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Embedded within each essay in Mining Autonomy is a series of stills
taken from a digital “reading” of the texts by the installation-artist Ann
Hamilton. In collaboration with the graphic designers and editors of
Perspecta 33, Hamilton employed a thimble-sized video camera as a
surrogate pencil to literally “read" the text on the page, In this way,
technology helpsto simultanecusly approximate and question methods
of cognating text: with the-eyes and hand (or eyes in hand), reading;
underlining and note-taking. In the context of this journal, the technigue
serves to lift the words from the page, emphasizing and refracting spe-
cific passages and preserving the act of reading itself.

Hamilton's existing body of work is strongly engaged in textual and
architectural themes. The convergence of the two in the journal is a
perfect medium for her participation. Further, the editorial emphasis
on the topic of autonomy and the relationship of architecture to other
disciplines, pushed us to seek another influence in aur own work. It was
our hope that Hamilton's work would begin ta offer alternative readings
of the journal,
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Editors’ Statement

Perapecta 33: Mining Autonomy is a collection of essays that examines the
evolving legacy of architectural autonomy and its relationship to architec-
ture's potential to act as a critical agent. As its name implies, Mining Auton-
omy both draws from the richness of the intellectual project of autonomy and
perhaps does some damage to its suppositions by forwarding the idea that the
contemporary position of critical practice has shifted from the autonomous
center to the periphery of the architectural discipline.

The argument for the autonomy of architecture - the belief that architec-
tureis a self-contained project withits own legible, meaningful forms — is gener-
ally seen as an outgrowth of a larger understanding of the role of autonomy in
the arts, But while the autonomy of the art dbject was considered an assertion
against the perceived bankruptcy of mass-culture, architectural autonomy.coin-
cided not only with distinctions between external assimilation and resistance,
but also with its.own tradition of utility and functionalism. Ironically, the disci-
pline’s very emphasis upon its utilitarian nature had led to a perceived dissolu-
tioniof its own professional houndaries by the late 1960s and early 1970s,

In the 1g70s, the reemergence and redefinition of the notion of archi-
tectural autonomy at the Institute for Architecture and Urban Studies and in
the pages of Oppoaitions became a way for architects to define their practice
against technocracy while maintaining for architecture a“critical’ social role.
Specifically, architects and architectural historians viewed autonomy as the
only remaining position for architecture to gain sufficient distance from-cul-
ture toresist the capitalist cycle of production and consumption and present
new alternatives to the status quo. In contrast to this ‘post-functionalist’ posi-
tion, other architects at the time reacted strongly against the perceived a-his-
toricity of modern architecture and located the autonomy of architecture in its
‘own formal history,

Although there can be nodoubt that the situation of the current decade is
radically different than that of the 1970s (economically as well as culturally),
many of the same conditions of disciplinary uncertainty remain. New methods
of architectural production (the realities of digital design. imaging and fabri-
cation), growing environmental concerns and changing ideas about domestic-
ity and urban space continually pese new questions to architects. How has the
conceptual framework of architectural autonomy continued to influence the
production of architecture? Have examples of contemporary critical work sur-
passed the usefulness of the autonomy model?

Far from:abandoning the notion of autonomy, Mining Autonemy main-
tains a critical position that shifts its attention from the center of the disci-
pline to its borders. Located at the interface between autonomous withdrawal
and cultural determination, critical architecture occupies a position on the
periphery where it acts as a mediator — translating knowledge from varied
jpursuits into the language and conventions of architecture as well as passing
intelligence and speculation from the discipline to the world. Architecture is
therefore capable of maintaining both its critical capacity while alsoengaging
inits social and cultural context.
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10 | DAMISCH

This essay was originally published as the preface
| to Emil Kaufmann's De Ledoux et Le Corbuaier:
Origine et développement de l'architecture autonome, 1981’

Publishing delays sometimes have a beneficial effect in that they bring a sem-
blance of justification to the exercise of writing a preface — by definition a
risky undertaking. For if the publication, as well as the purchase of a book,
always entails an element of risk (which cannot be measured in financial
terms alone), a preface — whether it is the work of the author or of a third
I party — is supposed to offer publisher and reader a sort of guarantee, or
insurance. The reverse is also true: to say that a text calls for a preface is
implicitly to admit that it is not enough in itself, that it will only have its
effect with appropriate clarification; that the reader will have no chance of
recognizing its importance unless alerted to it in advance, not knowing how
to read it without appropriate eyeglasses. This presents the distinct possibil-
ity of abuse, when the preface begins to take on the role of an advertisement
or instruction manual.

It is different in the case of an historical text, and when dealing with a
republication or a new translation. The French reader has discovered the work
of Emil Kaufmann in reverse, so to speak: beginning with what appeared his
crowning achievement, the great book LArchitecture au si¢cle des Lumidéres
(1955) |Architecture in the Age of Reason], and only then becoming familiar
with Trois architects révolutionnaires: Boullée, Ledoux, Lequeu (1952) |Three
Revolutionary Architecta: Boullée, Ledoux, Lequeuw, finally arriving at the book
published in Vienna in 1933, whose title alone signals Kaufmann’s entire
intellectual program: De Ledoux a Le Corbuaier: Origine et développement de
l'architecture autonome. This is a book that has neither the fullness of the two
others, nor their weight of scholarship, but that contains the seed of an idea
that Kaufmann was to take up tirelessly throughout his life as he deepened
and developed all of its ramifications. It is a book with the appearance of a
broadside or pamphlet, and one can see from both its title and date of publica-
tion that it was topical enough. At the moment when Nazism was triumphant
in Munich and Berlin, strongly supported by a mass of academic rubbish,
it was proof of great intellectual courage for a Viennese attempt to demon-
strate the existence of a fundamental continuity between so-called neoclassi-




cal architecture and architecture already denounced by the totalitarian ideol-

ogy as “international.” All the more so in that Kaufmann pressed his insolence
to the point of including under the banner of two French architects a certain
number of German architects — beginning with Schinkel — that the new order
claimed as anintegral part of its heritage. (Not to-mention the sang-froid with
which Kaufmann demonstrated, in the face of this blackmail and even more
in the face of the political hysteria of the avant-gardes, as he celebrated the
agpirationto autonomy of a practice that was nonetheless potentially as pro-
foundly socialized as that of architecture,

This book was then born of its time. Is this to say that it is only of retro-
spective interest, as a historical document? When everyone is proclaiming the
failure of the Modern Movement and denouncing its “objective” connections
with a technocratic order that ended up by adopting it as its own, what reso-
nance can this thin volume and the thesis it articulates expect to find with-
out being shored up by a large documentary apparatus? Nevertheless, if, as
Jorge-Luis Borges would have it, a preface is no/more than a form of lateral
criticism, there is no reason to necessarily expect that the reader should be
warned against the book that it introduces, To alert the reader to the resis-
tances that this reading might elicit is, on the other hand, one of the rights
generally granted to-one who writes a preface. And since, in this case, thereis
a preface, why would this one not take advantage of the gap in time to invite
the readerto find in it away of seeing a little more clearly, since resistance
always indicates conflict and it does no good to ignore it? It is then upto us to
ensure that this translation too is born of its time, ourown, caught as we are in
the meandering ways of a discourse that has not yet broken with modernity —
for reasons that the reading of this baok should help us to unravel. For despite
its brevity, it has lost none of its edge.

One could say that this is certainly the least to be expected of such a
book: does not its central thesis suggest that a radical break interrupted the
courseof architectural production in the era of the French Revolution, a break

which would form the distant origin of the Modern Movement? That the work
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of Ledoux could be presented as the paradigm of this break assumes that
the old and the new are brought together within it in such a way that the
rupture is only more evident. Yet it is to this that the most recent discourse
on modernity is opposed: a discourse that, far from being one of a “break.”
works on the contrary to retie the threads, toreinscribe in the continuity of a
history a practice from which for too long it had the pretention of freeing
itself. The paradox that engages us in reading Kaufmann lies in the fact that
e himself attempred to give this phenomenon an historical explanation, and
that inia single stroke he restored to the Modern Movement both a past and
a historical dimension. For to maintain that the break from which modern
architecture in principal proceeds goes back to the end of the eighteenth
century implies that this architecture does not begin with Le Corbusier, but
ratherthat behind it lies an entire history, including ~ as we will see — its claim
to the tabula rasa.

Kaufmann's thesis, that saw Le Corbusier as the true heir of Ledoux and
Schinkel, was bound to scandalize the champions of a showy neo-classicism, a
la Albert Speer, as well as those onthe other side who felt that, after all, the pro-
letariat also had aright to the “column.” (Question: then does the proletariat
have a right to the entasis? Can the proletarian column adapt itself to infla-
tion?) Indeed, we often forget that the critique of functionalism did not origi-
nate yesterday. Among the Marxists, as well as in Frankfurtwith Adorno, there
were a few good minds who denounced what they regarded, as Brecht put
it, “the last word of bourgeois architecture.™ The last word but not the
first: one can imagine that those who appealed to the revolutionary ideal
might have judged as unsuitable the proposition according to which the pro-
gram of the Sachlichkeit would have found its formulation in the period of

the “Great Revelution” = French and bourgeois — of 1789. But Kaufmann's

demonstration was noless shocking with respect tothe habitual assumptions

of art history. For this book, devoted as it seems to be to the investigation
of the sources of the Modern Movement, does not obey the law of the genre.

If one agrees with his thesis that Ledoux - as Kaufmann had declared from




De Ledoux

a Le Corbusier

» Origine et développement
de Parchitecture autonome

L'EQUERRE




1928 on® — wasa figure who signified a “personalizes break-point.” in history,
one has also to admit that he is also:an end point for any historical tracing
back in time of the Modern Movement. The question, then, would not be so
much tosearch for where he came from {even if it is always permissible to sup-
port rather than oppose one’s predecessors — as in the case of Ledoux in rela-
tion o Jacques-Francois Blondel, it is still a form of owing them something),
but rather to know — in Kaufmann's terms — where he went, and to attempt to
understand Ledoux not on the basis of his own antecedents but on that of the
path that he opened up. Tt must be noted that Kaufmann only described the
beginning of this path: as if, once he-had demonstrated the direction in which
Ledoux's work pointed, and how it became explicit inthe teaching of Durand
and Dubut, a route was would be traced that could nolonger be mistaken.

Such language is, however, not that of Kaufmann but of Kant, in the
preface to the second edition of Critique of Pure Reason. In this preface Kant
makes reference to that other intellectual revolution traditionally associated
with' the mame of Thalés, and concerning the beginnings of geometry, its

“origin:" the demonstration of the isosceles triangle in as much as it derives
from an a priori construction, the author of which was named Thales “or any
other name."* This is the Kant to which Kaufmann's text refers from the
very first page. Does this mean that from the moment that architecture
affirms its “autonomy” it accedes to a new and superior mode of historicity
and that its development can be seen as parallel, from the point of view
of logic, to that of science? That this fantasy (if it is one) constitutes
one of the impulses behind an architectural ideology that purports to be

“rationalist,” evinced by its constant return in Kaufmann's work? Certainly
Kaufmann affirms that if Ledoux's work has value as a symptom and demands
to be interpreted as such, he did not for all that create modern architecture
by himself: it would have been born anyway “even if he had never existed."®
But such a proposition does not inthe least undercut the paradigmartic read-
ing that Kaufman proposed of Ledoux’s work in 1933, for it was less important
for him to write a “page of history” than to.construct a model to:show clearly,
beyond all deceptive surfiace effects, the profound continuity of development
that leads from Ledoux to Le Corbusier; a continuity which ineffect only has
meaning through assigning it a revolution as origin, pinning itself to the name
of Ledoux “or any other name.”

Indeed Ledoux, in his marked preference for the most simple.and regular
geometric configurations — the cube, the pyramid, the cylinder, the sphere —
moves in this same direction: as if he had meant, inithis moment of origin,
to reconnect with the premier acquis, as Husserl would say, from which geom-
etry was born, This premier acquis held that due to technical ability, the Greek
succeeded in detaching certain “pure” forms from their bodily attachments.
The Greeks pushed forms to their point of perfection, according to specifica-
tions suitable for the instruction of the geometric mind: surfaces ever more
polished, whether flat orturned “inrevolution;” edges ever more smooth, lines
ever more straight or even, angles ever more shanp, points ever more precise,
and so on.® The same process of autonomization of form is translated, with
respect to the elements of architecture, by the rejection of all anthropomor-
phism, organic metaphors, and, in general, of imitation, beginning with that of
the monuments of the past. In all things, one should retwrn to the principle:if a
column, considered according to its funcrion (sachlich), is nothing more than a
post put uptosupport aload (Viollet-le-Duc would say nothing less), thereis no
sense intryingtocalculate its proportionsaccerdingtothose of the humanbody.

|
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any more thanto pretendto stretch it as one would a muscle: a simple cylinder
willido the job.

If architecture is no.mere than the expression of a constructive logic,
its-reason for being should be sought in the act of building. In these terms,
architecture, from the moment it obeyed an external determination, would be
no longer autonomous but rather the object of empirical knowledge, techni-
cal and experimental, whatever the contributions of calculation. Nevertheless
architectonic thought, even if it aspires to autonomy, does not operate in the
register of speculative reason: its aim is not knowledge in itself; it has a task to
accomplish, a work to realize, a world to construct. A matter of principles, it is
only so inasmuch as purejpractical reason is, in Kant's terms, immediately leg:
islative: it is-only autonomous to the extent that the will is conceived as inde-
pendent of empirical conditions and, consequently, as pure will, determined
by the sole form of the law called moral law. It is certain that Ledoux did not
read Kant, but we know how much he owed to Rousseau, and how the reading
of Contrat social [The Social Contract/ informed his doctrine of autonomy. If
the relationship between Ledoux and Kant is based on anything, it is from
ithe point of view of this common derivation. “Return to the principle, consult
nature: everywhere man is isolated": the formula of L'Architecture echoes the
prablem posed by Rousseau:to discover a form — thatof the.contract — through
which “each is united to all, yet nevertheless obeying only himself and remain-
ing as free as before.”

For architecture then, the claim of autonomy has, in the first place, a
‘moral connotation. One has only to read Loos (where ornament is associated
with a form of crime) or Le Corbusier (“truth" is opposed to lies, as the:purity
of “whitewash” is to the false appearances of décor) to be persuaded of this:
therigor and the purity aspired to by the Modern Movement were those of
themoral law. Indeed, the relationship of the Ledoux creator of the Salines.de
Chaux. to Le Corbusier, the apostle of the wall “lait de chaux™ [whitewashl], is
salty enough— if I can say it — inithe register of the signifier, especially if one
recalls that Le Corbusier was himself born in La Chaux-de-Fonds. But if it is
in fact necessary to think Ledoux with Rousseau, if not with Kant, it is'to the
extent that this other relationship allows one to understand how the rejection
of rules handed down by tradition could for him be joined with the affirmation
of another imperative: unconditional, legality. Baroque architecture was het-
eronomous inasmuch as it obeyed an external exterior determination — that
of “suitability” |convenance] that called for the elements which composed a
building to be combined, superimposed, and melded/together in the unity of a
single ensemble, following the rules of an order entirely of the facade, which
was itself an image of social hierarchy. According to Kaufmann's explanation,
the new principle of autonomy would, on the centrary, manifest itself in the
egalitarian system of “pavilions” which assumes that the elements, for exam-
ple the different “blocks” or “unités” (of habitation or otherwise) retain their
independence, their freedom, their autonomy, The rationale determining the
pavilions' placement and distribution, would only then appear in full clarity
onithe level of the plan. Inithis sense the rejection of the facade, which the
twentieth century would recognize as oneof the traits of architectural moder-
nity. appeared from the beginning of the nineteenth century as the corollary
of the affirmation-of auniversal and abstract legality. This legality was to be
affirmed inthe teachings of Durand, taking the formiof a regular orthogonal
gridinscribed within a square, which both regulated the mechanics of the com-
position and was informed every ensemble, as it would continue to do in the
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work of Mies van der Rohe: the grid as architectonic will and representation.

This double function reserved for the grid, both regulatory and genera-
tive, testify a posteriori to the universal pretensions of autonomous architec-
ture. In the first place, the grid is presented in Durand as the mechanism for
a change in scale. Kaufmann saw clearly that with Ledoux architecture had
attained a new dimension, that of the masses [grand nombre], The idea of
autonomy is in fact meaningless if not brought back to the idea of equality,
implying that all men have the right to architecture (“Taste, in its combina-
tions with: art, recognizes no difference between the poor or the rich”). In
return architecture ought to be concerned with the needs of all (“Is there any-
thingthat the artist can.disdain? The baths of Pluto, the warehouse of the mer-
chant, the barn of the farmer must all carry his imprint.”)” The project for an
ideal city is thus no longer limited to a perspective view meant to produce an
essentially picturesque effect but rather meant to respond in detail to all the
functions of a town in the manufacturing era: “In[mytown| I have placed every
type of building required by the social order. One will see impontantfagtesi
|...] give birth to peoples’ assemblies. A town will rise up to e cir
them[...]. For the first timeone will see the magnificence of th
of the alehouse on the same level."® Indeed, Ledoux treats the questionof hous-
ing in terms that anticipate the solutions of the phalanstery, the garden city,
or their modern equivalent “apartment block with communal kitchen."® With-
out going as this far, Kaufmann insists that one can see in Ledoux’s concerns
the beginning of a mechanization of the dwelling, In fact, it seems as though
Kaufmann felt closertoBrecht than to Le Corbusier' in the sense that the idea
of a “machine for living” seemed to.contradict the very idea of autonomy. As
Adorno would later say, “housing such as this isaslap in the face of the nostal-
gia for anindependent existence, that anyway exists no more.""

But the adoption of the grid has still other repercussions, which one
might call epistemological. Whereas the classical doctrine associated the idea
of universal architecture with that of a characteristic (to the extent that Leib-
nitzrecognizedthat the classical orders were amodel of combination), of a rep-
ertoire of signs — signs that brought with them the rulesof their combination
and connection ~ the principle of autonomy places the accent less upon the
elements of architecture than upon the rule that determines their distribution
in:a given space — a rule to which elements are subjected even in their layout.
Not that Durand meant to break with the principle of combination: the Précia
d'Architecture supplies the precise nomenclature of the pieces of the game
to which architecture is reduced from this point on. But the game itself is
no longer so'much a question of syntax as it'is of geometry, a geometry that
is flat, elementary and above all finite. The Durand “system” retrospectively
manifests the paradox of an architecture that wanted itself to be all the more

“speaking” [parlant] even as it renounced the ordinary means of language. As if,
in'this case as well, autonomy had to be pushed to the point where architecture
no longer borrowed its determination from articulated language. Autonomy
would be pushed to the point where it would impose upon the symbolic —its
articulations, its structures, its frameworks — a definition other than that cal-
culated according tothe procedures of discourse.

It was Louis-Ambrose Dubut who showed that the game is not affected
in principle by the character of the elements at its disposal. when, In his Archi-
tecture Civile, he proposed to cover the same structure witheither a “gothic™ or

“Italian” facade: proof, as Le Corbusier would say, following Viollet-le-Duc, that

architecture — more than a question of style (in the singular) = is a.question

B

of styles (in the plural). The architecture of the nineteenth century, marked as
it was on the surface by the stamp of historicism and eclecticism, was able in
its deepest structures to participate in the continuity of a development whose
effects would not be revealed until the masks under which architecture had
operated until that time were removed. From this point of view, the “regres-
sion” to neo-classicism was in fact no more than a symptom of the deteriora-
tion of traditional forms, as Kaufmann himself noted. In linguistic terms we
could say that it would take a century to shift from an ornate and “baroque”
manner of speaking, to a free and natural mode of expression. The shift was
then from a mode of expression thattook its models from tradition, to a mode
of expression that some see as anti-historical, but which in fact is ordered
around another notion of history than that imposed by a history of art under-
stood as history of “styles”: a notion that, arguable asit may be, demands to be

taken into account in and of itself.

conceived, with rare exceptions (primary amongst which one must cite Toc-
queville) as atale of origins, the dread of beginnings investing itself precisely

in rupture, or the revolutionary “break."" If the revolution of 1789 became

the originary figure of socialist historiography, it is because it appeared as

the founding event — the inaugural moment of a history itself revolutionary -
released from the determining factors that reduced history before the Revolu-
tion to a sort of “prehistory,” as Marx termed it. From the moment that it is

seen as the origin of a new epoch, as an absolute beginning, a new start from

zero, from principle, the revolution becomes the matrix of a truly human and

rational history. If it weren’t for the fact that Le Corbusier had little sympa-
thy for revolutions, Bolshevik or otherwise, and that he was more concerned

with heading them off by means of architecture, one could understand how

Kaufmann might have been tempted to rediscover in the myth of the “tabula

rasa” something of the consciousness ready to shatter the continuity of his:
tory that is, according to Walter Benjamin, proper to revolutionary classes

in the moment of their action. Did not the “Plan Voisin," which proposed the

destruction of the greater part of “historic” Paris to make way for a few “auton-
omous” towers, depend upon the same lyrical illusion that prompted the revo-
lutionaries of 178 to introduce a new calendar and the insurgents of the July

Revolution to shoot out the clocks?™

But Ledoux? Is there not a paradox in regarding him as a revolutionary

architect and the paragon of the “break” when, by his own avowal, he only just

escaped the “national axe" before welcoming the arrival of the Empire with

understandable relief? Here the old debate over the consequences of political

and social revolution for the domain of the arts reappears. If Trotsky could

not repress the idea that the French language owed some of its “polish™ to

the sharp instrument named “guillotine,™ his contemporaries, ready as they

were torecognize the initial range of the revolutionary event, were equally wor-
ried onthe other hand that a similar rupture in the order of things and the con-
tinuity of time had remained for so long without effect on literature and art, to

the point that it was necessary to await the explosion of Romanticism for taste

to at last have its own Fourteenth of July (in the sense that for Victor Hugo

Romanticism was “the French Revolution turned into literature”). As far as

architecture is concerned, for Kaufmannto propose that with Boullée, Ledoux,



and Lequeu it had its own "revolution” (the question remains as to the place
that Soufflor should be assigned in this context), was simply yo make an
analogy between this revolution and the political revalution, Indeed, he later
recognized that he was incapable of explaining the change that architecture
underwent around 18Boo. insofar as explanations and reasons of this kind
canonlye sought in so-called “general™ if notuniversal history.” For it is surely
not an explanation to point to the process of the emancipation of the masses
as related to the principal of autonomy. On the contrary, we know only too
well that, as far as autonomy goes. the French Revolution worked to the
contrary, in the direction of an ever more accentuated centralization, whose
benefits Napoleon was to reap, to the great satisfaction — must it be repeated?
- of Ledoux himself.

Why. then, speak of “revolutionary” architecture? The question, if it oceu-
pies us today, in the final analysis, bears upon the status that should be attrib-
uted to the very notion of history itself.in architecture as well as the other arts,
and more generally to the work of thought — as with every practice through
which man attempts to assure himself of the control of his destiny. The his-
torian is free, according to his own point of view, to deny any and all descrip-
tive and taxonomic relevance to the notions of heteronomy and autonomy.'
In the present moment, when the history of architecture hesitates between a
renewed form of the history of styles and a form of institutional analysis that
ignores everything properly architectural, rhe idea of autonomy, in its phile-
sophical sense, takes on the value of a regulative concept. To think of Ledoux
with Kant is to recognize that in the matter of architecture, knowledge is not
solely derived from history; or better said, in Kant’s terms, a knowledge that
subjectively presemts itself as historical, according to the way it was acquired,
can participate, objectively, in one form or another of rationality."” From this
stems the problem of theory - of theory, not of doctrine — in its relationship
to history: does not theory have to specify the object of this history, and what
determinations belong to it alone.

To think of Ledoux wirh Kant leads one in fact to question what consti-
tutes architecture as an object not only of history but also of thoughr — a
thought that is itself bound by conditions, one will not fear to call formal, if
not a priori. Architecture is constituted on this principle insofar as it is an
object of desire, where the will — as Kant says — finds its determination. But
architecture places inthis category only empirical principles, in the same way
that what constitutes architecture — insofar as it is a thing to construct - is
subjected to constraints that attest, even in the constructive order, to the force
of the symbolic. Architecture finds its detrermination both in whar constitutes
it as an object of desire — or of will as Kant would say — which in this context
only concerns empirical principles, and in whatever constitutes it as a con-
structed object, an object itself subjected, as everything in the constructive
order, to constraints that attest to the power of the symbolic order. Ledoux did
not push the principal of autonomy to the point that Kant would have wished,
to the point of viewing dependence on natural law as yet another form of heter-
onomy. “In all things, return to the principle:” this phrase of Ledoux's returns
to support the idea that there are, in the field of architecture, principles thar
are not the product of history, just as in the area of law there are norms that
derive from a law postulated as “natural.” It takes no more than this — we have
repeated it often enough — to stir up a revolution. But will the tact that revolu-

tions necessarily fail, also be made a question of principle?
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I identify Modernism with the intenaification, almoat
this exacerbation, of this aelf-critical tendency

that began with the philosopher Kant. Because he
waas the firat to criticize the meana itaelf of criticiam,
I conceive of Kant as the first real Moderniat.

CLEMENT GREENBERG 1960’

The idea of “architectural autonomy,” the notion that architecture, together

with the other arts, is bound to an internal exploration and transformation
of its own specific language, has periodically surfaced in the modern period.
Whether as a way of classifying the qualities of architectural “form” as
opposed to “style,” or as a way of defining the role of the architect in an increas-
ingly specialized professional world, the assertion of autonomy has been a
leitmotit of modernism. from the end of the nineteenth century, if not earlier.
Art historians, beginning with Wofflin and continuing with Riegl: architects
beginning with Loos and continuing with Le Corbusier and Mies van der Rohe:
critics beginning with Fry and Stokes. and continuing with Greenberg and
Krauss, all in different ways and with differing agendas have established their
grounds of debate on the relative autonomy of modernist aesthetic practices.
More recently, in architecture, Rossi, Venturi, and Eisenman have. among
many others, laid claim to the autonomy ot the language.

Of all the writers and architects who have contributed over a century or
maore to the debate over autonomy, the Viennese historian, Emil Kaufmann,
stands out as a consistent reference point for all subsequent discussions.” For
while. in retrospect. Wofflin's development of a formal method for character-
izing architectural periods, and Riegl's proposition of a historical and cultural
specificity to the interplay of vision and space could be seen as setting up the
grounds tor a modernist idea of autonomy inarchitecture and the other arts, it
was Emil KauFmann who was the first to join the analysis of historical architec-
ture to Kant's philosophical position. derived from Kant, and who was the first
to coin the phrase “autonomen architektur” drawing on Kant's own concept of

“autonomy” of the will. And it was Kautmann who served to introduce the twin
ideas of autonomy and modernism to successive generations of architects
and critics, beginning with Philip lohnson in the 1940s, but continuing with
Colin Rowe in the 1950s and Aldo Rossi in the 1950s and 60s. More recently
his work was at the center of a historical re-assessment ol autonomy and the
avant-garde in the United Srates in an essay by the historian Deltef Mertens
presented at a symposium to honor Philip Johnson.?
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Kaufmann was taken up by Philip Johnson, whose Glass House of 1949 was,
according to the architect, deeply indebted to a reading of Von Ledoux bia Le
Corbuaier."" Later, Kaufmann's writings, and especially his Architecture in the
Age of Reason, posthumously published in 1955, were, when translated, strong
influences on the theories of architectural *autonomy” characteristic of the Neo-
Rationalist school in Italy after 1971, and especially on the theory and design
of Aldo Rossi, who reviewed his books in detail."” More recently, Kaufmann has
been re-interpreted as a theorist of an architectural “autonomy” based on lin-
guistic and disciplinary codes, as proposed by Peter Eisenman and others."”
Read today in the context of the detailed monographic research that
was to have modified his once seemingly over-simplified conclusions, despite
the unearthing of other architects to the fore to counterbalance the image
of the “three revolutionaries,” and the contextualization of their work in the
light of new historical interpretations of “enlightenment” and “revolution.”
Kaufmann's analyses can be seen to regain much of their ariginal force, as
seeking to rise above stylistic differences and biographical details, vo grasp
the phenomenon of an “architectural enlightenment” in all its dimensions,
intellectual and formal. At the very least, his theses bear re-examination as
representing a critical stage in the development of the discipline of architec-
tural history — as important in their own way as those of Riegl, Frankl, and
Giedion — at the same time as they challenge questions to our contemporary
conceptions of architectural form and our preconceptions of its political and
social significance. In retrospect, as 1 shall argue, his analytical and historical
approach, more subtle and resilient than critics have understood, acts as a fun-
damental critique of the very “school” with which he has been associated. the

Vienna School, while it resonates with contemporary attempts to see *modern-
ism" no longer as a brief (and failed) avant-garde experiment in rhe 1920s, but
as a long process of political and aesthetic struggle, with intellectual roots in

Enlightenment and Kantian philosophy.

FROM NEOCLASSICISMTO AUTONOMY

Emil Kaufmann was born on March 28, 1891 in Vienna; he studied first at
Innsbruck and then Vienna with the Renaissance specialist Hans Semper,
with the Byzantinist architectural historian Joseph Strzygowski, the classi-
cal archeologist Emanuel Loewy (1847-1938), and the historian Ludwig von
Pastor (1854-1928). He was especially drawn to the teaching of Max Dvorak,

however, with whom he formed a close friendship. He was awarded his doctor-

ate in Vienna in 1920 and went on to forge an entire Feld by his “rediscovery”

of three generations of French architectural theorists and designers from the
1750s to the 18205, a field that he then expanded into the general examination of

“architecture in the age of reason” in Europe. As Schapiro noted in his brief ohitu-
aryin1953, Kaufmannwasunable toobtainaregular academic post (nodoubt a
resultof rampant anti-semitism) and was obliged to work in a bank for much of
his early career.

His first major article, written in 1920 and published in the Reperro-
rium fir Kunatwissenschaft in 1924, (interestingly enough, side by side with
another ground-breaking architectural study by Paul Zucker, “Der Begriff der
zeitinder architekrur™) outlined the bases for his study of late eighteenth-cen-
tury architecture, by dividing a period generically known as “Classic.” albeit
in a late moment, into two. As explicated by Georges Teyssot, Kaufmann’s

essay, “The Architectural Theory of French Classicism and Neoclassicism,”

|“Die Architectkturtheorie der Franzosischen Klassik und der Kalssizismus”)
established klassizismus as a period with a formal expression, or rather struc-
ture, of its own." Here, Kaufmann was underlining what he saw as the distinct
difference between French developments and those in other “Baroque” coun-
tries. Between Classicism in the mid-seventeenth century and Neoclassicism
alter 1750, there were, for Kaufmann, certain continuities of "clarity and truth”
but sharp ditferences in composition, which seemed to him to move from a
principle of “meaningful harmony” inherent in the work itself toward a princi-
ple of expression or communication provoking sensations beyond the work."
In an “historical” confirmation of Nietzche's 1878 assertion that “Srone is
more stone than before,” Kaufmann articulated tis shift, as one that finally
relinquished the natural values of physical materials ("the demand that the
material be granted its own physical properties and life”) in order to privilege

ideas alone.

For it [Neoclaasiciam| the material is dead. Form has no other function than
to be the bearer of ideaa, the mediator of mooda, to arowse emaotions which are
diatinct from the sensuous material and which the material itaelf does not con-
tain. The symbol of Neoclassiciam ia the non-sensual stone, the atone inhab-

ited by genius."

Kaufmann here established two clear points of reference for his analysis
of the period 1750 to 1800: what he would call later “the universal animism of
the baroque.” where inanimate material took on organic forms, and its antith-
esis, post-Revolutionary form, where the material itself has its own laws: “For
architecture after the Revolution,” he wrote, “the stone 1s again stone.” [*Bau-
kunst ist der Stein weider Stein”|'®

In setting up in this way Classicism, on the one hand, and Neoclassi-
cism, on the other, as the conceptual beginning and end points of his research,
Kaufmann has identified the period 1750 to 1800 as a site of transition from
one to the other; but more importantly as a site of struggle where the two
tendencies and their compositional and philosophical corollaries are inter-
nally and often inconsistently manifested as architects press the classical lan-
guage of architecture to its limits in the search for a means to express Enlight-
enment and Revolutionary ideas. The paradigmatic figure in this struggle,
for Kaufmann, was Claude-Nicolas Ledoux whose architecture registered the
shift from Classicism to Neoclassicism in an especially dramatic, and ulti-
mately productive way. For Ledoux, argued Kaufmann, architecture was the
very expression of the social ideals of the new bourgeoisie and the political
ideas of the Enlightenment as developed in Rousseau’s ideal of individual free-
dom and its Kantian counterpart, “autonomy.”™®

Kaufmann's first direct reference to “autonomen baukunst” was tooccur
in a short study of Ledoux’s church architecture, centered on the project for
the Church of Chaux, (probably designed in 1785, and published in Ledoux's
L'Architecture conaiderée sous le rapport de 'art, des moeurs et de la legisla-
tion in 1804).% Contrasting Ledoux's scheme with Soufflot’s design for Sainte-
Genevieve, to which it obviously was a response, Kaufmann identifies it with
the qualities of the new “neoclassicism” he saw emerging with Ledoux’s gen-
eration. The Neoclassical, as opposed to the Baroque, church was organized as
a solid geometrical block, with reduced decoration and a distinct separation
and identity of its functional parts — separate altars, for example, on different

levels, for festivals and marriages, as opposed to funerals. As Kaufmann wrote,




“In place of the conception of architectural form as living, organic nature, there
enters the feeling for strict geometry.™
This theme is taken up again in the same year in the book-length article
an “The City of the Architect Ledoux.” [*Die Stadr des Architektren Ledoux”|
contributed to the second volume of the Vienna art-historical school’s flag-
ship journal, the Kunatwiasenschaftliche Forachungen™ In this First sketch
of what was to become, three years later, his first book, Kautmann gives the
idea of autonomy a fundamental place, with the subtitle: “On the Realization
of Autonomous Architecture” [“Zur Erkenntnis der autonomen Architektur”|.
In this detailed study, Kaufmann. his critics notwithstanding, develops the
argument for autonomy historically and with deliberate recognition of the
complexity inherent in architectural practice. Ledoux, for him, is after all a
transitional and pivotal figure in the shift from whar he calls “Barogue” to
what he has characterized as “Neoclassicism,” and it is precisely the mixed
nature of the work that allows him to comprehend the shift as an organic
and slow process of internalization and cognition on the part of the architect
as to the overall problem of architecture and its proper means of expression
in an epoch itself undergoing radical shifts in its intellectual, social, and
political forms. Thus Kaufmann's argument moves slowly towards the “erken-
ntnis” or “discovery” of autonomy. through a number of stages, represented
by detailed analyses of Ledoux's designs in roughly chronological order
culminating in a long section devoted to “The Autonomous Solution™ [“Die
autonome Losung”].
First Kaufmann analyzes the dramatic change in plans for the Saltworks
of Chaux between the initial project of 1771 and the final project of 1774,

from a unified, square, courtyard plan, to a number of separate pavilions

grouped around a semi-circle, as a sign of the move from “Baroque unity”

[Barocken Verband] to the Pavilion-system of the nineteenth century [Pavil:
lionsystem|.* The break up of the project into functionally defined and for
mally expressed units was, for Kaufmann, an indication of the “principle of
isolation,” the emergence of an “architecture of isolation” [isolierneden Archi-
tektur| that paralleled the emergence of the modern “individual” conscious-
ness [Individualbewusstseins),*

The example of the Church of Chaux affords Kaufmann an example

of the transition from Baroque dynamic composition to Neoclassical "staric”

composition: the flattened, low dome andthe horizontal lines of the block rein-
forcing a sense of calm meditation, as opposed to the upward movement of
Baroque churches. Further, the articulation of the different altars — one for
festivals and marriages on the upper level, with a second for burials and memo-
rial services below in the crypt, with its own entrances and exits towards the
cemeteries, enunciates for Kaufmann a “principle of isolation” [Prinzip der
Isolierung|, one that corresponds to the sense of “distance” [Distanzierung]
necessary for the communication of sublime effects.®

Kaufmann then advances his argument with the analysis of the two sym-
bolic monuments, the “Panarétéon” and the “Pacifere,” citing Ledoux’s state-
ments that “the torm of a cube is the symbol of immutability” and “the form
of a cube is the symbol of Justice” as a way of introducing the concept of “archi-
tecture parlante,” or “speaking architecture.”® Kaufmann had discovered this
term, not itself of eighteenth century origin, in a mid-nineteenth century arti
cle satirizing Ledoux’s attempts to communicate ideas through buildings and

immediately saw it as both positive and apt in its characterization of the
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aspirations of late eighteenth century architects to develop a truly social lan-
guage of forms.” The “symbolic system” that Ledoux wished to deploy was, of
course, itsell dependent on the separation of individual buildings into identi-
fiable masses, and their shaping as readable signs. Here, tor Kautmann, the
pavilion system, the isolation of parts, and the articulation of the appropriate

“character” of each structure, led naturally to what, in reference to Ledoux’s
design for the "Maison d'Education,” he finally named “the new concept of the
autonomoua treatment of the materials,™

In this way, Kaufmann established the complex development of Ledoux’s

design practice as leading to the "autonomous solution” evinced in the series

of nine-square plan houses deployed in the landscape of the Ideal City of Chaux,
“all varied, all isolated.” as Ledoux stated.® Such isolation, Kaufmann averred,
marked the end of Baroque compositional practice, that of “concatenation”
[Verband| and the beginning of the new building form [die neue Bauform), a form
characterized by the Enlightenment pressure for “clarification” [Abklarungl.®
Kautmann thus prepared the analytical ground for the syste-matic comparison

of with the general method of the Enlightenment — that developed by Kant:

At the time when Kant rejects all the moral philosophies of the past and decrees
the “autonomy of the will as the supreme principle of ethics,” an analogows trana-
formation takes place in architocture. In the sketchea of Ledoux these new objec-
tives appear for the firat time in all their clarity. His work marka the birth of

autonomous architecture.”

