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Imre Makovecz is the only known and 
acknowledged Hungarian architect 
whose fame abroad has been a lasting 
one in professional circles. Even though 
he was not at all interested in boosting 
his image—he only cared about work. 
There are many reasons why he did 
not become a star architect in the ‘80s 
and ‘90 when all celebrated architects 
started soar and his works also were 
in the focus of interest. On the one 
hand, even today, it is impossible cross 
the economic-cultural boundary, and 
lacking the support of powerful inter-
national investors, construction com-
panies and the media related to them 
the chances for a brake through are 
low. Makovecz’s most significant 
works (international and domestic 
ones) remained unfinished although 
they could have been carried out by 
the help of some alternative architec-
tural movement. It was too tempting 
to misinterpret him from abroad. When 
we tried to put across at David Chip-
perfield, the main curator, to honour 
Imre Makovecz’s oeuvre with a life 
achievement award at the opening of 
Venice Biennale, we received the off-
the-record information from the cura-
tor’s close quarters that due to the 
difference in taste and mental attitude 
our initiation is hopeless, and his office 
in the official reply stated that the is-
sue is not actual.

I appreciate the this year’s awarded 
architect, Alvaro Siza, however, it is a 
fact that being already a Pritzker-
awarded creator won the UIA Gond 
Medal following last year in addition 
to the countless other prizes he has 

already had—like in the case of any 
other international star. When the idea 
of recommending Imre Makovecz for 
an international award came up, na-
tional authorities prevented the docu-
ments from proper submission in 
terms of deadline and expertise. The 
most decisive and least comprehen-
sible reason is that Imre Makovecz 
consciously created and consistently 
followed an architectural style which 
in the ‘80-’90-s—although with an 
emphasis on its exotic nature—suited 
the mainstream, but journal, propa-
ganda and star architecture—along 
with the misuse of some principle 
even Makovecz had shared—has tak-
en a radical turn, and so however well 
deserved it would be, the life achieve-
ment award is indeed not actual today.

After his death the Imre Makovecz 
Charitable Organization aims at sur-
veying and compiling his works as he 
never documented them. Such tasks 
fell to colleagues to do according to 
and besides their own professional 
duties, ambitions and actual necessi-
ties. During the last five years he had 
a secretary working on his side, who 
kept his correspondence, official 
documents and schedule in neat or-
der. Before that it had been a third 
part-time job for some people, who 
would come once or twice a week to 
the office, but staying away from the 
professional context. Thus, Makovecz 
did not have an edited file of drawings, 
photographs and many of his works 
are inaccessible, to put it subtly. 

Since his first domestic exhibition in 
Hajdúszoboszló, 1976, but mainly after 

his first international one in Helsinki, 
1981, there has always been a Mako-
vecz-exhibition on. To collect the 
necessary materials, to design and 
manage and caption these pieces just 
as organizing its delivery to and back 
the location fell also on the shoulders 
of available colleagues, which meant 
limited excellence but self-sufficient 
finance. Some tableaux with historic 
significance from the earliest exhibi-
tions either disappeared or got ruined. 
Taking after Imre Makovecz’s method, 
that is, drawing on the photocopy of 
a plan’s previous version then adding 
something, creating a montage from 
it and photocopying it again, these 
exhibition materials went through the 
same processes to assemble and drift 
from one display and language to an-
other. Each new exhibition required 
great effort which then toured across 
the most important exhibition sites 
such as Germany, Poland, Scotland, 
England etc. to end up in the collection. 

The task to give an account on Imre 
Makovecz’s external relations is really 
hard to grasp and cannot be complete. 
Personal and professional relations 
mix, we are short of documents, and 
Makovecz, as far as I know, got rid of 
his previous notebook each and every 
new year. His international relation-
ships were limited by the fact that he 
did not speak foreign languages, al-
though he could cope well with Eng-
lish. He embarked on acquisitioning 
a second language more times but he 
might have been withheld by the fact 
that for him Hungarian was the lan-
guage of expression and so could 
have only been satisfied if he had 
been able to perform in a foreign 
language as stylishly as in his native 
language. So he always had an inter-
preter by his side when he gave a talk, 
first András Erdei, later János Gerle, 
sometimes his wife, Marianne Szabó 
or local Hungarians whose perfor-
mance was always unreliable. He usu-
ally came to turns with the quality of 
the work of others but as for himself, 
he was a maximalist.

