingsmoontlikhede was nie en waar parkering ook baie beperk was. Bowendien was die plasing van so ‘n massiewe gebou op die uithoek van die kampus esteties hoogs onbevredigend. (The University’s general consulting architect, Mr Brian Sandrock, and the head of the Department of Architecture, Prof A.P. Burger, shared his [the chief architect of the Department of Public Works] concerns. They pointed out that the proposed building would be very close to the northern boundary of the University site where there were practically no expansion possibilities and where parking was very limited. Moreover, the placing of such a massive building in a distant corner of the campus was aesthetically highly unsatisfactory) (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:227)   
In addition to being responsible for UP’s long-term development plan, Sandrock was also appointed by UP in 1972 as:

…the site development architect on a committee, the establishment of which was approved by the UP University Council on 13 September 1972, tasked with developing the Hartebeest Spruit and environs at the experimental farm. This ecological system was to be transformed into a botanical gardens with an arboretum and recreation area. When Sandrock resigned from the committee in mid-1979, he was replaced by Prof A.P. Burger, Department of Architecture as the ‘consulting architect’ (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:248; Bergh et al. 1996:545).  
Sandrock’s Development Plan for the main campus of Unisa

In April 1963 Sandrock was appointed to design a new campus for Unisa on a hill in Muckleneuk, Pretoria. In September 1963, six months after his appointment, the sketch design of the overall layout of the proposed new campus for Unisa was finalised (Sandrock 1973:11). In his CV, Alewyn Burger states that he was responsible for the ‘aanvanklike ontwerp vir Unisa se gebouekompleks’ (the initial design for Unisa’s complex of buildings) (Burger 1983). Despite the speedy finalisation of the overall layout, further architectural work was put on hold for two-and-a-half years during which period the location of a new campus for Unisa, i.e. whether the university would remain in Pretoria or relocate to Johannesburg, remained unresolved (Sandrock 1973:11) 
.

Individual buildings for UP and Unisa
Sandrock and Burger’s initial long term development plans for UP (1965 and 1966) and Unisa (1963), as well as the buildings they had already completed for these two institutions - the Geography Building extension (1956); Musaion (1960); Extra Mural Building (1960), and the Boekenhout (1962) and Olienhout (1964) men’s residences for UP, as well as the Library and Administration Building (1959) for Unisa in central Pretoria strategically positioned the practice to continue to design new buildings for these state-funded clients.
Sandrock’s buildings for the University of Pretoria

In Fisher’s (1998:230) view Sandrock explored the plasticity of concrete in his buildings on the UP campus even when this was not a functional requirement. However, whereas Sandrock’s exploration of the plasticity of concrete is evident in his buildings at Pelindaba and to a lesser extent at Unisa, the only buildings at UP that explore plasticity are the Administration Building and the Musaion. The external surfaces of these buildings, unlike those at Pelindaba and Unisa, are plastered and painted, making it impossible to categorically state that the construction material used is indeed concrete. An identical ‘plasticity’ effect could have been achieved by using other materials, such as plastered brickwork, for example. 

Sandrock designed ‘daringly engineered’ buildings for UP (Fisher 1998:230) with facades suspended on rubber blocks (the western wall of the Administration Building); central floors suspended on cables (the Engineering I building), or straddling a road (the Humanities Building). Despite these feats Fisher is of the opinion that::

…the planning [of Sandrock’s buildings on the UP campus] is uninspired and often bad, and spatial qualities are ignored – except in the Administration Building. (Fisher 1998:230)
In 1959 Sandrock was appointed to design UP’s School of Music to the south-east of the Aula that had been completed the previous year (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:225). The complex consists of three sections - a three-storey building with practice rooms, studios, lecture rooms, offices and a library (1960); an auditorium seating 500 persons (1961), and an open-air amphitheatre seating 3 000 people (1961) (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:225). The design is in the International Style, and the use of steel columns recalls a house by Le Corbusier at the Weissenhof Siedlung (literally ‘the white house estate’) (1927) in Stuttgart (Richter 2001:66) – figure 10, top right. In 1963 the music complex was named ‘Die Toonkunsakademie’, but Sandrock’s suggestion that it should be named ‘Musaion’ was preferred and accepted (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:225; Tukkie-Werf 1990:).
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Figure 10
Top left: North façade of the Musaion in 1965 (S.A. Architectural Record December 1965:50). Top right: House by Le Corbusier at the Wiessenhof Siedlung, Stuttgart (Le Corbusier 1937:155). Upper middle: North facade in 2012 (left0 and a sound wave on façade (right0. Lower middle; New building to the west of the Musaion (left); sensitively designed link between new building and Musaion (right). Bottom: Interior of amphitheatre (left) and open air ‘foyer’ to amphitheatre used for al fresco refreshment area (right).
Fisher (1998) suggests that Sandrock paid a tribute to Burger in the design of the Administration Building’s double volume hall, yet does not explain this rather mysterious comment: 
This [the double-volume hall of the Administration Building completed in 1968] is light ... - one of Sandrock’s more successful spatial inventions (and possibly a tribute to Alwyn (sic) Burger, then head of the School of Architecture, who was project architect). (Fisher 1998:231) 
As evident in figure 11, the design of the Administration Building (1968), on which the mantle of ‘The Flagship of the Architecture of Apartheid Modernity’ easily falls, appears to be influenced by at least two other buildings that preceded it.
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Figure 11
Left: Model of the Administration Building (Skakelblad May 1965:13). Middle: La Chapelle de Notre Dame du Haut, Ronchamp by Le Corbusier (1955) (Google Images). Right: Our Lady of Fatima’s Chapel, Brasilia by Oscar Niemeyer (1959) (Google Images).