The theory of autonomy was given its fullest development in Kaufmann’s
second hook, a slim treatise entitled, polemically enough, Von Ledoux bia
Le Corbuaier, published in 1933, and summarizing and developing the argu-
ments put forward in “Die Stadt.” [n the Preface, dated “Vienna, May 1933."
Kaufmann outlined his methodological premise. This was to be, he wrote,

“something more than a monograph, and different to a mosaic of an artistic
lite.” Rather it was to be seen as “a part of the history of architecture which,
through the interpretation of the work of Ledoux, appears in a new light”
at the same time as demonstrating “the importance of the great movement
of ideas around 1800 for the domain of art"™* This theoretical aim was
expressed in the subtitle to the hook, no longer “Zur Erkenntnis der Autonomen
Architektur” but now the more dynamic “Ursprung und Entwicklung der
Autonomen Architektur.” The substitution of “Origin and Development” for

“Discovery” represented both a firmer conviction in his own “discovery” and a
sense of its historical implications for later developments.

From the outset, Kaufmann made it clear that he was seeing the French
architecture of the Enlightenment and Revolution as equal or greater inimpor-
tance to the already well-established tradition of German Neoclassicism as
represented by Schinkel. His title, in fact, was a direct gloss on Paul Klopfer's
Von FPalladio bis Schinkel, an argument for the primacy of German architec-
ture as it received the Renaissance tradition from Italy,® Kaufmann, by con-
trast, is concerned to emphasize the role of the French and Latin traditions
in the continuation of Palladio’s legacy to the present. His work in Paris had
convinced him that it was the Latin countries that counted in the develop-
ment of modernism. While philosophy, under the aegis of Kant, and poetry fol-
lowing Holderlin, could be seen to have constructed the intellecrual and liter-
ary foundations of Romantic modernism, it was in France and Italy that the

work of the Enlightenment entered fundamentally into the visual arts, and
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especially architecture. This was accomplished, Kaufmann argued, by the
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final break with Baroque modes of compaosition (“heteronomous” as he called
them) and the introduction in their place of modern forms of disposition
(*autonomous” or “free-standing”). Once ratified by the Revolution, and despite
artempts to veil the radical nature of the shift by means of historical styles,
autonomy survived toestablish the abstraction of modernism as the apotheo-

sis of Enlightenment reason. He wrote:

If we are well-informed about the historic role of Italy as the initiatory land
of modern times in the domaina of art and society, we remain, by contraat,
ignorant of the role of France as pioneer of a new art and creator of a new
architecture. Towards 1800, as during the Gothic period, the decisive innova-
tions come from the French architects. In the following work, | am firat con-
cerned to render juatice to the artiat who waa the firat, not with a vague intu-
itton of distant goals but with a clear and full self-conasciousneas, to traverse
the long route from the Baroque to modern architecture: Claude-Nicolaa
Ledoux. Placed ar the frontier of two epochas, before and after the Revol-
ution, his work ia the first to announce the new artiatic aima; it ia the tangible
witneas ro the appearance of a new world. But it is also my concern to show
how his ideas and rhoase of hia epoch are tranamitted to uas, and hew, in
a way, the unity of the laat hundred and fifty years is reflected in archi
tectural activity. [VLLC, 5-6]

Kaufmann was immediately concerned to announce that it was the “revolu-
tionary” period as a whole — 1770 to 1790 — with which he was concerned;
precise dates, which for Ledoux were in any case hard to come by, were less
important than a sense of the signification of the global shift in art and
philosophy, as in the social and political realm. The years that saw the prepa-
ration of the “great revolution that was completely ro transform the social
system of the west” were “the same years in which the work of Kant matured.”
He writes: “Globally, there was a profound (we could say today, definitive)
denial of the past; a clear and self-conscious rupture, a decisive step toward
a new autonomy.” For Kaufmann, the interconnection between these move-
ments and the work of Ledoux was not accidental, but established by Kant and

Ledoux’s common respect for and indebtedness to Rousseau:

At the moment when, with the Declaration of the Righta of Man, the rights of
the individual ave affirmed, at the moment when, in place of the old heterono-
mouas morality, Kant inatituted the autonomows ethic, Ledowux laid the founda-

tiona of an autonomoua architecture. [VLLC, 12]

The correspondence was direct: if for Kant the Critique of Pure Reason had
accomplished "what numerous centuries had been unable torealize,” for Ledoux
“the moment in which we live has broken the chains that shackle architecture.”
|vLLE, 12; Ledoux, LArchitecture, 30| From a study of Ledoux, Kaufmann averred,
would emerge the answer to three critical questions: the reasons for the “aban-
doning of the aesthetics of Baroque classicism,” the “relations between the Revo-

lution and architecture,” and the “profound signitication of neoclassicism and
the architecture of the end of the nineteenth century.” [vLrc, 12].%

The general concept of architectural autonomy, was, for Kaufmann, repre-
sented by awide range of large and small-scale formal moves, The first, and most
fundamental, because the most radical shift from Barogque modes of composi-
tion was the separation of buildings according to a quasi-funcrional identifica-
tion, rather than their unified and hierarchical massing to include all functions.
This step, taken by Ledoux at the beginning of his career as he jettisoned the
courtyard preliminary scheme for the Saltworks in Favor of a grouping of pavil-

ions, was decisive:

Lehrbenspete (" Teaching Exam

The paasage from the firat to the aecond project reflects no leas than one of
the moat important events in the history of architecture: the diamembering
of Baroque concatenation [Zertrummerung des Barocken Verbandeal. ...In a
remarkable parallelismwith the general historicevolution, concatenation isreplaced
by the ayatem of pavilionnate compoaition, which, after that moment, becomes pre-
dominant: this ia the free association of autonomous entities[Pavillonaystem..die

[reie Vereiniqung aelbatondiger Existenzen/ [VLL.C, 16-17]

In this transformation of compositional techniques, the instrumental force,
both for the production of the buildings and their historical analysis, was the
rational plan: it is the plan which as Kaufmann noted “allows us to discover
the fundamental reasons for the determination of forms,” no doubt a first
step that allowed for Kaufmann's historical connection of Ledoux with the
Le Corbusier of the “plan as generator.” And this plan, as with the three-
dimensional form of the pavilions, is constructed not by any reference to a
Baroque observer, but purely geometrically. Geometry operates as a calculated
control of form for use; not only does the “rationality of the plan” |[die Ratio
des Planes| exercise “absolute sovereignty.” but it offers a neutral system of
order, entirely abstracted from the personal experience of a perspectival
observer. Where "all baroque architecture was conceived as a function of the
observer,” now “the center of the new buildings is no longer the heart of the
whole... It is no more than a geometrical point to which all the parts relate.
The new buildings are assembled and notintimately linked [Zusammen-gesetz,
nicht zusammengewachsen|. [VLLC, 19| In accordance with the spirit of auton-
omy, the new pavilions are entirely self-sufficient: as opposed to the Classical
and Baroque system, inherited from Renaissance aesthetics, where "to detach
a part is to destroy the whole,” the pavilion rejects parts and becomes “an asso-

ciation of independent elements:”

If onewishea to characterize the architectural systema by formulae as reduced
as possible one could define Baroque association in theae terma: one part dom-
inatea all the others and nevertheleas all the parts form a whole; the deep
Aenae of the pavilion syatem can be translated thua: the part i independent
within the frame of the totality. [Der Teil ist frei im Rahmen des Ganzen|

Between the two systema liea a Revolution. [viLc, 19]

Kaufmann was far from claiming that Ledoux ever threw off the Baroque sen-
sibiliry entirely — in different ways, all of Ledoux’s work exhibited its transi-
rional character — indeed Kaufmann stresses in his analysis of buildings from
the 1770s (the Hotel Montmorency, the pavilion at Louveciennes for the Com-
tesse du Barry) and the 1780s (the Hotel Thelusson) that “the opposed prin-
ciples were living ar the same time in the artist” — but he finds in Ledoux’s
“fanaticism” for geometry and rigorous planning an anticipation of the archi-
tect's later, more abstract projects. [VLLC, 20|
Here Kaufmann sees the influence of the desire of the Enlightenment
for “clarification,” or Abklarung, which when applied to architecture called for
the use of "massive blocks™ superimposed in compositions that, rather than
relying on the effect of a central, principal, motif, gained effect through the
simple strength of masses themselves. And while Ledoux is still free in his
use of Barogue motifs to give his buildings character — the upturned urns and
grotto in the Saltworks, for example = his preference was for the architecture
to “speak” by means of its own stereometric forms, as in the designs for the
House of the Surveyors (a vast elliptical tube), or the Coopers’ Workshop (with

its concentric rings and intersecting barrel-shaped form):

Experimenta with forma themaelves count among the moat astonishing initia-
tives of this epoch. The preference for the aimpleat atereometric configurationa

i indicative of the gravity of the apirit of the age. Thua one finda in the proj-
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ects of Ledowx, severe cubes (as one aees for example in the Country House of
Jarnac or the Houae for a Man of Letters), the Howae of the Woodcutters in the
form of a pyramid. the eylindrical Country Houase (also the Barriere of the Bou-
levard of La Villette, atill atanding, and the cylindrical House of M. De Witr)
and finally Spherical Houae of the Agriculrural Guarda. [viiLc, 30|

Building wp his argument for Ledoux as an originator ol modernism
Kaufmann remarks on the fact that “our own epoch, linked to that of Ledoux.
is open to experiments of the same kind which, even if they are without issue
from an architectural point of view, are no less very significant of the indefati-
gable rescarch for new forms |[neuer Gestalt].” [viLc, 32]

Bringing together all these compositional innovations, is, as Kaufmann
had intimated in his earlier writings, the project for the Church of Chaux. Com-
bining the demand for a single, free-standing mass, horizontal and static, with

the separation of functional elements such as the altars, on different levels,

it also construed a new kind of neoclassical “sublime.” This was a sublimc!t-i'f

calm meditation in a solemn immobility,” a sublime of individual self-absorp-
tion and contemplation as opposed 1o the Medieval "sancruary of unworld-
liness™ or Baroque “spiritual elevation.” [t was also a sublime of “distance,”
reflecting the idea common to neo-Kantians from Wolfflin to Warburg, Adorno
to Karcauer and Benjamin, that objectivity and rationality requires a “keep-
ing one's distance.” [distanzhalten] [vi1L¢, 93] Finally, the entire effect of the
Church, its own enlightened spirituality, is gained not by the introduction of
painting, sculpture, images, or symbols, but by “the autonomous means of

architecture” [die autonomen Mittel der Architektur| [viLe, 34)

FROM KANTTO LE CORBUSIER

Autonomy of the will ia the sole principle of all moral lawa and of dutiea in
keeping with them; heteronomy of choice, on the other hand, not only doea not
ground any obligation at all but is inatead oppoaed to the principle of obliga-
tion and to the morality of the will.

Immanuel Kant, Critigue of Practical Reason, 1788.

The connection that Kaulmann sought between architecture and philosophy,
and ultimately between Ledoux and Kant was provided and historically
grounded by Ledoux’s reading of Rousseau. Rousseau was evoked explicitly
and implicitly in many passages of L'Architecture, The obvious interpretation
of “'homme primitif” embodied in the plate illustraring the shelter of the
poor; the enthusiasm for natural settings throughout the descriptions of the
City of Chaux; the reterences to “le pacte social” and finally the overall adher-
ence to a “return to origing,” exhibired in Ledoux’s theory and design. The key
passage for Kaufmann, joining this "return” to "autonomy” is that in which
Ledoux justifies the separation of each function in pavilions in the second
project for the Saltworks: “Remontez au principe...Consultez la nature; par
tour 'lhomme est isoleIVLLC, 43: LA 9o Kaufmann further draws parallels
between Rousseau’s social thought and the institutions designed by Ledoux
tor his ideal "natural” society. The strange phallic-planned brothel or *Oikma”
masquerading as a "Fragment of 2 Greek Monument,” resonated for Kaufmann
with the sensibility of Schlegel’s “Lucinde.” a witness to the “autonomy of
the pleasure of the senses™ typical of the epoch.® Beyond this, Rousseau was
behind Ledoux’s emphasis on hygiene, physical exercise, education, commu-
nal living, and his more general preoccupation with the citizenry of his new
ideal state asa whole —a “universal citizenry”™ or Welthurgertichkeir. If Ledoux
wias by no means an egalitarian along the lines of later revolutionaries such as
Gracchus Babeuf, he certainly believed in a “pactre sociale” that endowed the

poorest member ol sociery with architecture — a characteristic that would later

appeal to the socialism of Hannes Meyer who, in 1942, lauded Ledoux for having
given the pyramid (previously reserved for the elite) to the masses.™

But while the connection between Ledoux and Rousseau may be obvi-
ous, that between Ledoux and Kant remains uncertain. For, at first glance, the
question of “autonomy.” posited by Kant as the basis for moral principle, and
takenup throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries as the warchword
of hourgeois liberal politics, does not easily relate to architecture, either in
theory or practice. First advanced in the Critique of Pure Reason as a “call to
reason” to gain “self-knowledge” it presented the kind of paradox between law
and self-will that has haunted political reasoning ever since. In Kant the "cri-
tique of pure reason” presupposes what he calls a “tribunal”™ that will ensure
the claims of reason; a tribunal that operates "not by dl-nipmic decrees” but "in
accordance with its own eternal and unalterable laws."

this atnmse double imperative — the freedom to give unﬂs
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represented far more than a simple appeal to reason, or a century-old claim in
the philosophy of knowledge. It was historically and conceptually the found-
ing principle ot bourgeois society, a product, as Adorno had it, of “the enthu-
siasm of the youthful bourgeoisie which had not yer started its never-ending
complaints that reason cannot solve anything, but which still feels confident
of its ability to achieve things by virtue of the powers of its own reason.” Thus
understood, the interrogation of autonomy was jeined to the interrogation
of bourgeois liberal democracy, under severe threat in the inter-war period.
Inspired by the research of the Marburg schoal, under the leadership ot Her-
mann Cohen, many philosophers in the early twentieth century, including
Ernst Cassirer who studied at Marburg, were returning to Kant as the initiator
of modern critical philosophy: Cassirer's two studies Freiheit und Form (1916)
Kanta Leben und Lehre, the Arst modern comprehensive philosophical biogra-
phy, was published in 1918 and became the relerence point for a new genera-
tion, including Kracauer, Adorno, and Benjamin who saw Kant, for better or
for worse, as the beginning point of an investigation necessary for the devel-
opment of a truly “critical” theory. Adorno, in particular, saw Kantian auton-
omy as a double-edged sword, much in the way thar contemporary thinkers
were characterizing Rousseau’s social contraer as implicitly totalitarian. For
Adorno, questioning the implications of appeals to “reason” that had, under
the impetus of science and technology already begun to exhibit their “dark
side,” autonomy in Kanr, as the “kernel of his philosophy.” articulared “a very

dark secret of bourgeois sociery.”

Thia aecret ia the reality thar the formal freedom of juridical subjects ia actu
ally the foundation of the dependency of all upon all, that is to Aay, it is the
foundation of the coercive character of aociety, ita conformity with law. Thar
ia what liea behind the very atrange theory that in Kant reason is a tribunal

which haa to ait in judgement over reason as the accused.”™

It was, of course, the paradoxical nature of this dichotomy that led many
humanists in the interwar period o interrogate their own objects of study,
from philosephy to art history. at a moment when bourgeois autonomy, and
its supposed links to reason and liberalism if not social democracy, was chal-
lenged by the movement from the “freedom” of law to totalitarian “coercion.”
Kaufmann, in Vienna, was equally exposed to this neo-Kantian revival,

bur in raking up Kant as the founding father of modern bourgeois society, and
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specifically in 1933, he was making a very different point to that of the Berlin
thearists. Where the Frankfurt school sociologists were already looking at the
paradoxes and problematics of Kantian idealism, and Cassirer himself was
struggling with the difficulties of reconciling Rousseau and Kant in essays
published in 1932, Kaufmann apparently blithely ignored such questions in
favor of a generalized appeal to Rousseau/Kant as signifying an Enlighten
ment unified enough to provide an intellectual base, both for Ledoux, and for
his interpretation. Such apparent simplification, however, is explicable on two
grounds. Firstly, Kaufmann was concerned to sketch the intellectual frame-
work for an architect who himself was anything but a systematic thinker, one
who readily appealed to a wide range of authorities in his attempt to justify
new forms. Kaufmann's seeming confusion, in these terms, was historically
accurate in delineating the discursive breadth of Ledoux’s sources, and its
impact on design. Certainly Cassirer’s study of The Philosophy of the Enlight
enment published in 1932 had, rogether with his essay on Rousseau of the
same year, the aim of constructing such a unity of thought.®

Secondly, and equally important, Kaufmann's own intellectual agenda
reached beyond a purely historical interpretation. Embedded in the title of
Von Ledoux bis Le Corbuaier, and in its appeal to Kantian thought, was an
implicit challenge to the emerging cultural politics of Austria and Germany,
and a covert appeal to a “united” front based on the rule of law and reason as
the basis for the restatement of the ideal of a liberal, social democratic, state.

Published in May 1933, two months after Hitler's takeover of power after
the March 5 elections, was seemingly deliberately calculated to assert the
social democratic values of Enlightenment, republicanism, and modernism,
values under severe attack not only from Nazi ideologues who had denounced
them, and the modernism that represented them as degenerate and Bolshe
vik, but also from conservative Viennese art historians like Strzygowski and
Sedlmayr. The latter, who had joined the National Socialist party in 1932, then
to become a loyal supporter throughout the occupation and War, was to wait
until Kaufmann's flight to the U.S. before developing his own thesis of the

“loss of center” using Kaufmann's own material to set out a despairing thesis of
decline and fall where Kaufmann had seen only progress and justice. In 1933,
however, as Damisch has pointed out, it was an act of real intellectual, if not
physical, courage to set out the continuities between the French Revolution
and Modernism, in a moment when Speer and his cohorts were finding monu
mental solace in the gigantesque revival of German neoclassicism.

Ledoux, in this context, was, more than a historical subject, a cover,
or metaphor for the explication of liberal bourgeols society, if not a kind of
utopian socialism in historical guise. The real subject of the treatise would
then be the architecture of Loos, Walter Gropius, Richard Neutra, and Le Cor
busier = the architecture of Modernism developed between 1900 and 1929.

Kaufmann wrote:

The continuity of the development of post-revolutionary architecture can in
a way be traced through to the beginning of our own period, which opena
around 19oo with the Dutch Berlage and the Vienneae Adolf Looa, a period
one can usefully designate by naming its moat self-conscious protagonist, the
leader of the young French achool: Le Corbuaier [den Fuhrer dea jungen Frank

reich Le Corbuaier]. [viLe, 61]

The first mention of Le Corbusier in Kaufmann's writings is in a footnote to
the article “Die Stadt,” which points to the similarities between three state
ments by Ledoux, and the text of Vera une architecture.™ The connection was
understood as obvious as Ledoux spoke of “the appreciable feeling of a plan
as stemming from the subject, the site, and the needs of the building, of the
destructive effect of details on surfaces,” and of the “forms described with a

single stroke of the compass,” the square and the circle as the “alphabetical
letters used by authors in the text of their best works."
Two years later, Von Ledoux bia Le Corbuaier was to elaborate these anal

ogies as systematically and historically grounded. Ledoux, Kaufmann argued in
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the last section of the book, was the progenitor of a modernism that was in no
way formalist (“he did not confine his attention only to formal details, as did
the Secession a hundred years later” [VLLC, 42]): rather “in his research he envis-
aged the totality of the reorganization of the body of the building itselt and of the
systems of large complexes of buildings.” [viLe, 42] Considering Ledoux’s later
works, and especially his group of town houses designed afrer the Revolution
for Hosten, Kaufmann ro introduced his first modernist comparison, not to Le

Corbusier, but to Walter Gropius: referring to Ledoux’s late works, he notes:

The principal artistic quality of theae projecta did rhat
Ledoux looked for above all. The formal prinriplmnHom
were hased corresponda to the leitmotif of our present architecture, as Walter
Gropiua haa expressed it in the first volume of the Bauhaus booka: “a variety

Atarting with the same fundamental type obtained by the alternate juxtapoai-
tion and superimpoaition of repetitive apatial cells.” |[vLLC, 48]

It is ¢lear that in tracing the development of autonomous architecture after
Ledoux, and through the nineteenth century, Kautmann is aware of the dete-
rioration in aesthetic content, and of the deleterious effects of the incessant
repetition of the “pavilion system.” Thus he analyzes the teaching method
and influence of Jean-Nicolas Louis Durand, who systematized Ledoux’s own
system for the Ecole Polytechnique, repeating the fundamental elements of
architecture as if they were so many geometrical points, lines, and planes on
graph paper, and sees this method’s effects on architects like Dubut, But it is
equally obvious that Kaufmann is here only attempting to demonstrate that
despite the overt historicist “clothing” of the pavilions in question, varied
according to taste and stylistic revival through the century, the survival of the
pavilion, and its fundamentally geometrical/functional foundation, allowed
the principles of modernism to survive if not to prosper.

His assessment of the effects of autonomy on urbanism is, for example,
hlealk enough, and parallel to that of Camillo Sitte at the end of the nineteenth
century: castigating the pavilion structures around the Place de I'Etoile, the

Place Royale in Munich, or the Ringstrasse in Vienna, whose buildings

are aet up. like isolated blocks. In their iaclation, each one could, withour
hindering ita attractiveneas, be diaplaced to another aite. It ia of little impor-
tance that the parta have been realized and are of different appearance, as in
Munich, or are contemporary and fit amongat themaelves as in Vienna. The
double aspect of the past century which, like Janus, looka at once forward and
backward, appeara even more clearly in that portion of the Ringatrasse with
the monumental buildings of the Partiament, the City Hall, the Univerairy, and
the Theater. Conceived according to an abaolutely heteronomows inapiration,
the buildings are deatined for show. In this intention, each of them carries an
old suit, paasing for Greek, Gothic, or late Renaissance. But in this diveraity
there 14 also a new trait: the total indifference to the effect of the whole. Each

building remaina in a total isolation, none i linked in an ensemble. Vi1, 61]

Yet, despite the moribund, half heteronomous, half autonomous aspect of
the style-revival buildings of the Ringstrasse, the principle of autonomy sur-
vived to triumph in the younger generation of modernists following Berlage.
Kautmann is not inclined to enter into a detailed analysis of twentieth cen-
tury modernism as a conclusion to his Ledoux monograph: for him, the simple
evidence” of Le Corbusier and his contemporaries is enough to make the point.
Interestingly enough, it is Richard Neutra, the Viennese exile in California.
whose Wie baut Amerika had been published in 1927, who is selected as the
spokesman for modernism’s continuity with the past, Roman, and Baroque:

Neutra, quoted by Kaufmann, writes:

1t i a long way from the plastic formaliam of the Greek world to the twisted
facadea aof the Baroque, but thia route ia not illogical, it always crosses so to
apeak the same region: that of a certain spiritual attitude towarda architectural
creation. The general principle the development of which we have wanted to dem

onatrate here in architecture ia defined by Neutra in these teyma: Dissociation,

Juxtapoaition, the atrict delimitation of concepta, of the domaina of thought and

action, such seem to be the fundamental tendencies of this development.”!

It is, nonetheless, with Le Corbusier that Kaufmann concludes his little book,
a Le Corbusier represented not only by Vera une architecture, but by the trans-
lated version of Urbanisme, Stadtebau, and more recently still by the first
volume of his Oeuvres completea, 1910 to 1929, published in 1930. Kaufmann
was thus able to refer to the already commonplaces of the “fascination for the

straight line,” or the “return to the “fundamental realities of the sphere, the
cube and the cylinder in great architecture” but also to extend his comparison
with Ledoux to the layout and projected monuments of the Cité Mondiale, with
its already contentious pyramidal scheme for a Mundaneum or world museum,
reminiscent of the pyramids of Ledoux and Boullee. Kautmann, as opposed to
the trenchant critiques of the Marxist Karel Teige, lauds the “idealism” of this

utopia as directly relating to, if not influenced by, that of Ledoux:

The resemblance between the epoch of Ledoux and our oum ia not limited (thia
will be one of our conclusiona) to formal and thematic aspects. This resem-
blance doea not only reat in the fact that in his epoch aa our own one sees the
new and important problem of the maases emerge as the powerful motive of
solutiona. Independently of the new demanda of the real, one discerns now aa
at that epach a new idealism. It appeara in LArchitecture of Ledoux as in the
writinga of Le Corbuaier, in the project for the Ideal City as in the Cité Modiale.
It ia in thia idealism, founded on the new ideals of ethics and law, in which i, in the

end, rooted, it Acems 10 us, before 1800 even aa today, the renewal of architecture.
Kautmann concludes:

Because Le Corbusier haa no less faith in these than Ledoux, becauae in the
one and in the other the intimate link between art and life is as strong, one
muat cite, side by aide, the maater whoase work crowna the triumph of the new

principles and he whoae activity has opened the way for these principles,

STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS
Kaufmann's methods of analysis, as well as those of the Vienna School with
which he was to be loosely associated, have often beencriticized for their incip-
ient “formalism,” and especially so from the lett in the 1930s. Thus Meyer Scha-
piro, responding to the confused and contradictory “formalism” of the Vien-
nese School, in an incisive review of the publications of the “New Viennese
School” of art history, tried to redress the historical problem in terms of a less
reductive political position. Assessing Emil Kautmann's article “The City of
the Architect Ledoux,” and the later Von Ledoux bis Le Corbusier, Schapiro,
while recognizing the merit of Kaufmann's rescue of Ledoux. pointed to the
limitations of the Formal approach in relating architecture to its social context.
Kautmann had attempted to join what he called Ledoux's principle of architec-
tural “autonomy” - the derivation of an architectural aesthetic from internal
requirements of construction and use rather than from any external, imposed
artistic conception - to a similar characteristic of emerging bourgeois soci-
ety, = “which thinks ot itself as composed of isolated, equally free individu-
als.” Schapiro argued that Kaufmann, in fact, had succeeded only in joining an
architectural principle to asocial principle, one found indeed in Ledoux's writ-
ings. “The correlation,” Schapiro wrore, *is with bourgeois ideology, nor with
the actual class structure and conditions of bourgeois society, and depends
maore on quotations than on a study of social and economic history.” In the
light of our analysis of Kautmann's theses of autonomy, we would have to con-
clude that Kaufmann might have readily agreed with Schapiro's critique: far
from trying to develop a materialist history assuming the fundamental rela-
tions between base and superstructure, society and culture, Kaufmann's aims
were surely more modest and confined to demonstrating the relations between
thought about social form, and thought about architectural form.

But Kautmann's method was not only attacked from the left. Like many

social-democratic theses it was equally subject to criticism from the right.




Indeed, Kaufmann did not have to look so far for his enemies as the Berlin

of Hitler's putsch: Hans SedImayr, another distinguished student of Waolfflin,
and an editor of the Vienna school's flagship journal, the Kunatwissenachaftli-
che Forachungen, in which Kaufmann had published his breakthrough article,
had, during these years taken sharp issue with Kaufmann's democratic and
idealistic reading of the architecture of 1800, and precisely from a conserva-
tive, soon to become fascist, commitment. [t is in comparison with Sedlmayr’'s
approach that Kaufmann seems less and less the Vienna School historian, and
more and more the student of Dvorak.

It was Hans Sedlmayr, of all the Vienna School historians, who took seri-
ously the lessons of Riegl, in opposition to his dissertation advisor Julius
Schlosser, in conceptualizing a method of art history that completely inte-
grated architecture; developing Riegl’s concept of Kunstwollen, as reinter-
preted by his contemporary Panotsky, into what he termed a “Strukturanalyse”
or analysis of structural principles. These were not, of course, the principles
of structure, as an architectural historian might understand them. His well-
known treatise on Borromini's church, San Carlo alle Quattro Fontane, found
its structural principle not in the architectural structure, nor even in the

“structural” organization of its intersecting spaces and volumes, but rather in
the decorative treatment of the wall. As Christopher Wood notes, “In other
words, structure may reveal itself in apparently marginal or meaningless fea-
tures.” |Wood. 25| Here Sedlmayr relies on Gestalt theory to introduce the
notion of “shaped vision,” that in his terms formed an objective and rational
way of looking beneath appearances, of seeking out principles of form and
organization not apparent in normal characterizations of function, style, and
the like. Wood and Meyer Schapiro before him, have pointed out the entirely

"specious” nature of this "rationalism.” criticizing its intuitionist and implic-
itly racist undertones.

In Sedlmayr’s terms, while Kaufmann had (the method after all was sci
entifically correct) analyzed the formal shifts he had entirely misdiagnosed
the symproms. Where Kaufmann saw renewal in revolutionary and modern
architecture, Sedlmayr saw decay and decline; where Kaufmann saw increas-
ing health in society and architecture, Sedlmayr saw decadence and death.
Architecture was but a sign of the “huge inner catastrophe” set otf by the
Revolution, a *loss of center” and stability imaged by what tor Sedlmayr was
the most characteristic morif of 18oo, the sphere, with all its implications
of the destabilization — the literal deracination of traditional architecture.
Kaufmann's heroes were Sedlmayr's devils: as the latter observed of Goya:

“The more we study the art of Goya, the more intense grows our conviction thar,
like Kant in philosophy and Ledoux’s architecture, he is one of the great pulver-
izing forces that bring a new age into being." [Lc, 117] Sedlmayr, sensing an

ally in his Hight against the demon of modernism, cites Ernst Junger approv
ingly in characterizing the muwaealen trieb, the “face turned towards the things
of death,” of the contemporary epoch.

More specifically, explaining his so-called “Method of Critical Forms," a
method he claims is “capable of separating the true from the false,” of "concen-
trating on that unconscious sphere of instinctive receptivity” and of “posses-
sion” in which “the soul of the age stands naked before us™ — a method that is
common to the pathologist and the psychologist — Sedlmayr finds in the image
of Ledoux's architecture one such apparently bizarre but fundamentally symp
tomatic form that describes the folly of the modern age: the Sphere House of
the Agricultural Guards that Kaufmann had seen as a brave innovation, a har

binger of modernist abstraction,

Such a radical new form, for inatance, is inherent in the idea of uaing a aphere

aa the baaic farm of an entire howse. Moat people have treated this notion aA

nothing more than a bad joke or a very ordinary piece of lunacy, while the more
charitable have looked upon it Jand here he is referring to the conclusion of hia
sometime Viennese colleague €mil Kaufmann] as an “experiment with form.”
The thing ia certainly inaane enough, but if it were no more than that, we should
hardly be juatified in waating much time over it,

A nonaenaical idea, however, need by no means be wholly with

out significance . . . auch abnormalities reveal very apecific characteriatica

.« . Thua the aphere when used aa the shape of a building ia a critical form

which . .. 1.a a symptom of a profound criaia both in architecture and in the
whole life of the human spirit. Here we are beginning to deal with the zone

of the unconacioua ... |Lc, 4]

Sedimayr saw this non-architectural form as the fatal symptom of an
abstraction that had, with Le Corbusier, reached its most nonsensical and
anti-architectural end. Agreeing with Kaufmann that autonomy was the key
(it “implies that architecture under Ledoux had as it were become conscious
of its own true nature — it was the same idea that animated Loos and Le
Corbusier”), Sedlmayr castigates the Maison Savoye at Poissy. the epitome
of Corbusian modernism for Sigfried Giedion and perhaps for Kaufmann too,
as it rested "upon its supports upon the lawn,” nothing more than the image
of “a spaceship that has just landed.” [LC,107] Le Corbusier's pictures, wrote

Sedlmayr in disgust.” are full of floating transparent things.” [Lc.101]

Sedimayr is here opposed to the “autonomous” nature of this geometri-
cal architecture — its apparent repulsion for the earth, an architecture wishing
to fly, transparent, floating in the air; and thereby no longer holding to its tec
tonic foundations, and dangerously open to the delererious effects ot what he
calls “paper architecture.” It is no coincidence that Sedlmayr uses Kaufmann
as the scholarly source of every one of his critical description of the dreams,
unhappy visions, and “shadow values” of Boullée's and Ledoux’s architecture.
Indeed, Kaufmann is acknowledged as the source of Sedimayr's whole study,

as, in his postface, he admits:

The very beginnings of this work were inspired by the reaearch of Emil
Kaufmann on Ledoux, which came to my notice in 1930. | saw at once thar
Kaufmann had succeeded in making a discovery of the utmoat importance
towards the underatanding of our age, but that at the same time he had not
wholly recognized the true significance of his own discovery, and that the phe

nomena ao clearly perceived by him were not correctly evaluated. |LC]

Of course, this does not prevent Sedlmayr from claiming almost equal credit,
as he recounts that he expounded the “thoughts. .. developed here” in Verluate
der Mitte in a lecture given in 1934, and again in 1937 in a discourse that was
not published,” finally to set them down in 1941, and giving them “in univer-
sity lectures in 1941 and 1944.™

This debate between Kaufmann and Sedlmayr has generally been seen,
in art historical circles at least, as the starting point for the reevaluation of
Revolutionary architecture, as well as the origin of many myths only recently
dispelled by less formalistic and more historically dispassionate research. But,
for the moment, | would want to hold such criticism, in order to follow up
the fundamental distinction drawn by Hubert Damisch between what semiolo
gists and their heirs over the last decades have spoken of as the "meaning
of architecture,” considering architecture as a system of communication, and
the question, posed by Damisch of “what architecture means” in a specific
moment. According to these distinctions, when Kaufmann wrote in 1924 of
classicism as demanding a “harmony” that confined “signification ... to the
intrinsic qualities of the subject and their expression.” and of neoclassicism

as seeing form as having “no other function than to be the support for thought,
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to transmit impressions, to provoke sensations.” he was perhaps not so much
seeing these two architectures as accomplishing this goal within their particu-
lar societies and cultures, as aapiring to that goal in their theories and ideals.
Thus, similarly, when he speaks of Ledoux in the same breath as Kant and
Rousseau, he was perhaps not so much claiming that there is an inner essence
in Ledoux’'s architecture that is Kantian, nor certainly that Ledoux had read
Kant or wished to be a Kantian architect, but more simply that there seemed
to be a homology between, in their different realms, Ledoux’s use of separate,

independent, geometric forms, and say, Kant's desire for principles of indepen-

dent critical judgement, and Rousseau’s return to the principle of “natural man.”

| say “more simply,” but in fact, such relations introduce a complexity in the
interpretative structure that is belied by the crude juxtaposition, and that goes
well beyond the equally crude “social/economic/formal” postulations of Marx-
ist art historians of the period. Here, Kaufmann is less a follower of the psycho-
logical formalism of the Vienna School than an adherent of the principles of his
mentor, Max Dvofak’s, concept of “the history of art as the history of ideas.™
Admittedly, Kaufmann has been cast as a reductive systematizer in his
attempt to construct an interpretative scheme derived from Riegl's kunstwol-
len that corresponded to architecture in particular, And yet his notion of
an “architectural system” as developed in writings after his emigration to
the United States offered a far more precise tool of analysis. As he defined i,
“attention is focused not so much on problems of style. nor on descriptions of
single features, nor even on the investigation into general form, but rather
upon the interrelation of the several parts of the composition, and especially

the relationship between the several components and the whole architectural

composition itselt."" But here we have moved beyond a generic "will to form,”™

and even beyond Sedlmayr's static “structural analysis,” to a Hexible model
that approximates not only similar types in music and literature, as well as

painting, but also, in this case, the architect’s own design procedures.