Makovecz's 
international relations

János Gerle

Compared to his contemporaries, 
Makovecz was highly cultured which 
source has remained a mysterious 
even today. As he said, at the univer-
sity he had access to some non-public 
Hungarian translations (F. L. Wright, 
Rudolf Steiner) with special permis-
sions, and had the opportunity to 
study the international journal’s pho-
tos which got into public collections 
at the end of the ‘50s. And he could 
easily navigate among these materials, 
comprehend them and pass on what 
he learned to his students at the mas-
ter academy. (The workshop-like mas-
ter academy in 1969-70 dealt with 
Cor dier’s article dedicated to the inter-
pretation of intellectual relations in 20th 
century architecture entitled L’Archi 
tecture d’Aujourd’hui (1968).

During his first visit to Finland (1969-
70), András Erdei met Arvi Ilonen who 
supported him in many ways later. In 
1977, on his next round trip with Anikó 
Szentesi, he talked a lot about György 
Csete and Imre Makovecz whom he 
knew well personally by then. Later 
he took some photographs with him-
self on his three months scholarship 
and met Juhani Pallasmaa, director of 
Finnish Museum of Architecture, Ilo-
nen, Matti Mäkinen and Reima Pietilä. 
He visited Stockholm as well and ac-
cording to his notes, on returning 
home he talked about a possible fu-
ture exhibition to Makovecz. The num-
ber of such journal entries increased 
in the next year and the material of 
the first exhibition (Makovecz; Csete 
and Co.; Tibor Jankovics; Péter Oltai; 
István Kistelegdy; Jenő Dulánszky; 
András Erdei; Attila Kovács; Gábor 
Mezei). Since February 1980 Markku 
Komonen joined the work and be-
came the curator of the exhibition and 
friends with Makovecz and his family. 
Imre Makovecz was present at the 
opening ceremony.

The most of the display material was 
produced by András Erdei who 
mounted the photos on fibreboard. 
Brief journal entries from the succeed-
ing two years give evidence of the 

strengthening bonds with Pietilä, the 
Swedish exhibition plans, Mäkinen’s 
presentation in Budapest, Komonen 
and the Lampels’ visits from Stock-
holm.

The Helsinki exhibition went on to 
the Alto Museum,  Jyväskylä, Stock-
holm, and by the help of Jenő Molnár, 
Imre Makovecz’s Austrian help for 
many years, to Graz and Innsbruck. 
Soon after the Finnish exhibition and 
publications Jonathan Glancey Eng-
lish architecture journalist came to 
Budapest. Makovecz wrote about him 
in the foreword of Architecture and 
Philosophy in 2005 (Axel Menges, 
Stuttgart): Glancey visited EasternEu
rope for the very time, came by train and 
arrived in Keleti Railway Station, where 
he was exposed to gypsies and Arabs 
trying to speak him into money ex
change. He called in fright and so my 
wife Marianne went to fetch him by her 
Renault 4, but even after he they got 
home safe and sound, he was obvi
ously terrified by the course of things 
here. Jonathan, this interesting, young 
man with sparkling eyes and floating 
hair thought that I am a national hero 
rebelling against communism and do 
everything I do for the sake of protest 
and in reaction to my social environ
ment. Maybe due to his limited knowl
edge or information or the complex net 
woven from prejudices about Eastern 
regions made him believe that he is 
talking to a strange shamanistic pro
tester, and he could not be persuaded 
to put that idea aside. He published es
says on my works several times, full of 
misunderstandings (the last one was 
his obituary on Makovecz) but I recall 
this relationship as a nice, a positive one, 
for this was the channel through which 
Eastern Europe and a curious Western 
intelligentsia could communicate, even 
though due to fundamental differences 
comprehending the specific cultural con
text was not always easy. Dennis Sharp 
also shared such miscomprehensions, 
who regarded my work as a fully indivi
dual quest for going against commu
nism propagating communal structures.

