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UTZON ONLY 

The dispute between Jorn Utzon, architect for the Sydney 
Opera House and Mr. Davis Hughes, Minister for Public 
Works, N.S.W. Government has dismayed the world. 

Professor Arne Jacobsen of Denmark, speaking by telephone 
to Cross-Section, expressed the universal feeling amongst 
architects when he said "Jorn Utzon is a brilliant architect. 
It will be the shame of Sydney if all means possible are not 
taken to keep his position". 

That Utzon should not continue as architect would be disas-
trous. He has no wish to resign. Utzon wishes simply to be 
allowed to proceed with his job. The Minister has set down 
conditions which would prevent Utzon from carrying out his 
commission. 

The dispute has been inaccurately and misleadingly reported 
in the Australian daily press. Jorn Utzon is obliged by his 
contract with the N.S.W. Government to refrain from public 
comment. 
Mr. Davis Hughes has at his disposal the resources of a 
private firm of public relations consultants. 
For some time, too long perhaps, architects and others hesi-
tated to make a public outcry, for fear of embarrassing 
conciliatory moves. 
Cross-Section Editor flew to Sydney on Friday, Id March for 
talks with Utzon's staff and local architects who knew the 
story. 
In Sydney, a UTZON ONLY movement was formed by archi-
tects and private citizens, to obtain the facts of the dispute 
and make these facts known. 
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Facts on The Sydney Opera House" issued by 
"UTZON ONLY". 
"Utzon Only" is a group of citizens who are determined to 
ensure that Sydney does gain one of the great buildings of 
our century. This can only be done if Jorn Utzon is retained 
as the Architect of the Sydney Opera House. We believe 
that our position is supported by the facts. We further be-
lieve that this publication will rally overwhelming support 
behind Mr. Utzon. To date, some of the facts, such as those 
of a technical nature, have not been easily accessible to 
the public, and some others have actually been obscured by 
deliberate distortion and evasiveness by those seeking to 
make a scapegoat of Mr. Utzon. 
Accordingly, we have requested a group of architects to 
find the facts of the case. To our knowledge, not one of 
these facts has been challenged by any competent figure. 
Our architects have also stated their opinions on the facts, 
and are quite prepared to defend these opinions in any 
public forum. We hope that those who are attempting to 
effect the removal of Mr. Utzon will agree to meet us in 
public, for such a confrontation would only result in the 
vindication of Mr. Utzon. 
Here are the facts: 
1. The building is more than an Opera House: 
It contains the following: 
(I ) Major Hall — seating 2,800 persons for concerts or be-

tween 1,800 and 2,600 for Opera depending on the 
production staged. 

(2) Minor Hall —seating 1,200 persons. 
(3) Experimental Theatre — seating 400 persons. 
(4) Chamber Music Hall—seating 300 persons. 
The first three halls all have stages with highly developed 
equipment. There is also ancillary accommodation including 
two restaurants, several bars, workshops, rehearsal rooms, 
etc. Many activities besides opera and concert, will be able 
to take place here; such as conferences, exhibitions, and so 
on. 

2. The Opera House has established Utzon as an 
Outstanding Architect: 

Before winning the Opera House competition, Utzon was 
regarded as a highly competent architect in Europe. He has 
since become a world figure, as was recently demonstrated 
when he received the Gold Medal of the German Institute 
of Architects. In the authoritative text book "Space, Time 
and Architecture", S. Giedion has devoted an entire chap-
ter to Jorn Utzon and the Sydney Opera House. 
3. Utzon is not to be blamed for rising costs: 
The original published estimate of costs was £3.8 million 
and was made without reference to the Architect. The costs 
of Stage II which have risen from £1.8 million to £5.6 million 
have been the direct responsibility of the structural consul-
tants, who have a separate contract with the State Govern-
ment. 
The contracts drawn up and administered by Utzon, such as 
those for Stage Machinery, Stage Lighting, Lifts, the special 
tiles for the roof, have incurred no extra costs and are being 
implemented on time. 
4. Utzon's fees have been reasonable: 
A facile computation of the Architect's fees can be quite 
misleading, for the extent of Utzon's responsibilities and 
commitments must be borne in mind. He has obtained no 
more than any average Sydney office staffed by fifteen or so 
qualified architects could expect to obtain over a similar 
period. 
5. The construction time is not unduly long: 
In relation to the size and complexity of this building, with 
its revolutionary building technique and high standard of 
workmanship, the time involved in construction has not been 
excessive. Serious delays were due to a premature start de-
manded by the Government at the outset of the project. 
6. The dispute between Utzon and the Minister is due 