The architecture of the late eighteenth and nineteenth conturies has much in
common with classical and Baroque art. But these common traita concern
only the surface. The continued wse of classical features creates a certain
Auperficial reaemblance between these perioda preceding and following the
Revolution. Only by an analyais based on the concept of an “architectural
syatem,” can we appreciate how fundamentally the mode of architectural com-

poaition waa tranaformed. [ISAH, 13]

The comparison and matching of such a structure once identified with similar

structures in thought and social life was entirely flexible and always shifting:

In the relationahip between forma and syatem, each epoch eatablishes its oun
baaic ideas of diapoaition and interrelation of parts. Either older forma are
remodeled until they are perfectly adjuated to the new aystem of arrangement:
or new forma proffered by new constructional methods are adopted if they
accord with the new system; or natural forma are reinterpreted in keeping wirh
the changed ideal of general dispoaition. The search for new forma ia, therefore,
a neceasary consequence of the deaire for a new ayatem. Forma themaelves are

Asecondary factora: the ayatem is the primary conasideration. [ISAH, 18]

We might characterize this method, as opposed to the more psychological and
teleological “structural analysis”™ of Sedlmayr, as not so much structural as
“atructuraliat” paralleling similar contemporary attempts to identify systems
of relationships in linguistics and symbols by, say, Cassirer and Panofsky in
other domains.
But again Kaufmann's structuralism has a history that grounds it in tem-
porality, and even though his history falls short of Schapiro’s desired social

and economic enquiries, it is rigorously enough based in intellectual develop-
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ments. Indeed it is clear that Kaufmann intends us to see his “architectural
system” as on the same plane as and commensurate with intellectual devel-
opments, as the manifestation, in other words, of the architect’s thought pro-
cesses. This is what he means when he speaks of "peering behind the facade of
architectural development” to “discover themetaphysical background of build
ing” in a particular era. [1SAH, 18] This notion of the particular era was funda-
mental to Kautmann's view of the specificity of history. As he noted in a review
of Nils's study of the work of Louis-lean Desprez, "each epoch requires specific
categories of treatment.” New material should not be interpreted within the
categories “derived, originally, from the production of another (as a rule prior)
period,” but rather according to “some new approach adequate to their novel
ways." He concluded: “The idea of all-embracing categories is a chimaera, Still
worse, of course, is the sterile application of categories formed on the accom-
plishments of a different period.”*

Kaufmann elaborated on this in a review article of 1946:

We live in a time inwhich the gathering and recording of factual data are often
conaidered the unique end of art history. No doubr such activity is indispens-
able. Yet one ahould not overlook the fact that it does not require much eriginal-
ity to tranaform a card file into a book, after having added just a few details
to the findings of many predeceasora in a field labored, perhapa. through centu-
riea. One should rate higher the biographer who venturea out into unmapped
territory, who discovers a forr proffers a new picture of a personality, and en
era. Such a biographer ia more likely to err in his evaluations and commenta
than the aimple compiler. although the larter is by no menaa infallible in hia
attributionas. Art history should not care leas about the epiphenomenon than
the phenomenon. The biographer whe atrugglea to graap the meaning of artis-
tic production will become a source of Atimulus and progreas for the discipline
even when he erra. Needleaa to aay, these remarka apply atill better to those
rare historians who, gifted with a keen viaion, redisacover or reinterpret a whole
epoch aa, e.9., did the scholars who about 1900 inaugurated the study of the
Baroque, or thoae who somewhat later brough Mannerviam to light. Intepreta-

rive history alone is conatructive history.*®

In this quasi-autobiographical justification, we sense noonly the pathos
of the lonely explorer, the destitute scholar searching for his “California,” bur
also the consciousness of the heroic role of scholarship itself as, building on
its formative achievements, has the courage to invent its own future. More or
less penniless after his flight from Europe, Kaufmann had eked out a living
on grants from the Fulbright Committee and the American Philosophical Soci-
ety. finding in the Avery Library and numerous other collections more general
material for his expanding studies of enlightenment and renaissance architec-
ture. He died forlornly on his second journey to Los Angeles in 1953 in Chey-
enne, Wyoming. It was with characteristic humility that Kaufmann admitted
in his posthumously published book: *I do not believe that [ have solved the
momentous problem of how the architectural transformation of about 1800

came to pass.™

VON KAUFMANN BIS JOHNSON UND ROSSI

The cubic, “absolute” form of my glass howse and the aeparation of functional
units into rwo abaolute shapes rather than a major or minor maaaing of parta
comea directly from Ledoux, the Eighteenth Century father of medern architecture
(aee Emil Kaufmanna excellent atudy Von Ledowx biy Le Corbuaier). The cube and
the Aphere, the pure mathematical shapes, were dear to the hearta of thaase intel-
lectual revalutionaries from the Baroque, and we are their deacendanta,

Philip Johnson, Architecrural Review, 1950*




In retrospect, it was perhaps not entirely an accident, nor totally ironic, that
Kaufmann's belief that architecture’s "autonomy" was held to parallel the
emerging “autonomy” of the bourgeois (modern) individual was to appeal so
strongly to that paradigm of the high bourgeois architect Philip Johnson. Some-
time between 1938 and 1940, with perhaps a brief stay in London on the way,
Kaufmann fled to the United States: in 1942, he was asked to present his work
to the newly constituted Society of Architectural Historians at the Cambridge
house of Philip Johnson, whose visits to Germany with Henry-Russell Hitchcock
had alerted him to the growing interest in eighteenth century neo-classicism,
The text of this talk, Kaufmann's first English-language article, was published
in the next year in the Journal of the American Society of Art Historiana.

Based on Johnson's own encounter with German history and theory, it
was Kaufmann who provided the convenient link between the neoclassicism
of Schinkel, admired by both National Socialists and the then sympathetic
Johnson, and the modernism of Le Corbusier and Mies, as he had described
the trajectory of modern architecture beginning with the Enlightenment and
culminating in Le Corbusier. Johnson had read Kaufmann's 1933 book Von
Ledoux bis Le Corbuaier, and was easily able to reconcile Kaufmann's formal
linkage of Ledoux and Le Corbusier with his own predilection for Schinkel and
Mies — von Schinkel bia Mies seemed a natural corollary to Kaufmann's Von
Ledoux bia Le Corbusier as was the implied extension, “Von Schinkel, Ledoux,
Le Corbusier, und Mies, bis Johnson." But of course, the entire architectural
career of Johnson, racing to keep up with the stylistic zeitgeist, seemed to cel
ebrate the aesthetic autonomy of the discipline.

Writing on his Glass House in New Canaan, Connecticut, in the Architec
tural Review of 1950, Johnson specifically cited Kaufmann's book in order 10
link the geometrical forms of Ledoux to his own cubic design. Architectural

“autonomy,” by which Johnson meant variously: the free play of architectural
language as style, the independence of architecture from society, and the per-
sonal freedom to change style at whim, thence became a watchword of his prac-
tice, Indeed the entire article was a neat and entirely unabashed collage of
Kaufmann, Le Corbusier, and Mies van der Rohe, in eight easy stages. First,
Johnson illustrates Le Corbusier’s 1933 plan for a village farm in order to
describe the approach to his own house: “the footpath pattern berween the two
houses | copied from the spiderweb-like forms of Le Corbusier, who delicately
runs his communications without regard for the axis of his buildings or seem-
ingly any kind of pattern.” Secondly, Mies's plan for 11T, 1939 is adduced for
the formal layout of the two pavilions in New Canaan. This precedent is fol-
lowed quickly by Theo van Doesburg’s painting (the origin of Johnsan's "asym-
metric sliding rectangles”), August Choisy's plan and perspective of the Athe-
nian Acropolis, one already commandeered by Le Corbusier to illustrate the
dynamic force of non-rectilinear plans in Vera une Architecture, Schinkel’s
Casino in Glienecke, and, as a prelude to Mies's glass-house idea, Ledoux’s
spherical House of the Agricultural Guards, so much loved by Kaufmann and
hated by Sedlmayr. But now, in 1949-50 lohnson has cast aside any residual
affection for National Socialist culture, and prefers to follow the progressive
path of modernism, from Ledoux to Le Corbusier; thence to Kasimir Malev-
itch and the Suprematist painting that afforded the plan of the Glass House
with a circle in a rectangle, and hinally to Mies, who concludes the eight points
of Johnson's new architecture with the Farnsworth House, 1947-1950. Such a
neat re-writing of history, a reversal in a sense of the progressive movement
described by the historians of Kaufmann's generation, will be a leitmotif of

“postmodernism” from the 1960s on.

The paradox, of course, is that Johnson, often criticized for “betraying

Mies" in the obviously box-like and non-universal counter-horizontal space

of the Glass House was there following Kaufmann's principles of autonomy
almost to the letter. Revealing his deeper affinities with German neo-classi-
cism and Schinkel, but disguising them by a side-trip to France and liberal, ide-
alist classicist modernism, Johnson in fact produces a transparent “Ledoux”
box, that “proves” Kaufmann's thesis even more powerfully than Le Corbusier
(too wedded to the horizontally open Domimo diagram) could have ever accom-
plished. Perhaps this was the fate of "late modernisms,” to authorize already

written history rather than making it for themselves.*

RATIONALISMTO NEORATIONALISM

Thirty years after the completion of the Glass House, the architect Aldo Rossi,
also working out of concepts he derived from Kaufmann's analysis of Enlight-
enment architecture, saw in the concept of “autonomy” a means of saving
architecture from an increasingly disseminated field of aesthetic, social, and
political authorizations, and understood the word to refer to the internal struc-
ture of architectural typologies and forms. as they formed part of the sedi-
mented structure of the historical city.

For Rossi, however, as evinced by his reviews and critical writings from
the late 19505 on, “autonomy” also represented the purest heritage of Enlight-
enment, and thence the modern movement, for an age that had lost its sense
of roots in the eclecticism, and more to the point, in the adjustments required
by the post-fascist political struggles of the immediate postwar period. In this
context, Rossi’s fascination with the geometrical forms of late Enlightenment
architecture was more than a simple attempt to recuperate the sources of pre-
and modernist minimalism, bur was grounded in his reading ot Kaufmann's
writings, not only of Von Ledoux bis Le Corbuaier, but also of his post-war
hooks, Three Revolutionary Architecta: Boullée, Ledoux, Lequeu (1953) and
the more general, posthumously published, Architecture in the Age of Reason,
Baroque and Post-Baroque in England, Italy, and France, (1955). 1t was these
books that Rossi reviewed for Casabella, taking note of the earlier 1930s
essays, and found in them a programmatic source for his “neo” rationalism,
joining Ledoux, and Boullée (whose Easai aur l'architecture he translated and
introduced in Italian) not only to Le Corbusier, but equally to his own modern-
isthero, Adolf Loos. The early critical writings of Rossi include ample evidence
of his study of Enlightenment theory by way of Kaufmann, thence to be trans-
lated into research into specifically Italian examples (Milizia to Antonelli) and
modernist parallels (Loos).

Thus for Rossi, the idea of an “autonomous architecture” was quite natu-
rally joined to that of a “rational architecture.” Thus, when in 1973 Aldo Rossi
as curator of the international section of the Milan Triennale sought to iden-
tify those architects who, in Manfredo Tafuri’s words espoused an "autonomy
of language,” he collected them together under the banner of “Rational Archi-
tecture.” The premises of a “Neo- Rationalism™ that became evident in the Bien-
nale represented the beliefs of many ltalian and French designers, from Aldo
Rossi to Bernard Huer and Leon Krier, that architecture was in some sense
a discipline of its own, that its “language” was derived from former architec-
tures, and that its form and role in the city was as much a product of an histori-
calurban structure, as it was of social or political concerns. Where, that is, in the
pohiticized climate of the 1gbos, society had been seen as the generator of space
and shelter, in the 19705, perhaps in reaction to the evident loss of architecture
this implied, architecture asserted its own determinism. Fueled by Rossi's
Architecture of the City, a kind of “structuralism” in urban analysis, and a semi-
otics of architectural analysis thus emerged as the equivalent of the revival of
Russian Formalism, so-called “Cartesian” linguistics, and deconstruction in

literary studies. "Autonomy” of the text and of the building were seen as
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parallel and complimentary tacets of the refusal of socie-political narrative,
the vagaries of urban developmenr planning, and what Nikolaus Pevsner had
already identified in 1960 as “the return of historicism.”

Hubert Damisch, in his preface to the first (1981) French rranslation of
Von Ledoux bia le Corbuaier entitled “Ledoux avec Kant” with its echoes of
Lacan's own aleatory preface to the Marquis de Sade's La Philoaophie dana le
boudoeir, "Kant avec Sade,” notes this peculiar fascination of the 19708 with
the idea of autonomy, as directly linked to the continuity of Kantian thought,
asking what ir would be to couple Kant's analysis of the origins of geomerry
inthe Critique of Pure Reason, with that autonomous geometry of Ledoux, in
order to meditate on the special “autonomy” of architecture, from Ledoux to
Le Corbusier to Loos and thence to the autonomies claimed by the new Neo-

rationalism ot the late 1970s:

Ar our present moment, when the history of architecture heairates between
a renvwed form of the history of sryles and a form of inatitutional analyaia
which ignores everything that comprisea the proper material of architecture,
the idea of autonomy, to take it in the philosophical sense, takes on the value
of a requlating concept. To think Ledoux with Kant ia to recognize that in archi-
tecture xmdm'.\rm!drrrq doeas not proceed solely from hu;l’nry, or in other worda,
with Kant, that an underatanding which subjectively preaenta itaelf as history
with reapect to the way in which it haa been acquired, can participate, objec-

tively, in one form or another of rationaliry.”

To think of Ledoux with Kant, Damisch concludes, is to ask what constitutes
architecture as an object, not only of history, but also of thought, and thought
that is constrained by conditions that are a priori formal, or in another sense,

internal to the discipline of architecture.

CONCLUSION

This ia not the firat time that the idea of an historical langugage of architecture
as a condition of ita autonomy haa been debated in architecture.

Peter D. Eisenman, “"Autonomy and the Avant-Garde,” 1996.%

In a conference honoring the carcer of Philip Johnson, and entitled “Auton-
omy and Ideology,” the theme was resurrected, but now in a more distant, his-
torical, sense, as one that neatly joined the trajectory of Johnson's work to a
newly aroused interest in the various “modernisms” of the 1940s, 50s, and 60os,
and this once more to a preoccupation with the discipline of architecrure.”
As presented at the 1998 conference, the Johnsonian saga was fundamentally
reliant an “autonomy” as it made its first appearance in the Glass House proj-
ccts and building of 1948-9. This desired "return to disciplinary roots.” one that
has naturally followed similar calls in the humanities and social sciences in the
wike of the inter-disciplinary experiments and critical innovations of post-struc
turalism, seems to answer a number of concerns in a generation unconvinced by
the pluralism of post-modernism. A return to the fundamentals of architecture,
in the modern tradition generally represented by abstraction, minimalism, the
pluralism of post-modernism, would counter architecture’'s always suspect
relations to the “society of the spectacle” and its consumerist aftermath,

As evidenced by the papers given at the conference, historians, critics,
and architects agreed generally that *modernism” in some form, whether clas-

sic "high” modernism or the less polemical but more socially present modern-
ism of the immediate postwar period (corporate modernism, domestic modern-
ism, suburban modernism), or even “counter-modernism” of the kind posed
by Kiesler, was decidedly preferable to postmodernism, and more than this, to
the "deconstructivism” that, in the [ohnson itinerary, had supplanted it in the

198os. Thus the conference proposed to satisty a number of questions at once:

lohnson was endowed with an over-arching theme that superficially at least
made historical and critical sense of his otherwise eclectic work; postmodern-
ism was definitively abandoned, together with the relativizing theories that
seemed to support it: and, in a nice turn of intellectual agenda, a new post-
theory, pragmatic era implicitly opened up.

Beneath this ofren self-contradictory trajectory of the idea of *autonomy”
in architecture, we can trace all the tensions evoked by the history of the con-
cept of “Enlightenment.” in the twentieth century. From the general assump-
tion of “progress” and “reason” common to the Third Republic and its liberal
interpretations of the Revolution, to the contested domain of social democracy
after the First World War, to the defensive pro-modernist posture of the ideal-
ist avant-garde and its Popular Front allies in the 1930s, to the despairing and
negative critique of Enlightenment developed by Adorno and Horkheimer in
exile, to the reassertion of democratic values in the post-War Frankfurt School
against the pessimism of a withdrawn and posthistorical conservatism, and
thence to the renewal of “form™ and “structure” as a renewal ractic for archi-
tecture in the 1970s, and finally to the quasi-nostalgic revival of the idea of
autonomy itself in the 19gos; all this attests to the power of Kant's idea that,
both formal and political, implies at once freedom and order, collective reason

and expressed individualiry.
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ANDERSON

Recurrently, anxieties arise around such issues as these: can architecture
be other than a mere servant to commercial/capitalist/ideological forces?
Each society gets the architecture it deserves! Is not autonomous production
the only way to avoid submersion in the material conditions of one's time?
How can a formally driven enterprise like architecture address social issues
responsibly (or at all)?

In the fall of 1991, | was invited to join what was dominantly a faculty
colloquium at Harvard's Graduate School of Design. The event seemed to be an
attempt to surtace, and perhaps to resolve, competing positions within the ped-
agogy of the school. Did not an eminent international school of architecture
need to conceive and represent itself as concerned with the most fundamental
levels of its discipline? Should not the school represent to its students an ethi-
cal drive to address the social issues that confound the smaller and greater
environments in which it finds itselt?

At that point, it was easy to assert that social commitment in architec-
ture could not be found through a vulgar Marxism that treats architecture as
a mere epiphenomenon fully circumscribed by its infrastrucrural base. Nor
could it be in any other form of social determinism that accounts for archi-
tecture wholly by forees external to it Still more implausible was an architec-
tural determinism in which the physical environment causes social behavior.
How could one avoid determinism without finding oneself supporting a view
of architecture as autonomous — without, that is, embracing architecture as
a game, however beautiful or challenging the game might be? The morning
ended inconclusively, with a general anxicty about choosing between social
and disciplinary responsibility — the latter exemplified by concepts of auton-
omy in architecture.

The editors of this issue of Perapecta began from a position more conge-
nial to me, seeking to examine “architecture’s location between autonomous dis-

cipline and cultural product.” The poles of autonomy and product are present in
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Indeed, the editors anticipated the viability of an intermediate position when

they referenced my article “Crirical Conventionalism in Architecture” that
opened the first issue of Assemblage in 1986." One word from that essay,
“quasi-autonomy,” elicits the position to which [ shall return here.?

In a polemical world, the exploration of positions away from the poles is
aften not welcome. Refusing to man the battlements at either pole appears. |
suppose, wimpy. But our editors have risked entering such a discourse. In the
portfolio section ot this journal, K. Michael Hays recalls a time ot polarization,
around 1970, where he perceived a widespread concern with the instrumental-
izationof architecture, a concern that inturn elicited a significant reaction in
the search tor an autonomous architecture. Inan aside, Hays noted that the
editors, and even he, would not remember that time, With that prod, let me
return to an unpublished essay that | presented atr the Architectural Associa-
tion in London and again at the AcSA Cranbrook meetings of 1966.

“Problem-Solving and Problem Worrying” is a period piece to the extent
that the problem-solving discussion illustrates the temper of the time and
the instrumentalization to which Hays refers. That overt content of the essay
sits recognizably in a more general sense of the malaise of architecture in
the 19608, The seeming triumph of architectural Modernism in the post-war
years had by then degencrated to the rootless, decorative stylism of archi-
tects like Philip Johnson, Edward Durell Stone, and Minoru Yamasaki. Those
architects and rheoreticians who proposed problem-solving methods may or
may not have troubled with criticism of this degenerative Modernism, but
their search for a reliable, even scientific, method certainly gained attention
through their ambition for an architecture that stemmed from a fundamental
process based on empirical information.

My alternative of “problem-worrying” sought an alternative path, one
that was in sympathy with the reciprocities of torm and design exemplified in
the only Americanarchitectural work of that moment that appearedto deserve

critical acclaim — the work of Louis I. Kahn. Kahn was as strong in rhetorical

persuasion as inarchitecture, but he was not ane to polarize arguments or his
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discipline. He remains a model for the value of inquiry between the poles.

So much for the setting of the 1966 essay.® 1n its eritique of problem-salv-
ing, it already engaged the early developments in compuration and design, at
least same strains of which still seek to instrumentalize our discipline. In any
case, the essay dwells on the "between” theme thar has been a constant in my
thought = and the reason for my participation in Perapecta 33. Since this histori-
cal piece is unpublished, and serves both as witness to a moment and grounds

for a continuing position, we include the essay here in abbreviated form.

PROBLEM-SOLVING AND PROBLEM-WORRYING (1966)*

The notion ot problem-solving, especially as architects have encoun
tered it, 15 imbedded In a desire for justification. In stronger instances,
there may be a belief that problem-solving routines will lead to justi
fiable results: in weaker instances there may be the belief thal one's
actity can be justified merely through using powerful, if misappropri
ated, techmiques.

It is imperative that we do not warp humar-well being just for the
sake of exploiting a technigue —especially when the technique is a pow
erful ane. As | shall argue in more detail, the concepts of problem-saly-
ing that interest architects involve either problems of achieving definite
goais or problems of synthesizing from a body of established facts. Due
to these characteristics of either definite goal orientation or inductiv
ismi, these nations of problem-solving are neither deseriptive of the tradi-
tional behavior of the best architects nor applicable tothe current prob-
lem situation of architecture. In contrast to “salving the problem," 1 will
present another attitude toward problems —"problem-worrying.” Let me
attempt to characterize the notion of “problem-worrying” with words
of amaore positive conngtation: architecture is concerned with structur-
ing our environment to facilitate the achievement of human purposes
where the purposes are incompletely known at the outset and cannot be

extrapolated from known purposes, Indeed, human purpose s altered
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Systemahc problem-solving design is not, of course, the only pos-
sible alternative to the current, easily criticizable situation of architec-
tural design. If, then, systematic design is not the only alternative
18 itself open to serious criticism, why should the adoption of thes
nigues seem to be imperative?
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not be artificially and detrimentally s;mpilﬁed in order to fit an exfan‘c
mechanical routine. The danger of such an over-simplification stems
both from the enthusiasm for mechanization and from the impoverished
understanding of architecture fostered by madern architectural theory,

Archilects see that any solution, any form, has implications beyond
those that were intended, including implications for the reformulation of
the ariginal problem or need, Consequently, architects are as interested

in the torm as in the probiem: they se n of form and
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In thatpaperof thirty-six years ago, | was Iy exercised about “instru-
mentalization.” But resistance to instrumentalization, and even the form of
my resistance is, | believe, still pertinent. In the paper I did not mention the

other pole of Hays' concern, “autonomy,” either as a response to the problem-
solving pesition or as another position 1 sought to confront. Nonetheless,
autonomy was present in the setting.

In 1964, Peter Eisenman, then a young professor at Princeton, invited
a group of young architects (plus two modestly elder ones, Colin Rowe and
Robert Venturi) to spend a weekend in Princeton discussing the state of archi-
tecture and how they might collectively intervene. Qut of that meeting came
an organization called Conference of Architects for the Study of the Envir
ment (CASE). Among those who came to be involved (with their then affilia-
tion) were Eisenman (Princeton, then New York), Kenneth Frampton (London,
then Princeton), Michael Graves (Princeton), Donlyn Lyndon (University of
Oregon), Richard Meier (in practice in New York), Henry Millon (M1T), Gio Pas-
ariella, Jaquelin Robertson, and Richard Weinstein (all of Columbia and Mayor

Lindsay's Lower Manhattan planning office), and myself (m1T).
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The five years of the effective existence of CASE (there was no formally
recogmzed termination), coincided with the turbulence known as "1968." That

turbulence was recognizable in the results of another project initiated by

Eisenman in 1966: the development of ideas for the urban transformation of
Harlem culminating in the “New Cities” exhibition at the Museum of Modern
Art at the beginning of 1967. Four university-based teams were involved: the
architects just identified from Columbia; Rowe, Thomas Schumacher, Jerry
Wells, and Fred Koetter from Cornell; Graves and Eisenman from Princeton;
and Anderson, Millon, and Robert Goodman from smit,"

The work of none of the "New City” teams would illustrate “instrumental-
ization.” On the other hand, at least the Cornell and Princeton projects could
be characterized as explorations toward an autonomous architecture. Large
portions of Harlem were eliminated in favor of abstract, often handsome exer-
cises in form and/or figure/ground manipularion.™ In contrast, the MIT proj
ect began with a series of developmental stages on the undeveloped islands
in the East River and on filled land in the East River itself. Early stages also
involved infill housing to transform the environmental character of the exist-
ing large social housing projects. Only after years of the development of such
new resources was the incremental upgrading of the Harlem fabric contem-
plated. Within the membership of the CASE group (not so identified for the
MoMA exhibit), a split appeared: a dominant position moving toward auton-
omy versus one that saw architecture as an enterprise that did, indeed, have
its own discipline, but had also to subject itself to material, social, and politi-
cal eriticism.™ In 1969, together with MIT students, I organized an exhibition
at M1T's Hayden Gallery (the predecessor to the List Gallery) titled "Form and
Use in Architecture.” The title is enough to say that the thesis of the exhibi-

tion engaged the issues of the problem-worrying essay. The closing event of

the exhibition in early 1969 was only the second publicevent of cASE.™ It was

also the demise of CASE, as most of the members saw the M1T exhibition as
supporting both “instrumentalization” and (more from the MoMA experience)
naive social causes such as "advocacy planning.” In contrast, one should think

of thes

as also the years in which Peter Eisenman embraced the autonomy of
“cardboard architecture” and designed his series of numbered house projects.”
I consider the M1T contribution, in both these exhibitions to have been
exercises in “problem worrying.” Within this approach, there was an effort to
recognize the internal demands of the discipline of architecture as well as the
“problem.” The architectural example within the problem-worrying paper was,
after all, of Le Corbusier's Carpenter Center. The “Form and Use” exhibition
featured a section devoted to de Stij| architecture and design, including mate-
rials on loan from Truus Schroder-Schrader whose famous house in Utrecht
(1924), by Mrs. Schroder and Gerrit Rietveld, is often taken as the apotheosis
of abstract form translated into architectural space. Inthe leaflet that accom-

panied the exhibition, | discussed the house somewhat differently:

While Le Corbusier spoke of masa and the play of primary forma in light, the
Dutch artists and architects of the de Stijl group undertook the exploration of
form in a quite different manner. Rather than speaking of masas and Platonic
forma, they attacked the problem of deaign armed with what they considered
the fundamental elementa of artistic construction: atraight lines, planes, pri-
mary colors, black andwhite, In furniture and architecture, sticka of unit cross-
Aection and planar conastructions simulated the fundamental elements. The
formal syastem required the preservation of the integrity of the element — even
when waed in larger conatructs; thiswas accomplished by having the elementa
paas by one anotherwith only tangential connections, Such a formally derived
relation of part-to-part is obviously the antithesis of the erganic-functional
analogy exemplified by the Richard Riemerachmid chair [in the exhibition; ar

one could think of furniture by Henryvan de Velde/,

In the Schrader House, spatial and utilitarian concerns are imbedded
in the development of the de Stijl formal system. Direct experience of the

Schroder House reveals the inrellectual, formal principles that concerned the

de Stijl group; it is the embodiment of a set of ideas in substantial form. How-
ever, unlike buildings that embody a formal idea in whole, object-like volumes,
the de Stijl forms of the Schroder House were generated additively. In this
way the perceptual experience of the house and the demands of use contribute
to the construction of the whele that is consistent with the formal intent but
not wholly preconceived. Visiting the house, one becomes aware of the formal
system behind the design, and simultaneously aware of the use-implications
of the formal organization.

Even though the de Stijl group consciously suppressed the nature of

al

materials, they do stand as one of the few exemplars of a solution to the form

use problem. De Stijl objects and environments attest to the possibility of con
ventions accommodating, even ¢ncouraging, patterns of use that are convine
ing in both intellectual and utilitarian terms."

Within the concept of quasi-autonomy there is a wide range of contribu-

tive work, some approach autonomy while oth

rs are deeply engaged in the
material and social conditions of the environment. | saw Eisenman’s early
work, notably the Toy Museum in Princeton, in the same light that 1 sought
to cast on the Schroder House. The de Stijl and early Eisenman works are of
fundamental importance to the discipline of architecture. They project new
ways of conceiving material form, space, light, and, at least to my mind, impli-
cations for use and meaning. Significantly, these "new ways” are deployed in
such a manner as to give as much or more attention to their generalized poten
tials as to the specifics they initially served, It is in this that they approach
autonomy and establish new references within the discipline

One reason that works such as these by the de Stijl group and Eisenman
remain within the domain of quasi-autonomy is their intimate scale. Also, a
particular use is not defined. One is acutely aware of one’s own body in, and in
relation to, these environments — and with this, also the anticipation of one’s
occupation in various modes. Pure geometric forms, or even conventional
architectural forms inflated to grandiose proportions — as one may see in
the so-called Revalutionary architects of the late eighteenth century — cross
another threshold in the question of the autonomy of architecture. We arrive
at an autonomy that deserves its place in our conceptualization of architec
ture, but less assuredly belongs in our built environment.

I say only “less assuredly,” for we might adopt Adolf Loos's position
that architecture rarely enters the realm of art — perhaps only in confronting
death.” So there may be a place for a gigantic cenotaph for Newton, but,
despite its size, thisis an infinitesimal part of what we want or need in our envi
ronment. De $tijl and Eisenman works, alone, also cannot comprise our envi

ronment. Even very clever architects do not conceive transformational formal




systems every time they pick upa pencil or mouse. Rather, it is also a high call-
ing to comprehend the formal systems available within the discipiine of archi-
tecture and then to bring these to bear fruitfully on our environmental needs
and the materiality of building. Indeed, it is this broader task that could yield
the larger architectural and urban environments in which we would choose to live.

When we broaden our focus in this way, less austere inventions also
emerge as significant contributions to the discipline of architecture, In Le
Corbusier’s renowned Five Points, modern material and processes of construc-
tion are imbedded within the disciplinary proposition. Despite this complic-
ity in material and time, the Five Points also opened significant general propo-
sitions about space, light, and environmental organization. The Five Points
are as much or more a contribution to the discipline of architecture as are the
concepts of de Stijl. But it is also the case that the Five Points could not have
been conceived without the availability of reinforced concrete. There really is
no technological invention in the Five Points; they are rather a significant archi-
tectural discovery within a recently available technology.'® Stated thus, Le Cor-

busier's achievement invites the comment g nadnyeRtiondss bl

facts shows that they too are discoveries of space, light, and organization.

As in the example of the Five Points, the notion of quasi-autonomy is not
limited to flights of high architecture and theory. Indeed, | have explored the
concept in relation to city form (Savannah)® and workers' housing (Krupp at
Essen and the Gutehofnunshutte at Eisenheim).®

As may be seen then, there 1s a significant range within the concept of
guasi-autonomy. Some instances approach the austere; they provide those spe-
cial, rare explorations within the discipline of architecture exemplified by de
Stijl. OF course, the formation of the de Stijl group and its set of concerns
can be convincingly explored within a particular historical setting. But its ele-
mental propositions in matters of visual form do indeed have a high degree
of autonomy. Whether in Mondrian's paintings, Rietveld's furniture, or the
Schroder house, we recognize a physical tour de force to exemplify those ele-
mental principles — and yet our minds can entertain the quite different levels
at which we are addressed. The tactile qualities of Mondrian's paintings do not
destroy their ideality. 1 think it is for the same reasons that, when we see a
Stijl work, we do think of Holland circa 1920, but can also grant these prin-
les a generality that is not tied to that moment alone,

Even these special cases become instances within a universal notion of

quasi-autonomy. Eventually they are tested and, if fortunate, given greater

House | (Toy Museum), Princeton, New
Jersey. Peter Eisenman, interior,
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effect by their performance. In speaking of a “universal notion,” | claim that
every environmental work (and other forms of human invention) participates
in quasi-autonomous relationships. Nevertheless, this claim for generality
does not give a meaningless whitewash to all works. We can make critical dis-
tinctions. Unlike the de Stijl example, Le Corbusier’s Five Points participates
quite directly in the material world. In contrast to the de Stijl case, there can
be arelatively seamless relation between the disciplinary potentials espoused
inthe Five Points and a built work based on those principles. But for the same
reason, the Five Points reveal a (valued) potential within certain material con-
ditions: less general. mare technically appropriate, than the De Stijl example;
more technically and historically constrained than Le Corbusier acknowledged.

Even a banal work can be analyzed in term of quasi-autonomy but will
be revealed as just that: banal. My own efforts at using the argument of quasi-
autonomy ta reveal a powerful example — and allow this to serve as a gaugeof
comparative works — is perhaps best demonstrated in my studies of the town
plan of Savannah.® It is not special that one can analyze Savannah from the
perspective of quasi-autonomy. It is the distinctive features and the historical
performance of Savannah, revealed through an analysis of its quasi-autonomy,

that make it special and indeed a comparative test for other city plans.

NOTES
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Finally, I want to recognize that the notion of quasi-autonomy is in no
way limited to architecture or matters of the physical environment. Conven-
tions, whether touching on social or environmental issues (and, after all, these
can never be wholly separate), can be examined in terms of their quasi-auton-
omous relations. An illustrative example is the social category of “teenager.”
The concept is so imbedded in our society that at first it seems the years from
thirteen to nineteen must have some unity that is inturn characterized by some
inevitable traits. There are always and everywhere people of these teen years,
and they surely have trairs that are different from those who are either younger
or older. What we make of this population, however, is at least as much or more
amatter of the social construct we make for them, and they for themselves.

This is my simple advocacy: the fruitfulness of recognizing the strengths
and the claims of, on one side, our theories and conventions, that should not
be held dogmatically, and, on the other, the realities, that are in some ways
obdurate but often remarkably and fascinatingly malleable. To seek to live
only a life of the mind at one pole, or of materiality at the other, or of coercive
power from either, is to impoverish one's self, one's discipline, and one's
smaller or grearer community.
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In the late 1960s, Italian architect and historian Manfredo Tafuri surveyed
the situation of architecture and architectural practice with grim resignation,
The concluding paragraphs of Architecture and Utopia: Design and Capitalist
Development, express fairly well the monumental despair which suffused this

and subsequent texts by Tafuri:

Modern architecture has marked out its own fate by making itaelf...the bearer
of ideals of rationalization . . . it is wseleas to struggle for eacape when com-
pletely enclosed and confined without an exit . .. No “salvation” La any longer
to be found within it: neither wandering reatleasly in labyrintha of imagea so
multivalent they end in muteneas, nor enclosed in the atubborn ailence of geom-
etry content wirh ita own perfection ... it is useless to propose purely architec-

rural alternatives.'

For Tafuri, architecture since the Enlightenment had become the instru-
ment par excellence of capitalist development, with the utopias proposed by
its greatest avant-gardes nothing but vehicles of world domination and admin-
istration in the hands of rampant capitalist expansion, But in his dip into
the history of Western European architecture, Tafuri conveniently failed to
mention that architecture had also been an instrument of feudal exploitation,
domination, and administration; an instrument of post-medieval colonial
expansion, exploitation, domination, and administration; an instrument of
colonization, exploitation, domination, and administration for Imperial Rome;
and so on. Architecture’s instrumental use by regimes of power is hardly new.
What Tafuri averred, however, is that in the contemporary world, this instru-
mentalization had become inescapable, presumably because of the totalizing

reach of the processes of capitalist rationalization. Buried in this formulation



is the conviction that things had once been different, but that with the Enlight-

enment came a fall from grace with consequences as devastating for architec-
ture as those confronted by Adam and Eve when banished from the Garden of
Eden. The veracity, not to mention the logic, of this view is at best dubious; he
that as it may, Taturi was widely understood to be sounding the end of architec-
ture, just as Arnold Schoenberg had announced the end of tonality, Theodor
Adorno the end of art, and Francis Fukuyama later sounded the end of history.
None of these millenarian predictions turned out to be true, as the Guggen-
heim in Bilbao, uz2's Joshua Tree, and Vija Celmin's paintings demonstrate.
Like other European and American elites, Tafuri cast his stern gaze over
consumerism, commercialism, the erosion of high culture by a sea of senti-
mentality and commodification, and a host of other ills associated with late
capitalism, and, finding them at once depressingly pervasive and triumphant,
conceded defeat, Even worse, the possible futures of architecture were as res-
olutely dreary as its unremittingly bleak present. With a future as bleak as
Taturi anticipated, why would one build at all? And if all actions are inevitably
compromised by capitalism, how is it possible to do anything when every act
can only repeat the initial capitulation? Contrary to what one might expect, in
the United States the currency of Tafuri’s theories (in some very particular for-
mulations) and their offshoots survived the Nixon, Ford, Carter, Reagan, Bush,
and even Clinton eras to enter the new millennium. In the space-time compres-
sion of the late capitalist order, nearly three decades is a long life span indeed
for a theory, given that deconstruction in architecture went in and out in less
than a decade. It does help that parts of the theories in Tafuri's various essays
and books became the intellectual baubles of university faculty, graduate stu-

dents, and journal editors, even if they barely penetrated the realm of practice.

While my aim here is not to recapitulate or even criticize Tafuri's theo-
ries, a few clarifications are in order, not least because Tafuri’s position has
so often been misrepresented.? Unfortunately, in most cases the translations
of his admittedly complex and elusive prose are clunky and often wrong. But
even the poor translations are clear enough about his key points, so that mis-
representation cannot be dismissed as misunderstanding.? In his 1976 review
of the French edition of Tafuri's Theoriea and History of Architecture, Yves-
Alain Bois accused Tafuri of “losing” the architectural object, and of oppos-
ing architecture as criticism because it rendered his own work as critic inef-
fectual.* Although Bois complained about the French translation, his critique
could only be a willful misinterpretation, because Tafuri explicitly distin-
guished between a criticism within architectural language, and one external
to it, a meta-language with the goal of exposing the underlying ideological
system beyond the individual work.* More later about the misrepresentations:;
first, how did Tafuri position architecture?

What Tafuri viewed as the tragic fate of architecture in the capitalist eco-
nomic system and within the relations of production certainly drove him to the
limits of despair, for he viewed capitalism as a totalizing, all-encompassing
system. But he began and ended his work from the perspective of the critic
and the historian, as such undertaking a political critique of history and prac-
tice in which he insisted that architecture as pure form could never rupture
capitalism's stranglehold. The essential other half of this observation, rarely
quoted but absolutely bound to the first, was that for architecture, the only
remaining choices were political ones. Tafuri offered no blueprints for action;
that made it more difficult to tussle with him except on the level of theory.

As he remarked in Architecture and Utopia, “0f course, once the work of ideo-
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logical criticism has been completed, there remains the problem of deciding
what instruments of knowledge might be immediately useful to the political
struggle. It is precisely here that my discourse must end, but certainly not by
choice.” The political foundations of his position are clear enough in the early
19705 from the litany of examples drawn from the architectural canon which
he lined up in Architecture and Utopia. Tafuri described architects in each suc-
cessive phase as launching utopian projects which then, one by one, revealed
their inevitable imbrication in the system of capitalist rationalization. At
several points in Architecture and Utepia, Taturi specifically remarked that
the challenge facing architecture was to bring together capitalist development
and the reorganization and consolidation of the working class.” Thirty years
later, the references to the proletariat and the working class have a quaint air
about them, the musty smell of something long stored in a dusty attic, but had
anyone paid attention to the political charge and the stance of the historian,
upon which Tafuri's writings were predicated, we might have been spared a lot
of the nonsense that has passed for theory in the subsequent three decades.

What is remarkable is that the architectural theory machine in the
United States ecstatically embraced Tafuri’s despair, deploying it as a trigger
for a new architecture, while ignoring the political dimension fundamental
to his critique. References to the social or political in most pronouncements
remained little more than piously uncontroversial genuflections with about
as much basis in actual social or political conditions — much less actions

— as the decentered subjects featured during the 198os and 1990s. How did
this happen? Misreadings of Tafuri, and the cues for a new attitude toward
architecture erroneously deduced from his critique, span the 1970s and 1980s
and irradiated writers in many publications; in this essay, | refer only to a
few of the most prominent, so-called theoretical texts written during three
decades of iterations.