The following years journalists with 
Hungarian origins or living abroad 
visited Hungary frequently, they were 
happy to have something correspond: 
Juliana Bálint (the Netherlands), Peter 
Meleghy, Christoph Bürkle, Zoltan 
Magyar (Germany), John Macsai, Su-
san Szenasy (USA). Éva and Miklós 
Lam pel (Sweden), János Káldi (France), 
Anne-Marie Eifert (Germany), Klára 
Alföldi (Austria), and through his wife 
Anthony Tischhauser (Switzerland, 
Eng land) and Edwin Heathcote (Eng-
land) did even more to familiarize their 
admired master’s name with the world. 
They organized exhibitions, perfor-
mances and wrote articles, books.

According to András Erdei’s notes in 
the early ‘80s Scandinavian interest 
was the strongest, but unfortunately, 
we know little about Swedish and 
Norwegian visitors, exhibition plans, 
continuous phone calls, or guest stu-
dent groups. In 1984 Erdei held pres-
entations in Oslo and Trondheim. Imre 
Makovecz travelled extensively in that 
period, especially compared to the 
amount he was ready to make in later 
years. As years passed he lost interest 
in travelling, it was more and more 
dif ficult to induce him to get on a 
plane. So he lived with the opportu-
nity of sending someone on his behalf 
and give a talk instead of him quite 
often, sometimes causing serious 
disappointment. András Erdei, Dezső 
Ekler, Lőrinc Csernyus, János Gerle and 
others travelled as delegates while he 
was happily absorbed in work. András 
Erdei died suddenly in 1986 (Imre Ma-
kovecz kept his plaster portrait in the 
office in his memoriam).

Prince Charles paid several visits to 
Hungary in relation to the projects he 
supported. Architecture was his prior-
ity back then, especially those alterna-
tive movements which leant on tradi-
tion, regionalism, cultural context, 
sustainability and were mostly ex-
cluded by the English architect soci-
ety. The Hungarian pavilion in Seville 
made a deep impression on him to 
which he gave voice in his letter of 
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Hungary in relation to the projects he 
supported. Architecture was his prior-
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tive movements which leant on tradi-
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cluded by the English architect soci-
ety. The Hungarian pavilion in Seville 
made a deep impression on him to 
which he gave voice in his letter of 
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appreciation. Breaking with the rules 
of usual protocol, Prince Charles was 
Makovecz’s dinner guest during his 
next stay in Hungary. The meeting was 
arranged previously with both parties. 
The personal relationship led to pro-
fessional connections and important 
events. The Wanderer School of Kós 
Károly Association and the Prince of 
Wales’s Institute of Architecture signed 
a cooperation agreement and in 1993 
and 1994 English students took part 
in a training camp simliar to the one 
in Visegrád. Under the guidance of 
Ferenc Salamin, Tibor Bata, Árpád Ál-
mosdi and Zsolt Tusnády they built up 
their own pavilion.

Makovecz was invited to submit a 
project plan for the reconstruction 
work of the Windsor Castle’s interior 
which had burnt down. As a result of 
negotiations with the Prince’s advi-
sors, Makovecz was invited to an ex-
hibition in London to design the exhi-
bition site, a temporary pavilion. On 
his site visits he got acquainted with 
Sir John Soane’s house museum. The 
spaces seen there made a great im-
pression on him and so he integrated 
some illusionary elements into the 
pavilion as well. Makovecz had been 
interested in spaces altering conscious-
ness for long decades which is a com-
mon feature between the pavilion in 
Seville and the London-plan. The rest 
of the pavilion evoked the Sloanean 
spirit in Makovecz’s style. The material 
on display became secondary behind 
the spatial experience and optical il-
lusions. After the closing of exhibition, 
further plans were  about taking the 
pavilion to the Prince’s estate on the 
border of England and Wales, to dem-
onstrate the inherent duality of a bor-
der state, expressing the paradox of 
the geopolitically unique location 
where two spatial experiences meet 
(this was an integral part of the Seville 
pavilion as well).