Architectural historian and critic Charles Jencks makes a useful distinction between multivalent buildings and univalent buildings which informs a critique of the Administration Building. Unlike a univalent building, a multivalent building has a density of multi-valued levels of meaning; is strong in internal linkages to different contexts; is more enjoyable to inhabit, view and visit, and is reinterpreted anew by every generation. Jencks suggests that multivalence consists of four distinct qualities: 
Imaginative creation, or putting together of parts in a new way, the amount of parts so transformed, the linkage between the parts which is the cause of this creation and which allows the parts to modify each other. (Jencks 1973:14) 

In comparing Le Corbusier’s multivalent Unité d’ Habitation (1952) with Frederick Gibberd’s univalent Liverpool Cathedral (1967) (Jencks 1973:14-26) Jencks proposes the following assessment approach to architectural works:

One of the simplest ways of finding out if a work is weak in internal linkages [i.e. univalent] is to probe it from an ironic and unsympathetic position with different metaphors to see if it can withstand this attack by offering counter-meanings. (Jencks 1973:24)  
With the ironic metaphor ‘The Ship’ that it is generally known by, the Administration Building would be ‘univalent’ and weak in internal linkages’, in terms of Jencks’ approach. Another ironic metaphor that a night view of the building cannot withstand with counter-meanings, is ‘Halley’s Comet’ (figure 12).  
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Figure 12
Top left: Administration Building and Aula on UP’s 50-year celebratory poster (van Rensburg 1980:188). Top right: South elevation of Administration Building. Bottom left: Western wall of Administration Building suspended on rubber blocks to avoid cracking resulting from expansion and contraction, with textured concrete relief (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:226). Bottom right: ‘Computer enhanced picture of Halley’s comet sent back to earth by ‘Giotto’ ’ Addition by author to front cover of a 1985 publication by UP’s ‘Boubestuursvereniging’ (Building Management Association) to amuse colleagues.

Le Corbusier’s Brutalist buildings with brise soleil (sun shade) devices, e.g. House Currutchet (1949); House Shodhan (1956); the Millowners’ Association Building (1954), and the Carpenter Center for the Visual Arts (1961/64) demonstrate a concern for preventing sun penetration into these buildings (Le Corbusier 1910-65:82-92; 164-168). Fisher (1998:231) singles out this concern as being a trade-mark of Pretoria architecture. It is clearly evident in the northern façade of the Administration Building, with its deep-set windows and suspended horizontal louvers, for example.
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Figure 13
Top left: Top view of the Administration Building and extension (Google Earth). Top right: Administration Building Extension with horizontality and deep set windows similar to later UNISA buildings. Bottom: South façade with most windows not deeply recessed, unlike north façade. 
The Unisa megastructure

Three years before Sandrock was appointed to design Unisa, the Zanussi-Rex Factory ‘megastructure’ (1959-1960) designed by Gino Valle was completed at Pordenone, Italy. (figure 14). Sandrock’s design for the Theo van Wijk Building, which bridges Preller Street and is supported on a single column, shows striking similarities to Valle’s factory, which Donat (1964) described as:
...a kind of bridge commanding the entrance, under which one has to pass in order to enter the works. The whole building is rather like a ship, long and narrow, with a regular rhythm of windows and projections.

...The result is an architecture plastically and emotionally rich, but it is also as precise as a machine, and absolutely free from descriptive decoration. On the other hand its expressive power, the style of formal severeness and austerity it displays, reduces form to structure and structure to form, stabilizing between these two terminals a mathematical equation. In this difficult, but not impossible, equilibrium lies the expressive potential of a new architecture. (Donat 1964:135)    
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Figure 14
The Zanussi-Rex Factory (1960) by Gino Valle bridges a road and is supported on a single column, as does Sandrock’s later Theo van Wijk Building at Unisa’s Muckleneuk campus in Pretoria (Donat 1964:135-139; Google Images)

Although Banham (1976:45) refers to the Zanussi-Rex Factory as ‘The Megastructure Look at the beginning of the megastructure decade’ (i.e. the 1960s), this large factory is technically not a megastructure because it is mono-functional (Banham 1976:45;71). However, the Unisa complex, which was in time to become 1 km long and 500m wide, as well as the possible role of Sandrock and Burger to make all of it come about, resonate closely with Banham’s (1976) views on megastructures:

Clients for megastructures were more likely to be universities, expositions, municipalities, central governments.