to Inadequate Liaison: 
The Minister for Public Works, Mr. Davis Hughes, has relied 
on the architectural advice of only a single officer of his 
department, in a case that has required much more thorough 
and extensive liaison. The Minister has also had direct rela-
tionships with other consultants aside from the architect and 
this has tended to confuse issues. 
7. Utzon's technical competence has been wrongly 

challenged: 
The Minister for Public Works has made much of the fact 
that the structural engineer working on the Opera House 

had questioned the feasibility of the plywood auditoria struc-
ture designed by Utzon. The fact is that, although the 
engineer had withdrawn his criticisms before the dispute 
between Hughes and Utzon became public, and the Minister 
had been aware of this, Mr. Hughes has continued to be-
have as if Utzon's competence in this matter is still open to 
professional question. 
It is hoped that this statement of facts will help clarify the 
matter. 

The following extracts from job documents substantiate the 
above. First, in an attempt to clarify the situation, Utzon 
tabled the following points for the Minister's consideration: 
I. (Related to fees, and not now in dispute). 
2. There are certain standard practices in the relationship 

between client and architect. He asks that he be recog-
nised as the Architect and these practices be adhered to. 

3. The Architect asks that the liaison arrangements between 
the Client and the Architect be revised to provide at 
least one, or preferably two, senior grade architects from 
the Government Architect's Branch, seconded for this 
work entirely, and that the liaison, where necessary, in-
clude the Technical Advisory Panel. 

4. The Architect asks for the approval to mock-ups of the 
plywood structure (acoustic ceiling) be expedited. 

5. The Architect desires to be enabled to work more closely 
with the Executive Committee/Trust and the Technical 
Advisory Panel in the finish of the project and its appur-

tenances. 
Second: the proposal presented as a fait accompli by the 
Minister on 7 March. (Italics by C-S.) 
Basis of Proposal 
I. A new organisation and control is essential and the 

present stage seems to be the proper time to implement 
such a change. 

2. This requires a new relationship with Mr. Jorn Utzon 
which: 
(a) appoints him as Design Architect with full responsi-

bility for originating and supervising development of 
design, he to collaborate with the Architectural 

team and work whenever practical to an agreed 
programme. 

Points (b), (c) and (d) concern arrangements for fees. 

3. We propose the setting up of a team of leading archi-
tects in private practice headed by the Government 
Architect to act as the executive and administrative 
organisation responsible to the Minister for: 
(a) Planning of design and construction programme. 

(b) Production of plans and specifications to tender 
stage for all main elements of construction and 
supervision of construction. 
Calling of tenders and reviewing tenders received. 
Co-ordination of work of all consultants and con-
tractors. 
Programming in collaboration with the builder on the 
basis of a critical path schedule for completion of 
building to a target date. 
Firm control of costs without in any way imposing 
restrictions which will adversely affect the effective-
ness or beauty of the Opera House. 
The team to confer with Mr. Utzon in all stages of 
planning, administration and supervision. 