The political climate was changing 
around Charles and he withdrew from 
domestic architecture affairs, so bonds 
got loose, the exhibition did not come 

under roof at the end. In 1992 and 1995 
there were two important exhibition 
series in Scotland and England and 
Makovecz was appointed as honorary 
member first, in 1993 of the Scottish 
then, in 1998, of the English society of 
architects. Prince Charles paid a visit 
again to Hungary in 2001 and the Brit-
ish ambassador gave reception in his 
honour to which distinguished mem-
bers of different professions were in-
vited to have the opportunity of meet-
ing the Prince. Imre Makovecz was 
among the invited architects and he 
was—most likely—prepared to ask 
about the breaking off relations with-
out any explanation and about the 
Prince’s unavailability. The architects’ 
turn was towards the end of the recep-
tion. But soon after Mihály Ráday 
stood out to offer his book to the 
Prince and exchange some words, the 
organizers were leading Charles out 
of the room, so he did not even see 
Makovecz. It was sort of relief for him 
to some extent. He received the invita-
tion to the RIBA fare well party but he 
did not take part. The English relations 
were maintained by the work of the 
Prince’s advisors, first and foremost 
Brian Hanson, Charles Knevitt, director 
of the Institute and Dennis Sharp.

Anthony Tischauser’s attention was 
called up by his Hungarian mother-in-
law. As chief editor of Archithese (Zu-
rich) he was so fascinated by the im-
ages and information he received that 
he contacted Makovecz right away 
and announced to write a book on his 
art. The book (Bewegte Form  Movable 
Form, with Prince Charles’s foreword) 
was published in 2001. It is the product 
of a 16 year long work (it some years 
to find a publisher). Hungarian involve-
ment reduced financial problems and 
the problem was finally solved. Tisch-
hauser visited Budapest often, went 
to see the buildings, took photographs 
of them, and sat in Makovecz’s office 
to get answers for his questions. By 
the time the book was launched, Tisch-
hauser got tired of the work, waiting 
plunged him into serious existential 

problems and so he moved: first to 
South-Africa, then to England where 
now he deals with lighting technolo-
gy. Roughly about the same time as 
Tischhauser, the Norwegian Britt Kroe-
pelin art historian also got in touch 
with Makovecz. Initially he was inter-
ested in Erik Asmussen’s works, but 
then he found it more compelling—
maybe taking Asmussen’s advice—to 
compare it with Makovecz’s architec-
ture as he got to know it in Järna. He 
did all the sites available in the ‘80s (I 
took photographs to him, but how-
ever hard I tried, I never received the 
copy of those by now irreplaceable 
pictures), he wrote his thesis at the 
University of Bergen, held lectures, 
then disappeared without a trace, 
leaving his work incomplete.

From the early ‘90s Francois Bur-
khardt art journalist, editor, formerly 
director of the Pompidou Centre’s 
collection of architecture, chief editor 
of DOMUS at that time, came to see 
Makovecz more and more often. He 
found Makovecz’s works outstanding 
among contemporary crosscurrents 
in architecture and published several 
articles, gave lectures on it. After the 
millennium he still came gladly and 
frequently to Hungary, he kept his 
friendship with Imre Makovecz, but 
expressed his concerns on the trend 
losing its force and dynamism.

Paolo Portoghesi, main curator of 
the Venice Biennale for many years, 
architect, university professor kept his 
faith in Hungarian organic architec-
ture. He wrote it down and talked 
about it more times that the nucleus 
of the most important impulse for 
architecture resides in the activity of 
this movement. The improvement of 
Italian connections during the last 
years is due to him and partly to Ma-
kovecz’s enthusiastic supporters in 
Italy, Olga Hainess and Maya Nagy.

By Edwin Heathcote’s books, includ-
ing his Makovecz-monograph (The 
Wings of the Soul) English relations 
started to rise again. Alex Váci organ-
ized an exhibition on contemporary 

Hungarian architecture at the RIBA 
and initiated the farewell party in 
March 2012 filling completely the main 
lecture hall and, among the audience, 
with English admirers of Makovecz.

In 2006 as a guest of MÉSZ (Hungar-
ian Society of Architects) Frank O’Gehry 
visited Hungary. He announced in 
advance he would like to meet Mako-
vecz, but it was carefully omitted from 
his official schedule. There was no 
other way, he escaped, get into a taxi 
and went to Kecske Street looking for 
Makovecz. He was there, came out, 
they embraced and then Gehry got 
back to the car and returned to his 
prescribed programme.