…Where survivors of the epoch are prepared to speak frankly, most will admit that the self-confidence, not to say arrogance, to propose such works came from within the profession of architecture itself..
…Even if there had been a massive slump around, say, 1965, megastructures would have been offered as the kind of large-scale public works needed ‘to get the economy rolling again’. 
…it can be historically observed that no megastructure consciously designed as such was ever built without some architectural monomaniac scheming and pushing, wheeling and dealing to make it come about. (Banham 1976:11;211)
Photographs of the model of the new Unisa campus (figure 15), a harbinger of apartheid modernity megastructures, appeared in the S.A. Architectural Record in December 1965 and newspapers, e.g. The Pretoria News, in August 1966 when construction was to have begun. 
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Figure 15 
Left: Top view of the model of Unisa’s proposed first phase (S.A. Architectural Record December 1965:51). Right: View of the model from a north-westerly direction (Greig 1971:205). 
On 2 February 1966 Unisa’s Standing Committee chaired by Prof Samuel Pauw decided to re-confirm the appointment of Brian Sandrock Architects for the design of the university’s new buildings at Muckleneuk (Unisa 1966:241). 
In 1967, six years before the first phase of Unisa was completed, Prof Duncan Howie, then editor of S.A. Architectural Record, devoted two issues of the journal to campus development at South African universities. The justification for Unisa’s design advanced by Howie was that an institution catering for distance learning did not need to provide the daily academic environment of a resident student population. There was also a perceived need to make a ‘sweeping statement’ and be ‘a powerful symbol’, sentiments reminiscent of the ‘tangibility’, ‘physical embodiment’ and ‘degree of virility’ that Sandrock sought to instil in his design for Unisa’s Library and Administration  Building in central Pretoria (S.A. Architectural Record 1960a:33): 

Therefore the interplay of pedestrian spaces and the conventional idea of campus atmosphere are entirely foreign to the concept [of a university without a resident student population]. On the other hand a university such as this needs in the minds of its students a powerful symbol of its physical existance (sic). 
Both the site and the programme lend themselves to a clear sweeping statement. Prominence is unavoidable and the building attempts to pick up and accentuate the natural topography of the site. In this case the whole University is conceived as one building, with adequate provision for expansion of the various functions. (Howie 1967:11) 

Sandrock’s concern for solar protection, e.g. in his designs for the northern facades of UP’s Extra Mural building lecture room block and Administration Building, is not evident in the Unisa buildings. A standard treatment of facades is maintained irrespective of their orientation (figure 25). A desire to maintain a uniform aesthetic throughout the megastructure came at the cost of heat gain and glare through the many westerly windows of the complex, for example.
In 1973 Boucher (1973:324) correctly prophesised that Sandrock would proceed to ‘play a further part in the physical development of the university’. Sandrock continued to design all the buildings at Unisa’s main campus until his death in 1990. 
In 1980 the Unisa Council approved a long-term physical development plan for Unisa prepared by Brian Sandrock Arcitects (Unisa Alumnus 1987:5). The plan envisaged maximum centralisation at the main Muckleneuk campus to better accommodate the interdependent nature of a university’s functions. In 1983 the plan was revised to respond to new two new premises:

1. Community service is peripheral to the university’s primary functions of teaching and research, and

2. Centralisation at the Muckleneuk campus is a prerequisite for optimal utilisation of human and spatial resources. (Unisa Alumnus 1987:5) 

Effect was given to the long-term development plan by developing Unisa in four phases
: 
The first phase of Unisa was completed in 1972. Later followed by the impressive Administration Building [O.R. Tambo Building] in 1978. And Academic 2 in 1982 [the AJ van der Walt Building]. And that’s only 40% of the complex. Phase 4 [the Samuel Pauw Building] is already well underway. (Gail Ceramics1985: 6-8)