Third, a letter from Jorn Utzon to the Minister on 8 March: 
"Dear Mr. Minister, Further to my letter to you dated the 
28th February, 1966, and following our discussions since that 
date and in particular in answer to the "Basis of Proposal" 
which was handed to me on the 7th March, 1966, for con-
sideration, I would like to state the following information. 
In my letter of the 28th February, 1966, and contrary to 
statements made in the press, I did not resign as Architect 
of the Sydney Opera House. I stated that in view of the 
fact that payments due to me were being withheld and that 
my Client has withheld decision and collaboration which are 
normally, the duty of any Client, I will be forced to leave 
the job. Your interpretation in your answer dated 28th Feb-
ruary, 1966, to my letter is incorrect. 
The ''Basis of Proposal" is acceptable to me in part but 
cannot be acceptable in total — nor could it be to any 
architect with any sense of responsibility towards his client. 
It takes for granted the fact that my office is incapable of 
remaining in full technical control of the job for unspecified 
reasons." 
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STOP PRESS 

Finally, Utzon wrote to the Minister prior to the Cabinet meeting 
which was to decide the fate of the architect the following letter: 

Dear Sir, 

I acknowledge receipt of your letter of the 11th March, 1966, to 
which I have given my most careful and anxious consideration. 

Might I say at the outset that I have been very concerned at what 
has occurred recently and for the following reasons: 

1. Having designed the Opera House and having worked on this great 
project for the past nine years, I have naturally been anxious 
to see it through to completion and without going into detail 
I think it should be assumed in my favour that I would not 
lightly have resigned. 

2. Having regard to the intricate nature of the design and the 
infinite problems associated with its execution, I feel - and 
I am sure any experienced architect would confirm - that it 
would be virtually impossible for any architect or panel of 
architects, however eminent, to take over at this stage and 
produce a building which would be in accordance with the 
original concept. 	Any departure from this concept would in 
my opinion be disastrous and would produce an inferior building. 
Naturally I am anxious to assist in avoiding such a calamity. 

3. I feel very strongly, and this also I think would be confirmed 
by any architect of experience, that a change of architectural 
control at this stage would not only result in great delays 
but also add immeasurably and unpredictably to the ultimate cost 
of the Opera House. 	This too I would wish to assist in 
avoiding. 

Coming now to your proposals which were enclosed with your letter 
under reply, it seems to me that they envisage that I should no 
longer be the architect in control of the project but should be 
relegated to the subordinate role of "design architect". 

As I understand the proposal, it involves the setting up of a team 
of leading architects in private practice under the control of the 
Government Architect to perform, amongst other things, all those 
functions ordinarily performed by the Architect in charge of a 
project such as this. 	I quote from paragraph (3) of your letter: 
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" (a) Planning of design and construction programme. 

(b) Production of plans and specifications to tender stage for 
all main elements of construction and supervision of construct-
ion. 

(c) Calling of tenders and reviewing tenders received. 

(d) Co-ordination of work of all consultants and contractors. 

(e) Programming in collaboration with the builder on the basis 
of a critical path schedule for completion of building to a 
target date". 

It would seem, therefore, that I am merely to prepare designs in 
accordance with instructions and leave it to others to supervise 
construction. 

Such a proposal is not only unpractical but quite unacceptable to me. 

If I am to prepare all designs, plans and specifications, etc., 
necessary to continue the building operations, then if efficiency is 
to be achieved it must be done by me assisted by my own trained staff 
and my own consultants. 	Furthermore, if I am to carry out this 
planning work, then in an intricate and complex building such as the 
Opera House I must as a matter of common sense supervise construction. 
In other words, I must, if disastrous consequences are to be avoided, 
be responsible for the carrying out of the work in accordance with 
such plans. 	As you will appreciate, problems constantly arise during 
construction which need immediate attention and can ordinarily only be 
satisfactorily resolved by the architect. 	Any attempt to deal with 
such problems by one who is not responsible for the design must lead 
to great delays and additional expense however eminent and competent 
that person may be. 

I appreciate of course, as does every architect, that the Client must 
approve of the carrying out of that which the architect designs and 
in this respect the Opera House is no different to any other building. 
In most cases the owner trusts to the judgement and experience of the 
architect but there is never any objection from an architect's point 
of view to the Client seeking guidance from other qualified sources 
should he feel that it is necessary or desirable. 

I further appreciate that as the Minister and being responsible for 
the expenditure of public moneys, you would wish to have expert 
assistance in making decisions during the progress of the work. 