I summer 2011, Gianfranco Ravasi 
cardinal, Minister of Education organ-
ized an exhibition from works of 60 
prominent Christian artist in the room 
named after Pope Paul VI, designed 
by Pier Luigi Nervi on the occasion of 
the 60th jubilee of Pope Benedict XVI. 
The aim of the exhibition was to high-
light the future directions in the rela-

tionship between the Church and 
con temporary art. Imre Makovecz was 
among the eight invited architects 
together with Oscar Niemeyer, Renzo 
Piano, Zaha Hadid, Paolo Portoghesi, 
David Chipperfield, Mario Botta and 
Santiago Calatrava. The Pope received 
the artists and a book from Makovecz 
entitled Temples, edited and published 
by his daughter, Anna Makovecz and 
Miklós Serdián. His displayed work 
was the panel on the church in Upper-
Krisztinaváros. This list of invited artist 
shows that Imre Makovecz made a 
well-deserved place for himself in the 
first league of the prominent archi-
tects and belongs there only thanks 
to his extraordinary intellect. 

In my data collection I made an at-
tempt to provide information about 
as many international event or rela-
tion as possible and as briefly as pos-
sible. Most of them (including titles of 
articles, exact bibliography data) can 
be found in the Makovecz-volumes 
compiled by me (1996. Mundus, 2002 

epl). Unfortunately, later editions re-
frained from including data on exact 
years, location, sources or other details. 
I do attach notes to names mentioned 
above—exhibition organizers, au-
thors or participants—those who are 
interested can easily access the re-
quired data on the internet.

Abbreviations in journal titles: AA 
L’Architecture d’Aujourd’hui, AR The 
Architectural Review, AD Architectural 
Design, A+U Architecture+Urbanism, 
DBZ Deutsche Bauzeitschrift, FAZ 
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung; AA 
The Architectural Association, AIA 
American Institute of Architects, BDA 
Bund Deutscher Architekten, IFMA 
International Forum Man and Archi-
tecture, KKE Kós Károly Egyesülés, RIAS 
Royal Incorporation of Architects in 
Scotland, RIBA Royal Institute of British 
Architects

For the present collection I received 
considerable help from Anikó Szen-
tesi, Olga Hainess, Judit Osskó, Judit 
Kövendi and Maya Nagy.  
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appreciation. Breaking with the rules 
of usual protocol, Prince Charles was 
Makovecz’s dinner guest during his 
next stay in Hungary. The meeting was 
arranged previously with both parties. 
The personal relationship led to pro-
fessional connections and important 
events. The Wanderer School of Kós 
Károly Association and the Prince of 
Wales’s Institute of Architecture signed 
a cooperation agreement and in 1993 
and 1994 English students took part 
in a training camp simliar to the one 
in Visegrád. Under the guidance of 
Ferenc Salamin, Tibor Bata, Árpád Ál-
mosdi and Zsolt Tusnády they built up 
their own pavilion.

Makovecz was invited to submit a 
project plan for the reconstruction 
work of the Windsor Castle’s interior 
which had burnt down. As a result of 
negotiations with the Prince’s advi-
sors, Makovecz was invited to an ex-
hibition in London to design the exhi-
bition site, a temporary pavilion. On 
his site visits he got acquainted with 
Sir John Soane’s house museum. The 
spaces seen there made a great im-
pression on him and so he integrated 
some illusionary elements into the 
pavilion as well. Makovecz had been 
interested in spaces altering conscious-
ness for long decades which is a com-
mon feature between the pavilion in 
Seville and the London-plan. The rest 
of the pavilion evoked the Sloanean 
spirit in Makovecz’s style. The material 
on display became secondary behind 
the spatial experience and optical il-
lusions. After the closing of exhibition, 
further plans were  about taking the 
pavilion to the Prince’s estate on the 
border of England and Wales, to dem-
onstrate the inherent duality of a bor-
der state, expressing the paradox of 
the geopolitically unique location 
where two spatial experiences meet 
(this was an integral part of the Seville 
pavilion as well).

The political climate was changing 
around Charles and he withdrew from 
domestic architecture affairs, so bonds 
got loose, the exhibition did not come 

under roof at the end. In 1992 and 1995 
there were two important exhibition 
series in Scotland and England and 
Makovecz was appointed as honorary 
member first, in 1993 of the Scottish 
then, in 1998, of the English society of 
architects. Prince Charles paid a visit 
again to Hungary in 2001 and the Brit-
ish ambassador gave reception in his 
honour to which distinguished mem-
bers of different professions were in-
vited to have the opportunity of meet-
ing the Prince. Imre Makovecz was 
among the invited architects and he 
was—most likely—prepared to ask 
about the breaking off relations with-
out any explanation and about the 
Prince’s unavailability. The architects’ 
turn was towards the end of the recep-
tion. But soon after Mihály Ráday 
stood out to offer his book to the 
Prince and exchange some words, the 
organizers were leading Charles out 
of the room, so he did not even see 
Makovecz. It was sort of relief for him 
to some extent. He received the invita-
tion to the RIBA fare well party but he 
did not take part. The English relations 
were maintained by the work of the 
Prince’s advisors, first and foremost 
Brian Hanson, Charles Knevitt, director 
of the Institute and Dennis Sharp.