At the outset, it is worth noting that Tafuri insisted both on the separa-
tion of history/theory and practice, and on the necessity for the critic to estab-
lish a distance from the object of his inquiry. The single architectural object
was never the subject of the historian or critic’s analysis. In fact, the examples
were interchangeable, because the task was to understand the broader intellec-
tual and social environment into which buildings fit. He dismissed the theory
and history produced by architects as interested and instrumental; architects
should stick to practice, he believed, and historians/critics to critical history?
Striking as it did at the very heart of most architectural writing in the United
States, this fundamental aspect of Tafuri’s thought was simply ignored by
architects who fancied themselves critics, historians, or theorists.

The journal Oppoaitiona, which first published Tafuri’s essays in this
country and which led the charge to adopt bits of his theories selectively, is
as good a starting point as any, because it is the fountainhead of multiple
misrepresentations of Tafuri’s thought. As has been the case with his pursuit
of numerous other theorists, Peter Eisenman's fascination with Tafuri was
entirely self-interested. Eisenman has always sought “critics” who would cele-
brate his own work and reinforce his own ideas about architecture. Amazingly,
Eisenman continued to pursue Tafuri long after his death. In an article pub:
lished in 2000, Eisenman twisted Tafuri’s arguments, about the autonomy of
history and criticism from practice, to favor a view of architecture as autono-
mous from everything else.” Despite Eisenman’s assiduous efforts to entice

him into his phalanx of theorists, Tafuri was one of the few who consistently

resisted —a fact reflected in his abrupt and total break from Eisenman in 1980.
Nonetheless, Oppoaitiona published Tafuri's essays, the work of his colleagues
and students, and Eisenman's Institute for Architecture and Urban Studies
(1aus) invited Tafuri’s colleagues to visit the Institute at various points.' Tafuri
himself only visited the United States three or four times during the 1970s.

In 1974, Tafuri presented a lecture at Princeton University, later pub-
lished as “L'Architecture dans le Boudoir: The language of criticism and the
criticism of language.” in Oppositions 3. He outlined the objectives of the
article on the first page, a passage systematically misunderstood as a mani-
festo for architects disenchanted with commodification to retreat to a neutral,

autonomous realm for design. He wrote:

Today. he who ia willing to make architecture apeak is forced to rely on materi-
als empry of any and all meaning: he is forced to reduce to degree zero all archi-
tectonic ideology, all dreama of social function and utopian reaidues. In his
handa, the elements of the modern architectural tradition come auddenly to be
reduced to enigmatic fragmenta, to mute signals of a language whoae code has
been loat ... [The| puriam [of architects from the late fifties] ia that of someone
driven to a desperate action that cannot be juatified except from within itself.
The worda of their vocabulary . .. lie periloualy on that sloping plane which
aeparates the world of reality from the magic circle of language ... (Wje wish to

confront the language of criticiam."”

In this essay, and most of the subsequent ones, Tafuri’s concern was the
role of criticism regarding four attitudes that he identified in contemporary
architecture:

1. oneinwhich language was seen as a purely

technical neutrality
2. architecture as a manifestation of the dissolution
of language

3. architecture understood as criticism and irony, as well

as a position which denied architectonic communication
in favor of “information”

4. anarchitecture which attempted to redistribute the

capitalist division of labor.

Within the first three categories, Tafuri included designs by James Stir-
ling, Aldo Rossi, Vittorio De Feo, the New York Five, and Venturi and Rauch,
all of which he believed succumbed to one or another brand of empty formal-
ism. In the fourth, he included the work of Raymond Unwin, Clarence Stein,
Charles Harris Whiraker, Henry Wright, Fritz Schumacher, Ernst May, and
Hannes Meyer."” By comparison with Le Corbusier, Ludwig Mies van der Rohe,
and Walter Gropius, none of the latter group ranked in the pantheon of the
great modern movement architects. Not surprisingly, commentators on Tafuri
then and later conveniently ignored the only group whose work he advanced as
offering an important contribution to architectural practice, although hardly
a blueprint for action.

What did he find appealing about these architects? In the survey of twen-
tieth century architecture, Modern Architecture, first published in1976, Tafuri
spelled out the ways in which Unwin, Whitaker, Schumacher, May, and Meyer
offered alternatives to sterile exercises on language.” In the Frankfurt Sied-
lungen planned by May, for example, Taturi held the signal feature to be the

political decision to reject the speculative building practices characteristic
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both of Haussman’s transformation of Paris and the segregated cities of the
United States in favor of low-cost housing situated conveniently near the work-
place but integrated with nature.”® Perhaps most important, these and the
other projects Tafuri advanced, healed, he claimed, the breach between avant-
garde aspirations for a new world and the “realistic possibilities of a demo-
cratic administration.” Tafuri considered drawbacks to work by these archi-
tects, such as those of Unwin at Letchworth, but he insisted that whatever
its limitations, Unwin's scheme provided low density, high-quality architec-
ture integrated into the natural setting."” What made projects such as Hamp:
stead Garden Suburb praiseworthy was the architects’ struggle to accomplish
real projects for the middle and working classes rather than high-end, elitist
designs for the wealthy, empty formal games, or aimless dreams of a better
world in some vague future to be accomplished without effort, conflict, or fail
ures along the way. At Frankfurt, for example, the Siedlungen expressed the
housing policies of social democratic trade unions, even though ultimately
they were “neutralized by the autonomous development of finance and monop
oly capital.”™ The lesson to be learned was not the impossibility of doing
anything, Tafuri argued, but rather that reforms needed to be extended with a
coherent political strategy to the entire complex of institutions, and not only

those involving architecture and building. Put another way, even though archi-

Peter Eisenman, House 1V, 1971

tecture became instrumental to late capitalism, this need not be its only result,
nor did this mean that the architect should retreat into contemplative games.

Tafuri repeated this point numerous times. In a 1976 interview by Fran-
coise Very, Tafuri spoke of “architecture without a capital A" as the most
interesting because it does not wallow in its crises and problems; instead of
talking, it acts.'" Acting, or movement, Tafuri insisted, mattered more than
results, and the movement that “tends toward something” constitutes the “rec-
titude of all political activity."® It is therefore puzzling that an astute critic
such as Michael Hays could describe Tafuri’s position as expressing the “inef-
fectuality of any resistance [to modernism|."™ Even worse, Fredric Jameson
excoriated Tafuri for his pessimism and for setting up a scandalous political
impasse in his work.*

Given the choice between a responsible if not always entirely successful
architecrural practice and the heady avant-garde games of the New York Five
and their progeny, between an architecture which Tafuri described as explod
ing out towards reality and an architecture of language games, it is not hard to
figure out which has appealed more to theorists and designers since the 1970s.
Never mind that Tafuri upbraided adherents of the latter approach tor follow-
ing “false paths laid out by the enemy that lead into the desert.™ It is much

easier to play games with cardboard, titanium, or computer graphics than it
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is to struggle with nearly intractable problems of affordable housing or urban
sprawl, energy crises, or any one of a series of major problems which we con-
front today in the built environment. Those games are also less likely to offend
the varied interests which comprise the purveyors of consumerism, commer-
cialization, and capitalist rationalization (who also end up patronizing archi-
tects in one way or another) than might more direct confrontations,™

When Peter Eisenman announced the arrival of Post-Functionalism in
1976, he wrote of an architectural form different from what he referred to as
form as a relic of old, humanist theory, a new form which exists in an atempo-
ral, decompositional mode, as something simplified from some pre-existent
set of non-specific spatial entities. Here, form is understood as a series of frag-
ments — signs without meaning®

Together, these two formal “tendencies ... constitute the essence of this
new, modern dialectic. They begin to define the inherent nature of the object
in and of itself and its capacity to be represented.”® This position has affini-
ties with Tafuri’s observations about the “fragmentation of the order of dis-
course,” the “silence of form,” “empty signs.""’ Even at the time, Tafuri specifi-
cally referred to Eisenman's designs as emblematic of a tendency to "repossess

...the unique character of the object by removing it from its economic and func-

tional contexts. .. placing it in parentheses with the flux of objects generated
by the praduction system."® In 1976, Tafuri described the “exasperated formal-
ism” of Eisenman as producing “sadistic” spaces precisely because “only by
ruling out all reasons and demands having nothing directly to dowith architec-
ture can Eisenman keep his architectural language intact."® Eisenman later
echoed Tafuri's writing when he proposed an architecture for the late twenti-
eth century “as an independent discourse, free of external values - classical or
any other; that is, the intersection of the meaning-free, the arbitrary, and the
timeless in the artificial,” an architecture which consisted only of self-referen-
tial language.® This echo was just that - a displaced and disembodied version
of Taturi's position,

Although it would be convenient to argue that Figures such as Eisenman
and later Libeskind fully believed that the act of building was so compromised
that autonomy was the only defensible position, and that the only way of
advancing a critical position was to stand aloof from the world of practice,
it just wasn't so, Eisenman’s indifference to political, economic, and func-
tional considerations is legendary and longstanding, and expresses nothing
more than an unwillingness to be troubled by such nasty inconveniences. The
remaining members of the New York Five did not adopt such drastically polem-
ical positions as Eisenman did, and cheerfully built for any multinational
which issued invitations, The litany of clients for whom the apostles of auton-
omy later built (or wanted to build) alone ought to put to rest any notion
that autonomous architecture represented anything other than a convenient
public relations device at a time when clients were scarce, such as during the
late 1970s. Even so, Tafuri was initially more tolerant of the retreat into purity
and empty formalism, for he discerned it to be, at least in some cases, an
expression of anguish in the face of the totalizing power of capitalism.* But it
did not take long for this tolerance to evaporate with regard to Eisenman and
the so-called American avant-garde, ending up only a few years later in an atti-
tude of wry amusement.® Although he penned critiques of purism and of post-
modernism, Tafuri also reminded his readers that the struggle over postmod-

ernism was but “a war of words in confrontation with other words, a struggle
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of restricted languages for an impossible rule over that which possesses other
languages."® Even if both Aldo Rossi and Eisenman conducted research in
architectural purity, the gulf between them was enormous, Tafuri held. He con-
sidered Eisenman’s "will to abstraction™ as only superficially similar to that of
Rossi, as a quick look at the products of their respective followers illustrates.*
Tafuri wrote that Rossi “dismisses the importance of form in favor of a deco-
rous reserve, almost as if te signify that only thus can communication be re-
established between the ‘little world’ where architecture rises and the 'big
world’ where it is obliged to reside.”®

Of course, Tafuri considered the mournful diagnosis of the state of archi
tecture in an era of late capitalist hegemony an indictment, neither cause for
celebration nor a blueprint for a new methodology, but this did not appear
to trouble Eisenman, Bernard Tschumi, or Hal Foster l.1r‘n:hjly."“i They trium-
phantly announced the erosion (or end) of history, the appearance of the decen-
tered subject, the end of representation, and the arrival of a thoroughly autono
mous, independent architecture, architecture as an end in itself.¥

Although Tafuri certainly spoke of ends, for Eisenman, Tschumi, and
Foster and other theorists Floating aloft in ecstatic indeterminacy, architec
ture now joined an extremely select group of entities which were their own ~
and only - justifications, but with which all of these theorists would have been
loath to be affiliated: God and evil come readily to mind. So while architecture
was an end in itself, paradoxically elsewhere there could be no ends, or teleol-
ogy, and no history. Whatever else one can say about Architecture and Utopia,
it did propose an interpretation of history roughly from the Enlightenment
to the Modern Movement, a history understood as a sequence of events, con
tradictions, dialectics, ideas, and actions in the eighteenth century which fol-
lowed one another and led to ideas and undertakings in the next two centuries

— in particular, the absorption of architecture into the processes of capitalist
rationalization, with all of the consequences we have mentioned. Because
Tafuri used criticism to expose a view of that history at variance with stan-
dard ones, and because he asserted the possibility of interventions only on the
political level, he was not troubled by the prospect of having served up some-
thing that could pass for a meta-narrative. Subsequent theorists, however, in
the thrall of decentered, ahistorical and autonomous subjects, and architec
ture for the sake of architecture, chose to seize the results of that analysis
untethered from the historically grounded interpretive framework from which
it emerged. To do otherwise might even mean having to admit meaning into
the scheme of things, which would of course lead to dismantling the whole
postmodernist scheme of decentered subjects and indeterminacy, from which
ends, origins, or foundations were absent.

Although by the 1980s the attention of the architectural-theoretical
establishment had shifted to new sources (Derrida and Lacan especially), the
groundwork for connections with the newest trends in continental European
thought had already been shaped by the contacts with Tafuri, himself an
omnivorous reader who was familiar with the works of Michel Foucault, Der-
rida, Lacan, and others by the time he wrote Architecture and Utopia. Here and
in other essays of the early 1970s, he had introduced most of the French writ
ers who subsequently dominated theory in the United States.

With the advent of poststructuralism and deconstruction, architectural
thearists embraced the new doctrines about language and its indeterminacy.

Dogmas such as truth, reality, and certainty were precisely what poststructur-




alist and deconstructivist architectural theorists aimed to banish. That they

did so by proposing their own dogmas of indeterminacy, decenteredness, and
the fetish of discourse is an embarrassment no one was eager to admit. One
of the thrills of reading the writings of postmodernist (or poststructuralist, or
deconstructivist) architectural theorists is the blithe indifference with which
they treat such logical incensistencies, as we shall see: the free play of signi-
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The “Tower of Babel” does not merely figure the irreducible multiplicity of
tonques; it exhibits an incompletion, the impoaaibility of finishing, of totaliz-
ing, of saturating, of completing something on the order of edification, archi-

tectural conatruction, system and architectonica.™

Following up on this, in 1988, Mark Wigley rejected the notion of “ground-
as-support” and followed Derrida’s notion that the structure (of architecture)

stands not on the ground but on an abyss:

Deconatruction leada to a complete rethinking of the supplemental relation-
ship organized by the architectural motif of ground atructure/ornament ... The
edifice 1a erected by concealing the abyas on which it Atanda. This repreasion
produces the appearance of solid ground ™

And later, in speaking of ornament as a "violation of structure.” and architec-
ture as the possibility of building, Wigley celebrated the indeterminacy which

deconstruction made possible in architecture:

Such a gesture doea not conatitute a method, a critique, an analyais, or a
Aource of legitimization. It is not atrategic. It haa no prescribed aim. Which ia
not to say that it ia aimleas. It moves very precisely, but not to some end. It 1a

not a profect.”

Or, as |eftrey Kipnis put it, deconstruction offered what he called “motifs” for

architectural design:

Do not deatroy; maintain, renew, and reinacribe. Do bartle with the very meaning
of architectural meaning without proposing a new order . .. [to] destabilize mean-
ing. To deatabilize meaning doea not imply progreasion toward any new and stable

end, and thus can neither mean to end meaning nor to change meaning.*'

Many of the deconstruction texts of the late 1980s and early 19905 were
enshrined in tomes on architectural theory. Abandoned by practitioners like
Libeskind and Eisenman once they started to obtain commissions, and by the-
orists because it soon became thoroughly unfashionable, deconstruction and

the texts that celebrated it still gather dust. After all, none of these theorists

Aldo Rossi, Architeftura Assassinata, 1974

— globe-trotting travelers all — wants to travel with a decentered subject who
is a pilor and for whom reality is only a discourse and a crash nothing but
an array of free-floating signifiers. Did many of the architectural theorists
fully grasp the dimensions of the poststructuralist and deconstructivist theo-
ries they wholeheartedly embraced? Bernard Tschumi unwittingly revealed a
certain haziness about some fundamentals of deconstruction in 1988, when
somebody evidently forgot to tell him that in the deconstructivist era, sys-
tems were out: “disjunction becomes a systematic and theoretical tool for the
making of architecture.”

Despite the embrace of the end of the classical, the end of mean-
ing, the end of history. the dissolution of representation, and so forth, the
1980s-era theorists resorted to didactic pronouncements as rigid and totaliz-
ing as the meta-narratives thatthey supposedly were besieging, and they often
trumped the adversary when it came to grandiosity of scope. One good exam-
pleof this — what we might call an “a-formal formalism”~ is that of Daniel Libe-

skind, from his suite of drawings. Chamber Worka:

Architecture ix neither on the inaide nor the outside. It La not a given nor a phya-
ical fact. It has no History and it does not follow Fate. What emergea in dif-
ferentiated experience ia Architecture as an index of the relationship between
what was and what will be. Architecture as non-existent reality is a aymbol
which in the proceas of conaciousncas leaves a trail of hieroglyphs in space

and time that touch equivalent deptha of Unoriginality.™

What dynamics triggered three decades of theoretical delirium in which poeti-
cizing reflection passed for theory, and what does it all have to do with Tafuri?
Certainly with the economic expansion of the 1980s notions that building was
impossible and that the only option was political action became progressively
less attractive to architects, especially academic ones, who eventually found
commissions in the economic climate of the 1990s. But it was also precisely
this group that hankered for intellectual fortification, so a bracing dose of suit-
ably enigmatic European theory was just the ticket, The problem was, which
one? Addressing this query set the stage for the spectacle of thirty years of
trying on and discarding borrowed theories with the rapidity of a commodi-
fied consumer at an outlet sale, Much of Tafuri's body of theory ended up in
the pile of discarded garments. especially when he called for architecture to be
politically engaged. What remained were Tafuri's references to “no salvation
possible,” an architecture “empty of any and all meaning,” and the claim
that Tafuri had sounded the death of architecture -~ but these hung on as
handy excuses for engaging only in work on the language of architecture,
empty formalism. An otherwise assured historian, Joan Ockman stumbled
over Tafuri's views on architectural labor by reading him through the rosy

spectacles of Eisenman* Refracted through Eisenman's distorted lens, in
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Ockman’s account, Tafuri ends by preferring the purism of the New York
Five to engaged work. Yet as early as 1976, Tafuri dismissed architecture as
miserable when it preens with maximum pomp; he professed much more inter-
est in architecture with a small “a," and as examples offered the cooperative
building programs of communist-governed Italian cities which gathered work-
ers together with builders but harbored no illusions about “resolving” the
housing problem.® Her description of Tafuri's view of “history as tragedy”
is worth countering with Massimo Cacciari's ohservation in his eulogy that
Tafuri taught the most difficult lesson: the art of disenchantment together
with hope and faith.*

Tafuri was not outlining an agenda for a new architectural production
disengaged from political reality. On the contrary, it was to the critic and the
historian that he addressed his remarks as an approach to the criticism and
history of architecture. Of the work of the New York Five, for example, Tafuri
tellingly commented: “In the face of such products, the task of criticism is to
begin from within the work only to escape from it as soen as possible so as not
to be caught in the vicious circle of a language that speaks only of itself."

The task of the critic and that of the historian are different ones:

Thua we abandon the object itaelf and move into the syatem which, in itaelf,
gives meaning. And criticiam thereby explicitly moves ita inqueat from a ape-
cific task to the structure that conditions the total meaning of the object ...

The role of criticiam is the violation of the object in queation.”

But if architecture demands engagement with political, social, and economic
systems and institutions, criticism requires distance, Tafuri insisted, some-
thing in short supply today, The closeness of theorists and architects who
mutually celebrate one another, cite one another, invite one another to con-
ferences, write books and publish articles about one another, and hire one
another, is almost incestuous, and certainly leaves no space for debate, let
alone the distance that Tafuri deemed essential for the practice of both history
and of criticism. Indeed, in 1986, Tafuri argued that there is no criticism, only
history, a history not of objects, but of men, in which the challenge is to under-
stand how a work of architecture fits into its own time. The historian examin-
ing current work, he held, must create an artificial distance.* Instead, what we
have today in architectural theory is a more robustly-structured version of the
very system Tafuri challenged, a system that gives meaning to and fetishisizes
architectural objects, and which endows its practitioners with the status and
rewards typical of a well-oiled component of capitalist rationality, In short, we
have a system of theory production and architectural production by theorist/
practitioners that is complicit with the commodification of capitalist hege-
mony Tafuri explicitly criticized — and against which most of these theorists
and practitioners have repeatedly railed. Although presented as autonomous,
independent of politics and economics, this work was directly instrumental,
and that was the problem: the denial of instrumentality by veiling the work as
autonomous as much as the fact of instrumentality. That is, to assert that archi-
tecture is autonomous and therefore not instrumental to political ends covers
the fact that architecture is deeply imbricated in politics, and that is just as
much a problem as specific cases of instrumenality. As Tafuri astutely observed
in 1980, these experiments in private languages reveal above all the desire to
“remain on the stage ever more grotesquely miming in an effort to entertain,"*

Mark Wigley observed that despite the power and significance of Tafuri's

bombshells on history, theory and practice, there has been little sustained
dialogue generated by his work. In the United States, his views were subdi-
vided “into little tasteless pieces for consumption by the Anglo Saxons. Little
has been added to his master's voice beyond a series of useful footnotes."®
Instead, Wigley claims that Tafuri’s impact registers elsewhere: . . . research
not directly influenced by Taturi and which makes only occasional references to
his writing might actually be the most disruptive legacy of his work."

Even though Tafuri called for a separation of history and criticism from
practice, Wigley claims that “new forms of research” have one foot on each
side of the gap, “testing its limits without ever simply bridging it, scrutinizing
its contours closely — "% What Wigley calls a “non-prescriptive Architectural
Theory” challenges “the discourse” in new ways. “Tafuri,” he says, “won't go
away. His threat lives on in writing that he would no doubt have hated.” Wigley
is probably correct on that count, but not for the reasons he imagines. Tafuri
would have loathed the slick repetition of the celebratory texts, the absence
of rigorous scholarship, and the construction of a theory-criticism establish-
ment; he would have dismissed most of it as empty language games on a par
with much of architectural practice.

Havingreplaced an older regime, this system of theory/practice itself now
needs to be dismantled, or, to reframe an observation from Modern Architecture,
what possibilities are open to a discipline such as architecture that is as yet inca-

pable of posing to itself the problem of its own place in the political arena?®
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Autonomy, which is a synonym for freedom, is a privilege that artists tend to

enjoy only in modern societies. Free or sovereign artifice is a powerful force. In
traditional societies that rely heavily on poetic language, carved and painted
figures, and buildings to generate the mysteries of state or cult, art is granted
relatively little autonomy.

In the West over the last five hundred years, art gradually lost its tradi-
tional connections to state and cult, and the idea that the fine arts might be lib-
eral arts, and therefore permitted to run free, emerged as a compensation. At
first the autonomy of art was guaranteed by local potentates who hoped that by
protecting art they might harness it to their parochial political ends. The first
haven of the modern artist was thus the princely court of the Renaissance.'
The princely patron extracted a talented artist from the coils of urban guild
restrictions and from the levelling mechanisms of a craft whose interest it was
to run art as if it were a business. Eventually, by the nineteenth century, Euro-
pean society as a whole came to share the prince’s belief that artists were prop-
erly exempt from the old customs. From then on, artists were permitted to do
what they liked, more or less, without having to answer for it.

Autonomy in a different sense was also an internal goal of art, again
one that could only be realized after the fundamental disengagement of art
from religion and statecraft carried out in the early modern period. This is the
sense that the artwork itself, and not just art-making and the art-maker, might
be self-motivated and self-sufficient. Since artworks are not living, sentient
things, this can only be a metaphorical goal — unless the artwork is literally,
magically, meant to come to life. Animation of the artifact was in fact a cen-
tral, it unrealistic, goal of much of ancient art-making. The ancient craftsman,
disciple of the engineer Daedalus, dreamed of fashioning an automaton that
would speak and move of its own accord.? This conception of artistic “realism”
actually survived deep into modern European times. As late as the eighteenth
century, artistic time and talent were still being invested in the project of con-

structing an artificial vitality,' An.automaton would be a work:-of art without
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with the meager technologies of artistic realism at their disposal, resigned

themselves to a merely metaphorical vitalism and automatism: the ideal of a
work of art closed in upon itself, infinitely dense, irreducible in much the same
way that a human soul is irreducible, and signifying nothing. Some described
this new ideal of closure and independence as monadic, invoking a term cen-
tral to the metaphysical philosophy of Leibniz. The early twentieth-century
aesthetician Benedetto Croce, pointing to the distinction between artworks
and symbolic representations, said that the artwork had no doppio fondo, no

“double” or “false bottom” like a magician's suitcase.* Representations, when
explored, yield hidden meanings; artworks, by contrast, simply are what they
are. Artworks do not issue any invitations, Many modernist theorists have
held this view of the artwork, and yet at the same time felt it necessary to jus-
tify the artwork to modernity. Theodore W, Adorno, for instance, in order to
rescue the monadic work from complete irrelevancy, argued that the very exis-
tence of a self-sufficient, self-contained artifact is an implicit critique or nega-
tion of the practical world.

With such arguments, the modernist artist has been licensed to make
things that are no longer used in ordinary ways. These pointless but strangely
potent artifacts are cordoned off from the rest of the material world by vari-
ous framing and labelling devices. Some makers of these privileged things win
great fame and material rewards, but it is arguable that they do so only by
betraying their commitment to autonomy ~ by performing as glorified interior
decorators, for instance, or by penetrating the spheres of glamour and celeb-
rity, Most art-makers are not at all famous. Negation is meant to be its own
reward. Art-making, according to the logic of autonomy, successfully finds
its target in direct proportion to its disengagement from the business of the
world. Autonomy is just another word for nothing left to lose.

Architecture, by contrast, is always answerable and never disengaged
from the business of the world; and it would have plenty to lose if it were to dis-
engage itself. Unlike painting, architecture historically never gave up its close
connection to authority. Architects still represent society’s understanding of
itself, still shelter and shape the central symbolic activities of social life, and

still mediate between man and nature in ways that painters or sculptors can
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only envy. Architecture does not need to simulate vitality through a posture
of monadicity. And there is clearly no need for society to compensate architec-
ture with the gift of autonomy. It is amazing that architects would try to claim
this ambiguous privilege, unless they were announcing their own withdrawal
from the world.

There are places of privacy, leisure, and luxury imbedded within the
architectural field where quasi-autonomous experiments can be carried out:
villas, pavilions, gardens, caprices. Here, and in its virtual projects, architec-
ture does win for itself some of the freedom and eloquence enjoyed by paint-
ing or poetry. Architecture’s situation resembles that of fashion. The inescap-
able tasks of clothing and sheltering prevent either fashion or architecture
from attaining autonomy. But clothes and buildings are symbolic machines
and those who operate these machines naturally crave discursive freedom.
Fashion and architecture are thus always striving towards autonomy, but only
achieving it ephemerally and spectacularly in the experimental modes of their
respective industries: on the one hand. haute couture, and on the other, the
architectural caprice and the utopian project.

Once beyond the caprice and the project, the ideal of autonomy in archi-
tecture is not much more than a mystification, It is true that individual
buildings can eventually, by the mysterious workings of reception, achieve
something like autonomy. It is not completely meaningless to say that the Par-
thenon or the cathedral of Reims are monads. But it is hard to set out to build
an autonomous building. In the modern world, where people tend to disagree
wildly about the ultimate grounds of meaning and value, it is impossible to do
so. The vision of an autonomous architecture descends from the early Roman-
tic idea that life itself may be thought of as a work of art and shaped according
to aesthetic principles. This idea encouraged the inflated and heroic image of
an artist who would teach non-artists how to live, Trying to reshape the world
by making poems or paintings is one thing: trying to do it by making buildings
is like operating heavy machinery under the influence of a potent drug. Archi-
tectural self-rule would be misrule.

Of course, architects do blunder into the lives of cities and perpetrate

quasi-criminal affronts to human dignity and freedom, again and again. Soci-




eties seem to forgive them this. It is ironic that the much feebler fine arts,
with their philosophically well-established claims to autonomy, are from time
to time made to answer for their crimes in petty ways, with injunctions and
obscenity charges and the like, whereas architecture goes completely unpun
ished. The reason for this is that painters and poets are almost universally con-
ceded their sovereignty, even if their exemption from responsibility is some-
times absurdly contested. Architects, by contrast, whatever they themselves
might imagine, are not at all held by society to be sovereign; rather, buildings
arerightly understood to be the products of complex collective forces, conjunc-
tions of circumstances, and the exigencies of technology and materials. There
seems to be no other way of explaining why architects are not held responsible
for the crimes of architecture.

To be fair, architects who ask for autonomy today usually are not asking
for carte blanche or a heroic license to shape life for the rest of us. They are
asking for a recognition of the systematicity of architecture. Architecture is
autonomous or free, in this view, because it is capable of generating meaning
out of its own internal symbolic resources without having to rely on auxiliary
iconographical devices and without having to wait for its cue from the com
mission, the function, or the materials. Architecture is seen to be capable, for
instance, of exercising an Adornian, oppositional critique by manipulating dif
ferential relationships conventionally established within the history and the
system of architecture. This model of a closed system of art is the ideal culti-
vated in art academies since the Italian Renaissance: the ideal of an art about
other art, and not about the world, an art that manages yet to say something
about the world through its transfigurations of prior art. More recently, the
doctrine has been updated with structuralist and hyperstructuralist linguistic

theory. This body of theory has become the model for any theory of systemati-

cally generated meaning. One can see why a theory of autonomous architec
tural meaning would turn to structuralist linguistics for suppert. Structur
alism provides a model for the non-motivation, or freedom from external
directives, of the architectural sign. Signs themselves, in structuralist theory,
are meaningless marks that take on meaning only when differentiated from
other similar-looking or sounding marks. According to a structuralist theory
of architecture, signs are linked to signified contents only by the internally
established customs or conventions of architecture itself. Architects generate
meaning by manipulating those conventions — by making choices and combi
nations among intrinsically meaningless conventions. Here one sees how the
old ideal of the work of art as automaton might survive in a modern context.
A deconstructive approach, meanwhile — which is not an overturning
but an extension of structuralism, a neo- or hyperstructuralism — maintains
that the link between sign and signified is inherently unstable by virtue of the
material conditions of signing. Traditional structuralism, according to this
view of things, had naively treated signs as if they were ideal, abstract enti-
ties. But real signs in time and space are constantly drifting away from the
historical and local convention-systems that alone endow them with mean-
ing. According to hyperstructuralism, any linguistic statement will always be
revealed to be a statement of the impossibility of stating anything. Once you
accept the linguistic model of architectural meaning, you can easily see how
the deconstructive project, with all its explosive potential, could be translated

to architecture.
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entire edifices of architectural theory. To understand how this could

have happened, one has to look back to a more general theory of artistic auton
omy: the “formalist” and “aestheticist” thinking of the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, itself a kind of moderate, domesticated version of

the enthusiastic “absolute” idealism of the early nineteenth-century German
philosophers. The art critic and aesthetician Konrad Fiedler, for example, dis
mayed by crassly materialist theories of artistic creativity and by the “realist”

project in painting, argued in 1881 that art had no need to emulate the world

and no reason to be constrained by it. For Fiedler, the world itself was the crea

ture of the mind. “The truly artistically gifted nature,” he maintained, “brings
forth in itself so to speak that process, now arrived at a new freedom, in which
reality is generated for man.” Art for Fiedler was real enough without having
to look like reality® The Viennese art historian Alois Riegl, following Fiedler,
argued at the end of the nineteenth century that the historical mutations of
artistic form obeyed an internal logic that unfolded independently of practi-
cal function or material conditions, Riegl demonstrated this with relative ease
in his 1893 history of the development of ornamental motifs in the ancient
world. More provocative was his later attempt to see through the superficial
mimetic or symbolic content of early medieval and eventually Renaissance
and Baroque sculptures and paintings, and instead perceive their deep struc

tural formal principles — one might say their ornamental principles. By seeing
through content, Riegl prepared these works for insertion into an immanent,
independent history of form.?

Riegl was less interested than some of his contemporaries were in the
notion of the closed or monadic work of art. In his writings, it was the spirit of
art-making itself that was autonomous: self-sufficient, self-propelling, a mys
teriously vital force. For Riegl, the work of art generated by the spirit, once it
had been broken down by the critical eye into its formal elements, turned out
to be wonderfully open to the world. In principle, the work’s deepest meaning —
its bearing on politics and society, on fundamental ethical questions — was legible
in its manipulations of line and color in the picture plane and in pictorial space.

Riegl's schema provided the framework for a sophisticated cultural his-
tory of art. But it seems that his vision of the homology between art and life
does not support a critical aesthetics, a doctrine of art’s autonomy that would
underwrite art’s exceptionalism and justify its fictional, hypothetical moment.
Consequently, there have been a number of attempts to assimilate Riegl's vital

ist "will to art” to theoretically more complex models of systematic autonomy.




It has been tempting, for example, to compare Riegl's reduction of pictorial
meaning to a matter of simple formal choices to the structuralist linguistics
of Ferdinand de Saussure.” Riegl was an exact contemporary of Saussure. The
rediscovery and theoretically-informed rereading of Riegl in art history since
the 1970s followed closely upon the post-war discovery of Saussure, Since then
there has been a tendency to project the insights of language-based structural-
ist thought back onto late nineteenth-century German aesthetics and art his-
tory. Francesco Dal Co, for instance, credits Fiedler and Riegl with recognizing
that artistic products, no less than linguistic statements, must be understood as
representations, that is, as negations of any “simple reflection between subject
and object, as ‘artificial’ constructions” cut off from any foundation of meaning,
and as “autonomous events” yielding up truths only about themselves.*

But this attempt to justify the aestheticist project by linking it to modern-
ist insights into the groundlessness of linguistic representation, an attempt
launched by Fiedler himself, is impossible to sustain. Painted pictures and
buildings can bear meaning, but it is seldom their principal function to do so.
And even when they do represent something, paintings and buildings do so
in ways that have little to do with linguistic representation. Any later exten-
sions of Riegl's ambitious formalism that imagine they are underwritten by
linguistic theory must be evaluated with care, Certainly there are special cases
when artists and architects seem to be choosing among an array of formal
possibilities whose links to various concepts are agreed upon by a given com
munity of beholders, an array functioning therefore something like a
Through these choices, the artist or architect seems to be generating textual"
meaning. But such quasi-codes are never really agreed upon within a commu-
nity, nor do its members agree which elements of pictorial or architectural
form are coded and which are not. Architects may argue that the code is estab-
lished by the history of architecture. But the history of architecture has to be
learned from travel and books, and every individual learns it differently. Every
student of the history of architecture has his or her own constantly shifting
idea of the code, Real language cannot afford this pluralism. Language func-
tions only because grammar is embedded in the brain at birth and because
the local linguistic code is learned in early childhood and only incrementally
expanded later. Beholders of painting or architecture who are not at all famil-
iar with the alleged code can derive pleasure and meaning, not to mention
use-value, from the picture or building, whereas language is nearly useless to
someone unfamiliar with the code.

Language, finally, derives all its flexibility and its economy from two
principles: the arbitrariness and the double-articulation of its material signi-
fiers. The form of the signifier is arbitrary in that it is unconstrained by any
external considerarions; any signifier will do as long as everyone agrees to rec-
ognizeit, The signifier is doubly articulated in the sense that words, which can
be multiplied infinitely, are built from combinations of a tiny number of pho-
netic modules.® Pictorial or architectural signifiers are neither doubly artic-
ulated nor arbitrary. Ornamental motifs seem to be the closest to arbitrary
formal signifiers, and it is in this domain that writers on art have been most
tempted to turn to the model of language. But here, too. the analogy is weak.
Atruly arbitrary signifier gets attached to its concept not because any feature
of the signifier makes it especially appropriate to that concept, but entirely
because of custom. In art and architecture, there is always some reason why
one signifier is formally preferable to another for representing a given content.
Horizontal elements in a building cannot simply be used to signify anything
at all; it would be difficult to have them signify “verticality,” for instance.

Structuralist systematicity may appear at first to hold out the hope of
an articulate, possibily critical representationality — a discursive autonomy

— for buildings and pictures alike. Yet without true arbitrariness, conventionality,
and double-articulation, pictorial and architectural representation can only attain
that weaker, more general sort of autonomy described by late Romantic aestheti-
cism: the fine, pure vision of the formal imagination as a perpetuum mobile.

A stronger version of the analogy between architecture and language is
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even harder to sustain: the idea that art or architecture’s autonomy might be
guaranteed not by the arbitrariness of its signifiers, but by their very non-arbi-
trariness. If horizontal elements mean what they do for deep and ineluctable
reasons, the argument goes, then perhaps architecture has a kind of grammar
which can be manipulated to generate meanings. Riegl himself introduced
the analogy in planning a “historical grammar” of the visual arts.' But this
analogy underrates the power of grammar and unfairly borrows the prestige
of grammar to justify ultimately non-grammatical operations. Grammar is
innate and cannot be manipulated. The system of pronominal designation of
the first and second persons, in particular, is indispensable to the construc-
tion of a sense of self — literally, not figuratively, indispensable. Since gram-
mar is inseparable from human subject-formation, it is not easily manipu-
lated to poetic or representational ends. When architects generate meaning by
deliberately confusing our expectations about inside and outside or wall and
support, they are operating with a freedom that language-users do not enjoy.
The architects here are provisionally liberating architectural elements from
their customary functions and meanings in order to introduce them into a sys-
tematicity in which they will carry new meaning. To argue that architecture
thus does what language does is to mix two levels of language, and to imagine
that the elements of grammatical deep structure can be loosened and pushed

around as if they were signifiersIh

aning, and no one mistakes a poem for a non-poetic
use of language, whereas an architect who builds a poem cannot be certain
that all the future users of the building will recognize it as a poem. What archi-
tects are asking for when they ask for autonomy, and what societies will want
tothink about twice before granting, is poetic license.

