
cleanliness and the smooth surfaces and 
spare details of modernist design. 
Unfortunately, however, Hines is in such 
a hurry to proclaim Gill a prophet of 
modernism that he does not take the 
time to make his case. He also betrays a 
certain confusion about building in con­
crete that is not unique to this chapter. 
In his discussion of Gill's use of the 
Aiken tilt-slab system in the construction 
of the Banning House, for example, 
Hines says that the walls were cast flat 
on the floor slab, but his own quoted 
source plainly indicates that they were 
cast at an angle. Hines does see, percep­
tively, a link between this system of con­
struction and Gill's tendency to design 
in plan and elevation only. He correctly 
contrasts Gill's essentially flat concep­
tion of architecture with Loos's more 
three-dimensional idea of the Raumplan. 
The main claim of the chapter (and by 
extension the entire book) is that Gill 
beat Loos to the punch-that Gill was 
making white boxes before Loos, which 
leads to the perennial question: Who 
knew what and when? Gill's nephew 
Louis stated that his uncle did subscribe 
to the European magazines, but Hines 
wisely concludes that although Gill and 
Loos could have known of each other's 
work, they were more likely responding 
to the same influences. 

Much more information is offered: 
later chapters deal with Gill's commit­
ment to the design of affordable, multi­
family housing, as exemplified by Lewis 
Courts in Sierra Madre (1910); his var­
ied work in Fontana, La Jolla, Ocean­
side, and the new town of Torrance; his 
frustrating involvement with the 
Panama-California Exposition; even his 
sexual orientation (237-39). But there is 
in the end something hasty about 
Hines's approach, including a tendency 
to overstate the case for Gill's signifi­
cance and to make large claims without 
substantiating them, as well as the kind 
of small mistakes that every scholar 
dreads. In chapter nine, for instance, he 
describes the Raymond House in Long 
Beach (1918) as undergoing a "belated 
rediscovery" in the 1980s (207), but it is 
clearly listed in the 1977 edition of 
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David Gebhard and Robert Winter's A 
Guide to Architecture in Los Angeles and 
Southern California. The description of 
the house is further hampered by the fact 
that the orientation is incorrect and by 
the lack of floor plans as illustrations. 
The latter is a persistent problem with 
the publication, and one is left wonder­
ing whether Hines used the surviving 
evidence of the buildings as well as he 
might have. 

Hines is a leading scholar with an 
established reputation, and one 
approaches his work with high expecta­
tions. This makes Irving Gill and the 

Architecture ofReftrm something of a dis­
appointment. The volume itself is hand­
some-a fitting addition to Monacelli's 
catalogue-but much of the text consists 
of short building descriptions and simple 
formal analysis: Gill made white boxes and 
arranged the openings in a certain way. 
There is no comprehensive attempt to 
grapple with his architectural language in 
depth, which is a shame since Gill's cre­
ation of a regionally appropriate vernacu­
lar is his most important accomplishment. 
After considering his impact on the archi­
tecture of southern California, as well as 
the fate ofhis reputation and his buildings, 
the Dodge House in particular, Hines 
comes to a disinterested, oddly truncated 
conclusion-a single-sentence paragraph 
that begins with the phrase, "The rest, as 
the saying goes, is history ..." (261). One 
hardly knows what to make of this cliche, 
but it certainly does not belong at the end 
of a study that aspires to any level of seri­
ousness. 

Hines's book cannot be considered 
anything less than a substantial contri­
bution to an otherwise limited literature, 
and it has already become a standard 
source on the subject. But despite pro­
viding a comprehensive survey, the pub­
lication is marred by Hines's ambition to 
improve Gill's stature, a goal that seems 
to have blinded the author to the archi­
tect's limitations. In the end, Hines can­
not pitch Gill's influence much further 
than Richard Neutra's, which puts a seri­
ous limit on Gill's '''premonitory' signif­
icance" (106). After weighing the 
arguments, and professing my own 

admiration for Gill's work, I still cannot 
think of him as anything more than a 
transitional figure. 
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