Anthony Tischauser’s attention was 
called up by his Hungarian mother-in-
law. As chief editor of Archithese (Zu-
rich) he was so fascinated by the im-
ages and information he received that 
he contacted Makovecz right away 
and announced to write a book on his 
art. The book (Bewegte Form  Movable 
Form, with Prince Charles’s foreword) 
was published in 2001. It is the product 
of a 16 year long work (it some years 
to find a publisher). Hungarian involve-
ment reduced financial problems and 
the problem was finally solved. Tisch-
hauser visited Budapest often, went 
to see the buildings, took photographs 
of them, and sat in Makovecz’s office 
to get answers for his questions. By 
the time the book was launched, Tisch-
hauser got tired of the work, waiting 
plunged him into serious existential 

problems and so he moved: first to 
South-Africa, then to England where 
now he deals with lighting technolo-
gy. Roughly about the same time as 
Tischhauser, the Norwegian Britt Kroe-
pelin art historian also got in touch 
with Makovecz. Initially he was inter-
ested in Erik Asmussen’s works, but 
then he found it more compelling—
maybe taking Asmussen’s advice—to 
compare it with Makovecz’s architec-
ture as he got to know it in Järna. He 
did all the sites available in the ‘80s (I 
took photographs to him, but how-
ever hard I tried, I never received the 
copy of those by now irreplaceable 
pictures), he wrote his thesis at the 
University of Bergen, held lectures, 
then disappeared without a trace, 
leaving his work incomplete.

From the early ‘90s Francois Bur-
khardt art journalist, editor, formerly 
director of the Pompidou Centre’s 
collection of architecture, chief editor 
of DOMUS at that time, came to see 
Makovecz more and more often. He 
found Makovecz’s works outstanding 
among contemporary crosscurrents 
in architecture and published several 
articles, gave lectures on it. After the 
millennium he still came gladly and 
frequently to Hungary, he kept his 
friendship with Imre Makovecz, but 
expressed his concerns on the trend 
losing its force and dynamism.

Paolo Portoghesi, main curator of 
the Venice Biennale for many years, 
architect, university professor kept his 
faith in Hungarian organic architec-
ture. He wrote it down and talked 
about it more times that the nucleus 
of the most important impulse for 
architecture resides in the activity of 
this movement. The improvement of 
Italian connections during the last 
years is due to him and partly to Ma-
kovecz’s enthusiastic supporters in 
Italy, Olga Hainess and Maya Nagy.

By Edwin Heathcote’s books, includ-
ing his Makovecz-monograph (The 
Wings of the Soul) English relations 
started to rise again. Alex Váci organ-
ized an exhibition on contemporary 

Hungarian architecture at the RIBA 
and initiated the farewell party in 
March 2012 filling completely the main 
lecture hall and, among the audience, 
with English admirers of Makovecz.
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and went to Kecske Street looking for 
Makovecz. He was there, came out, 
they embraced and then Gehry got 
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prescribed programme.
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tects and belongs there only thanks 
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Budapest, Upper Christina-Town, the Church of the Damned and the Holy, 2002

Győr, the chapel of the Gergely Czuczor 
Benedictine Lyceum, 1995. 
Sculptor: László Péterfy