In assessing claims that architecture might make to discursive auton-
omy. one has to be alert to hidden and restrictive idealisms. The art historian
Riegl understood the supposedly free generation of meaning as a manipula-
tion of a finite supply of markers within a severely regulated system. Riegl's
sense of the limits of human freedom was characteristic of his epoch. By the
late nineteenth century, the achievements of inductive scientific research and
empirical historical scholarship weighed heavily on the imagination. Laws of
nature had been discovered and confirmed by repeated experiments. The mind
and the spirit, too, it was feared, would soon be submirted to definitive explana-
tion. If a Romantic philosopher around 1800 could still conceive of freedom
as the invention of entirely new laws — new societies, new forms of the spirit

— the disillusioned thinker of 1900 could only conceive of freedom as, at best,
a capacity to operate within a framework of pre-existing laws. History itself
seemed a monumental burden that threatened to stifle all creativity and all
reflection. Oscar Wilde and Walter Pater agreed that the human will would
never again enjoy that “naive, rough sense of freedom” that it had enjoyed in
pre-historicist times." In Problems of Style, Riegl chided the contemporary
Arts and Crafts movement for encouraging modern artists to choose their
motifs freely from the natural world, contrasting these meaningless options
with the self-generating, “essentially more artistic,” and lawful unfolding of
ornamental form in the classical Mediterrancan."” Riegl conceived of freedom
as a surrender to the laws of history.

It seems that Saussure’s structuralism derives from a similar impres-
sion of the limits on the symbolizing faculty. Riegl and Saussure, as noted,
were contemporaries, But again the analogy between art and language is
flawed and cannot be used to vindicate the idealist aesthetics entailed by
Riegl's schema. Language's laws are real, and they are the basis for language’s
efficacy. The limiting conditions of language did not develop historically and
cannot easily be dismantled. Saussure was describing an ahistorical system;
languages may have their histories, but language does not. Art, by contrast,
has tew laws, and it certainly has a history. What Riegl presents as a perma-

nent “grammar” of artistic form is in fact not much more than a taxonomy




62 ) WOOD

of form derived from a descriptive history of Western art. Laws of formal mor-
phology of the sort Riegl divined in art history are fictional and dangerously
easy to exaggerate. Art in Riegl’s system is thus not at all free, but rather
always hurtling towards a projected future where art will converge with spirit
and embody the highest aspirations of humanity. Riegl's notion that art is dis-
engaged from matter and pursues its own abstract ends independently of any
practical or symbolizing tasks imposed on it = that art is an autonomous activ-
ity — is an idealist and potentially an illiberal notion.

The restrictive idealism hiding within the ideal of autonomy, and the
consequent threat to practical, everyday freedoms, takes various forms. The
eighteenth-century German writer and art historian Johann Joachim Winckel-
mann, for example, saw social and political freedom literally embodied in the
ideal Greek nude. As Alex Potts has explained, freedom for Winckelmann is

“not just the condition that makes possible the imaginative creation of an ideal
beauty. It is also the subjective state of being figured by that beauty, through
its apparent embodiment of a state of unconstrained narcissitic plenitude,
which he identifies most immediately with the self-absorbed, free-standing,
naked male figure."" For the neo-classicist Winckelmann, freedom was not an
opening outward but an arrival at a fixed aesthetic resting point. For others,
freedom was a mystical aspiration, perhaps the aspiration to escape from the
humiliating conditions of earthly and temporal life: the ideal of Weltflucht, or
flight from the world. An echo of that yearning is heard in the architectural
theorist's dream of a “language of architecture, which in a sense exists outside
of and thus autonomously of any style,” an architecture no longer doomed to
register its own historical time,"

One further proof of the inappropriateness of the linguistic model of
meaning to architecture is art historical formalism’s inability to deal with
architecture. Early twentieth-century art historians like Heinrich Walfflin
submitted both painting and buildings to formalist analysis; the levelling use
of photograph or slide comparisons made this easier. But in the long run for-
malism could not keep architecture in play. Most important formalist art his-
tory and criticism of the twentieth century, from Lionello Venturi and Clement
Greenberg to Michael Fried and Rosalind Krauss, simply leaves architecture
aside, This omission is surely an acknowledgement that architecture is about
empathy, appetite, movement, absolute dimensions, and the passage of real
time and the occupation of real space. It cannot easily reduce all these to meta-
phor as painting and sculpture manage to do if they want. The vectors of need
and desire and the calculus of absolute dimensions disturb the premise of sys-
tematic autonomy upon which formalist analysis depends.

Architecture is so patently involved with the problem of somatic experi-
ence that a formalist treatment of architecture, in order to make sense at all,
must subscribe to a dualist, even, idealist conception of the mind-body rela-
tionship — that is, a conception of mind’s superiority to body. The Renaissance
artist and art historian Giorgio Vasari, for instance, was able to bring paint-
ing, sculpture, and architecture under the idealist common denominator of
disegno, or the mental idea underlying a work of art. In his Lives of the Moar
Eminent Painters, Sculptors, and Architecta (1550), a biographical history of
Renaissance art that was at the same time a theory of disegno, Vasari gave
painting, sculpture, and architecture equal status and attention, Vasari had no
reason to isolate architecture because for him all three arts were self-evidently

“semi-autonomous:” capable of generating meaning through disegno, but only
within the confines of their practical functioning in the world. Not until the
modern doctrine of the autonomy of painting and sculpture emerged in the
nineteenth century did architectural history begin to be cut off from the rest
of art history. In the twentieth century, architectural history and criticism has
followed its own paths, in many ways independent of the development of art
history and art eriticism. Any formalistart history is a contrivance, but a rigor-
ously formalist architectural history would be an outright fantasy.

Much twentieth-century architecture asserted its own representational

freedom, even claiming that architecture could articulate critical or opposi-

tional views by manipulating the “language” of architecture. Given what we
know about the political opportunism of the makers of some of the most for-
mally eloquent buildings of the century — Ludwig Mies van der Rohe or Philip
Johnson, for instance — it seems that formalist freedom amounted to little
more than the intellectual freedom to change sides when it was convenient.
Even more pernicious is the use of the doctrine of autonomy as a mask for
a vulgar-Nietzschean conception of the “strong architect’s” arbitrariness and
superiority to constraint. Only the strong architect, the theory goes, can resist
the pressures of the world and deliver an authentic critique. It is astonishing
that architectual theorists loyally rush to the defense of this self-image of the
architect by invoking autonomy, arguing, for instance, that a “critical signa-
ture” allows the architect to resist the “massive centralization and standard-
ization of the postwar building establishment.”"® How gratifying it must be to
architects to be compared to the auteurs of the cinematic nouvelle vague! But
all this carping is perhaps unfair, given that political opportunism is part of
the job description of the architect, who must treat constantly with corporate
and state power. The intellectual community seems to realize this; how else
can one explain the consistently charitable critical treatment of celebrated
architects, sharply contrasted to the constant ideological vigilance and moral-
ism that canonical modern poets and philosophers face.

Some conservative thinkers have seen aesthetic autonomy as one of the
keys to the larger catastrophe of Modernism, with no more striking emblems
of that catastrophe than the utopian projects of high modernist architecture.
Hans Sedlmayr, for instance, a reactionary Austrian art historian and critic,
derided the “cosmopolitan” and supposedly “pure” architecture of Le Corbus-
ier. Sedlmayr, here drawing on the research of Emil Kaufmann, traced the root-
lessness and despiritualization of modernist architecture back to the visions
of the French Revolutionary architects Ledoux, Boullée, and Lequeu.'® Autono-
mous architecture as envisioned by Ledoux and realized by Adolf Loos and
Le Corbusier was architecture that had “become conscious of its own true
nature.” But architecture achieved this, according to Sedlmayr, by abandon-
ing its representational responsibilities and instead pursuing absolute geo-
metrical ideals. Quoting a contemporary reviewer of Kaufmann's book, Sed|-
mayr declared that “autonomy was slavery,” anticipating, by a single year, the
famous mantra from George Orwell's novel 1984: “Freedom is Slavery,” one of
the three slogans inscribed on the fagade of the Ministry of Truth, a building,
incidentally, that might have been built by Ledoux, pyramidal in form, in white
concrete, three hundred meters high."”

SedImayr was a follower of Riegl and a radical formalist, and in his own
art history not only preserved Riegl's model of an autonomously unfolding

“life of farms,” but also developed a concept of the density and irreducibility of
the individual artwork more explicit than anything found in Riegl. This is para-
doxical, for Sedlmayr was at the same time identifying the idea of autonomous
art as the source of all Modernism’s troubles. He deplored modernity's loss of a
stable and ideal image of man and modern art’s abandonment of the project of
representing that image. He deplored the self-reflexivity and solipsism of the
modern work of art. | find that this apparent contradiction persists in writing
on modern art to the present: it is often the conservatives lamenting moderni-
ty's chaotic dynamism who most Fercely defend the two kinds of autonomy,
hoth the independence of the artmaking process and the irreducibility of the
artwork. The reason for this seems to be that these two ideals of autonomy still
imply humanism: an integral image of man, confidence in the range and capaci-
ties of the will, hope for betterment. Autonomous art, however, even if it has its
historical roots in that image of man, was never required by its constitution to
contribute to that image, as Sedlmayr would have pointed out regretfully.

Sothe anti-modernist SedIlmayr supported the ideal of autonomy against
what the avant-garde had done with it, while the avant-garde itself embraced
the critique of autonomy. Indeed, the avant-garde was in many ways framed as
acritique of autonomy. This paradox persisted into the 1960s and 1970s, when
the so-called neo-avant-garde was able to draw on new theoretical weapons
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and mount an apparently final, devastating challenge to the idea of aesthetic
autonomy. The neo-avant-garde espoused an outright anti-humanism, involv-
ing a critique of authorship that followed from the hyperstructuralist and psy-
choanalytic critique of integrated subjecthood, and a critique of the aesthetic
that followed from the philosophical deconstruction of the work and the frame.
We are in a strange situation now, in the wake of that challenge. The critique
of artistic autonomy carried out in the 1960s and 19705 has to be said to have
failed, repeating the failure of the “historical,” early twentieth-century avant-
garde. The sharp critiques of the ideology of artistic “freedom” levelled by the
neo-avant-garde have been instantly and eagerly absorbed by its own institu-
tional targets, the museums, commercial galleries, and art history textbooks.
Those institutions were designed to protect the freedom of the visual arts and
are not easily rattled when painters and sculptors exercise that freedom, no
matter how unpredictably. Artistic autonomy in our society is as safe as it ever
was. The critique of architectural autonomy, by contrast, carried out concur-
rently in these same years, was quite successful. Those who carry on defend
ing architectural autonomy seem to be animated by the same spirit of futility
as these who carry on critiquing artistic autonomy.

The two fields, art and architecture, are thus intellectual mirror images
of one another. Adornian neo- or post-avant-garde art criticism, exemplified
by the influential writings ot Benjamin Buchloh, is intellectually paralyzed
because it feels itself bound to identify and endorse art that purports to dis-
mantle the ideal of autonomy, even as it must recognize that art is inseparable
from the ideal of autonomy — that we wouldn't know how to recognize art at all
it it were not autonomous. It is a thrillingly hopeless task to try to undo that
knot. The dilemma of the post-avant-garde is sometimes sentimentalized as
an aporetic stance, a proud refusal to compromise leading to a severe narrow-
ing of the conception of the artistically permissible. Architecture, meanwhile,
is clearly not an autonomous activity and the critic who persists in making
the case for architectural autonomy is equally, symmetrically, obstinate. The
sheer stubbornness and vanity of such arguments must be the source of their
appeal within the architectural field, an appeal that is otherwise perplexing
to an outsider.

Autonomy in architecture can never be more than one of the vectors of
its force, one of the multiple frames of mind that make up the building pro-
cess. That seems self-evident. Architecture cannot afford the aporetic disen-
gagement of the post-avant-garde, which is essentially the fastidiousness of
the mandarin, ultimately a gentlemanly ideal of withdrawal from the world.
Architecture, in fact, has an appetite for the mélée. All the theoretical talk of
autonomy is surelya blind! Sincerity and authenticity, the criteria of ideal per-
sonhood that emerged in modern times alongside the doctrine of the pure and
independent work of art, are only confusingly, unhelptully imposed on a practi-
cal architect." Architecture, the discipline and the practice, will build the right
buildings not by presenting the world with the truth about buildings, but by con-
vineing the world that the world itself knows which buildings are the right ones.
Successful architecture calls for a certain political cunning and even duplicity.

The autonomous artwork, ultimately a religious ideal, is a beautiful modern

contrivance. Architecture is perhaps best thought of as a pre-modern art,

Lam grateful to Romy Golan for her thoughta on this topic.
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LAUREN KOGOD The spatialily of what you are
PERSPECTA 33 Is there a distir

The fundamental criteria for the selection of the
twenty projects featured were that each would chal-
lenge, in some way, the conventional foundations
of the architecutural discipline and engage a disci-
pline outside its boundaries. Further, the choices were
limited to contemporary, realized (or soon to be real-
ized) buildings designed by architects. As is clear
from the selection, however, each of these stipula-
tions waa violated at least once. This framework was
valuable for refining and testing our ideas and for
establishing a coherent, visible body of built work
functioning in a critical context outside the autono-

mouxs center of the discipline.

The text that accompanies the selections is taken
from discussions between the editors, K. Michael
Hays, and Lauren Kogod which focused on the impli-
cations of the projects to the discourse on auton-
omy, in both historical and contemporary contexta.
The nine essayas listed at the left served as a textual

framework for the discusaion.
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Bill Massie: Big Belt House, Bozeman, MT, 2000. Masaie s
project for a single-family house challenges traditional
design-and fabrication methods. Like alher contempo-
rary digital grojects, its formal languags is geriveit from
the use of spline-based aurves, 10 this case traced from
the topography of the site; Using CRC (computer numes
cally contrallad) technology forthe physical construc
tion of the building allows for the direct transier fram
digntal model/design to bullding - transforming the roles
ot design (designer) and construchon (contraclon).

Foreign Office Architects: Yokohama International Port Ter-
minal, Yokohama, Japan, under construetion, The designers
uned digitally based bezer spline gaomeatry 1o develop
the original design propasal. but Issues encountared n
its conatruction have compromised these geometries. In
their colliborations with Ove Avup structurdl desgner
Cecll Balmond, FOA have shown that it s possibleto
construct formally-radical proposals concaived of 10 the
camputer by apenmg architecture to the mfluence of
ideas outside of ifs traditional domai,

Roche, DSV & Sie. P/BiL: Habitat Furtif, Paris, 1999.
Scrambled Flat, Evolene, Switzerland, 2001, A primary
focus of Roche's practice and theory is an invastigation
of the pperation of digital rmutation and its potential
to torge new ralationships betweaen architeciure and s

physical confext, Habital Furtil is a mobile housing Limt
that reflectsmodulated images of its surroundings - the
image.of this dwalling (s generated fromany possible
conlext it @ncountars, Serambied Flal is & proposal tor
tarmidwellings that contain living space as well as space

For farm animals.and the storage of wood dnd hay. The

Butlding takes its inspiration Tram the vernacular bay
piles of the Evalens ragion,

Hanizah & Yeang, Tokyo-Nara Towar, Tokyo, 1988, Ken
Yaang's work brings together architecture and enyiran-
mental engmearing, His central project is the Biogl
mactic Sky Scraper, a rigorously engineersd structurs
that uses large bands of continuous greanery to improve
urbanar guality, His butldings derive much of their torm
trom Ihe congiderationof local climatic condibanssuch
as wind and sun patterns

Alberto Burri: || Grande Cretto, Gibelling, Italy, 1968 This
project was underiaken atter the entire town.of Gibellina
was destroyedin an earthaquake Burr look the street
pattarn from the destroyad town and rebwnlt it by casting
it as a single-story reliel in concrete. The Crettagerner:
ates a strong dialogue with the listory of the destioyed
town: it has been rabuilt yet avacuatad of all lite, Burri
guestions the very possibility of reconstruction after
disaster while torcetully reminding us thal histary osver
completely disappears

Kengo Kuma: Eco-Particle Park, Dsaka, Japan, 1999.
Kuma's design tor an urban park with housing combines
acontemporary preoceupation with digitally-derived
toren and environmentally based urbamsm, Thessite plan
functians with the lngic of pikels ona computer screen
each point carrymg the same weight, regardless af
its function as bulding or park. Sectionally, the planes:
between building, landscape and waterscape shift. creat
ng a considered interactian betwesan flgure and ground.
The project blurs the houndares betwesn built form ans
sape through its strategy of proxmity,

10

n

12

13

Edward Francois & Duncan Lewls, House in Jupilles, 1008,
Francos & Lawis' house n Jupilles addresses the rela
tionstie belween architecture and its natural environ
ment. At firstglance, the densegrove ot trees mwhich
thictate the fo

of the project imelying a dominance of the natiar

the tiody ob this house sits seems to

the man made. Further inspection, rawever, reveals that

the faliage 1s bound and formed rehilec

ITgr h as windows ant anvorthegonal w
wire frame. This relationship raveals the fallacy of think
g of {he natural as untouched by man and gquestions
anchutecture's recent green |gsgmation (tave polibcal
aned scinmufic enviranmential disoassions devaloped 0t

tunctional strateqies oraesthetic trenps?)

One Architecture: Six Under A Tennis Court, Liedscherijn,
the Netherlands, 1986. A plannina propesal tor the million
wnilt Duted housmaginitialive krown as winE x, this pro

actysan allempt to ad salang oo

lapical implications, In

ban slreet patterns and typcal Duteh housing arange

mants are discarded in fador of the arganzational fogic

of tanmis caurts. This prinaiple mak icit the uppen

mididle clas s develnperdeter

s s imphoit sty

mynedd heausing typologpes. By placing pubhe tacilities

atiovir private homes, the divsions ietwesn gublic-and

private, as mportant in urtyan auliure as they dre in

soCialis! socialips, are seriously skewed

ANA: Huis & Amsterdam, Netherlands, 2000, The houses
are designed as assemblizs o compartments, each spe

ciftcally desigred to maxmize a certain Iestyle pro-
gram It thelr combimation, the specificty of the litestyle
appraxmialed As
such; the house can Be both tighly customized and

al therr infabitant can tie formally

mass produeed, This projeet does not divide thetea

ditwnally ristinet operations of architecture ang yrian

ign, butb combimes thiem at the single-tamily house

Kalhater + Korschildgen: House Enlargement, Germany,
180T Kalholer + Karschildgen's addition to:assmall, tra
21}

onal house n Germany functiors as a domeshic pros
thess, Although farmally sharing the same grometres
pbmassing ana pitched rool as the original portion of the
house, the addition has a moveab
tothe existing piice

tinget connection

the addition isable to funclicn

the prwate domasticity.of farmily and the semi

c:oyel aulonomeus, indwdual.

LewisTsurumaki Lewis: Suburban Spaculation, 2000, B
ing housing on topof big-box refailersis a ratcal propo-
sition that attempts to altir the essence of mamstream
Ampncan suburban fatne, Theincieased density of

the proposal can be interpreted asdirecl eriticism of
lanel use i the LS. thet has allowed the develppment
atsprawhng suburkan commgnilies:

Farming propa
hons

Michael Bell: Glass House @ 2°, Houston, 1998-2000. Pro

wiging high design for low-nzame hausing and chaileng-
ng the elitist legacy, ofilne g
Bell s rathinking the fraditional soczal beundanes of
architecture. Situated ina medium-density neghhbor

aise type, Michael

hood inHoustan, the house 15 subject 1o concerns of
privacy andclimate suitalulity thal question the role of
architecture in the development of normative housino
alternal ves

4
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Interlonp Architecture + Design: Klip Binder House, Hous-
ton, 1999. Diey
ndividunl camponents ¢

oping howsirg units thil can be sobd as
an aftordable hausing solution

thal takes advantage of mamstraam marketing, finane
ing), fabncation angd shipping teehniques. Becauye the

pants are made by large companies (and in fact dde
branded, ke the Mike Kips-that attach the components

to the tincler) thay can becustom ordered, fabricated

and shpped ant in ashort time peried. Interleon

has also introduced the idea of flexible leasing and séll

hack options, viewing hausing as a.commodity rather
than the time - hpnored speoidity genecated by architects,
Dieagness: Mark Wamble, Dswn Finley, Project Team: Ana
Miljackn, Blaing Brownell, James Spearfan, Petar Hoe
Fitess Wiyt Frantam,

. Filomento Fusco & Victor Kegli: Weiss 108, Berlin, Garmany,

2000. Installing a series of ladndry machines in Schioss
platy, apublie square in cenlral Barlin, Fusco & Kegll
draw aur mttention 1o the mghly voletile nature of such
spaces. The political and Ristoncal metaphers ark claar,
bt in addition, the insiallation prasents an instance

whiere public and private space has been reversed, The

organized distribution of laundry machnes brings a level

ormality and everyday utility to what might other

functinr simply monumentat

Joael Sanders, Vitale Latt Renovation, New York, 1907, Sand
ers directly questions traditional separation of public
and private in the demestic realm This project's visual
proxirity of Kilehen and Bathroom (separated only by a
translucent panel) juxtaposes normally separate spatial
ant functional distineticns,

Barkow Laibinger Architekten; Blosphere and Flowet Payil-
jon, Patsdam, Garmany, 2008, [n riaeteenti century pro)
wcts such as Paxton's Crystal Palace, archiisciure
simply enclosed natureina neutral glass box Barkow
Lebingar, however, allows these herarchies to become
more ambiguous: the andscape-and architecture take
turns defining the volume of enclosure. Further, within
the biosphere, the circutation and programmatic separa
tiong are dll achieved thropghisuotle mampulations of

hie landsic anm, color and textural ualites,

Latz und Partner, Landschattspark, Duisburg-Nord, Ger-
many, 2000, Peter Latz converted a derelict steel mill into
a public park, complete with gardens, public sauares,
bike paths and a climbing wall, THiS reyehng urbanism
nol anly cleans and Beautifies an atherwise hazardous
mdugteial site, bul - alse provides a valuable resoures of
publicspace. By ‘recraating' this tactory as ‘reareation’
Latz s addressing the problem of how the post industrial
worlt dealswith its industrial heritage,

Mark Rakatansky: Adult Day, Pratotype Handrail, Des
Plaines, IL, 1992 Rakatansky's prototype. designed for an
adull day care center, shifts the valence of the common
handrail from puretunchionalily to engage questians of
identity. The handrails have been désigned with vertical
Ppoles, sach tapped with & clamp to hold photographs
and other personal tems. The reariented handrail blurs
the tunctional, aesthetic-and bodily.

Diller # Scofidio: Blur Project, Swiss Expo, 2000, Diller +
Scofidio's use of technology 1o guide visitars threugh
ther “blurt building (wiere one s surrednded by fon)

by means of vaices that come.ints Toeus only as the
waitor follows a certan Lrajeclory erases architecture’s
tradiblonal reliance on the visual. therehy heightening the
awareness of other senses
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No matter how often I tell myaelf that chance happeningas of this kind occur far
more often than we suspect, since we all move, one after the other, along the same
roads mapped out of for ua by our origins and our hopes, my rational mind is
nonetheless unable to lay the ghosts of repetition that haunt me with ever greater
frequency. Scarcely am I in company but it secema a4 if I had already heard the
same opinions expreassed by the same people somewhere or other, in the same way,
with the same worda, turns of phrase and gestures ... Perhaps there is in this as
yet unexplained phenomenon of apparent duplication some kind of anticipation
of the end, a venture into the void, a sort of disengagement, which, like a gramophone
repeatedly playing the same sequence of noteas, has less to do with damage to the
machine itself than with an irreparable defect in its programme.

W.G. SEBALD, THE RINGS OF SATURN

T'would like to show that these unities form a number of autonomous, but not independent
domains, governed by rules, but in perpetual transformation, anonymous and without a
Aubject, but imbuing a great many individual workas.

MICHEL FOUCAULT, THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE
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FROM CRITICALTO PROJECTIVE
In 1984, the editors of Perapecta, Carol Burns and
Robert Taylor, set out an ambitious agenda for
issue 212 "Architecture is not an isolated or autono-
mous medium, it is actively engaged by the social,
intellectual, and visual culture which is outside
the discipline and which encompasses ir ... It is
hased on a premise that architecture is inevitahly
invalved with questions more difficult than those
of form or style.” While this orientation bears a
curious connection to the “realist” or “grey” tradi-
tion of an earlier Yale generation, it alsoservesasa
sign of the nascent mixture of a critical, neo-Marx-
ismwith acelebrationof thevernacular oreveryday
with which Yale would soon become synonymous.'
Published in thar same issue, K. Michael Hays's
canonic essay "Critical Architecture: Between Cul-
ture and Form” offered a useful corrective to the
editorial position of the issue by indirectly imply-
ing that the editors were insufficiently dialectical
in their understanding of engagement and auton-
omy. Hays's sophistication has always been to rec-
ognize that autonomy is a precondition for engage-
ment. Using Mies as a paradigm, Hays argued
for the possibility of a “critical architecture”™ that
would operate between the extremes of concilia-
tory commaodity and negative commentary,

Twelve issues and seventeen years later, the
editors of issue 33 have returned to the theme of
interdisciplinarity. This time, however, the topicis

explicitly underwritten by the terms established

in Hays's 1984 essay: “Perapecta 33 is built around
the belief that architecture stands in the critical
position hetween being a cultural product and a
discrete autonomous discipline.” Yet, while Hays
was suggestingthatonly critical architecture oper-
ated in his privileged “between” position, the edi-
tors of 33 imply thatall architecture now automati-
cally occupies a de facto critical status. What for
Hays was then an exceptional practice, has now
heen rendered an everyday fact of life, If nothing
else, however, this inflation of critical practice by
the editors of 33 has perhaps unconsciously iden-
tified a fact of the last twenty years: namely, that
disciplinarity has been absorbed and exhausted
by the project of criticality. As Hays's first articu-
lation of critical architecture was a necessary cor-
rective to the realist position of Perapecta 21, it
may be necessary (or, at least, useful) to provide
an alternative to the now dominant paradigm of
criticality, an alternative that will be character-
ized here as projective.

As evidenced by Hays's insightful polemic,
critical architecture, under the regime of textu-
ality, required the condition of being “between”
various discursive oppositions. Thus “culture and
form” can alternatively be figured as “kitsch and
avant-garde” (Clement Greenberg), “literal and
phenomenal™ (Colin Rowe), “objecthood and art”
(Michael Fried), or “capitalist development and
design” (Manfredo Tafuri). Within architecture,
Rowe's and Tafuri's discourses most fully enable,

if never completely realize, the critical project of

“betweeness,” whether within history/theory, as
with Hays, or in terms of design, as with the work
of Peter Eisenman.

It is from Rowe's and Tafuri's conceptual
genetic material that architecture’s critical proj-
ect has been formulated. For both authers, there
is arequisite assumption of contradiction or ambi-
guity, regardless of whether it is subsumed or
sublated (dialectical materialism) or balanced (lib-
eral formalism). Even before examining the vari-
ous reconfigurations of Rowe and Tafuri, however,
it is important to recognize that the opposition
between them is never as clear as would be imag-
ined: Rowe’s ostensibly formal project has deep
connections to a particular liberal politics, and
Tafuri's apparently engaged practice of dialectical
critique entails a precise series of formal a prioris
as well as a pessimistic prognosis with regard to
architectural production. Seen in this way, there is
nomore political writer than Rowe, and none more
formalist than Tafuri.

The criticality of Hays and Eisenman main-
tains the oppositienal or dialectical framework in
the work of their mentors and predecessors, while
simultaneously trying to short-circuit or blur their
terms. In their various attempts to hybridize Rowe
and Tafuri in order to fashion a critical position,”
both Hays and Eisenman rely on dialectics —as is
immediately evidenced in the titles of the journals
each was responsible for founding: Oppoaitions




Right and below right

1908 theorem: the Skyscraper as

t unlimited numbers of

1 metropolitar

and Aasemblage. Despite their implicit critiques
of Michael Fried's aesthetics? both Eisenman and
Hays ultimartely fear literalism as much as Fried
does; both warn against the isomorphic remap-
ping of life and art. For both, disciplinarity is
understood as autonomy (enabling critique, rep-
resentation, and signification), but not as instru-
mentality (projection, performativity, and prag-
matics). One could say that their definition of
disciplinarity is directed against reification rather
then toward the possibility of emergence.
reification concerns itself with the negativ
tion of qualitative experience to quantificat
emergence promises that serial accumulation may
itself result in the production of new qualities. As
an alternative to the critical project — here linked
to the indexical, the dialectical and hot representa-
tion — this text develops an alternative genealogy
of the projective — linked to the diagrammatic, the

atmospheric and cool performance.

FROM INDEXTO DIAGRAM

In the significant production of both Hays and
Eisenman, as parallel realignments of Rowe and
Taturi, the critical project is inevitably mediated:
in fact, it is perpetually obsessed by, and inextrica-
bly linked to, reproduction.* This obsession mani-
fests itself both in Hays's account of Mies van der
Rohe's Barcelona Pavilion and Peter Eisenman’s
rereading of Le Corbusier’s Dom-ino, where both

he.

authors adopt the technique of the index.2

sm with signi-
fication: in other words, it exists as a physically
driven sign, one that is not culturally or visually
determined, as are the symbol or icon. For Hays,
Mies’s architecture situates itself “between the
efficient representation of preexisting cultural
values and the wholly detached autonomy of an

ni

abstract formal system,” This status of being in

the world yet resistant to it is attained by the

way the architectural object materially reflects its
specific temporal and spatial context, as well as
the way it serves as a trace of its productive sys-
tems. Hays describes the Barcelona Pavilion as

“an event with temporal duration, whose actual
existence is continually being produced,” or whose
meaning is continually being decided. This act of
decision is both in fact and etymologically the crit-
ical gesture par excellence.

In Eisenman's discussion of the Dom-ino, it
is the design process itself that is being registered
rather than the material productive and technical
systems or specific context discussed by Hays. In
marking the status of its existence, in its ability to
function as a self-referential sign, the Dom-ino is
one of the first modernist and critical gestures
in architecture: “Architecture is both substance
and act. The sign is a record of an intervention —
an event and an act which goes beyond the pres-
ence of elements which are merely necessary con-
ditions.” For Eisenman and Hays, the Dom-ino and
Barcelona Pavilion are at once traces of an event,
indices of their procedures of design or construc-
tion, and objects that potentially point to a state of
continual transformation. In both cases, the criti-
cal forms of self-referentiality are demonstrated
via serial reproductions: be they Eisenman’s re-
drawn axonometrics of the non-existent Dom-ino
perspective, or the historical photographs Hays
uses to extract the experience of the defunct, orig-
inal Barcelona Pavilion. Just as the architectural
artifacts are indices of a missing process or prac-
tice, the objects themselves are also significantly
missing in both cases, so that a series of reproduc-
tions must stand in as their traces. This process

of infinite regress or deferral is constitutive of the

critical architectural project: architecture inevita-
bly and centrally preoccupied by its status as rep-
resentation, and its simultaneous commentary on
that condition.

As an alternative to Eisenman's reflections
on the high European frame, which situated the
frame within the context of the critical-indexical
project of the 1970s, one might look to Rem Kool-
s's appropriation of the mass cultural Amer-
frame at the same moment. As suggested
above, Eisenman understands Le Corbusier's Dom-
ino as the trace of a transformative process, and
in so deing he deviates from Rowe by animating
the grid. Just as the indexical project assumes
or invents a particular kind of reading subject
for architecture, its imagination of architectural
movement relies on a narrative for the grid. Thus,
although the indexical program for architecture
may proceed through diagrams, it is still tied to

a semiotic, representational and sequential ambi-




tion. Koolhaas's invocation of the “cartoon-theo-
rem” from Life magazine —as well as the section
cut from the Downtown Athletic Club — alterna-
tively enlists a vision of architecture as contrib-
uting to the production and projection of new
forms of collectivity. These New York frames exist
as instruments of metropolitan plasticity and are
not primarily architecture for paying attention to;
they are not for reading. but for seducing, becom-
ing, instigating new events and behaviors. The
skyscraper-machine allows the projection infi-
nitely upward of virtual worlds within this world,
and in this way extends Michel Foucault’s reflec-
tions on heterotopias and prisons. Gilles Deleuze:
argues that Foucault understands leremy Ben-
tham's Panopticon not simply as a machine for
surveillance, but more broadly and productively
as a diagram which “imposes a particular form of
conduct on a particular multiplicity.” Koolhaas's
investigation of the frame structure is diagram-
matic in the same way,

From these two inventions of the frame struc-
ture in mid-yos architectural discourse, one can
discern two orientations toward disciplinarity:
that is, disciplinarity as autonomy and process,
as in the case of Eisenman’s reading of the Dom-
ino, and disciplinarity as force and effect, as in
Koolhaas's staging of the Downtown Athletic Club.
Moreover, these two examples begin to differen-
tiate the critical project in architecture, with its
connection to the indexical, from the projective,
which proceeds through the digram. The diagram
1s a tool of the Wriua

index is the e real’
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Rather thanrelying upon the oppositional SITATERY
of critical dialectics, the projective employs some-
thing similar to the Doppler Effect = the perceived
change in the frequency of a wave that occurs
when the source and receiver of the wave have a
relative velocity. The Doppler Effect explains the
change in pitch between the sound of a train as
it approaches and then moves away from the lis-
tener.® If critical dialectics established architec-
ture's autonomy as a means of defining architec-
ture's field or discipline, a Doppler architecture
acknowledges the adaptive synthesis of architec-
ture's many contingencies. Rather than isolatinga
singular autonomy, the Doppler focuses upon the
effects and exchanges of architecture’s inherent
multiplicities: material, program, writing, armo-
sphere, form, rechnologies, economics, etc. It is
important to underscore that this multiplying of

contingencies differs greatly from the more dilute

Ieg.wx-_ﬂq the

notion of interdisciplinarity, which seeks to legiti
mizearchitecture through an external measuring

stick, thereby reducingarchitecturetothe entirely

amorphous role of absorber of heterogeneous life.

A projective architecture does not shy away from

reinstating architectural definition, but that def-

inition stems from design and its effects rather

than a language of means and materials, The Dop-

pler shifts the understanding of disciplinarity
as autonomy to disciplinarity as performance or

practice. In the former, knowledge and form are

based on shared norms, principles, and traditions.

In the latte
plinarity is advanced in which the discipline is
not a fixed datum or entity, but rather an active
organism or discursive practice, unplanned and
ungovernable, like Foucault's “unities form|ing|
a number of autonomous, but not independent

domains, governed by rules, but in perpetual

transfermarion.™ Rather than looking back or crit-

icizing the status quo, the Doppler projects for-

ward alternative (not necessarily oppositional)

arrangements or SCenarios,

ture nor dogs it limit its field of expertise
ahsolute chimcmru Design is whit

r, a more Foucaultian notion of disci-

keeps architecture from slipping into a cloud of’\

I‘wrerngencily It delineates !hu fluctuating bor-

ders of archl inarif dnd expertise.
So when an‘hlt 'rls eng v T)pll‘\ rhnt are wt'm
ingly outside o ure's hMo] ica Iy defined
scope — quesrinnf- of economics or civie politics,
for U.(amplc — they don't E’ﬂbdg“rmdm
exper tS 0N eCconomics or civic ;m\rlcsl bllf .1f}w}
erts on desi

nd how design may affect
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other disciplines, rather than as critics. Design
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encompasses object qualities (form, proportion,

materiality, composition, etc.) but it also includes

qualities of sensibility, such as effect, ambiance,

and atmosphere.
An example of a projective architecture that
engages the strategy of the Doppler effect in lieu

of that of the dialectic is ww’s IntraCenter, a

40,000 ft.” community center located in Lexington,

Kentucky. The IntraCenter's client provided ww

with a program list of dizzying operational hetero:

geneity: daycare, athletic facilities, social services,

caté, library, computer center, job training facili-

ties, shops, etc. Rather than figuring these multi-

ple programs so as to provide cach with its own
formal identification, or rather than establishing
ancutral field soastoallow the programs to define

the project. the IntraCenter elides the expected
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overlap between form and program. Their lack
of alignment leads to a perpetual Doppler shift
between the two. This strategy of non-concentric-
ity generates other Doppler Effects, including the
many reverberations among overlapping constit-
uencies as well as material and structural condi-
tions. The IntraCenter is projective rather than
critical in that it very deliberately sets into motion
the possibility of multiple engagements rather
than a single articulation of program, technology
or form (contemporary architecture’s commodity,
firmness and delight).

The Doppler Effect shares some attributes
with parallax, which, as Yve-Alain Bois notes,
comes from the Greek parallaxis, or “change™: “the
apparent change in the position of an object result-
ing from the change in the ... position from which
it is viewed."” Claiming that Serra consciously
responded to the possibilities of parallax, Bois
citesas an example Serra's description of his sculp-
ture entitled Sight Point: “[It seems at first] to fall
right to left, make an X, and straighten itself out
to a truncated pyramid. That would occur three
times as you walked around.”" In other words, par-
allax is the theatrical effect of a peripatetic view
of an object;

andthe

At takes into agcount how thecontext
) Fo% sk B g th peontgrext

that it is not purely optical. Predicated on waves
that can be auditory or visual, the Doppler sug-
gests that the optical and conceptual are only two
of many sensibilities. Additionally, it is not a read-
ing strategy — that is, it is not just an unfolding
reading of an artwork — but an atmospheric inter-
action. It foregrounds the belief that both the
subject and the object carry and exchange infor-
mation and energy. In short, a user might be
more attuned to certain aspects of a building
than others. He or she might understand how the
building responds to a formal history of archi-
tecture or deploys a specific technology or he

or she might have particular associations with

a building’s material palette or site. As the nov-

elist W.G. Sebald explains, each one of us experi-
ences moments of repetition, coincidence or dupli-
cation, where echoes of other experiences, conver-
sations, moods and encounters affect current ones.
Such momentary echoes are like tracks out of
alignment, hearing and seeing out of phase that
generate momentary déja vus, an overlap of real

and virtual worlds.