In 1987 a report on the long-term physical planning for Unisa was compiled under the guidance of Mr A.P. Schutte (Registrar Finances and Operations) (Unisa Alumnus 1987:5). This report proposed that future expansion of the Muckleneuk campus should take place on a vacant site at the eastern end of the Unisa campus (figure 16). In August 2011 this site was still undeveloped and used as an open parking area (figure 17).
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Figure 16
Left: Perspective showing proposed completed complex in terms of Sandrock’s long-term physical plan (Brian Sandrock Architects 1988); Right: Sandrock’s 1987 long-term plan and perspective for future expansion of Unisa (Unisa Alumnus 1987:7)
The large area that is still vacant to the south-east of the campus buildings was earmarked by Sandrock for future expansion in his 1987 plan.
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Figure 17
Future expansion area presently used for parking.
Sandrock’s design for Unisa Muckleneuk campus - possible influences
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Figure 18
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Figure 19
Top left: hjk. Top right: Gavea Neighbourhood Unit, Rio de Janiero (1960) (Reidy 1960: 150). Middle: Unisa centenary commemorative stamp (left0 (Bureau for Information:1987:124); Unisa, 1974 (Elliott 1975:18); M Makeba hall 2011 (right0. Bottom: Unisa, 1985 (left) (Architecture SA); Unisa  2011 (Unisa) (right)
New approaches to the Unisa and UP campuses post-1994

Sometime after the 1994 elections new access control measures and reception spaces were provided at entrances to UP and Unisa to improve the interface with the public. It is possible that these measures align the campuses with the new democratic order and distantiate them from the pre-1994 dispensation. 
Kgorong, Unisa’s new gate guardian and ‘front of house’ (figure 20, left), was completed at the end of 2010 (Ryke 2012). Pedestrian and vehicular accesses were then diverted from the former entry under the ‘sewing machine’ around the new ‘bobbin’ to place a symbolic stamp of new authority on the existing structure. Likewise, access to UP’s main campus underneath the Humanities Building (figure 20, right) was blocked by a new glazed client service centre, which opened in January 2002, access was diverted to the left and right (Tukkievaria 2001:6).      
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Figure 20
Unisa’s new entrance building Kgorong (2010). Kgorong’s circular form and vertical strip windows are in marked contrast with the rectangular blocks and their uniform horizontal strip windows. 
Readings and reflections
Architecture became an instrument of political power for fascist regimes in Germany, Italy and Spain prior to the World War II (Richter 2001:70). The National Party (NP) and Broederbond also used architecture to express political power, for example in the Voortrekker Monument (1938) and Unisa’s new campus (1973 onwards) on the proximate Muckleneuk ridge Pretoria. In the early 1940s 400 000 Afrikaner men were members of the pro-Nazi ‘Ossewabrandwag’ (Ox wagon sentry) lead by John Vorster, future NP prime minister, Ben Schoeman, future NP minister, and Henning Klopper, founder member of the Broederbond and future Speaker of Parliament (Oakes 1988:337, 349). On 28 November 1968, in a show of  the apartheid state’s public support for the Unisa mega-project, Vorster unveiled Sandrock and Burger’s huge column; and in 1978, the year in which he resigned because of the ‘Info scandal’, Vorster unveiled a plaque commemorating the ten-year existence of Sandrock’s Maroela men’s residence (Boucher 1973:375; Skakelblad Volume 25 1978:30; Oakes 1988:451). 

Flo Bird, a long-standing champion of preservation of Gauteng’s architectural heritage, provides an insightful reading of the Unisa megastructure: 
The rejection of the British-dominated past found affinity with Modernism and its rejection of all previous traditions. Once again the concepts, materials and styles were all imported, producing some of the dreariest buildings to scar our cities. In their denial of meaning they convey only one message – power. And as the power of the state grew Pretoria was given its ultimate lesson in Baasskap – Unisa does not merely dominate it actually reshapes the horizon as the final answer to the Union Buildings across the valley. (Bird 1992: 26)   
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Figure 21
The Union Buildings (left) and Unisa’s main campus (right) 
In marked contrast to Sandrock’s design for Unisa on Muckleneuk Ridge (figure 21, right and figure 22), Herbert Baker designed the Union Buildings (1913) to nestle into Meintjes Kop and to embrace its citizens walking over landscaped lawns towards the neo-classical edifice (figure 21, left). Baker worked closely with the Department of Forestry to select trees and plants in order to create a harmonious landscaped setting for the building. As did Sandrock and Burger for their UP and Unisa clients, Baker had proven in previous commissions, such as the Pretoria Railway Station, that he was suitably qualified and cooperative with the Department of Public Works to undertake this prestigious design (Hartdegen 1988:120).

Herwitz (2003) identifies several other factors besides power that characterise the Unisa megastructure:      
In the enormous size and scope of these buildings, in their rigid spatial formulae, resides the institution of bureaucratic control, the inflexibility of system, the refusal of openness.