Hey, Doc!
When I was a young boy and my 
grand father walked me down the 
straight main street of Bugyi village, 
everything was clear, nice and ar-
ranged. On Sundays we used to go to 
temple, only the two of us. Before 
leaving, he would read out from his 
Bible which he had got from his own 
grandfather. He was a Calvinist and 
Calvinists are honest readers of the 
Bible! I know, Doc, your father became 
general practitioner in the village later 
and you also grew up in Bugyi. But at 
the time when I walked with my grand-
father there were no cars on the road 
to disturb us. There were no cars at all 
in the village! When one passed every 
now and then, we, the children, started 
to chase it only to breathe in some 
petrol vapour. So we could walk peace-
fully. The road was clear and straight. 
The houses were also neat and nice. 
Can you imagine, Doc, how elegant 
was the house of a farmer back then? 
Spacious and homely, giving place for 
man and animal, food and crops. By 
Sunday everybody swept out his yard 
and the street in front of the house. 
People washed, got dressed and went 
to church like we did. Even the guard 
was wearing his special uniform. Can 
you imagine, Doc, how a guard looked 
like in his uniform, with shiny belt, 
boots, ironed coat and feathered hat? 
Well, like a commander at least. He 
surely had respect, and used it if he 
had to keep the order. He only had to 
show up, look around and all the bul-
lies shut up at once. They all know 
what trouble they would get into 
other wise… So, my grandfather 

walked along the street proudly with 
his grandson. And I straightened my 
back on his side. And, when we got to 
the Catholic church which was closer 
to us, he sent me off by these words: 
on you go, you papist… And he went 
on to join the Calvinists… Can you 
imagine, Doc, what an elegant world 
was it back then?             

Hey, Doc!
There are still some great geniuses 

among the Hungarians. Bartók, Kodá-
ly, Lechner or Károly Kós, for instance. 
One should do things in their fashion. 
Did you know that after the war when 
Transylvania was separated Károly 
Kós travelled back home by the train 
which was the last one to depart? Yes, 
you hear well, back to Transylvania! A 
reversed way, done by many at that 
time. So he did not go to Europe, to 
Switzerland, for example in a comfort-
able coach heading for fortune and 
career where his talent and popularity 
could take him easily. No, he decided 
to go on his own way, back to East, 
back to uncertainty in the last crowd-
ed coach. The road led him to the right 
direction, home, to his people. There 
he did not weep but started to work. 
He established a National College, 
taught, wrote and planned; future and 
houses. What houses! Hey, Doc! Those 
are fairy palaces, upon my word! All of 
them are alive, because good houses 
are full of life. And it is good to live a 
house which is really alive. This is what 
makes a good house: if the house is 
good, then it is good to live in it. As 
simple as that. I got many awards, 
professional and other ones. I am doc-
tor honoris causa of several institutes. 

I am happy about it, it is a great honour. 
Nonetheless, I am tested by each and 
every new plan of mine. And I am the 
most content if those who live in the 
house love their home I designed. And, 
so to say, it is good to cast an eye on 
Károly bácsi’s houses and good to feel 
home in them. Do you believe if I say 
fairies live there, too? No-no, I haven’t 
gone mad, that’s the truth! For houses 
can have other residents beside men. 
Hey, Doc, I thought that tales about 
haunted houses are foolish. Then we 
visited Scotland with my wife. Those 
eldritch castles may really have ghosts. 
But it is quite natural there. It is part of 
reality. It would be even stranger not 
having ghosts around. I heard them 
also. I heard them. But it is like that 
only in Scotland. Here it is inapt. If 
I happen to start hearing the ghosts, 
you can lock me up and begin to treat 
me, because then I am in big trouble…
So, do you have an idea, what inner 
strength was needed for this budding 
prodigy architect to make this trip 
back to the Roman world, back to 
Transylvania, to his people?

Pure, certain, unselfish love, strength 
was needed! As simple as that.

Hey, Doc!
Did you know that when we were 

listening to the lectures of the young 
Rudolf Steiner we gathered sub rosa 
to listen to his pieces? There was for 
example a society led by the author 
Sándor Török. I listened to his lectures 
on anthroposophy in a crowded flat, 
peeping from below the piano as 
there was no room anywhere else. Or 
there was another one, a doctor I 
loved the most, Lajos Enyingi Göllner. 
Against all prohibitions of that world, 
he practiced anthroposophy-based 
medicine and was the leader of the 
Hungarian athroposophists. Then I 
was acquainted with the sketches and 
photos of Steiner’s work of genial, the 
Goethenum. The building was simply 
alive. Revitalizing old traditions in new 
forms: it lived. It was so outstanding, 
and had such a striking effect that it 
irritated some in power and had to go, 

The Road

Tibor Jakab

79