I have not the slightest objection to the proposal that you should 
have a team of leading architects in private practice and consultants 
headed by the Government Architect to be your controlling and liaison 
panel and thereby assist you to arrive at decisions in all matters. 
Indee4, I have asked you to obtain a better liaison and controlling 
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staff who would be able to interpret my very complicated work. 
would welcome it and I would also welcome any constructive criticism 
of my work which they might see fit to offer. 	Furthermore, I would 
at all times be prepared to confer with them on all or any matters 
which might arise either with respect to design or construction. 

In other words, for reasons which I have already indicated I am at all 
times prepared to work with them as your representatives, but not under 
them. 	Indeed, I think that this arrangement would lead to more prompt 
dealing with matters of the kind which have resulted in delays in the 
past. 

With regard to my renumeration, I see no reason for departing from the 
original arrangement, this being in accordance with the usual practice 
of architects. 	The expenses incurred by me on this project because 
of the time involved, the complex construction and constant alterations, 
have been considerably higher than would have been the case in a normal 
practice. 

I am sure you will appreciate that I have had little time to reply to 
your letter of the 11th March, particularly having regard to the great 
importance of its subject matter. 

However, I have done my best in the circumstances and trust that I have 
put my point of view with sufficient clarity and reason to enable your 
colleagues in Cabinet and yourself to understand my position. 

I repeat that having regard to my great interest in the project, and my 
earnest desire that the Opera House when completed should be of great 
beauty and a cause for great pride amongst all Australians, I am still 
willing to make my services available should that be the Government's 
desire. 

• APPENDIX 1. 	 15th March, 1966. 

Mr. Minister, 

It is not I but the Sydney Opera House that creates all the enormous 
difficulties. 	The Minister will be faced with exactly the same 
problems as he is now when he starts the new group of architects but 
they will be handicapped because of lack of nine years knowledge and 
also will not have our strength and enthusiasm that comes from the 
fact that I and my staff of collaborating architects, as I call them, 
have been benefiting from the creative process that has built the 
Opera House to date. 	Your new architects will start from zero. 	They 
will be coming to you as soon as they realise the difficulties and they 
will be seeking the same support and the same permissions that I have 
for a long time tried to obtain. 	They will not have my staff or my 
collaborating architects to help them; either here or in Europe. 
Amongst these are some of the most ingenious and competent architects, 
they have lived for nothing else but the Sydney Opera House for many 
years. 
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A further problem which you must beware of and which is of extreme 
importance is that I do not know whether the acoustic experts overseas 
will be prepared to continue without me". 

Jorn Utzon. 

The Cabinet and the Minister refused to modify their original proposals. 
Mr. Utzon was advised that the N.S.W. Government Architect, Mr. Farmer 
would take over the Sydney Opera House job as soon as possible. 	At 
the time of going to press, Thursday 17 March, that was the current 
situation. 

On Thursday 17 March, it was reported in "The Australian" : "And the 
N.S.W. Government might be unable to engage reputable architects to 
complete the job, Mr. R.A. Gilling, president of the N.S.W. Chapter of 
the Institute of Architects, said yesterday after a special meeting 
with Mr. Davis Hughes. 

He said the chapter would have to be satisfied that Mr Davis Hughes had 
no alternative but to end Mr.Utzon's contract before reputable architects 
would be available to take over the project. 

Mr. Gilling said it appeared that Mr. Utzon was standing on a matter of 
principle in which he was entitled to have the support of his profession. 

"I foresee that the Government will have difficulty in getting reputable 
architects to take over the project unless the chapter is satisfied that 
the minister had no alternative. 

"I cannot agree that Mr. Utzon's letter sent to the minister yesterday 
constitutes an outright rejection of the minister's proposals". 

After reading Mr. Utzon's letter, Mr. Gilling said he had concluded 
that there was sufficient leeway for further discussions. 

"If two parties sincerely wish to negotiate, the slightest concession on 
the part of one of them could be used as the starting point for further 
talks," he said. 

But a compromise offer by Mr. Gilling was rejected by Mr. Davis Hughes. 



Questions that need to be answered in considering the 
Minister's proposal of a new "team of leading architects": 
I. Could the proposed team of private architects under- 

stand or correctly interpret the existing drawings with- 
out the guidance of men who have worked on the project 
for years? 