...Gone is the connection to a modernism of excitement and elegance. Instead the bare brutalism of architectural force, the bare fact of inner metaphysical control, the massification of Corbu concrete, the bare inhabitance of prisonlike rooms – these are the features that begin to be highlighted. Thus is the University of South Africa (UNISA) made, the largest distance university in Africa, designed almost single-handedly by Brian Sandrock. (Herwitz 2003:148 emphasis added) 
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Figure 22 

Left: Unisa at night (Africa’s Powerhouse 1974:). Right: Unisa at night, with a form resembling the Space Shuttle (Anonymous 1996:98)     
The ideal design strategy at the Unisa University, as argued by Maré (1997:274), is to substitute the repetition of a standard design with a variety of buildings in a complex as well as a variety of design strategies. Unlike Sandrock’s individual buildings with differing facades providing visual interest at UP’s landscaped Hatfield campus, the Unisa megastructure has few façade variations: 

Universities tend to be composed of multiple buildings, connected through tree-lined walkways and open parks; the question to ask is why this one chooses to express itself as a single, multistructural block of buildings connected by a horizontal spine – in the manner of airports, prisons, government buildings, army headquarters. The answer surely has to do with the gesture of power, security, and enclosure that is internal to the insecure nature of the assertive apartheid state. (Herwitz 2003:148-149)
In addition to realising the political objectives that Herwitz alludes to, Unisa also conformed to Banham’s (1976:203) observation that ‘megastructure was one of the inevitable destinations of the Modern movement’. In the late 1960s and early 1970s several universities besides Unisa favoured megastructures, including McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario with its Health Sciences Centre (1970 onwards)  - ‘the ultimate medical megastructure’ (Banham 1976:139); Lethbridge University, Alberta (1972) (Gössel & Leuthäuser 2001:305) and the former Rand Afrikaans University (1973) in Johannesburg. Why did the tide of opinion turn against megastructures, leaving them ‘stranded like dinosaurs in a desert of distrust and misapprehensions?’ (Banham 1976:216):
Some time around 1968 it seems to have been perceived that a city or a large part of a city designed by one man, or by any group unified enough to produce a comprehensible design, would be a parlously thin, starved and impoverished environment, both visually and in larger, less precise cultural terms. (Banham 1976:216)  


Some architects admire Sandrock’s ability to translate Unisa’s complex brief over a 25-year period into ‘monumental modern’ form on a constricted sloping site (Nation 2012; Tondolo 2012). 
In A Guide to Architecture in South Africa (1971) Dr Doreen Greig briefly described the history of Unisa and included a full-page photograph of the model:

A comprehensive campus, compelling and dramatic in appearance, by Brian Sandrock, is now being built on a beautiful high site on Muckleneuk Ridge. When it is completed the University will leave its present city buildings. (Greig 1971:204-205)

The positive impression that the megastructure made on a third year architectural student at UP’s School of Architecture resonates with the original intentions of the architecture of apartheid modernity: 

When I leave the freeway and take the bend past the Unisa complex with my motorcar, I become proud of the achievements that our nation has realised together. Without doubt Unisa provides a glimpse of the potential of our country. In a third world environment Unisa stands out as a first world symbol. (Potgieter 1997:40)
Certain employees find the Muckleneuk campus a pleasant enough working environment, despite the lack of parking for students and visitors (Jordaan 2011). For others the megastructure’s ‘sterile Modernism expressed in abstract formalism’ (Maré 1997:274) symbolises the power, domination, force, inflexibility, obedience to science and technology, and bureaucratic control that characterized the apartheid state (Bird 1992:26; Maré 1997:274; Herwitz 2003:148).
 
During more than three decades that Sandrock designed and built buildings he chose to remain within the confines of the Modern Movement’s International Style (1922 onwards) and Brutalism (1950 onwards). His architecture did not reflect any other architectural contemporary styles, such as Post Modernism (1965 onwards); High Tech (1970 onwards) and Deconstruction (1980 onwards).
 Post Modernism was quickly adopted by many architects globally, with negative consequences for the South African built environment:
With hindsight, the post-modern phenomenon was hugely detrimental to South Africa’s built fabric, most of all leading to the demise of our distinct regionalist tradition. (Joubert 2009:11)  

As the National Party government faced increasing isolation, Sandrock’s adherence to the International Style and Brutalism, which symbolised ‘Modern’; ‘Internationalism’; ‘Purism’; ‘Power’; ‘Progress’, and ‘Prosperity’, aptly translated the culture of apartheid modernity into built form. His striving to incorporate state of the art building technology and the latest materials in his buildings appeared to be exactly what his NP and Broederbond clients at UP and Unisa desired. Modern and technologically-innovative buildings contrasted sharply with the ‘Romantic Classicism’ of Herbert Baker and Gordon Leith, for example (Gerneke 1998:215). 
Though not made evident, the suspension of Engineering I’s central floors and the Administration Building’s western wall required advanced construction technology, as did the Humanities Building, which was designed to bridge a road. The power and structural strength expressed by the single column supporting a cantilevered Theo van Wijk building contrasts sharply with the genteel Union Buildings and provides indubitable evidence of the NP’s rejection of British colonial rule and tradition.