FROM HOTTO COOL
Someone should eatablish an anthropology of
hot and cool ..

Jean Baudrillard

Qverall, one might characterize the shift from erit-
ical to projective modes of disciplinarity as a pro-
cess of cooling down or, in Marshall McLuhan's
terms, of moving from a “hot" to a “cool” version
of the discipline. Critical architecture is hot in the
sense that it is preoccupied with separating itself
from normative, background or anonymous-condi-
tions of production, and with articulating differ-
ence. For McLuhan, hot media like film are “high-
definition”, conveying very precise information
on ene channel or in one mode, By contrast, cool
media, such as television, are low-definition and,
since the information they convey is compromised,
they require the participation of the user. In this
regard, the formalist-critical project is hot in its
prioritization of definition, delineation and dis-
tinction (or medium specificity). One alternative,
minimalism, would be a cool art form; it is low-
definition and requires the context and viewer to
complete it, lacking both self-sufficiency and self-
consciousness. Minimalism explicitly requires
participation and is related to Smithson's promo-
tion of entropy. While cooling suggests a process
of mixing (and thus the Doppler Effect would be
one form of cool), the hot resists through distinc-
tion, and connotes the overly difficult, belabored,
worked, complicated. Cool is relaxed, easy. This

difference between the cool and the hot may be

amplified by briefly examining a medium McLu-
han does not discuss: performance.

In his obituary on the actor, Dave Hickey
writes that with Robert Mitchum you get perfor-
mance,"” and performance, he says, not expressed
(orrepresented), but delivered. The Mitchum effect
relies on knowing something is back there, but
not being sure exactly what it is, Hickey says that
what Mitchum does, then, is always surprising
and plausible. And it's exactly this trait of surpris-
ing plausibility that might be adapted as a projec-
tive effect, one which combines the chance event
with an expanded realism, There are two kinds
of actors, Hickey argues. First are some who con-
struct a character out of details and make you
believe their character by constructing a narra-
tive for them, One could say that this is the school
of the "Method,” where the actor provides gesture
and motivation, and supplies a sub-text for the text
of the script. The second group of actors create
plausibility by their bodies; Hickey says they are
not really acting, but rather “performing with a
vengeance." While Robert De Niro is an actor in
the first category, Mitchum is in the second.

In the nineteen-eighties and nineties, archi-
tecture's relationship to philosophy was like that
of De Niro to his character. In other words, a kind
of Method acting, or Method designing, where
the architect expressed a text or where architec-
ture represented its procedure of formation. As
with the “critical project,” Method acting was con-
nected to psychoanalysis, to calling up and reen-
acting memories and past events, In contrast, Mit-

chum, Hickey says, is,

Like Coltrane, playing a standard, he is inveating
the text with his own subveraive vision, his own
pace and senae of dark contingency. So what we
Aee in a Mitchum performance i less the character
portrayed than apropoaitional alternative: What if
someone with Mitchum’s senaibility grew up to be

a sea captain? a private eye? a school-teacher?"
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This argument is presented in the form of pos-

tulates, or rather provocations, a manifesto on
the thing,

The thing has, in the West, always been
conceived as the passive, inert, unresisting

other or counterpart to the subject, conscious-

ness, or mind, that is, as matter, substance, or
noumena. The thing is that against which mind
is understood, its other or object.

There isanother less systematic and more

submerged tradition of the thing within the his-

tory of philosophy, which arguably dates from
the work of Darwin, and meanders through
Nietzsche, to Peirce, James, Bergson to Rorty
and Deleuze. This counter-tradition conceives
of the thing, not as other, but as provocation
or incitement for the subject: the thing is that
which prompts us to act, to invent, to practice,
to extend ourselves beyond ourselves,

Within this later tradition, the thing itself
is divided or duplicated. It is both resource or
raw material, the given or starting point of life
and the human (Heidegger's standing reserve
or Lacan's Real), and it is also the product,

effect, or construct of the living (Marx's com-

modity, Bergson's object). The thing is both

pre-and post-technological, that which technol-

ogy finds given and remakes as its own. In this

sense, technology must be understood to be
the second-order thing, the thing that finds and
makes other things, as it itself has been made.

Within the pragmatist tradition, the world

itself, and our being positioned within it, gen-

erates questions, problems, provocations for
life: what to eat? How to attain it? How to
live? By what means? Things are the way

in which life responds to these provocations.

Both instinct and intelligence, blind animal
and intelligently directed (primate or mammal)
behaviors, are incited by the real and produce
things, the division of the real, as their mode

of acting in the world and rendering it manage-

able. The thing is a cutting out of the real, the
solidification of what exists in the flux of the
real. It is an outline imposed on the real by our
purposesand needs.

This cutting of the world, this whittling

down of the plethora of the world's interpene-

trating qualities into objects amenable to our
action, is a fundamentally constructive pro
cess: we make or fabricatethe world of objects
as an activity we undertake by living with and
assimilating objects. We make objects inorder
tolive in the world. Or, in another, Nietzschean
sense, we must live in the world artistically. as
homo faber.

This process of fabrication of the world
into things, objects with clearly delimitable
and determinable relations, finds its natural
inclination directed to solids. Thingsare solids,
conceived progressively as more and more
minute in their basic constitution, as physics
itself elaborales more and more minute fun-
damental particles, Yet physics itself remains
incapable of understanding what is fluid, innu-
merable, outside calculation without reduction
to solids. It is this flux, though, sometimes rec-
ognized in philosophy, that provides the condi-
tion for the generation of new things from old
things. Our “artisticness,” as Nietzsche puts it,
our creativity, in Bergsonian terms, consists in
nothing else than the continuous experimenta-
tion with the world of things, to produce new
things from the fluidity or flux, which elude
everyday need, or use-value.

Technology, as metaproduction, is the
result of the living being's capacity to utilize
the non-living (and the living) prosthetically.
This prosthetic existence is the living's depen-
dence on and capacity to harness and incor-
porate the non-living into its bodily practices.
What pragmatism entails is a recognition that
the technological is and always has been the
condition of human action, as necessary forus



as things themselves, Technology can be con-
ceived as the cultural correlate of the thing,
which is itself the human ar living correlate of
the materiality of the world.

Bergson claims that the intellect trans-
forms matter into things, which render them
as prostheses, artificial organs, and in a sur
prising reversal, at the same time as it human-
izes or orders nature, it appends itself as a
kind of prosthesis to inorganic matter iself, to
function as its rational supplement, its can
scious rendering. Matter and life become
reflections, through the ordering the intellect
makes of the world. Things become the mea-
sure of life's action upon them, things become

"standing reserve,” life itself becomesextended
through things.

Inorganic matter, transformed into an
immense organ, a prosthesis, through the intel
lect, 1s perhaps the most primordial or alemen-
tary definition of architecture itself, which is,
in a sense, the first prosthesis, the first instru
mental use of intelligence to meld the world
imto things, through a certain primitive tech
nicity, to the needs of the living. The inorganic
becomes the mirror tor the possible action of
the living, the armature and architecture neces
sary for the survival and evolution of the living.

The limit of the intellect is in a sense the
limit of the technical and the technological,
The intellect functions to dissect, divide, atom-
1ze; contemporary binarization and digitaliza
tion are simply the current versions of this ten
dency to the clear-cut, the unambiguous. the
opposition or binary impulses of the intellect,
which is bound by the impetus to (eventual or
possible) actions.

Thus technelogy is not the supercession
ot the thing, but its ever maore entrenched func
tioning. The thing pervades technolagy, which
is its extension, and extends the human into
the material. The task before us is not so
much to make things and resclve relations
into things, more and more minutely framed
and microscopically understood, Rather, it may
be to liberate matter from the constraint.
the practicality, utility of the thing, to orient
technology not so much to knowing and med)
ating as to experience and the rich indetermi
nacy of duration. Instead of understanding the
thing and the technologies it induces, through
intellect, in the Bergsonian sense, perhaps it
can also be developed through intuition, that
Bergsonian apprehension of the unigue partic
ularity of things, and ot the time within which

things exist.
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Perhaps the guestion ahead of us now
is this: what are the conditions of digitization
and binarization? Can we produce technolo-
gies of other kinds? Is technology inherently
simplification and reduction of the real? What
In us is being extended and prosthetically ren-
dered intechnological development? Can other
vectors be extended instead? What might a
technology of processes, rather than things.
look like?
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Our point of departure is what is known in math-
ematics as a double point. This particular point
is constituted by the two statues — one of George
Cuvier'and the other of Alexander von Humboldt.2
the German disciple of Etienne Geoffrey Saint-
Hilaire® — Gottfried Semper placed at the top of the
Naturhistorisches Museum (1872-1881). The fact
that Semper did not place one, but two biologists at
the summit of his representation of science should
act as a question mark within Semper's Der Stil.
His insistence on placing a statue of a disciple of
Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire betrays a doubt in Semper
that in turn reveals a blind spot in Der Stil.

The four technical arts of Der Stil's table
of contents, the four pillars, are treated far from
equally. Semper's emphasis on textiles is of course
very well known, but what is rarely discussed
is the weakness of the chapters on stereotomy.*
The numbers of pages dedicated to each of the
technical arts in Der Stil are: Textile, 550 pages;

Ceramique, 200; Tectonique, 135; Stereotomy, 123.
But at issue is not merely the number of pages, nor
is it that the majority of what is actually discussed
is dedicated to tectonics in stone rather than to
stereotomy proper. In the pages of Der Stil devoted
to stereotomy, Semper goes so far as to assert that
the whole history of architecture is signified by
the victory of the vault (usually considered the
primary territory of stereotomy) over the tectonic
frame, but then hardly mentions any more about
it. This absence of the core of stereotomy is even
more surprising considering that Semper lived
and studied in France, where architecture was
strongly rooted in stereotomy. How could such a
well-informed scholar as Semper write about stere-
otomy without mentioning figures such as Philib-
ert de L'Orme® or Girard Desargues?® Was Semper
acknowledging the fall of French building tradi-
tions? Was he drawing conclusions from Soufflot's
controversial Sainte-Geneviéve church, where tra-




ditional French geometric methodology was sup-
planted by a physical approach based on statics
and the strength of materials? Did Semper feel
these traditions were unable to cope with the tech-
nological challenges of the time?

These reasons cannot fully explain why
Semper made no mention at all of what appears
to be the most ‘Semperian’ piece of architecture in
Paris, the wonderful stone interlacing of the rood-
screen within Saint-Etienne du Mont, only a hun-
dred meters behind Sainte-Genevieve,” No other
piece of architecture so clearly embodies the archi
tectural motif of the Semperian knot and the the-
oretical concept of stereotomy, the transposition
from textile to stone, Could it be that what really
puzzled Semper was not only that Philibert de
I'Orme was the presumed architect of this rood
screen® as well as of so many other Semperian
pieces of architecture, but that an architect could

be the initiaror of projective geometry,” the branch

of mathematics forming the conceptual back-
ground of Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire's work?

One could object that these questions were
of little relevance to Semper's architectural proj-
ect, and that he could have very well ignored
projective geometry and its connections to Sain_:LL-
Hilaire's biology. But we should remember the
Semper actually studied mathematics with Carl
Friedrich Gauss, the man who first accepted posi-
tively the consequences of the negation of Euclid’s
fifth postulate, and in so doing initiated the field
of "non-Euclidean geometry.” Semper's interest in
mathematics was strong enough for him to write
at the age of fifty a technical essay on differential
calculus applied to the shape of projectiles. It
is my hypothesis that Semper had the capacity
to fully understand projective geometry, but he
repressed it in Der Stil because it implied a refor-
mulation of geometry that had yet to be achieved

by mathematicians themselves." Until this refor-

mulation was achieved, the architectural reading
of geometry was bound to remain neo-classical
in a manner similar to Winckelmann's reading of
Greek architecture as pure, ideal, white form. Gott-
fried Semper.whose. ficst s
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Such a hypothesis relies upon two assump-

tions. The first is that projective geometry was an
important feature of Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire's back-
ground - so prominent a feature it could not be
ignored by someone like Semper with strong inter-
ests in architecture, biology, and geometry. The
second is that projective geometry could imply a
non-neoclassical reading of geometry that would
have enabled Semper to pursue his work begun on
color by applying it to shape. Such an accomplish-
ment would have enabled Semper to adequately

write his missing text on stereotorny.




BIOLOGY

What was the core of the debate between Cuvier
and Saint-Hilaire that excited contemporaries
such as Goethe and Balzac? The two biologists
were initially good friends who worked together
on vertebrate classification in order to corrobo:
rate Saint-Hilaire's theory of a single organiza-
tional plan that would inform the whole of the ver-
tebrate family. Since 1796, Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire
had worked with the concept that there existed a
single organizational plan for all animals." Saint-
Hilaire's research began with mammals and then
extended the concept to tetrapods. An 1808 essay
by Saint-Hilaire on fish generalized the single
plan to all vertebrates." Until that point Cuvier
still enthusiastically supported Saint-Hilaire. But
in 1812, Cuvier announced his own thesis, classify-
ing animals into several branches or "embranch-
ments”: Vertebrata, Articulata, Mollusca, Cni-
darians, and Echinoderms. For Cuvier, these
embranchements were fundamentally different

from each other and could not be connected by

any evolutionary transformation. Cuvier’s “fixist”

view of biology posited that every single part of an
organism is so well fitted to its surroundings that
there is only one way in which each part can be
connected to the whole organism. For those who
would think that this is far away from architec-
ture, remember, it is Cuvier who wrote the famous
sentence taken as a principle of functionalist
architecture, “give me any single pieceofan animal
and 1 will draw you the whole body." According to
this view, each embranchment has its own organi-
zation and there can be no way of connecting parts
in any manner other than that described in each
of the categories.

Until 1820, Cuvier and Saint-Hilaire lived
and worked peacefully in the same institution, le
Musée d'Histoire Naturelle, in Paris. During this
time, Jules-Caesar Savigny, who had been in Egypt
with Saint-Hilaire on the Napoleonic Expedition,
studied the comparative anatomy of an insect's
mouth, Another of Saint-Hilaire's peers, Pierre
Andre Latreille, applied the principle of unity
of composition to all of the Articulata.' Until
that point, the work of Cuvier and Saint-Hilaire
remained compatible because neither Saint-
Hilaire nor his followers broke any frontiers
between Cuvier's sacrosanct embranchments, But
in 1820, Saint-Hilaire suggested a unity of plan
between Vertebrata and Insects, Cuvier's critiques
began at this point and only increased when
Saint-Hilaire, leaning on works by Laurencet and
Meyrand, extended his unity of composition to

Mollusca as well.'® Saint-Hilaire had unified three

oftheembranchments; an accomplishment Cuvier
was unable to accept.

But as one examines Saint-Hilaire's unifi-
cation of Vertebrata and Insects, the relation
between the two embranchments seems far from
obvious, since each has a thoroughly different
relationship to the ground. All Vertebrata have
their digestive organs facing the ground, located
underneath the vertebral column, which in turn
houses the nervous system, In contrast, Insects
have digestive systems in an inverted position
tacing the sky, with the spinal cord located under-
neath the body. To address these differences in ori-
entation, Saint-Hilaire makes use of a torsion oper-
ation, a tool from projective geometry, to explain
how insects have their belly upward and their back
downward. Semper uses a similar vectorial orga-
nization in Der Stil, comparing the composition
of biological vectors in various species with the
vector of gravity in architecture.

In terms of validating his research, however,
Saint-Hilaire committed an error when he went so
far as to posit that “each animal lives either inside
or outside its spine” — effectively assimilating all
carapaces from Insects to Vertebrata. Eventually,
he would even compare the legs of shellfishes
to the ribs of Vertebrata. It was no difficult task
for Cuvier to take advantage of this hypothesis
in order to invalidate the whole of Saint-Hilaire's
categorization. As a result, Cuvier appeared the
winner of a crucial series of highly-publicized
debates that took place between the two biologists
in 1830, at the very time that Semper was study-
ing in Paris."” Cuvier retained the victory mantle
until very recently, when the scientific publication
Nature published an article by EM. de Robertis
and Y. Sassai which used contemporary biologi-
cal studies to assert the validity of Saint-Hilaire’s
ariginal theory." Modern biology has found genes
that code the orientation of organs backward and
forward, as well as downward and upward.” As
a result, the most plausible hypothesis now is
that indeed Insects and Vertebrata had a common
ancestor from which they bifurcated some 540

million years ago.

GEOMETRY

To return to the nineteenth century and the geomet-
ric concepts in use by Saint-Hilaire, it should be
understood that a crucial concept for Saint-Hilaire
was inversion, which is also a key transformation
in projective geometry.” Through inversion, the
closed quadrangle, as used in projective geometry,
can be taken as a conceptual equivalent of an ant

in Saint-Hilaire's work, insofar as an insect is a
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crossed (or inverted) vertebrate, This conceptual
equality establishes a common ground between
Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire and Gaspard Monge,” the
rediscoverer of projective geometry.

Monge, who taught at the Ecole de Mézieres
and was closely connected, in 1794, to the Ecole
Normale, where the young Geoffrey Saint-Hilaire
had arrived, believed in descriptive geometry's
ability to become a universal language. Monge
was also one of the organizers of the scientific por
tion of Napoleon's Egypt expedition, and would
later become the Chair of the Institut d’Egypte. It

is likely that Monge and Saint-Hilaire had plenty

of opportunity to discuss their shared interests.

Within a year of their overlap at the Ecole Nor
male, Saint-Hilaire was to formulate his principle
of “unity of plan.”

Interestingly, Monge developed projective
geometry by teaching stereotomy. His interest in
architecture went so far as to lead to a proposal

for an ellipsoidal vault — the joints of which were

lines of curvature that admit two limit points,

“Inversion and umbilic are only

called “umbilics.
two among many other hybrid concepts shared
between biology and geometry.™ There is also
great overlap in Saint-Hilaire's use of the terms
“homology” and “plane of composition,” both of
whichare significant and well-defined terms within
projective geometry. Saint-Hilaire didn’t use the
word “homologue” as a vague synonym to “ana
logue”, nor did he use “plan” as a vague synonym
to “organization.”* He intended these terms to
carry their full mathematical meanings, such as
those used by the mathematician Girard Desar

gues, in 1638, to formulate the theorem "if two tri

angles have a center of homology, then they have
also an axis of homology.” This theorem would
become a cornerstone of projective geometry
Abstract elements such as the ‘center’ and
the “axis of homology’ were certainly the kind of
invariants Saint-Hilaire was looking for in the
continuation of the work of his teacher Reneé
Just Hauy.® Just Huay founded crystallography
— another scientific domain not at all foreign to
the history of art, especially when one considers
that the crystal was to become the paradigm of the
abstract "Kunstwollen.” Just as, having dropped
a crystal, René Just Hauy found that the broken
pieces showed planes intersecting at a constant
angle, Saint-Hilaire was looking for the equiva
lent plane, the invariant element, on the basis of
which various animals could be said to belong to
the same “forme primitive,” in the language of
Just Huay, or to the same “urmotiv,” using the lan-
guage of Gottfried Semper. It is on the basis of
this unique plane that one would be able to gen
erate any species by varying the proportions of
an “urtier.” While Semper hints at notions of vary
ing proportions in his chapter on stereotomy, he
remains far from considering such notions as the
proportions which appear to be constant in projec

tive transformation.

PROJECTIVE GEOMETRY

The fate of projective geometry was to be devel-
oped by mathematicians and used by technicians
while simply ignored by most people in other
fields. Projective geometry is commonly thought
of as only a set of drawing tools, when it has

historically invelved much wider practical goals
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than simply representation. Alongside stonecut-
ting and gnomonics,” perspective was only one
field of development for projective geometry. In
mathematics for example, projective geometry
had a much deeper significance than as just the
codification of a practice. It led to the structuring
of geometry into categories — isometry, similitude,
projection, and topology. The problem is that the
history of projective geometry is rather slippery.
It developed independently in the three practical
fields mentioned earlier — stereotomy, perspec-
tive and gnomonics — until Desargues invented
general theorems to be used commonly by all of
the Felds. Unfortunately Desargues’s theorems
were widely ignored with the exception of a few
eminent readers.?

Although many reasons can be invoked to
explain the rejection of Desargues’s work, it is at
least worthwhile to mention three of them and
their implications in various fields. In mathemat-
ics, Desargues’s theory of projective geometry
appeared at the same time as Descartes’ theory of
analytic geometry, which was to give way to differ-
ential geometry. At the time, the path was already
open for a progressive eclipse of geometry as a
whole, to the advantage of algebra. By the end of
the nineteenth century, Euclid’s Elements, which
for two thousand years had been the model of all
rational discourse, ceased to be a teaching refer-
ence. In stereotomy, Desargues had the same type
of trouble that Philibert de I'Orme had already
experienced, and that Monge would face in his

turn as a teacher of stone-cutting at the Ecole

de Mézier

“

art” milieu, but perhaps for social rather than
theoretical reasons. Yet strangely enough, one
of Desargues’s main opponents, Charles Lebrun,
was still able to anticipate, artistically, Geoffroy
Saint-Hilaire's notion of establishing continuity
between remote species by progressive deforma-
tion.”® So even though Desargues never enjoyed
the success he deserved, his work had sufficiently
pervaded several areas of society enough to pre-
pare his revival at the beginning of the nineteenth
century, just before Semper's arrival in Paris.®
Semper arrived in Paris in 1830, when it
could be said the era of projective geometry there

had already begunto pass. Algebra had supplanted

geometry at the Ecole de Polytechnique, and even-

tually, the consequences of projective geometry
were to be drawn not in France, but in German
countries, by von Staudt, Plucker, and Felix Klein.®
Still, at the time Semper was studying mathemat-
ics, projective geometry was considered to be pri-
marily French. What was Semper’s understanding
of geometry? And what could he have learned from
Frederick Gauss? It's a difficult question because
Gauss was known for keeping secret most of his
work until he was sure of all its conclusions. In
fact, he rarely made public the methods he used to
discover his theorems. His demonstrations were
so deprived of all traces of method that they dis-
played only their final structure. Gauss would
explain: “When a beautiful building is achieved,
one must not see what has been the scaffolding."
Such a sentence is so close to Semper's conception
of architecture that it quite probably was inspired

by Gauss.

lan Stewart presents Gauss very well by stat-

ing that he was at the same time the first of
the modern mathematicians and the last of the
classical ones. "His methods were modern, while
his choice of problems was classic.” Most proba-
bly, Semper inherited from Gauss this classical
approach to geometry that read Euclid's Elements
as a text oriented towards a Platonic theory of poly-
hedrons (as it is espoused in the Timée). Semper's
Prolegomena begins with images of the sphere and
the polyhedron as they appear in crystals. This
polygonal conception shows up again in Semper's
text on stereotomy, where blocks of stone are
conceived as polyhedrons. Chapter 166, “Gestalt

des Unterbaues als Ganzes betrachtet,” repro-

duces this “kristallinisch-eurhythmisch” concep-

tion: “auf den Kreis, das Polygon, das Rechteck."*
Geometrically speaking, Gottfried Semper is an
unusual case, his conception of textiles clearly
anticipates topology and knot theory, and it
revives the main geometrical concept of Anax-
imandre® the apeiron. But his conception of
stereotomy is entirely based upon the transposi-
tion of wood tectonics into stone, and as such
it remains anchored in a neo-classical reading
of Euclid. Semper missed the intermediary level
between the polygons of Euclid and the knots of
William Thomson.* Had Semper read Desargues
he would have discovered a language of geometry
close to Philibert de I'Orme's architectural lan-
guage —not only in its knots and stone interlacing,

and not only in the projective cone of the Trompe

d'Anet, but in the vocabulary of its French order —
a trunk, with knots, branches, and thinner ramifi-
cation.® Instead of restricting his view to regular
convex polygons, Semper could have realized that
they are only a very particular case within a
wholevariety of concave and crossed figures. More-
over, Semper would have realized that non-regular
polygons could have interesting projective proper-
ties, like the alignment of the intersection of the
opposed sides evidenced in Pascal’s theorem of
the hexagon.® Geometry takes on a new appear-
ance when one doesn't focus solely on the last
chapters of Euclid’s Elementa and instead allows
it to combine with Menelaus's theorem. This geo-
metrician of the first century established the first
projective properties upon the base of Thales's
theorem.’ Moreover, it is possible to deduct all
the fundamental theorems of projective geometry,
Pappus, Ceva, Desargues, Pascal, and Brianchon,
on the basis of this single theorem of Menelaus.
Are we not today in a situation similar to
Semper's? Piling up topology on top of classical
geometry, are we not missing the intermediary
step? Are we not putting things too simply when
we oppose the cube to the blob? Is there no other
solution than the modernist grid and the contem-
porary free form? Can't we find supple regulari-
ties? To be sure, morphing software enables us to
link anything with any other thing. But isn't it the
path that matters? By simply rejecting polygons to
promote NURBS, don't we miss a geometry for our

projects, a projective geometry?
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NOTES

Cuvier, Gearges, Baran - (1769 1832) Cuvier's theories were based upon the nofon that func
tion determines biological torm. As such, ferm was desmed immutable within the restraints of
tunction, From this assumption, Cuvier developed a system of ctassification that assigned all
species of animal to one of four distinct categories and denied the existence ol evalution,

Wilkelm Alexander van Humbald, Friedrich - (1769-1853) A German naturalist. Von Humbiold
was a pioneer in the figld of Biogeography. His exhaustive account of the structure of the then
known universe, Kosmos, was widely translated and influential

Geottroy Saint-Hailare. Etenne - (1772-1844) French naturalist who déveloped the principle
ol ~unity of arganic composihion,” This theary proposed that the anatomical structure ot all
animals could be traced back to a single form from which all ather orgamce form s derived.

Stereotomy is defined as the cutting of solids, in particular stone.

de L'Qrme, Philibert - (1512-1570) Courl architect lar Hanry I, de L'Orme was considerad one
ol the tathers of French Moo Classical architecture. He is knawn for, among other things, the
development of innovative stone cutting and vaulting technigues, which made use of unigue
geometric methaods.

Desargues. Girard - (1591-1861) French mathematician who developed the foundations of
projective geometry. His work, which depended heavily on a unique mathematical symbolism
and derived from botanical notation, was not widely accepted by other mathematicians until
the second half of the nineteenth century,

Philippe Potie has already hinted at the “Semperian-ness” of Philibert de |'Orme’s architecture
in his brilliant book, figures de la Pensee Canstructive. In a way, this texl 1§ a reciprocal essay
onthe “non-de I'Orme-ness” of Der St

Altributed to Philibert de I'Orme by Anthony Blunt

Projective Geometry is the branch of mathematics that deals with the relalionships betwaen
peometric figures and the images, or mappings. of them that result from projection. Common
examples of projections are the shadows cast by opaque objects, motion pictures, and maps

of the Earth's surface

Gottiried Semper, 'Uber die blewernen Schleutergeschosse der Alten und 2weckmassige
Gestaitung der Wurtkarper im Allgemein’, (Frankturt, 1859)

Not to be achieved by mathematicians until 1872,

Color and surface (which as Aristotle remarked are two closely related words, chrois and
chroma) bear witness to a pre-Euchdean polychrome geometry where surtaces could nol been
thought of without color,

This chronology of the development and retation of Geoffroy Saint. Hilare and Cuvier cormes
from Le Guyader, Hervé, Théaries et histerre enbiologie [Vrin, 1988)

Le Guyader, Herve, Théories el histoire er biologre (Nrin, 1988),

Laurencet and Meyrand's concept was that the layout of the organs of & Cephalopod was
analogous to that of a Vertebrata, thanks to a folding operation already sugpested by Lhe
etymology of the word “Cephialo: pode.”

At the very time Semper was making visits at the Jardins des Plantes while studying architec
ture in Paris

A common plan tor dorso-ventral patterning in Bilateria™, Nature, 1996
Le Guyader, Hervé, Geoffroy Smnt-Hilaire, Berlin, 1988

Specifically, an inversion of power *k", relative 1o a pole O, 15 the transformation which
associates to.a point M the point M1 such as OM*OM1 = k. One immecdiately sees that
Every single point ol the plane has an nverse, except from the pole O whose
invarse is rejectad at infinity.

M1 15 the inverse of M then recipracally, M is the inverse of M1

The circle with cantar O ancd radius Vk remains invariant

Any bwo points and their inverse constitute & quadranglé inseribed on aclrele.
This cirgle cul the invarant circle at right angle

The quadriiateral of the quadrangle has one external vertex on the center of the
invariant cwrcle

The other external vertex goes on the crossing of the two other opposed sides
when M comes into the invariant circle white N Keeps remaining out side

Qo B oW N =

-

Monge, Gaspard, Comte De Peluse - (1746-1818) French mathematiclan who developed the fislds
of descriptive and analytical geometry, Both of which now form branches of projective geomelry

22 Joel Sakarovitch, Epures o ‘arctufecture (Birkhauser, 1998)

-

MINING AUTONOMY /&7

In mathematics, an umbilic 15 a point on a curved surface where all normal sections have the
same curvature, In biotogy, an umiilic 15 the connection betwean the embryo and the mother
thraugh the umbilical cord,

The mathematical defimtion of homology is, it between twa figures, composed of points and
strmght lines, one can establish such a correspandence that couples of associated points
are lecated an converping lines. thase figures have a center of hamaology where the lines
converge. If the correspondence 1s such that couples of associated Iimes intersect in points
lacated on the same line, this ling 18 the axis of the homology which transtarms one figure
nto anolher,

René Just Hauy taught physics at the Ecole Normal al the same lime Monge taught geometry.

Gnomonics pertains to the measuring of time by means cf the projection of the sun - most
commaonly using a sundial.

The first of whom was Blase Pascal, Indeed, Pascalshould be given the right to share the
paternity of projective geometry

Jurgs Baltrusaitis. ‘Les perspectives depraves.” Part |,

Alter Monge's codification of deseriptive geometry in 1765, in 1810 Brianchon announced his
astorishing principle of duality. According to Brianchon's principle. all theorems of geomatry
have 2 "shadow” thearem, which can be deduced by simply exchanging the word “pomnt”™

with “straight line”, and the word “intersect” with “be:ng aligned.” In 1822 Poncelet published
Trarté des proprigtés projectives des figures.” so it 1sno surprise that Sainte-Hilaire thought of
biology in terms of projective geometry, one of the hot topics among the stientific community
at that time.

von Staudt, Karl George Christian - (1788-1867), Pluker, Julius - (1801-1868), Klien, Falix -
(1848-1825) - German mal hemahicans who contributed significantly fo |he development and
solidification of projective geometry among other branches of mathematics and physics.

Biegraphy of Carl Friedrich Gauss by lan Steward in Les Mathématiciens (Berlin, 1996),

‘From the circle, the palygon, the ractangle

Anaximandre - (610 BC 545 BC) Greek philosopher who developed a systematic philosophical
view/of the world based on the cancept of the agerien, whch was the unified, and undit-
ferentiable state in which all things exsted before they were separatad into discernible entities.

William Thomson, Lord Kelvin (1824-1907) propesed that different elements consisted of differ-
ent configurations of knots, or knotted vortices. Knot theory led many scientists to believe
thal they could understand the chemical elements by studying ditferent types of knots and
thus this led to a completely new field of study inmath. A knot 1s defined as a closed

3 Dimenswonal curve that does not intersect itselt

Projective gecmetry appears lightly connected to biology since the very beginning of its
theorization. Al the lime Desargues was writing, bialogy was essentially botany, hence the
vagetal natureof the terms projective geometry borrows from natural science. At the time
of its rediscovery by Monge, Foncelet and Brianchan, biolegy began focusing on the animal
rengn, But this ime, the dirschion of the borrowing seems to have gone mainly the ather way
round - from geometry towards biology.

Even more surpnisingly, those properties are kept invariant when the polygons happen to be
crossed. or degenerated. Degeneratian is another key concept of projective geometry that
also happens to be central 1o Gealfroy Saint-Hilaire's wark.

Menglaus aiso initiated spheric triganometry, which would provide one of the Euclidean
models of non-Euchigean geometry,




BERNARD CACHE AND PATRICK BEAUCE

Transiation from Spanish by JORGE ZAPATA

The de 'Orme Pavilion is the product of a deaign and fabrication studio
taught by Bernard Cache and Patrick Beaucé at the L'€scola Superior

d Arquitectura of the Univeraitat Internacional de Catalunya in Barcelona,
Spain. The atudio was an exercise in utilizing the baaic operations of a
numerically controlled machine for full-scale production of an architectural
object as well as an attempt to push the limits of the new suite of software

and machinery that have become increasingly available to architecta.

Digital de | ' Orme
v/ Tah




In 1999, Objectile presented the Semper Pavilion in twe international

expositions, Batimat 99 and Archilab 99, The Semper Pavilion revealed
how digital textures elaborated an simple flat panels could be molded
into an architectural ensemble; At the same time, this technological
object strived to reach a dialogue with Gottfried Semper's principal
thesis asserting that interlacing constitutes a fundamental architec
tural matifin the sense that the art of construction is.derived from the
art of sewing, or textiles.

Recently. Objectile has attempted to benefit from the conse-

quences of a new generation of cad-cam software that has established

a truly reciprocal relationship between conception and digital produc-

tian - the de |'Orme Pavilion is anapplication of advanced technologies
in this field. All documents and research in the preject are combined n
the architectural object in such a way that the first drawing hypotheses
may be modified by events in the later stages of production. The changes
in these hypotheses will, in turn, have conseguences throughout the chamn
of production, up toand including the actualmechanized fabrication.

PHILIBERT DE L'ORME
ANDTHE CONCEPT OF TRANSPOSITION

The step from Semper to de I'Orme brings to light a question on the sur-

prising absence of any mention of the French architect in the texts of the

\

rian” architecture than the architecture of de I'Orme, who makes such
intense use of the interlacing motit. There are plenty.of instances of the

/)

tery of transposition from textile to stone. De I'Orme's inventlon af the

carpentry technigue a petit bois is another exampie of his use of trans-

vides us with illustrious examples of the main concept of the Semper's
treatise, Der Stil.

N\

In a sense, Semper did nothing except augment the nucleus of Vit-

ruvian theory. Instead of delimiting architecture to the transposition aof
he stone temple to the wooden hut, Semper broadened the concept of

)

transposition to the full range of materials for each method of construc-

tion: textile, ceramics, carpentry. and stone. Correspondingly, Semper
propesed an interesting relation to history, where the oldest motifs are

L

estingly, the fundamental advantage of the de I' Orme trompe I'ceils over

the Gothic cul de lampes was that the trompe ['oeils could affard to inter

vene inancient buildings. changing the distribution without changing

the structure. Today's digital procedures permit us to take the interlac-

ing motif and methods of transposition to levels of complexity difficult
te attain without the possibilities of construction presented to us by
__~computer controlled machines: We are better able toconsider a field of
cresearch imwhichiit is mot clear if we are constructing the new with the
old, or the old with the new.

e

i | 7

German architect. As | have written elsewhere, there is no more “sempe-

interlacing motifin Philibert de 'Orme’s work that demonstrate his mas-

position —in this case from stone to wood. Thus, Philibert de I'Orme pro-

capable of transposition to the newest materials and procedures. Inter-

MUY A TIOMNOMY

Top

CADCAM image of de'Drme pavilion

Leftand below

De I'Orime pa

Opposite

Interlacing pattern far de 'Orme pawlion.