2. Would this mean a delay of 6-12 months before the pro-
duction of new drawings? 

3. Would the team base their new drawings on the existing 
drawings? The Minister has stated that the job will be 
finished as Mr. Utzon conceived it without "cheese-
paring" 

4. The job could not be finished as Mr. Utzon conceived it 
but only as the team think he would have done it. 

5. If the drawings are to be used why this absurd second-
hand delayed way of implementing them? 

6. If they are not to be used and the proposed team finish 
the Opera House to hasty designs of their own making, 
can we expect solutions of similar quality? 

7. Remember Utzon and his staff have spent seven years of 
research on the glass walls and acoustic halls. 

• 

The letter continues with further explanations on the role of 
the architect and consultants and concludes with Utzon's 
MODIFICATION OF BASIS OF PROPOSAL: 
I. A new organisation and control is essential and the 

present stage seems to be the proper time to implement 
such a change. 

2. This requires a new relationship between the Architect, 
Mr. Jorn Utzon and his Client, The Government of New 
South Wales. 
(a) Mr. Utzon is to be confirmed as the Architect in 

control of the building fully in accordance with the 
contract between him and the Sydney Opera House 
Executive Committee. 

(b) and (c) refer to fees. 
3. The Architect's office shall act as the executive and ad-

ministrative organisation responsible to the Minister for: 
(a) Planning of design and construction programme. 
(b) Production of plans and specifications to tender 

stage for all main elements of construction and 
supervision of construction. 

(c) Calling of tenders and reviewing tenders received. 
(d) Co-ordination of work of all consultants and con-

tractors. 
(e) Programming in collaboration with the builder on the 

basis of a critical path schedule for completion of 
building to a target date. 

(f) Firm control of costs without in any way of imposing 
restrictions which will adversely affect the effective-
ness or beauty of the Opera House. 

The Minister refused this modification. 

HISTORY OF COSTS. 
£3.5 million original estimate was prepared by Rider Hunt 
and Partners, Quantity Surveyors, in conjunction with the 
N.S.W. Government. Utzon was not asked to assist in this 
estimate. 

Stage One. 
Administered by Ove Arup & Partners, consulting engineers. 
A forced early tender without completed drawings. 
A claim by Civil & Civic for £2 million above their com-
petitive tender contract price was paid by the Government 
after arbitration in which Utzon was not consulted. 

Stage Two. 
Contracts administered by Utzon. 
I. Tiles: Utzon called for open tenders. Contract awarded 

to Hogonas (who were originally recommended by 
Utzon, since they had carried out all production research. 
This research was paid for by Utzon). 

2. Stage Technique: drawings, specifications and contract 
administered by Utzon; this also included stage lighting. 
Open tender contract awarded to Waagner Biro — suc-
cessfully completed: contract price £2.75 million. 

3. Lifts contract: quantity surveyor estimated £120,000; 
contract price £100,000. 

4. Original £1.8 million estimate for shells has risen to £5.6 
million under a cost plus contract administered by Ove 
Arup & Partners. The lid erection contract has risen by 
£70,000 because of the failure to test the technique with 
prototypes. Utzon's request for prototype testing was 
ignored. 

Finally, one must ask, if the Minister for Works is a man 
of good intentions towards seeing the Opera House com-
pleted, why must he pursue such a misguided course? 
It must be remembered that the present N.S.W. Govern-
ment made election promises to expedite the construction 
of the Opera House and to control its cost. 
Through misrepresentation, caused by ignorance and jeal-
ousy, the architect is chosen to be the scapegoat. 

If the Minister and the State Cabinet would only visit the 
site, study the drawings, read all the reports and fairly in-
vestigate all the facts, they could not help but ultimately 
declare their confidence in Jorn Utzon. 

In the meantime, every architect who believes in the ethics 
of his profession, in the cause of good architecture, in the 
principles of justice, must support Utzon. 

The Royal Australian Institute of Architects is challenged to 
declare participation in the Minister's proposed "team of 
architects" as an unethical act. 
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