External materials and finishes used by Sandrock ranged from low maintenance face brick (UP’s Geography, Olienhout, Boekenhout, Mopanie, and Maroela buildings); ceramic tiles (UP’s Extra Mural Building and Unisa’s main campus); a steel and glass curtain wall (Unisa’s Library and Administration Building), to plastered and painted white surfaces (UP’s Administration, Engineering I, Humanities Buildings, as well as the women’s residences Erika, Madelief and Magrietjie).

In as much as Sandrock’s architectural styles, building materials and external finishes varied, the presence of innovative design also differed from building to building. The slanting strip windows of the Extra Mural building’s Lecture Hall Block; the pioneering use of a curtain wall at Unisa’s Library and Administration Building; the raised prow of UP’s Administration Building (its univalence notwithstanding) with the abstract relief on its western wall; the undulating façade of UP’s ‘concertina’ Humanities Building; the cowls to the windows of UP’s residences for women, and features in the Pelindaba buildings bring Sandrock’s architectural design abilities to the fore. 

On the other hand, his face brick residences at the experimental farm; the unforgiving uniformity of the Unisa megastructure often without solar control; the blandness and inappropriate scale of the Engineering I Block facing the Old Arts Building, and the Geography Building’s lack of contextual respect to the Old Arts Building next to it make for a visual and cultural ‘parlously thin, starved and impoverished environment’ that many along with Banham (1976:216) abhor.   
Sandrock’s many buildings from the late 1950s to the late 1980s concretised and epitomised a vision of a Utopian future while confidently proclaiming the ‘Power’ to do so. In 1966, two years before the completion of UP’s Administration Building and seven years before the handover of the first building at Unisa’s main campus, the architect Robert Venturi published Complexity and Contradiction in Architecture to advance a new architecture:

Architects can no longer afford to be intimidated by the puritanically moral language of orthodox Modern architecture. I like elements which are hybrid rather than “pure,” compromising rather than “clean,” distorted rather than “straightforward,” ambiguous rather than “articulated,” perverse and impersonal, boring as well as “interesting,” conventional rather than “designed,” accommodating rather than excluding, redundant rather than simple, vestigial as well as innovating, inconsistent and equivocal rather than direct and clear. I am for messy vitality over obvious unity. I include the non sequitur and proclaim the duality. (Venturi 1966:22)
The mind, heart and the soul of the National Party and Broederbond sought symbols of Purism, Power, Virility, Superiority, Authority, Impenetrability, and Progress. Sandrock and Burger’s 1960s designs are couched in the ‘puritanically moral language of orthodox Modern architecture’. Their buildings are pure, clean, straightforward, articulated, designed, excluding, simple, direct and clear, and favour obvious unity above messy vitality.   
Despite being congruent with apartheid beliefs and aspirations, most of Sandrock and Burger’s buildings remain well utilised and have withstood the test of time. However, one is hard pressed to find any one of their buildings that exemplify a sublime harmony between inner and outer worlds, as experienced with the Union Buildings and the Old Arts Building, for example:

When objects of the senses compel in the percipient the profoundest emotions of the contemplative state, the soul is at peace. We then have the sense that what we are looking at has rolled up the long succession of the mind in spatial, instantaneous form: and then that the relationship between the objects seen, exemplify a perfect harmony of inner and outer things. (Stokes 1945:30)  
The Masters, Madams, Sons and Daughters of apartheid attempted to sail into a Utopian future in Sandrock’s modernity Flagships, then comfortable cultural vessels, now the carriers of resentment on stormy seas. The pain and suffering caused by the National Party and Broederbond Masters to the majority of South Africans cannot be forcibly removed from the Sandrock buildings, which form a tangible, visible and integral part of the conflicted histories of the University of Pretoria and the University of South Africa.  
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� A biography of Brian Allen Theodor Sandrock is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.artefacts.co.za" �www.artefacts.co.za�, ‘Practitioners’


� ‘A survey of Brian Sandrock’s buildings for the University of Pretoria and the University of South Africa (available at � HYPERLINK "http://docs.google.com/documents/d/1AutviNc_dMqMGM7oYnkwiRhjn0EQj-Z0I68fyhsS0/edit" ��http://docs.google.com/documents/d/1AutviNc_dMqMGM7oYnkwiRhjn0EQj-Z0I68fyhsS0/edit� - text only) lists and briefly describes each of his buildings in chronological order. Additional research is recommended to obtain more complete information on each building, e.g. plans, elevations, sections, and key details; as well as the staff responsible for drawings and site supervision. 