PHILIBERT DE L'ORME

ANDTHE CONSTRUCTIVE ORIGIN

OF PROJECTIVE GEOMETRY

The drawing of the pavilion i1s based upon the concepts of projective

geometry, of which Philibert de I'Orme was.a pioneer. The pavilion is cir:
cumscribed in acube whase edges. instead of beng parallel, converge
in avamshing pomt in finite space. This use of a point of convergence
as a point of construction instead of as a vanishing point.of representa-
tion reminds us that perspective is merely one of the results of projective
geometry. Philibert de I'Orme had previously used this concept for the
drawing of trompe ['oeils. such as the Trompe d'Aneth. In the develap-
ment of this drawing technique, de I'Orme perfected stereotomy tech-
nigques originating from the South of France (Provence and Languedoc)
and the North of Spain (see the trompe ['oeil of the Catalonia Library
in Barcelona). This development parallels the contemporary focus on
geometry in the field of mathematics catalyzed by computers — allowing
the construction of ever more complex forms. Today's architecture will
benefit from digital technology as the discipline evolves its own internal
notions of geometry.
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it the body in the room. But the wainsc

Historically the wainscot

was merely a veneer a

ture that engaged monolithic materials for the purpose of generating plastic space and form (as

Saarinen's bec ), another, mare rac ind discontinuous method was necessary
nflecting the floor itselt to model a dynamic landscape for the bady. Banishing furniture and
tter, Saaring esigni er t t the N Hou f \
seating from the dej fthef t Arger e, the continug and organic y-1T
iround surtace of the TW erminal turther ref s a n of the floor as more thar
ta tasad 1ctive ecting to the g t's f A thetic dimensions
Eero Saarinen came by this concentration on floor and furniture honestly, His father Eliel
had been the Michelangelo of carpet, allowing it to trar its place on the floor and actively
T etween horizontal and vertical, At Hvittrask, the elder S nen fixed a traditionally
F arpet to the wall, which allowed it to fall over a bench and onto the floor, serving as
backre 1t and floor ering. Tt AP f 1d beer torically, as
0T measure 1L Tig ! Jerir pace ot the room, buta textile that er land
DO posture in the r t 1 tween thr 1R nt spatia
ORIGINS: BUILDINGS, TEXTILES, BODIES
Eliel Saarinen's grafting of the carpet between wall and floor allows us to see some c
vocative issues of textiles and architecture after the war. Because he used the carpets with the

ted carpets have been

anera 1 folk irt
tacts that conjure and refle body tF ) eir crafting, patte e and position. Tt nd
dua s sufficient to sungest the n d presence of a narrative of their creation. The
f+he  FOE ) { f i i ~EAar nve it e, even as they declar
their rma It y
Gottfried Semper theorized textiles in general, and wickerwork a wrpets in particular, a
§ $ §if ' o r bive 1 ah whit q N C hend the orig f arct

mporiant materia

tecture, Semper hoped that this journey back to an elemental understanding of building materials

nd log f fabrication would foster the preservation of meaning and continuity in architectura
design. His writing did not focus on the carpets [ pattern, but on the incrementa
technique of their tabri n —the knot, and the r snarios describing the evoly
Fimpe ¢ - f Lo ol o ] Fisi
force patial dimension ar man pr ence. H theorie irized the 1terial dist

the gentle craft of textile

2 yrpets re d the true wall, the visible boundaries of space. The often st

them were necessary for reas t had nothing to do with the creation of space, th

for security, for supporting a load, for their permanence and seon ... Even where building solid wal
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The walls and ceiling of Baldwin's bedroom for Si Newhouse were covered in brown ve
: The f s taur . ) I Paintinas by Morris | and Mark | k
r ljacen i i floor nej at tt f t ral spar f tt om W
The interiorit e rool ft en re ts visual fe F | eld paintings ir
which the deptl ] rmetic as the paintings were intr ective. Clement Greenberg called
this depth lor-space.” Greenberg admired another aspe the spatiality of color field paint
ing, calling it "openness.”
Yet the ultimate effect sought is ene of more than chromatic i t is rather one of ar
eral opennt that embra f orbs ( rin the t of be eated f ness, and not
THE SCIENCE OF ULTRASUEDE® S PRSI B S
th bstract | 8 ' to mere paint
e paintings it It 1 Newn f thk ire le
h ible as metaphors for space becal |
vhile Greenberg wrote of chromatic intensity, the openness of co

field painting is more a product > restraint than intensity

Human Hair and
Ultra-Microfiber

Islands in the Sea ind its spatial implications are deriv nore from the

Ultrasuedo®

The gpenness that Greenberg found can realistically be described in terms of enclosure, inte
riority and delimitation. With even greater ( n. Barnett Ne n described the per =le
opening of his paintings in their projection of a two-dimensional spatiality. Newman saw inside his
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ULTRASUEDE AND DENIM

nce the technological advances of the mid-nine th century. mods terials have
erve nationalist ¢ e histarian Jeth app. in his w “The F f Modern Times
, ronicled the i ‘ ef rists ir brat AV Or na d ns. infu
ing the fabric with powers that allowed it to become "a site for elaborating a complex physic
metaphysics of sovereignty." " Marinett wrote poems entitled "The Poem of the Milk Dress" a
The Poam of the Tower." The Fasci built a new town it iround a rayor ill and
named it Toriviscose. Speaking generally, Schnapp states that:
Bey even Lhe mb mport, they become pr o 1 with powers o
jects andlor serving as prosthetic extensionsof | [y
ochnapp's observations are particularly r ant when applied to North America in the decades

n era marked by innovations in manufacturing and rapid soci |
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n't like the idea, but | think peog fress more and 1 alike beca ‘ will be nd
less opportul fuality. And tt s because there will be fewer natural fabrics th N
hoase from
choose from.

Halston was the champion of ultrasuede, a synthetic fabric that acquired fame because he

used it to make a shirt dress in 1972, model number 704, which sold 78,000 units at prices from

$185 to $360. Ha tion was to "clean up fashion," was frequently quoted
as saying, "le he 5t
Ultr edt 1971 by 1S mpany, Toray Industrie It

B0 percent polys sthane. This r

ly strong a

abric of the future — a sort of anti-denim. It was the only fabric one needed. Ultrasuede is both

1 ealthe 1 n ither. It f ire pr tica
('t the firs t tooffer the rich aesthetics of suede with benefits no animal product could offer
15 soft, supple, and sensuous to the touch. Yet it is also resist to stains an scolor

2, and never needs ironing.”

Its commercial allure was -wl'.[---r:-n.ll.,-Hu, promise of technology to produce a material both

adopted as a uniform by Halston's affluent customers. Halston's ultrasuede designs

Model number 704, the shirt-dress, is purely typological (a shirt long enough to be a dress), but

continuity of the fabric. The relative thickne

Ultrasuede Is always made in solid colors and so guarantees a monochromatic appearance.
The body was typically cor Halst 3[v] >EN ality wa nterre tir 1 )
the body visible, but through the q es of the tabr vhich bec e.ak T sensual laye
{rape veen the wearer ar e wor wvailable t h sides. Suede ifter a

16 used by Halston as a fetish product and the luxury of the material was coun

terposed the simplicity of e garmer i's tailoring: it was monochromatic, recessive and under
stated and its classic color was beige. While the elegance of his designs was often reinforced by
the quality and sensuality of the tabr he used, Halston's clothes were often neutral and appropri
aite. Over the 1rs he d ned numer fficial unif 15 in ultrasuede: for Bramift Airlines, for
the G ts, 1 t Ti+19} [ g r Lar 1a

Halston lived in a house in New East 63rd Street originally des i by Paul Rudolpt
and ¢ tructed 1 he real estate attorney Alexander Hirsch in 196¢ ta entra g
SPACE { the house were furnished in monochromatic shades of ¢ y fabric, which unified

arpets and built-in seating banguettes in a continuous and low la e, The subdued and min

al continuity of the room was broken by the rare llash of co

white caftan of hi toot valet

orchids,

Another practitioner whose work was described as minimalist in the 1970s was the interior

designer Joe D'Urso. L he experimer ted with textile [_' Urso's interiors were notable
or their restraint; he used both furniture and color minimally. He configured the space through
the installation of low platforms covered in dark gray industrial carpet.® The effect, juxtapos

igainst | i to produce tinu 1bs pe which did not




[
| nditiorn ted him to questiorn nstructions of specificit e 1of
" f
{ d Jéll Iy
e tior { Il
It (
| tract t engagement
CARPET IS A VERB
Followimma the Second Worle the t-etficiency, supply stability and performance chear
st i | brilliant colors, contributet
to the rapicl acceptance of aylon in the markel
i
0 HYLON Nk 0 BETTTN THAN ENM ALLIRE
OpTr————
5 latac . | S L e
Y Y | 0 1
the D¢ 4
mart el 5 arcent of pila fibers used
In i Il fil 4 1t |
| ! | IE|LIE reql I the production ot
|
tramning, With thelr lower production f rapi | et
re =1 [JE A
I i nthe tufti ene
P! !
I ntraoci | that ! | t e I |
I lar | [ multi-level | 1 [ ch are achieved throuoh several method

36-37




nechanical needle

DOMESTICATING RAW SPACE, UNIFYING DISPARITY

Inthe postwar years, there was abundant building in Nortt 3

re t jing rabt 1 houses b est sites for the la 1te d ap
1 T he I type e ar 18 e 5 3 3 of expr
ometimes acquiring the quality of mottled landscape. coherent enough to hold together random

distributions of furniture and rooms while inviting children to sprawl out before the low cabinet

that held the tele I
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by the members of Team 10 proposed a sort of soft, expansive tissue to hold together the dynamic

elements of building and city. The web proposals intentionally abstracted architectural and urban
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While the site and architectural strategies of Erickson and Rudolph were ditterent, both
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SIENA

Two cities face each other across an Italian room,

One radiates tidiness, order, and abundance. The
other is disheveled and chaotic. One basks in the

strong light of the room’s north wall. The other

is always in shadow. In 1338-40 Ambrogio Loren-

zetti painted the frescoes of The Allegory of the
Effects of Good and Bad Government in the City
and Country in the Sala dei Nove in the Palazzo
Pubblico in Siena. Despite the title, the image is
primarily urban, The countryside falls away into
the distance from the foreground of the city. This is
predictable. From ancient times, the city stood for
culture, was an intricate metonym for something
even more intricate, The metanymic relation twists
back on itself as the citizen and collective reflex-
ively represent and are represented by the urban.
In Lorenzetti's work, the city, more or less
Siena itself, is narrative. Given that it is painted,
it is visually opaque. We cannot see around its
corners or penetrate its bedrooms. It is socially

transparent, however, for we do see its political

message. Hovering above it are virtues and sins.
One can presume that Siena had the potential of
both cities, that she was divided by the painter
for didactic purposes: certainly to oppose repub-
lic to despotism, but also to oppose to all that
civic virtue a nearly equal dose of civic vice. The
bad city tantalizes, As Giotto had demonstrated
at the Scrovegni Chapel in Padova, thirty years
before the Siena frescoes: presenting the contrast
between vices and virtues is a provocation. Who
really studies the pious images ofrighteous action
on the right wall in Padova when the left offers
such sublime and perverse acts? The postcards in
the museum store only show the deadly sins. In
Siena; urban form represents value as much as
those who are depicted as being in it or the myriad
spirits that preside over it. In the gooed city, citi-
zens mingle, teachers instruct attentive students,
and a hanged malcontent dangles discreetly from
the scaffold held by Securitas, The buildings are
painted gay colors, Workers construct a new edi-

fice from a platform cantilevered from its facade.

The holes of the next layer down are still evident.
All is equally sensible and detailed. The Tuscan
hill upon which the painted city rests rises to the
striped cathedral. The landscape stretchesrich and
calm to the horizon. Peasants bring in the riches
of the land, and the nobility go into the country to
hunt, but only where the fields have already been
harvested. In the bad city, the same buildings are
crumbling and stones fall into the street. An androg-
ynous Timor (fear) replaces the feminine Securitas
over the city gate, The land is ravaged and smoking.
The city is crime-ridden and in fear of the oppres-
sion that lies across from the republican harmony
on the other wall. To the right in the painting sits
Tyranny himself, a snaggle-toothed devil attended
by fearsome and mutant lackeys. At their feet is a
bound and weeping Justice.

In the fourteenth century, when good and
bad could in fact be spoken of without qualifica
tion, whena city was furthermore seen as having a
direct equivalence to these terms, and these terms

as having absolute value, then comparison could




Right

Govern

seem precise. Now when such oppositions have
faded to gray we may find that the city painted by
modern politics and Post-Modern imagery cannot
50 clearly sit across from its other, that the space
of the Sala dei Nove has been crossed, and the
blurring and disruptions of these two urbanisms
have become the field of discourse. But it should
also be remembered that both painted cities were
Siena, that one had become two for descriptive
purposes. The apparent dialectic presented was
just that, insisting finally on a synthesis that was
the actual complex Tuscan place.

Today two real cities sit across from each
other, across the divide that separates the Near
East from Europe, that separates the Social Dar
winism of the former Third World from the Social
Contract of the former First. These two cities sit as
well across that topographic divide that separates
the cultures of the Mediterranean from those that
edge the northern seas that touch Europe. One city
is dark and wet in a flat, constructed landscape.
Dry and too bright, the other city dangles precari
ously from the mountains into the sea and scram
bles resolutely up those mountains in its attempt
to consolidate a nation into one metropolis. One
appears to be the product of state control and
incessant planning. The other seems to be the
almost automatic product of capitalism in full rut.
Both were radically damaged by war. One began
repair a half a century ago, a renewal that contin
ues but that is now a history itself. Largely unre-
constructed, the other has remained for ten years
like a patient open on the operating table waiting
for the biopsy news that never arrives. Rotterdam
and Beirut are indeed a study in difference on
the surface almost as precise and antithetical as
Lorenzetti's two Sienas.

So why bother to compare two cities recon
structed almost a half-century apart and whose
political/economic realities appear opposite? Even
the wars and damage were different. Rotterdam

was devastated in one night by another nation.

Beirut eroded over fifteen years of civil war aug
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mented by intervention from across Lebanon’s bor
ders. Furthermore, comparison itself, and espe-
cially that which relies on the dialectic, is suspect
now: definitely out-of-intellectual-fashion, None-
theless it is interesting, in this case, to exercise
such an antiquated practice because of the flut-
tering reciprocities that emerge when the two
opposed cities are viewed with a slightly finer
focus. As with Lorenzetti's frescoes, the various
Sienas merge with the viewer inte one blurred
vision that approximares the intricacy and differ-
ence that actual cities project and that neither
good nor bad can singly describe.

Rotterdam and Beirut are the primary links
to the sea for two little nations: new nations in the
modern sense but of ancient and shrewd traders.

They exist under the feet of larger but clumsier

cach city is now part of an urban sprawl|

m

societies.
much larger than its original self. A nearly unbro
ken linear fabric connects Amsterdam to Rotter
dam through Haarlem, Leiden, den Haag, Delft,
and other smaller cities. Beirut now extends more
than thirty miles along the precipitous coast, unit-
ing a string of municipalities = from Damour in
the south to Jbeil (the ancient Byblos) in the north.
Erasure is a leitmotif in both places. As exhausted
a theme as it may be, none other suffices. The
center of Rotterdam was destroyed in 1940, and the
void produced has been alaboratory for urban exper
iment presided over by a host of well-intentioned
social planners and form makers. The amount
of brilliance bought to bear — from Bakema to
Koolhaas — is overwhelming, but the product is
problematic. Civil war chewed on Beirut. Small
arms fire melted the buildings. Shells punched
great holes in them. Sophisticated Israeli bomb-
ing caused them to collapse in concrete cascades
And many remain so damaged ten years after the
cessation of hostility. But mostly the destruction
in Beirut, at the scale of the void left by one night
of blitzkrieg in Rotterdam, came from the real
estate activities that immediately followed the

end of fighting, As in London in the 19405 and

os, war was an excuse for much more radical

demolition. In Beirut, the property of a quarter
million owners was commandeered and replaced
with devaluing shares in Selidere, a corporation
run by the nation's new Prime Minister.? This deal
is nothing in its scale next to the demolition cam-
paign that ensued before and after Rafil Hariri's
ascension to the nation's most powerful political
post. The city center was gutted. Remnants of his-
torical building were eradicated, with the excep-
tion of thediverse religious institutions that could
not be touched, in an area that had defined the
limits of the small city before the remarkable
expansion of the twentieth century.

Beirut in the 1990s was Rotterdam in the
1940s: a tabula rasa produced by bombs and ambi-
tion. Despite the generational difference, the sim-
ilar situation of erasure and reconstruction has,
and is, defining these two places in an exceptional
manner. Surely Berlin or other German cities —
Dresden, Koln — were equally mangled by war, or
farther afield Stalin(Volga)grad or Hiroshima, or
Sarajevo more recently. But there isadifference. In
Beirut and Rotterdam, in very different political
economic environments, the decision hasnot been
to rebuild or Fll in, but to transform. The devas
tation has forced the hand of civic agencies and
private interests. The wheels can be seen turning,
and the connection of their rotation to the pro
posals and built projects that refill the vast voids
made by war and desire is. evident. More than
most war-damaged places, these two cities have
used war to remake themselves and the motiva-
tions and methods are obvious — and the prob
lems that continue to plague all intentions make

themselves plain.

THE GOOD

The almost total eradication of the center of Rot-
terdam in 1940 was seen as an opportunity to
effect Modernism of the sort the country had pat-
ented in the period after 1g10. It hardly needs to

be said that the Netherlands has a special place



in the history of the Modern. This small state has
had an inordinately large role in development and
innovation in Western art, reaching a peak during
the last century. Enthusiasm has yet to wane and
is largely free of the doubt and compromise that
have crawled like a mold through the body of Mod
ernist beliel in other quarters, leaving a vulnera
ble and appropriated field where more persuasive
formats for cultural de
have yet to emerge. The Netherlands still debates
the value of Modernist formats while recognizing
their essential fallibility,. Who more than Rem
Koolhaas both embraces and debunks them simul
taneously — and by so doi functions as a con
summate post-structuralist? While so much has
been lost in the currently troubled discourse and

smmoditied practice elsewhere, Holland hangs

on to the critical transformation of a culture estab

opment and resistance,

lished nearly one hundred years ago. For example,
it is still often accepted there thatr architecture
an make a better society. Forms are seen as spe
cific political devices. Thus there is a datum, a
degree zero of cultural en nent, in the work
of Koolhaas, and of Arets, van Berkel, Claus, and
Kaan et. al., that allows their work to respond
metamorphically, rather than desperately, to the
dictates of contemporary culture. It is a case of
continuous redehinition, a much more credible crit
ical position in Fact than that of reinvention, given
that the latter inevitably falls prey to the historical
mistakes that it ignores in its que elty.

In the per 1od of recovery after World War 11,
Rotterdam was a laboratory for continuing formal
and spatial experimentation, as well as revamped
infrastructure and reworl city pattern. Inevi

tably, multaneous reassessment of social

tems and class configurations accompanied the
tacit assumption that architecture and urbanism
could have a vital role in reforming these phe
nomena. Radical redevelopment was already being
planned in 1941 to become the Inner City Recon
struction Scheme in 1946, : r after the German
occupation ended. The commitment appears to
have lacked doubr. "The authorities did not flinch

from demolishing any remaining buildings which

development.™ Certain car

stood'in the way of n
dinal structures were set inthe fabric, among them

I large projects by Oud and Dudok! Maod
ernist icons themselves. But most significantly,
around these new monuments and the restored
City Hall and Post Office, the Lijnbaan network of
pedestrian shopping streets and residential slabs
was begun in 1951, To make slabs, individual lots

have to be consolidated, even eradicated. The tra
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ditional economic structureimplied by the market-

ing of urban parcels is challenged. Almost all slab

construction is a sign of government intervention,

Thus, in Beirut for instance, blocky buildings are

the standard of private construction, maximum

extrusions of individual real estate allotments.

Rotterdam’s slabs by Maaskant rise, not on top of
but next to or behind, low shops by Van der Broek

and Bakema. Each group of housing blocks forms

a green square just off the busy shopping prom-

enade, a revolutionary concept fifty years. The

insertion of green spaces and housing inthe down-

town was also seen as innovative, and given that

this is the Netherlands, social mixing in the hous-

ing was encouraged. It all sounds ideal, a brochure

for happy modern life.,

In fact the shopping district, while remain-

ing successful as a pedestrian mall fifty years

later, is quite ugly. But, in the last century, the
sublime has clearly defeated the beautiful in the
art world and, to a lesser extent, in design. This is

nowhere more evident than in the latest architec-

ture in Holland, where the ugly has become of

serious value: for example in the work of Neutel-

ings-Riedijk or MvRDV. There is a valuable quotid-

ian character to the shopping streets of Bakema

and Van der Broek. They withstand, even support,

tawdry excesses of advertising, neon, and vulgar

promotion. The Lijnbaan is coarse and very popu-

lar, in both the European and American senses.” It

has that sordidness that also makes Berlin, Copen-

hagen, Barcelona, even Paris and Rome, something
other than precious. And the housing remains
extremely effective. So what is wrong here or is
this the perfect world promised by our Modernist

ancestors? First, the ensemble relies on extensive

governmental maintenance of the generous public
spaces to keep the fine line drawn between domes-
tic and commercial. Public space becomes univer-
sal. Another problem is subsequent development
after this initial, delicate insertion. Mountains of
commercial space hover over the downtown now
withthe grace, scale, and density of Denver or Hous-
ton. Throughout the fabric, weird experiments in
various phases of Post-Modernism are scattered
like shabby harlequins. Behind these physical
problems sit methodological ones: the formula of
developer/government collaboration; the competi-
tion system and lists compiled by the authorities
of eligible architects for given jobs; the abrupt
shifts inurban strategy brought on by the excesses
of febrile genius that address the poor city, half-
dead from all the attention; the failure to inte-
grate all this intention and the actual mess.
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Paradox confounds the clarity of urban dis
course, Rotterdam embodies the contradiction
inherent in the varied and often opposed attempts
to counter the tendencies of capitalism as they
present themselves physically. Its urbanism forms
a layer of reaction complicit with that it is react
ing against. Social mixing. very nineteenth cen
tury in its character, is related to an !‘s_'_flllhu lan
politics that relies on retail activity and commer
I].Il 1!['\'!"”PFT||'”T for its l'”l'T\J'ﬁ \‘\'ll”’l' on some
basic level rejecting those as primary social moti
vations. After all, developers finally implement
all this benevolence. They work closely with the
authorities, accept the lists of approved architects,
etc. — but their motive is profit. The very point of
its leftist good intentions turns back on itself as
the downtown becomes a shopping and entertain
ment emporium. This basic contradiction, that
socialism appears to encourage materialism, may
account for the vitality of a city that is neither
beautiful, ancient nor trendy, in the way that
Amsterdam is. There is a reciprocity between use
and-form that 11.':151{35 :‘bcolﬁwm?mmlﬁ'"
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”MNr its market culture,
confounding, and enriching the good intentions

of its concept

THE BAD
Now turn to the south wall. The buildings remain
pockmarked or collapsed from the shooting and
bombing. The spectacular landscape beyond
Beirut is ravaged more by indiscriminate specula
tion since the beginning of hostilities in 1975 than
by war. The infrastructure is in a state of delicate
crisis. Traffic snarls the streets. Wires dangle pro
miscuously in ad hoc wartime arrangements, [t
is not as if Lebanon has not initiated urban pro
grams or attempted to define the maniacal growth
of its capital since 1990. As in that other cleves
little nation Holland, talent is abundant in Leba
non, The discourse on the city is continuous, and
ambitious proposals appear regularly, and fade, to
be replaced by others: the fate of Planning every
where. In Beirut there is a powerful history of such
initiatives and a legacy of really superior Modern
architecrure from the era of independence: 1943 to
1975. Especially during the Shihabist® period, the
nation brought to bear a Dutch degree of genius
van attempt to order the physical progress of cul

ture, Strategizing was constant. Activity included

the involvement of Michel Ecochard and Henri
Eddeh, and even the participation of Constanti
nos Doxiades and the application of ekistics to
the chaotic urban growth underway in the young
and enthusiastic nation. The country 100 is exXotic
That manicured foil of town does not pertain in a
place where there is astounding landscape for sure
but where the nurtured, pastoral, implications of
country are alien." The good intentions embed
ded in these notions could not be implemented at
the municipal level as they were in Holland. In a
culture that is not civil in the social-democratic
sense, it 1s not surprising that the intense spec
ulation on the application of the Modern as a
public phenomenon - producing new infrastruc
ture, new quarrers, a new society — finally resulted
in exceptionally high quality building financed
largely from the private sector. After Aifteen years
of fighting and, more destructively, fifteen years
of unregulated construction. any signs of “good
intentions” in Beirut are faint. It is hard rodiscern
the repercussions of all the pre-war planning now.
The overriding difference between these two
cities 1s obviously chronelogical. Fifty years after,
Rotterdam is mostly done. Development continues
along the city's edges, in implants in the center
or in places where program is changing radically
from industrial to more domestic or commercial
funcrions, like the former docks of Kop Van Zuid.
In Beirut, despite the extensive amount of repair
demolition, and new construction throughout the
extended city, reconstruction often seems not to
have begun. The city has expanded exponentially
since 1975 thanks to the influx of refugees from
other zones ol hostility and also to the natural
demographic shifts brought on by the urbaniza
tion of a country so small that the entire nation
can be seen as the region. if not the metropolitan
area, of its capital. The war destroyed means of pro
duction and tribal loyalties that kept people rooted
in villages and smaller cities, many of which are
now consumed in Beirut's sprawl. As mentioned,
more construction occurred than destruction, but
this was often on the periphery or beyond, while
the existing city suffered from the innumerable
battles that erupted between every military and
para-military entity. Most of what had been Beirut
before the war is the site of maximum devasta
tion and, of course, maximum economic potential.
And in the center of this large, fractured yet vital,

urban arganism is the most radical condition, the

Ahove

Opposite




absent downtown. As the Russian Ossip Zadkine
called his 1946 sculpture executed for Rotterdam,
Beirut is a “city without a heart.” Only the most
extreme Stalinist urban programs — where state
ownership allowed total erasure — produced com-
parable voids at the center of cities. But in Beirut
extravagant speculation — developer and govern-
ment one and the same — are responsible, an
arrangement without precedent in the rest of the
capitalist world. As happens with extremes, polar
political/economic strategies come full circle to
produce similar formal results.

Too much has already been written about
this extraordinary void. As Saul Bellow said of
Henry James, we may have “chewed more than we
bit off.” Its particular interest is how private inter-
ests and what passes for government interact to
produce the urban. It would be comforting to find
Rotterdam to be an example of “good” relations

— egalitarian, fair, socially responsible — between
capital and the collective as represented by the
social-democratic regime, and likewise to find
Beirut as its opposite, a study in self-interest,
exploitation, tyranny, weak government in com-
plicity with wealth. But such easy readings do not
hold beyond a superficial view of the places or
a superficial understanding of the societies that
these two cities represent. In Beirut, somehow,
despite the apparent enigma of such a close com-
plicity of development and the state, despite a pro
found Social-Darwinism determining most deci-
sions, despite the shadow of Syria that falls over
all events, things do get done. Infrastructure is
repaired or replaced and plans for renewing the
city spew out with an almost Dutch regularity.
True, much of this revitalization has come from
the same source. In a paradigm of power relations
in socialist and high-capitalist cultures, all the
anonymous public officials and private develop-
ers who collaborate to produce Rotterdam are con-
gealed into one astoundingly rich and powerful
figure in Beirut, but the effect is not so different.

Assuredly Rotterdam is in a lot better shape
than Beirut. And this is not just because the Dutch
have had a half-century to repair the damage. All
the Dutch “good intentions” did produce results,
many of them beneficial. But the gestures of Mr.
Hariri have likewise reformed the city, not just by
eviscerating it but also in the provision of new
roads, monumental new facilities, and myriad less
evident public structures. In both cases nonethe
less, the basic disorder of the place overpowers
any organization. As Milizia wrote two centuries
ago: “He who does not know how to vary our plea-

sure will never give us pleasure. [The city| should

in fact be a varied picture of infinite unexpected
episodes ...a great order in the details, confusion,
uproar and tumult in the whole . .. Order must
reign, but in a kind of confusion ... and from a
multitude of regular parts the whole must give a
certain idea of irregularity and chaos, which is so
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fitting to great cities.”'* This statement emanates,
as Tafuri points out, from the Enlightenment
and particularly from Laugier. It stands against
the attempts at control and order that character-
ized the following 150 years of urban initiatives.”
Viewing the city as a pleasure device, under-
standing its basic “tumult” and infinite, precise
details (as opposed to the inverse strategy of post-
Enlightenment urbanism) did not in urban think
ing until Post-Modernity and the emergence of

“the analogous city,” “the culture of congestion,”
and their kin.

Thedisarray is verydifferent than the nearby
cities of Amsterdam on one hand or Damascus on
the other: both ancient and picturesque, one suf-
fering from an effervescent superfluity of open-
mindedness, the other from a overbearing ballast
of control. Rotterdam is a riot of conflicting ideolo-
gies embedded in disparate city fabric: from the
global/corporate grandeur of the Weena corridor,
to the comic hipness of Adriaan Geuze's reforma-
tion of the Schouwburgplein, to the consumerism
of the Bursplein integrating Marcel Breuer and
Bakema, to the new hyper-scale of the massive
structures at the Kop Van Zuid. Beirut is a turmoil
of diverse urban material produced by pure specu-
lation, a powerful form of ideology itself. The devel-
opment of the Verdun corridor in West Beirut,
of the Dunes and Concorde complexes in particu-
lar, rival, at least in their exuberance, the shop-
ping zones of Rotterdam. But more vital even are
the traffic circulation cores and attendant ad hoc
working-class retail commotion of Cola Square or
Dora in Borj Hammoud or the social mixing of
Hamra, none of which was particularly planned
and where shopping is only an aspect at best. The
downtown hosts temporary events like a monster-
truck rally next to the most active of functioning
mosques, reaching a peak during Ramadan of rev-
ving motors and electronically enhanced calls-to-
prayer battling for audio-space.

The two cities are produced by a similar
friction between capital and authority even if

“intentions” are quite different. The apparent self-
interest of Hariri and his kind and the apparent
interest-in-the-common-good of the Dutch plan-
ners have produced a similar pitch of urban pan-
demonium, On the other hand, the teeming pedes-

trian streets of central Rotterdam have to be

compared to the nearly empty streets of the metic-
ulously renovated center of Beirut. In this homog-
enous wonderland far from the vital Third-World
scruffiness of the rest of the metropolis, people are
eerily absent during the day and move like tourists
at night. Class can partially explain the problem
since the placeis clearly meant for haute-bourgeois
use and they prefer to drive. The New Urbanist
rhetoric of pedestrianism and streetscape falls
on deaf ears, as it seems to in most places. And
rents are prohibitive. The city of the flaneur is still
vital in places like Rotterdam or, ﬁﬁmu;narmr.
Milan or Barcelona and not so in Beirut despite
the global illusion that Mediterranean culture lin-
gers in a twilight of social mixing: of piazzas and
their kin, The different politics of the places has
direct effect on the physical fabric. But there also
may be a very simple, almost aesthetic, explana-
tion as well. The Lijnbaan is common in its mer-
cantilism and not refined in its architecture. [t
reflects the teeming commercial centers of cities
that have not been reconstructed wholesale, Bei-
rut’s downtown is, due to single ownership and a
supremely bourgeois notion of urban quality, evolv-
ing to be uniformly precious, over-restored — like
a rhinestone encrusted, beige poodle clipped too
perfectly: novulgar signage, no street vendors. The

flaneur is not welcome, let alone the underclass.

THE UGLY

Beirut’s subtext of monopoly and state control
dilutes the city's apparent free-market anarchy,
providing a crucial counterpoint to the inevitable
urban entropy that is the endgame of speculation.
Nevertheless, the frenetic expansion of the metrop-
olis in the form of new residential and mercantile
fabric essentially without civic space or adequate
infrastructure certainly maximizes revenue but
obviously will arrive at intolerable conditions. The
relief promised, the open space and facilities pro-
jected for the new city center, may be as illusory as
have been other proposed amenities, but they also
tend to emerge in random and spontaneous loca-
tions, The undeveloped landfill of the huge Joseph
Khoury development in Dbaiye, a tew miles north
of the city-center, is filled on weekends with activ-
ity, The streets are edged with parked cars. The cor-
niche is humming. People stroll window-shopping.
Yet there are no buildings. This ten-million-square-
foot landfill stretches more than a mile along the
coast. Begun by Ricardo Bofill with the local office
of Pierre Khoury, this project was completed by
the even more bland Dar al Handasah as a grid of
streets and lots with a Bofill marina at its center.

Streets, even trees and lights, frame deep holes




awaiting construction, The yachts and Mercedes
of the anticipated upper-middle-class population
that will fill this new city are yet to arrive. The
empty excavated lots are sites for football prac
tice or bicycle-riding. The infrastructure is heav
ily used by the nearby population of overcrowded
residents packed into existence-minimum tower
blocks. Presumably, once the new buildings are
constructed and occupied, these people will be dis
couraged from visiting

To some extent both cities are victims of
their respective eras, are indicative of shifting
global urban enthusiasms coincident with their
reconstruction. Rotterdam’s grimmest moments
come from the heavy-handed utopianism of a Late
Modernism that was guiding the development pro
cess after World War 11, It should also be said that
the city's finest fabric (the housing squares and
pedestrian streets) also came from these inten
tions, but often evolved despite them in unex

pected and hybrid configurations far more success

ful than the stern planners could have imagined.

Beirut was similarly affected at the same time,

but without the realization possible in a social
democracy. and now has to attempt to rebuild

in the pastel shadow ot Post-Modernism and of

Above, middle, below

the ersatz nostalgia of “contextualist” approaches
that accompanied Post-Modern revivals of histori-
cist pastiche and invented reference. “New Urban-
ist” rhetoric guides reconstruction. In fact, if
the development of pre-war Beirut responded to
many of the same planning enthusiasms as that
of post-war Rotterdam, then post-war Beirut is
not so much different in its desires and contradic-
tions as is post-unification Berlin and many other

cities world-wide,

Unlike much urbanization in the Middle Eaat, [the
Beirut Central District] haa so far managed to
avoid the ‘rush to modernize and impress,’and (s
recognized as perhaps the moat important under
taking in urban regeneration in the world today

Angus Gavin"

Solidere is trying in the decade after the end of
the Cold War™ to retroactively install a nineteenth
century urbanism that probably never existed and
15 certainly anachronistic in the twenty-first, Allu-
sions to “tradition” pepper their writings as they
erase almost all structures more than one hun
dred years old. In his descriptions of the new
codes for building in the center, Angus Gavin's ref

erents are Haussmann or Regency England. “Town
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scape” is again invoked. Even more incor

than its use in pre-war Lebanese planning initia

tives, this exotic term is now used in reference

to the development of the downtown of a city of
more than two million. Gavin's Picturest

ration of “views” and “a more Anglo-Saxon search
for context and cultural continuity that seemed
more appropriate” calls forth a Pastoral that fits
the attitude of the entire project. n “the Orien
talist painters of the last century” offer inspira
tion. Seen in this Raj-tinted light, the restoration
of mostly French colonial architecture with a dash
of the Ottoman is not accidental. “Tradition” here
less than the Romantic invent f

is nott

history elf to suit current politics. Any such
call can only be assumed to be for speculative
purpos As always, real e te is well served by
the production of identity. The erasure of history

through the annihilation of the urban fabric in

ﬁii?.‘.flﬂm ' ¢

which it is embedded offers a chance to rewrite
that history: amnesia as urban strategy. In psy
chotherapy shock-treatment obliterates traumatic
memory, allowing the recreation of personality in
a more docile mode. Its urban counterpart sub-
dues cultural flux, permitting a redefinition of cul
tural values

Regionalism and nationalism are difterent
cuts of the same ideological suit of which identity
is also a variation. The Dutch appear to have little
concern for their sense of themselves, It is there
for sure, open to new vectors: immigrant contribu-
tions and globalized 1 for instance. There
are s imills and wo shoes, but they mostly
appear props in Jackie Chan movies or on tour
ist brochures. is just as likely that the new
architecture of Rotterdam will be featurs v
inthese popular venues. Post-unification German

planners, on the er hand, while not atrachin

Gothic details or half-timber to their skyscrapers
asi1s happening in Lebanon with "Arab” or “French”
touches, are adopting antiquated urban formats
in a parallel attempt to produce a sense of history
tor a « ire with a problemaric recent p
planners of modern Berlin or Beirut are
in ersatz production of what is essentially
lobal romanticization of a nineteenth century
city probably only historically realized in the
imi of Cailleborre or the musings of de Mau

passant: a city of arcades and boulevardian cul

This is now the universal image of identity,
L SR A S RN IS o it
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t that is almost exch

New Urbanism, another closed meta-narrative like

the Modernism it sets up as a foil, attempts to



manifest the same utopian intentions, it for anti
thetical purposes: a move politically from left
to right. The basic and flawed notion that good
urban/architectural language makes good commu-
nity persists. In wealthy countries of the European
Union these policies are merely elitist. In Beirut,
in a realm of pure business, that is racked with
poverty, they constitute discrimination.

There is a third wall in the Sala dei Nove. On
it is represented the good commune — a parallel
scene to the devil and his minions on the adjacent
south wall. A patriarchal figure embodies repub:
licanism. Faith, Hope, and Charity float over his
head. He sits surrounded by lounging virtues, one
of whom ominously holds a severed head in her lap.
This painting officiates between the good and bad
cities to its sides and recalls that other modern
republic that clutches, even in its corrupt present,
to its image of ideal virtue. Reciprocal influence
now flows back across the Atlantic, carried by
media and economy. The American city is a player
in this story, setting up a resenance between
the other two. This influence on modern urban
development is not a new story. The title of this
essay'® acknowledges both the “spaghetti West-
ern” nature of American urbanism and its role as
global spoiler.

In Rotterdam and Beirut, the dissimilarities
of the political motivations that underwrite the
urbanism of good, and bad, intentions become
less distinct when form is realized. Their develop-
ment is highly dependent on the model of the Amer
ican city, both obviously in the look of the places,
the skyscrapers and traffic arteries either built or
projected, but also in the very notion, endemic to
American development, that a plan (either graphic
or administrative) can generate the urban and, by
extension, culture itselt, In the United States that
figure is obviously the grid, but the concept that
the physical Fabric of society will rise like corn
tram this contrived landscape, controlling and lib-
erating. has now saturated, if not produced, Urban
Planning itself and the way we make, or remake,
cities. As in Lorenzetti's frescoes, power sits, con-
tained in and containing at the same time, all that
apparent chaos and heterogeneity that is the city. It
is this tact that allows Rotterdam and Beirut to be
different and the same simultaneously. This incon-
gruity embodies the exciting fact of the modern, as

Karl Marx said “pregnant with its contrary.”"
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M4 [ SARKIS

Le Corbuaier’s “Rule of Movement” at the Carpenter Center’

GIEDION'S APOLOGIA
Writing in 1964 about the newly completed Car-
penter Center for the Visual Arts at Harvard Uni-
versity, Sigfried Giedion criticized the design for
the “hollow spaces around the workshop pilotis.”
The criticism was wrapped in the suggestion that
Le Corbusier must have “somehow felt the incom-
pleteness of the programme”™ as he was working
on its design. Even though, according to Giedion,
“the most striking innovation of the building is its
programme,” meaning the idea of educating non-
artists in the visual arts, “Corbusier would cer-
tainly have been able to incorporate a spacious —
and sadly needed — lecture hall into the massive
building." He also laments the inadequacy of the
site for the building. Giedion had played his part
in convineing Le Corbusier to accept the commis-
sion to design the Carpenter Center, and he had
also experienced the building firsthand a year ear-




lier while lecturing at Harvard, but he seemed to
have been slightly disappointed by the end result.

Other critics have addressed these aspects
of the building even less apologetically. Two years

atter Giec

on, historian Henry Russell Hitchcock
expressed a stronger disagreement with the site
selection and the awkward relationship between
the building and its immediate surroundings. He

complained that Le Corbusier, the urbanist, had

shown too much elasticity, and his client too little,

when it came to choosing an adequate site to
which the building could relate.?