�The Afrikaner Broederbond was established in April 1918 and became a covert organisation in 1921 “…acting with such secrecy that members were forbidden to speak of their membership even to their wives.” (Oakes 1988:334) The Broederbond played a crucial role in clandestine co-ordination and implementation of the National Party government’s socio-economic objectives, the major two being  the virtually complete exclusion of blacks from political and economic power, and the economic upliftment of Afrikaners (Scerri 2009:155). To achieve these objectives, the Broederbond infiltrated its members into controlling positions in government departments and educational institutions in the public sector, as well as in business enterprises in the private sector (Afigbo et al. 1986:192). Former members now say that the Broederbond ‘was like being a member of a church’ or that it did not provide ‘Baantjes vir Boeties’ (jobs for Brothers) (Burger 2011; Pauw 2011). This is contradicted by the Broederbond’s own records. For example, in 1966 member JC Pieterse enquired at a meeting of the Broederbond Council “..why Afrikaans insurance companies are handing out work to non-Afrikaans architects.” At the same meeting, member JSF van der Vyver expressed a similar concern regarding legal work: “…many Afrikaans lawyers in outlying areas are entrusting non-Afrikaans legal firms in the cities with work.” (Wilkins & Strydom 1970:A183, A246).


Early Broederbond initiation and swearing in ceremonies of new members culminated with the threat that ‘he who betrays the Bond will be destroyed by the Bond. The Bond never forgets. Its vengeance is swift and sure.’ (Oakes 1988:334) White males with Afrikaner roots who were not members of the tribal, racist and sexist Broederbond, e.g. architects Strauss Brink, Roelof Uytenbogaardt and Karl Jooste, or had been approached to join but declined, were typically tarred as traitors or ‘outsiders’ to be shunned by Broederbonders. Being a member meant that one had affirmed allegiance to the advancement of Afrikaans and Afrikaners, which logically began with advancing other members who had sworn similar allegiance. Therefore, a member would stand a much better chance of being commissioned, appointed or promoted in Broederbond-controlled institutions, such as UP and Unisa, than an ‘outsider’, let alone a white English-speaking South African.


� Apartheid Pretoria was referred to by some as the ‘Holy City’, and by others as ‘Snor City’ (moustache city). During the 1980s it became de rigeur for Pretoria’s thousands of white males in government employ to sport moustaches (Brink 1980s).


� Members of the Broederbond successively filled executive positions at UP and Unisa during the three decades that Sandrock was repeatedly appointed by these two institutions. In October 1966 4 of the 15 males (27%) on UP’s Executive Committee were Broederbonders - E.M. Hamman (Academic Registrar, later Rector); A.N. Pelzer (Humanities and Philosophy); H.L. de Waal (Mathematics and Physics), and H.W. Snyman (Medical Science) (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:27; Wilkins & Strydom 1978: A99; A180; A57; A215). By February 1973 6 of the 17 males (35%) serving on UP’s Executive Committee were members of the Broederbond - Hamman, Pelzer and Snyman were joined by B.J. Espach (Assistant Registrar Academic); F. Van der Stoep (Dean Education) and C.H. Stuart (Deputy Registrar Academic) (Spies & Heydenrych 1987:28; Wilkins & Strydom (1980:A80; A246; A225). Pelzer was UP’s Vice Rector from 1974 to 1978 when he was succeeded by Broederbonder J.E. Pieterse, a founding member of the ‘Ruiterwag’ (Wilkins & Strydom 1978:A183). In 1977 one J.C. Coetzer was listed as a Broederbond member with work address ‘University of Pretoria, Head Physical Planning’ (Wilkins & Strydom 1978:A39). Broederbonders at Unisa included its Principals A.J.H. van der Walt and S Pauw (1950s-1970s) and its Vice Rector (Planning) CF (‘Cas’) Crouse and Registrar (Finances) AP Schutte in the 1980s (Wilkins & Strydom 1978: A246, A43, A207; Pauw 2011).


�  The ‘Monumental Achievements’ documented in the ATKV’s book appeared to be the sole preserve of white Afrikaner males, whose portraits graced almost every page. African, Coloured and Indian people, many of whom spoke Afrikaans and had made significant contributions in all walks of South African life, were nowhere to be seen in the ATKV’s 407-page book, with the single exception of a photo of ‘quality controlled’ coloured female factory workers in white overalls in a Langeberg factory in Ashton (van Rensburg 1980:335).


� Brasilia (1956 onwards) was planned by Lucio Costà. Oscar Niemeyer designed several buildings in the new Brazilian capital, the most iconic of which is the Congress Building and Administration Block (1958) (Gössell & Leuthäuser 2001:267).


� A biography of Christiaan Strauss Brink is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.artefacts.co.za" �www.artefacts.co.za�, ‘Practitioners’


� The Johannesburg-based architect Rex Martienssen (1905-1942), an acolyte of Le Corbusier, designed his own house (1940) in Greenside with a façade in a projecting frame – “..a two-dimensional picture in its own frame” (Herbert 1975:222). Thereafter, the use of frames around entrances to buildings or on facades e,g, in Strauss Brink’s Mathematics Building (figure 2) and Sandrock’s Extra Mural Building, became a regular occurrence. 


� A biography of Alewyn Petrus Burger is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.artefacts.co.za" �www.artefacts.co.za�, under ‘Practitioners’. 


� The early buildings by Sandrock for UP were the Geography Building extension (1956) and Musaion (1960-1961) at the Hatfield campus; the Extra Mural Building (1960) in central Pretoria, and the Boekenhout (1962) and Olienhout (1964) men’s residences at the experimental farm. His first building for Unisa, in association with Meiring & Naudé, was its Library and  Administration Building (1959) in central Pretoria. See footnote 2.   


� Sandrock and Burger began work on the design of Pelindaba in mid-1960, and construction commenced on site in July 1961. By mid-1963 two buildings were ready for occupation and by the end of 1963 an additional four had been completed (The South African Atomic Energy Board 1964:1). 


� In 1978 Burger’s (and his fellow Broeders) previously secret membership of the Broederbond was revealed in The Super Afrikaners: “Burger A P, 32, P/A Brian Sandrock Pretoria, Argitek, 1966” (Wilkins & Strydom 1978:A29). 


� In 1973, for example, Profs E.M. Hamman (Rector) and A.N. Pelzer (Registrar Academic), both members of the Broederbond, were members of UP’s five-man Building Committee (Skakelblad February 1973:8; Wilkins & Strydom 1978:A99, A180). The Principal of Unisa from 1 April 1956 to 31 March 1972, Prof Samuel Pauw, was a ‘groot Broeder’ (a big Brother) (Pauw 2011). Buildings at Unisa’s main campus were respectively named after Pauw and his predecessor Prof AJH van der Walt, a fellow Broederbond member (Wilkins & Strydom:1978:A246). Pauw commissioned Sandrock’s practice to design both Unisa’s Library and Administration Building (1959) in central Pretoria and the megastructure (1973 onwards) on Muckleneuk Ridge (Boucher 1973:303). 


  


� See Brink (2011) for a discussion of two subjugated Modern Movement buildings in South Africa.


� The ingredients of the International Style were Le Corbusier’s ‘Five Points of a New Architecture’ (1926) - pilotis (free-standing columns) elevate the building to free the ground underneath; plan libre (free plan to fit functional demands); façade libre (free façade with openings arranged at will); fenêtre en longueur (long horizontal strip or ribbon windows in smooth white walls), and toît-jardin (a usable flat roof with roof-garden) (Curtis 1986:69; 1987:17; Barton 1987:65). In 1932 the architects Philip Johnson and Henry Russell-Hitchcock expanded on Le Corbusier’s Five Points with three key aesthetic principles of the International Style - the contained Volume should be enclosed with a smooth surface, and a flat or single-pitch roof that does not project over facades. Modular Regularity should be made evident by equally spaced visible columns to express the building’s underlying order. Asymmetry and curved surfaces give further effect to the style. ‘Superficiality’ should be eliminated by the Avoidance of Applied Decoration and minimal use colour (Amsoneit 1994:6; Khan 2001:67-70). 





� The Minister of Education had written to Prof Samuel Pauw, the Principal of Unisa, to request that Unisa should consider relocating to Johannesburg. Unisa did not favour such a relocation (Unisa Library Archives) 


� See Footnote 5


� The four phases are outlined in the survey referred to in Footnote 2. 


� For example, in 1971, two years before the Theo van Wijk building was completed, Dr Doreen Greig (1971:204) called the building ‘compelling and dramatic in appearance’, an impression more likely based on a photograph of the model featured in her book.


� [Postmodernism] marked a rebirth of eclecticism and pluralism in modern architecture and represented a rejection of the prevailing Modernism and Functionalism of the day, and in particular the idea that form should above all be determined by function and purpose. Postmodernists rearranged stylistic elements from the past into a new, imaginative and occasionally ironic visual idiom. 


…High Tech is a style based on the expression, and accentuation even, of the industrial materials, technologies and services that make up a building. …High Tech buildings are open, transparent structures, composed of multiple layers and superimpositions, and their exposed frameworks reveal the articulation of stories and walls. 


…[Deconstructivism] can perhaps best be defined as disintegration, destruction, and even chaos. [Architects overstep] the bounds of structural integrity, for instance by extending building volumes far beyond their centre of gravity, creating an effect of instability and precariousness (Richter 2001:30-31). Peter Eisenman, a leading Deconstruction architect, believed that buildings should reflect the Holocaust horror, which dislocated individual comprehension and ruptured rationality (Eisenman 1978; Jencks 1989:119). 
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