These comments about the Carpenter Cen
ter’s siting and programming are significant
hecause they accurately detect the omission of
two qualities that have traditionally been consid

ered essential to any building conceived around

the promenade architecturale. Le Corbusier had

intended that the Carpenter Center be a lesson

in his architecture. For that, he had mobilized
the whole repertoire of pilotis, brise-soleils, ondu
latoires, free plan, free forms, and, most ostensi
bly, the ramp.' His veteran advocates would have

expected that such a building would effect the most

elaborate and scenographic promenade, Regrettably,

the building did not live up to their expectations.
However, neither in the Ocuvre Compléte not

in Le Corbuaier at Work, a thorough documenta

tion of the design process of the Carpenter Center,

does Le Corhusier seem to show dissatisfaction
with either the site or the program. In the Ocuvre
Complete the tightness ol the site is described
as a challenge. As documented in Le Corbuaier
at Work, many decisions made by the architect
deliberately enhance the attitude rowards rthe
site and the emptiness of the building. Although
Giedion's observations are precise, his assessment

is based on previous built manifestations of the

promenade and on provocative but vague descrip
tions by Le Corbusier. As this essay hopes to
show. because of its peculiar relationship with
context and content, the Carpenter Center offers
adifferent angle on the promenade architecturale
While it does connect views of the interior and
the exterior of the building, the promenade here
depends on the architectural heightening of visual
constants, attributes of a space that remains fixed
as the viewer moves, It also depends on trans
torming these constants in order to deceive the
viewer. The focus will be primarily on the Carpen
ter Center, but the essay aims to elaborate on this
new angle in the work of Le Corbusier in general
by questioning a commonly held interpretation of

the perception of architecture in motion

HOLLOW SPACE AROUND PILOTIS

Gideon elaborares on the dilemma of the Carpen
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ter Center's programming, arguing that “such an
institute, unlike an institute of chemistry or phys-
ics, cannot establish a routine plan. For this
reason, as adetailed plan was drawn up, Le Corbus-
ier was only asked to create as flexible a space as
possible, even at the risk that the interior might
look like a warehouse." Indeed the interior of the
building does look a bit like a warehouse, even
when it is made out of the same components as
other free plan buildings by Le Corbusier: the
column grid, the rectangular shapes, and the free
forms. However, when compared with other free
plans such as the four canonical manifestations
that Le Corbusier had described in his famous
sketch in Precisions, this building deploys them
in a very different manner. The free-standing par-
titions, which had always been set up against
the free plan's grid of columns and within a rect-
angular boundary are here expelled from between
the columns and pushed out to the edge, to
replace the rectangular boundary. From the out-
side, however, the neighboring buildings, the
Fogg Art Museum and the Harvard Faculty Club,
are solicited as the container of the Carpenter.
Suggestions, that were rejected by Le Corbusier,
of the building being too big for the site,
confirm the importance of the tension achieved
between the building’s forms and the abutting
buildings. Importantly, from the Ffirst time he
drew the plan on the actual site, Le Corbusier
had aaked that the existing trees be accurately
located on it. The columns, against which the main
entrance is located, are aligned with a tree on the
Faculty Club lot, suggesting continuity between
the field of columns and the trees. Further-
more, the column grid extends beyond the paved
area of the entrance and into the same terrace,
as if the Carpenter extends all the way to the
Faculty Club facade.

Not only has the outside container been
removed, the floors have as well, The domino slabs
that usually frame and confine the free torms
in the interior between floors and ceilings are
also removed. The free forms are exposed to the
outside and they acquire an urban scale. Here
again the building creates a surrogate to what has
been removed. The slabs are graphically inscribed
into the concrete of the curved forms. On the
Prescott Street facade the slabs are also revealed
as the horizontal members of the brise-soleils get
clipped to allow for the passage of the ramp. By
setting up the column/tree field, by pushing the
free shapes against the abutting buildings, and
with the full scale exposure of the free forms,
Le Corbusier carries out the intention of dem
onstrating his architectural principles, but in
this case turned inside out in order to display
them didactically on the exterior. Contrary to the
assessments of Giedion and Hitchcock, the build-

ing seems very urban in its outlook.

However, as a result of this investment in
the public display of the promenade, the inside
does seem to be hollowed out, and as Giedion says,
turned into a warehouse-like space. When the par-
titions have been pushed out, we are left with
nothing inside the plans. Hitchcock returned to
the drawings that Le Corbusier had chosen for
the Oeuvre Complete to argue that Le Corbusier’s
intentions were not the same as what was finally
built.” But in the Ocuvre Compléte, the most obvi-
ous aspect of the plans selected by Le Corbusier
is how empty they really are. Furthermore, Le Cor-
busier chose not to include the full basement plan.
He selected a sequence of five stark plans — the
only major inaccuracy in them being not so much
the unfulfilled relationship with the context, or
the emptiness of the interiors, but the inclusion of
aramp that was never built and that connects the
third Hoor gallery space to the fourth.

When looking from the inside out, the build
ing does seem to ignore its surroundings. There
are many decisions in the interior layout indicat-
ing that Giedion's criticisms of the inattentive-
ness to the site and the emptiness of the plans
are related. However, the building is not so much
inattentive to the context as it is blind towards it.
For one, the shear wall that holds up the ramp of
the Carpenter Center blocks the view through the
large and open lobby window. And at the moment
when the viewer is on axis with the window and
the lobby, this wall cuts off the visual connection
to the outside. The mullion-less window, through
its correspondence with this direct view, seems at
once to demonstrate and deny everything that has
been said about the free facade and the window in
relationship with the free plan. On the one hand,
the view is there available, and the inside and the
outside extend into each other. But when one is
on axis, looking outside frontally, the wall crawls
by and cuts off the view. The lobby does not get
closed off or confined, and even from this window,
the view tends to open up to the sides of the shear
wall when one approaches the window. The main
stair facing Quincy Street provides another exam-
ple of willful blindness. This is a volume that could
afford excellent views of the campus and of Cam-
bridge, situated as it is on a diagonal with the
Lamont yard. However, the facade of the staircase
is filled in with glass blocks that only allow the light
to come in but not the privileged view. One more
confirmation can be found in the way the trees and
shrubs are repeatedly drawn in plan in order to
block the window walls from direct viewing to the
outside even between the two sides of the building.

These blinders act locally to prevent the view
from penetrating deep into the workshop and
studio spaces. But Le Corbusier deploys this blind-
ness at a more general level in the way that the
diagonal brise-soleils disallow a direct view to the

exterior, particularly in the workshops and stu-




phatic remark in tch by Le
busier on the
to the columns, may help exj
the column and the bris
defined for viewing out
are almost outside the room
» plan, theview is reduced to meanir
rround, ar nany instances, the
the
When a direct view
hle, either the buildir
neighboring buildings bl the view. Only atter
having moved across the room, traversed the last
row of columns, and reached the delineated space
in front of the windows, on the edge ot th ple
do ne get to an uncropped w of outside fe
tures, and then usually only
The conventional attitude towards the pres
ence of the exterior view in the free plan seems
to apply only
zone defined by the separation betw
umns and the exterior wall, A familiarillustration
of the five points indicaves a similar distinction
in relation to the degree of lightin S a result
of the fenetre en lor
tectural historians have emphasized the space
wen the grid of columns and the ade that
displays the properties of transition between the
free plan and the free tacade. This space heen
plained as a rhetorical structural cantilever to
sgerate the separation between the column
and the wall
It is this movement from the confined and
e space to the open but contained view that
characteri he » planin the lohby of the Car
penter Center and in its empty es, the main
studios and workshops, 1en one is within the
ipriness of the plan, it is necessary not to over-
whelm the plan with the exterior v
1g has to be continuous, open, but unto its
We cannat fully lain these ob:s itions
with the conventional wisdom about the free plan
and the promenade architecturale that insists on
the openness of both tacade and plan in ord
have direct connection between inside and outside
but which also insists on variations in views and
theirdisconnection. Inthe Carpenter Center,
re
» viewer's movement, It is, vy, a diffe
kind of movement from the one associate ith

the conventional interpretation of the promenade

THE RULE OF MOVEMENT

Le Corbusier's promenade builds upon a long tra-
dition of thought regarding movement in modern
architecture. Conceptions of movement in architec

turaldes are generally based on the simple fact

that buildings are perceived by ople in motion

and on the ditficult challenge that architects

should respond to this fact when designing build
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ings.’ Inquiries into this subject have informed
modern architecture atleast since the Picturesque,
particularly in the design theories of Humphry
Reptan, Auguste Choisy, August Schmarzow, Adolf
Looes, and Le Corbusier and through an extended
interaction between architects, modern artists,
and Gestalt psychologists in the 1920s and 1930s.
Each of these theories has advanced specific com-
positional strategies, such as undulation, seriality,
and juxtaposition. Engaging the moving subject
in the definition of the form of a building gener-
ally implies that the architect, or the building, is
aware of the presence of the occupant and recip-
rocally, that the viewer becomes aware of the way
that his/her viewing habits are formed by the sur-
rounding space.

Within each theory, when the subject moves;
s/he acquires certain social attributes. For exams
ple, ambulation in the Picturesque asserts @
vidual freedom. For modern life to be appreciated
to its fullest, the Futurists and Le Corbusier had

to observe the city from a fast car or plane. With

Kevin Lynch in urban renewal America, daily com

muting on the highway implies social mobility.
More recently different kinds of formal agitation
such as formlessness, folding, and computational
materialism have been justified as enhanced expe-
riences of the information age.

Within each theory, the kinetic relationship
between the viewer and the building could be
located on a spectrum between two poles, On the
one end, the building is understood as a sequence
of static images that are connected by a moving
viewer (e.g., Loos and Le Corbusier), and on the
other, the buildings' surfaces are warped and
stretched in order to simulate or represent motion

for a static viewer (e.g, from Borromoni to Ben van

ol SR

the prom
> have moved between those two poles, Proj
ects of Le Corbusier's like the Philips Pavilions
and formal motifs like the curved wall, the spiral

staircase, and the diagonal ramp have been taken
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to insinuate motion in a pictorial sense or from
a static position. But most interpretations of the
promenade in the free plan have been closer to the
former, less representational, pole.

The promenade is the experiential corellary
of the free plan. The most basic definition of the
free plan is the idea that the building's vertical
partitions are disengaged from its structural ele-
ments and freely employed to respond to inhabita-
tion. The inhabitation and articulation of the free
plan is guided by circulation, by movement, not
only inside the plan itself but between one floor
and others, and importantly, between the plan and
the exterior now that their relationship has been
freed from the constraints of the facade.

The accepted interpretation of movement in
the freeplan is guided by Le Corbusier’s own writ-
ings about the “promenade” inspired in part, as
a notion, by the more introspective promenades
of Jean-lacques Rousseau. In his book Talka with
Students, written in 1942 during the Second World

War and addressed to the Beaux Arts students,
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and then published again with renewed commit-
ment to its content in 1957, Le Corbusier describes

the promenade in the following manner:

An architecture muar he walked through and tra
veraed. It ia by no meana that entirely graphic illu
Alon certain schools of thought like ua to believe
in, organized around some abatract point that pre-
tenda to be a man, a chimerical man with the eye
of a fly and vision simultaneously circular. Such
a man Aitmply does not exist, and in consequence
of thia misconception, the classical era baited
the trap for the total dearruction of architecture.
Instead, our man has two eyes set in the front
of his head, and he atands aix feet above the
ground and looka ahead. These biological facts
are enough to damn the whole batch of plans that
have the wheel revolving around a fictitious pivor.
Thus, equipped with his oun two eyes and looking
atraight ahead, our man walks about and changes
poaitiona, appliea himaelf to his pursuita, moving
in the midat of a succeaaion of architectural reali-
ties. He re-experiences the intenae feeling that has
come from that sequence of movementas. This ia o0
true that architecture can be judged dead or living
by the degree to which the rule of movement has

been disregarded or brilliantly exploited.®

This description has been central to the inter-
pretation of the promenade architecturale among
historians and critics. More recent interpreters of
Le Corbusier's work have tried to focus en under-
standing precisely what this “rule of movement”
is. It has been discussed by Bruno Reichlin, Beat-
riz Colomina, and Yves-Alain Bois who have relied
on a range of theories, from the Picturesque, to
space-time theories, to the interpretation of visu-

ality by Jacques Lacan and to the advent of cinema

and its impact on Le Corbusier’s architecture. Even
though they may differ on the cultural interpre
tations of the rule, they do concur that it entails
unraveling the building to the moving subject in
bits or as still frames that unfold one atter the
other, whether in smooth transitions or in sur
prising breaks, created by the free-standing inte
rior partitions and the intermingling of interior
spaces with outside views. Recently, Beatriz Colo

mina has provided the following interpretation:

Modern eyes move. Viaion in Le Corbuaiers archi
tecture ia alwaya tied to movement: “You follow an
itinerary,” a promenade architecturale. The point
of view of modern architecture is never fixed, as in
baroque architecture, or as in the model of vision
of the camera obacura, but alwaya in motion, as in
filmaorinthe city. Crowda, shoppera in adepartment
atore, railroad travelers, and the imhabitants of Le

Corbusier’s howaes have in common with movie

viewera that they cannot fix (arresr) the image.

Like the movie viewer that Benjamin deacribea they
inhabit a apace that is neither an inside nor an out
aide, public nor private. It ia a Apace that isa not made

out of walls but of images.*

The spaces of Le Corbusier’s houses are less
about enclosure than the entanglement of inside
and outside, less about a traditional interior than
about following an itinerary (no matter how many
times redrawn, no matter how linear) the enclo
sure resulting from the collage of fleeting images
assembled as the reader moves through too much
material, too many images, too many stimuli."

This interpretation combines different con
ceptions about the view, as fleeting image, as pho
tograph, and as moving picture, but in all cases

the building is conceived as an orchestration of

views. When one moves, these views, which are pre
dominantly turned to the outside, are connected
together in the mind of the viewer, In his own writ
ings, Le Corbusier does refer to this unraveling,
but not solely to that.

An even more basic assumption underlies
these interpretations of movement in Le Corbus
ier. It is that visual perception, as a mental process,
entails the interpretation of two-dimensional stim
uli as they register on the retina. After undergo
ing a perceptual process that takes the two-dimen
sional image from the retina to the brain, we can
finally infer the third dimension back out of the
visual cues. As the viewer changes position in rela
tion to the object being viewed, the brain connects
the sequence of two-dimensional images as a roll
ing film does and interprets them. Perceptual the
orists have employed the media of photography
and cinema as metaphors to explicate the differ
ent levels of seeing. As our mechanical and elec
tronic equipment becomes more complicated so, it
would seem, are our models for vision."

This digression into perceptual psychology
is significant for historical reasons. In his canon
wcal Space, Time, and Architecture, Giedion him
self had proposed that changes in modes of percep
tion are effected by changes in technology and the
introduction of new media. Technological changes
theretore atfect both the production and the recep
tion of architecture. He identifies Futurism and
Cubism as two attempts at representing the space
time fusion.” Following along his well known elu
cidations of the relationship between technology
and perception, modern architects and artists in
the twenties and thirties turned to Gestalt psy
chology in order to shape or confirm their posi

tions about composition and perception of form
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Reciprocally, Gestalt theorists looked extensively
at abstract visual art in order to study Fgure and
ground, their relational effects and the whole/part
interactions between them."® Gestalt theories have
primarily concentrated on two-dimensional illus-
trations and borrowed visual theory in relation to
painting. It would seem that the discussions of
motion in architecture are indebted to this picto-
rial aspect of perception as well. Le Corbusier does
appear to rely on a similar interpretation of per-
ception in motion. Colin Rowe and Robert Slutzky
have exhaustively analyzed this aspect of his work,
but it is not the only way his work relates to the
idea of movement.™

Le Corbusier's early writings on painting and
architecture with Amedée Ozenfant attempted to
ground the purist theories of painting and of archi-
tecture in scientific evidence from such percep-
tual psychologists as Hermann von Helmholtz and
Charles i-!enry.‘5 Their journal, L'Eaprit Nouveau,
published several papers by Charles Henry, direc-
tor of the Laboratory of Physiological Sensations
at the Sorbonne. Henry sought to identify scien-
tific justifications for aesthetic preferences. He
developed the “aesthetic protractor,” an instru-
ment that produced “rhythmic angles” based on
simple number proportions that were supposed to
yield more satisfactory, therefore aesthetic, sensa-
tions in the observer.' Both Henry and his artist-
readers like Le Corbusier were aware of the cul-
tural factors involved in the definition of aesthetic
preferences, but they placed their inquisitions at
a level that they believed preceded the establish-
ment of cultural signification, at what they under-
stood to be a universal base. Le Corbusier and
Ozenfant often cautioned their readers that the
main quest was not for an absolute (even if
the rhetoric often slipped in that direction)."”

These “constants” emerge out of chaos in order to
establish “classifications founded on the appear-
ances of nature.” This underlies the difficult pur-
suit of constants (not absolutes) and the apparent
(not the actual).

This pursuit would guide Le Corbusier in
many aspects of his work, whether through the
development of the tracées regulatoires, the mod-
ulor, in the polychromie, or in defending purist
shapes, In each of these aspects of design, whether
it was the compositional organization of the
facade, the measurements of spaces, gradations
of color, or the determination of free forms, Le
Corbusier identified rules derived from what he
believed remained constant for all users, Neither
the rule of movement nor the constants associ-
ated with it were ever explicitly spelled out. They
have to be derived from passing references and
from buildings like the Carpenter Center, where
he seemed to employ this rule.

Among his other pursuits of constants, a pos-

sible connection to the rule of movement can be

found in his theory of color. This may be a rather
oblique way of interpreting the idea of movement,
but the Polychromie Architecturale does embody,
in a less implicit manner, his views of perception
and the interpretation of constants across sub-
jects. Interestingly, it is also a place where Le Cor-
busier moved away from the compositional and
painterly attributes of color and focused on its
psychological impact in everyday encounters with
a moving subject. According to Arthur Ruegg, Le
Corbusier derived his approach from physiologi-
cal as well as psychological effects of colors which
could fully unfold in the white space. Vice versa,
he also took its legitimization from the laws of
perception and association that are presumed to
be constant, from the unchangeable “mécanisme
de I'emotion.”"® His color concept in this respect
differs from that of the Dutch de Stijl movement
or from German post-expressionism."

Helmholtz, Henry, and other psychologists
whom Le Corbusier read argued that color
exhibited certain psychological and physiological
effects that were constant among different view-
ers. Blue, for example, made forms recede whereas
brown stabilized them. Since Pessac, Le Corbus-
ier had been experimenting with this employment
of colors. However, Ruegg reminds us that Le Cor-
busier skipped the scientifically-determined color
schemes, such as the classified color circle of Ost-
wald, and connected directly to the daily expe-
riences of people with colors deployed polychro-
matically around them. [t was not the intrinsic
qualities of materials that he was after. Instead
he wanted to understand their effects and the con-
stants that they displayed in the chaos of daily
life. Moreover, while he discussed color as a factor
that affected the composition of architecture to
a static viewer (it recedes from one position at
one point in time), it is the free plan that removed
the boundaries between rooms and allowed tfor
the different colors to interact independently of
the forms that they covered. The free plan makes
such ideas as the “Rose Room,” obsolete. It there-
fore encourages using colors polychromatically,
against each other. The Polychromie Architec-
turale, Le Corbusier’s systematic approach to the
deployment of colors, was established in the 1930s
for a paint company. It was then loosened up in the
1950s so that decisions could be based more on
observing the effect of colors on viewers. Accord-
ing to Ruegg, this happened after the creation of a
new collection of colors in 1959, around the same
time as the Carpenter was being designed.

We can also go back to Gestalt psychology
to find a rule of movement that is similar to the
one Le Corbusier may have been trying to artic-
ulate. A second generation of Gestalt psycholo-
gists released the viewer from the confines of the
fixed laboratory chair and from the limited results

that they would get in making the viewer look at

pictures simulating motion. Ultimately, they pro-
posed that perception of motion did not occur by
connecting different static images and comparing
them, but rather by identifying what was fixed
and what changed with movement. Some threads
of such an alternative to the pictorial model of
movement could be traced back to early Gestalt
theorists, but the development of a comprehensive
theory of vision based on this model took place
after the Second World War. James Gibson, an
American perceptual psychologist who had spent
some time researching how pilots orient them-
selves in the scarce environment of the sky, came
to realize that neither the restricted environment
of the lab nor the pictorial approach to perception
suffice to explain how we see in everyday life.”
He shifted the emphasis away from the retinal
image as the effective stimulus for vision, away
from the image, towards the totality of the envi-
ronment, what he called an “optic array." Accord-
ing to Gibson, when we move within this array, we
make sense of the world by way of relating our
movement to what he called “invariant patterns
in the environment.” certain constant properties,
as opposed to variant patterns, or those that move
as we move. [nvariants are properties or patterns
that remain constant when the observer, the envi-
ronment, or both change their position. Recent
elaborations on Gibson's idea discern two types
of invariants: transformational invariants are pat-
terns of change that can reveal what is happening
to an object. For example, when an object moves
away from the viewer at a regular speed, its appar-
ent area (the size of the angle apprehended ar
the eye) diminishes in a predictable manner. The
decrease of the area is proportional to the square
of the distance. Whenever this relationship is pres-
ent it must mean that the distance between the
viewer and the object is changing in a regular
manner. Gibson and his followers placed a strong
emphasis on the role that textures of surfaces
play in the orientation and guidance of the viewer
in a space, Structural invariants, the second kind,
are a higher order of patterns that remain con-
stant despite changes in simulation. For example,
the horizon ratio, the relationship between the
height of the object and its apparent distance from
the horizon remains constant, allowing the viewer
to locate the object's real position as either of
them moves.

Gibson's ideas quickly caught the attention
of artists and architects. He published some of his
research invisual arts journals and was frequently
featured inthe George Braziller series on art edited
by Gyorgy Kepes. He was also frequently quoted
by the likes of Rudolf Arnheim (who lectured in
and about the Carpenter Center). Nelson Goodman,
a philosopher and interlocutor of Gibson, would
insist that we should pay close attention to how art-

ists construct their own worlds in order to under-
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stand berter how the perceptual world works.®
In brief, this “direct” approach ro percep

ical

tion, what is also referred to as rhe “ecol

approach,” shifts the emphasis away from pictures

and towards invariants, constants, It elevates the

attributes as ratios, rextrures, and

role of suc
spaces between objects because of their ability to
guide the moving subject, Importantly, as Gibson
observed, the reliance on these invariant attri

butes increases in a rarefied, empty environment

CONSTANTS IN ACTION

Inanempty building, pictorial compositional strat
egies would be impossible to employ. The Carpen-
ter Center’s spaces rely on a series of invariants
in order to delineate the spaces. Accounts of the

building design agree on the importance Le Cor

busier gave in this project to materials,
colors, and surface treatments. It was necessary

tor IIIII\ |IDL.I'IVHII‘ arou and continuous texrure

for the ceiling and to maintain a regularity to the
Floor patterns in the studio spaces, as if for the eye

to measure against them. Whenever he employs a

smooth surface, with the exception of the columns,

dated texture is used in order to introduce cer

1 references in this surrogate environment
A strong emphasis is also placed on brir

the horizon line into eve

y space, be it in the form
of a retaining wall that runs behind the pilotis on
the street level entrance or in the form of a shelt

that is placed almost at eye level to tie the curva

ture of the room and its brise-soleils together. The

curvature of the studio walls is exaggerated by the

ondulatoires so that even in the absence of direct

light, they appear curved

In all, however, it is not so much the specihic

iings but their relational

material qualities of

qualities that seem to atfect our perception in

motion. xtures are not understood as intrinsi
qualities but are to be experienced in relation to
each other.

In keeping with the criticisms presented
against it, the Carpenter Center seems to sepa
rate almost graphically, the “pictorial™ model of
the promenade from another, “direct” one. This 15
perhaps the aspect of the building that Le Corbus
ier was most dissatisfied with, and it shows most
clearly in the way that he republished the plans
of the building by including the interior ramp
going from the third to the fourth level. This amp
would have acted as a continuation of the exterior
ramp and established a continuity between the
two models.

However, the constants do not always oper
ate as cues, as guiding lights in the emptiness
of the studios. Le Corbusier also uses these attri
butes of his building to deliberately confuse move
ment or to feign certain counter effects. We are

constantly presented with modularized paneling

systems imprinted in the concrete against irregu

extures.

lar patterns in the floor. Shiny surfaces are juxta
posed against rough ones, The ondulatoires not
only emphasize the curvature, but given their
irregular spacing, they also confuse its apparent
curvature, particularly as one moves along the
wall, It is as if by playing out these attributes of
the architecture against each other, he is remind
ing the occupants of the visual arts center not to
fully trust their eyes. Giedion insisted in his dis
cussion of the Visual Arts programme that the psy
chology of vision was much more important than
the optics, particularly in the electronic age that

he was heralding.

THE PURIFICATION

OF ARCHITECTURE BY THE VOID

Much is yet to be said about emptiness in archi
tecture, a phenomenon once described by Le Cor
busier as the "purification of architecture by the
void."® It would be impossible to elaborate on all
aspects of the rule of movement in Le Corbusier’s
architecture by studying only one building. Even
if, as Stan Allen astutely observes, the Carpenter
Center is a place where Le Corbusier’s concepts
are condensed, we would still need to follow the
way in which the rule was employed more dia

chronically.® Still, this alternative proposes that

if the free plan had been initiated by releasing the

interior space from the constraints of structure,

this freedom could only be fully gained if those
aspects of architecture, formerly understood as
secondary and isolated qualities of form, are ele

vated into constants that operate according to the

rules of moven

The effect produced by the emptiness of the
Carpenter Center and the challenges presented to
its inhabitation recall some of the techniques of
cighteenth and nineteenth century Picturesque
composition, particularly in the work of Hm:mhl\'
Repton. Repton's designs forced the viewer to
change positioninthelandscape inorder to be able
to determine the acrual measurement of objects.
It an object is viewed from one position, the
deliberare distortions of ground, reflections, and
tampered sizes of comparative objects all contrib-
ute to giving the viewer a false measurement of
the object being contemplated. In Repton's Pic-
turesque it is the difference hetween the appar-
ent and the real that prompts the viewer to move
I'he viewer searches for true measurement. Impor
tantly, the viewer is still moving from one static
position to another, relying on one composed pic

ture after another but trusting none in itself

Like the surveyor of land, the stroller triangulates
before being able to fix the object of his contempla

tion in place and true dimension and against the

deceptions of the landscape designer
Le Corbusier maintains the games of mea
surement but departs from fixed points and com

positions. Perhaps here we can detect a more funda




mental cinematic influence on his architecture but

onethat does notrely on “stills” or the “freeze-frame”

approach maintained by the abovementioned cin-
ematic interpretations of his work. In the “Amer-

ican Prologue” to Précisions, Le Corbusier chal
lenges any Hollywood director to capture what he

describes as a cinematic moment:

in an ordinary amall restaurant, two or three cus-
tomera are having coffee and talking. The table ia
atill covered with glasses, with bottlea, with platea,
with the bottle of oil, the saltshaker, pepper mill,
napkina, napkin ring. etc. Look at the inevitable
order that relates theae objecta to each other; they
have all been uaed, they have been grasped in the
hand of one or the other of the dinera; the distances

that separate between them are the measure of life.

He goes on to criticize the Hollywood cine-
matic approach by saying, “There isn't a false point,
a hiatus, a deceit . . . no false harmonies, fakes,
dodges.”™ It is through these mechanisms of film-
making that we can think of the work of Le Corbus-
ier as cinematic, not because of the guided view-
ing along the ramp that connects between different
static views nor for the ribbon windows which
frame the panning view as if it were a film, but
because "*,Eh%'ﬂ‘f,’,“ ulation of constants. The emp-

Ll stiom of COF ants, aos.
more active the constants.

tier the space'ts,

Commentingon certainassociations between
film and Le Corbusier’s architecture, Arnaud Fran-
cois proposes that Le Corbusier relied precisely
on this quality of emptiness to introduce a differ
ent cinematic vision into architecture. Beyond the
cinematic understanding of an architecture that
cannot be perceived fully from one point of view (a
nnn—pl'l‘\pumiv;ll architecture), Francois proposes
that “the more the elements are situated on planes
that are distant from one another, the more the
tension between them increases. The orchestra-
tion of concordant and discordant objects is the
source of this spacing. Cinematographic perspec-
tive is a medium for expressing tensions between
beings and objects rather than a unified and spa-
tial a priori.™ Francois reminds us that Michaelan-
gelo Antonioni had very skillfully exploited this
quality of emptiness in his films.

It is as if the representational model of move-
ment takes place on the exterior and another form
of engaging movement is reserved for the inside
of the Carpenter Center. Here, we are confronted
with an architecture that does not even allow for

the conventional understanding of the cinematic

in architecture to take place, for when you enter
a studio space you experience it all at once. There
is no sequence of views, Eventually, however, you
start seeing in a different way. The drawings that
traveled from Paris to Boston drawn by Guillermo
Jullian de la Fuentes, an apprentice fascinated by
the films of Michaelangelo Antonioni and his rep-
resentation of spatial emptiness, render the tex-
tures of the surfaces very expressionistically as if
they were the main attribute of the space and as if
they contained a code to the architects on site as
important as the shapes and their dimensions.?
This recalls the way the lonely figures move in
empty spaces of Antonioni's "Red Desert" and the
way the crisp outlines of their colored coats rub
against the rust of industry and the rough tex-
tures of weathered walls.

Ultimately, the rule of movement does not
only govern circulation, figurative forms, and
ramps. It operates in the free plan beyond the
guided path of the ramp and the confined frame
of the ribbon window. It extends to the articula-
tion of the building’s surfaces and planes. These
rwo prrl’lil( hl"i to vision in motion, even in the
Carpenter Center, need not be mutually exclusive.

Seemingly opposed ideas about how we conceive

of architecture, whether as animage or as an a

ay,
as full or as empty, could be reconciled or at least
held in tension with each other, even in the same
spaces.™ This possibility is heightened in the Car-
penter Center given the ostensible ramp, the peculiar
relationship with the context, and the emptiness.

It is the pursuit of the latter, less obvious,
approach that has driven this inquiry. Whether
in the Carpenter Center or elsewhere in Le Cor-
busier's and other architectures, this approach
of describing and designing the relationship
between the building and the viewer emphasizes
different attributes of architecture than have pre-
viously been discussed when it came to vision in
motion. While re-invoking concerns about mate-
rials, formal composition, and construction, this
approach makes it possible to address movement
without having to agitate the forms or the path,
without being figural, and without being narrative.
In this approach, attention shifts from the object

to the background, the field, (After all, the field

may very well be emptied of objects.) For example,

the materials of construction are selected and com
posed in a relational manner, based on how they
behave in motion, not as properties of the objects

of observation but as background. The compo

according to the point of view
JSrom whence each is seen.

sitional logic does not merely aim to enhance
movement, to heighten the sense of motion. By
manipulating the constants, or the invariants, the
architect is also able to feign different speeds and
different perceptions of depth and size than the
actual ones. Architecture is not simply an object
that fills the visual feld. In its deceptive empti-
ness, it simultaneously plays the role of a surro-
gate visual field and its foil. The building provides
a sense ol diminution in depth, a surrogate hori-
zon, and patterns and textures to measure against,
but it also interrupts their function as invariants.
Even the delimitation of the space, the field of
vision, changes in motion. Spaces are enclosed
in a suggested, incomplete manner and the gradi-
ents of enclosure change with movement. Yet in

such a rarified environment, it is not the archi

tecture that is eventful. It does not captivate the
viewer’s attention with its own forms and appar-
ent transformations but pushes back and allows
the activities in the space, that are neverthe-
less guided by the architecture, to become the
events. Through this approach, it is possible to
think of an architecture that anticipates events

rather 1'1.”‘\ creates them.
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Belonging: Towards a

Theory of Identification

L owith Plaece

NEIL LEACH

Architecture is often linked to questions of cultural
identity. For what sense would discourses such
as critical regionalism or gender and space make
unless they assumed some connection between
identityand architectural space?' And yet architec-
tural theorists have seldom broached the question
of how people actually identify with their environ-
ment. Instead they have been preoccupied almost
exclusively with questions of form, as though cul-
tural identity is somehow constituted by form
alone. It is clear, however, that if theorists are to
link architecture to cultural identity they must
extend their analyses beyond any mere discourse
of form to engage with subjective processes of
identification. This has long been acknowleged by
cultural theorists, who have developed a sophisti-
cated understanding of the mechanisms by which
culture operates. For them culture is constituted
not by a system of objects alone, but by a dis-

course that imbues these objects with meaning.
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il identity, therefore, emerges as a complex,

rhizomatic Feld of operations that engages with
— but is not defined by — cultural artifacts such
as architecture.

1 is perhaps by following the notion of the
nation as "narration” — of identity as a kind of
discourse — put forward by cultural theorist Homi
Bhabha rhat we can grasp the importance of under
standing form as being inscribed wirhin a cultural
discourse. The nation, for Bhabha, is enacted as a

“cultural elaboration.” To perceive the nation in this

way in narrative terms is to highlight the discur
sive and contested nature of identities: “To study
the nation through its narrative address does not
merely draw attention to its language and rheto
ric; it also attempts to alter the conceptual object
itsell. 1F vthe problematic ‘closure’ of textuality
questions the ‘totalization’ of national culture,
then its positive value lies in displaying the wide

dissemination through which we construct the

field of meanings and symbols associated with
national life.,”*

Of course, it would be wrong to reduce the
nationtomere narration, as though formwere totally
unimportant. Rather we have torecognise the nation

as being defined within a dialectical tension, It

"
a tension, for Bhabha, between the object and irs
accompanying narrative: “signifying the people as

an a priori historical presence, a pec cal object.

and the people constructed in the performance of

narrative, Its ent

iatory present marked in the

repetition and pulsation of the national sign." If,

then, the nation is a kind of narration, it is never an
abstract narration, but a contextualized narration
inscribed around certain objects. And it is within

this Beld of objects that have become the focus ol

narrative attention that we must locate architecture,

as a language of forms not only embedded within
various cultural discourses, but also given meaning

by those discourses

This brings us close to Pierre Bourdieu's
concept of habitus, as a non-conscious system of
dispositions that derive from the subject’s eco
nomic, cultural, and symbolic capital. Habitus, for
Bourdieu is a dynamic field of hehavior, of posi
tion-taking, when individuals inherit the parame
ters of a given situation and modify them into a
new situation. As Derck Robbins explains: “The
habitus of every individual inscribes the inherited
parameters of modification, of adjustment from
situation to position which provides the legacy of
anew situation.”* This approach supposes an inter
action between social behavior and a given objec
tified condition. It is here that we may locate the
position of architecture in Bourdieu's discourse.

Architecture, in Bourdieu’s terms, can be
understood as a type of “objectivated cultural cap
ital.” Its value lies dormant and in permanent
potential. It has to be reactivated by social prac

tices that will, as it were, revive it. In this respect,







architecture belongs to the same category as othei

culrural objects

Although objects - Auch as booka or pic

can
bhe aaid to be the repoaitories of objectivated cul-

tural capiral, they have no value unleas they are

ategically in the preaent by

activated

ng to modify their in

wrporati

ital
All thoae objecta on which cultural value has ever
been beatowed lie perperually dormant waiting to
be revived, watting for their old value to be used to

eatabliah new value in a new market situation

In other words, what Bourdieu highlights is the

need For praxis to unlock the meaning of an ebject

This comes close to the Wittgensteinian model

wherein linguistic meaning is defined by use. Just
as words can be understood by the manner in

which they

rused, so buildings can be grasped
by the manner in which they are perceived — by the
narratives of use in which they are inscribed

his opens up a crucial problem within an
architectural discourse that has traditionally been

premised almost solely on questions of form. It

5 thou

tity can hardly be

tecture to be understood in terms of cultural
identity, some kind of identification with archi
tecture must have taken place. But how does this

identificatic

This article attempts to address

tion by sketching out a schematic framework for
a tentative theory ot identification with place
by bringing together three discrete theoretical
maodels. Starting with a theory of how we terri
torialize and make sense of place through a pro
cess of narrativization, it goes on to investigate
how a sense of belonging to that place is achieved
through performativities, before finally suggest
ing how eventual identification with a particular

place is torged through a series of mirror ngs

NARRATIVISATIONS
In The Practice of Everyday Life, Michel de Cei
teau has developed a theory of territorialization
through spatial tactics.

Through habitual pro-

cesses of movement, by covering an

the same paths and ro 5, we come to f

ourselves with a territory, and the

ing in that territory.*

De Cer

e distun 1on betwe

‘place” (lieu) and “space” (espace). Somey

T con

tusingly, he inverts their usual relationship so

that space becomes a contextualization of place

For him,
Fy or Bk g, &
et By Py

: made meaningful — awak-

i -

Space occura as the effect produced by the opera

tiona that orient it, Aitware it, temporalize it, and
make it function in a polyvalent unity of conflic
tual programa or contractual proximities, In thia

view, in relation to place, apace is like the word

when ir (s apoken, thar s, when it is caught in a
proximity of an actualization, tranaformed into a

term dependent upon many different conventiona,

situated as an act of a present (or of a time), and
modified by the tranaformationas caused by Auccea
AVE CONTeXTA apace iA a practiced place. Thua
the atreet geometrically defined by urban planning

ia rranaformed into a Apace by walkera.”

The problem of space is, for de Certeau,
ultimately a problem of representation. With
Maurice Merleau-Ponty he draws the distinction
between geometrical space and anthropological
space, famously observing the impossibility of
grasping the concept of space as a map, with his
description of New York as seen from the top of
the World Trade Center. De Certeau is close to
Fredric lameson's concern for cognitive mapping
in his quest for various tactics that overcome
Hence he formulates a “rhetoric

this problem

of space” that amounts to an individualiz

demarcation, based on a linguistic

» opacity of the body,” de

it, gesticulating, wall

'S, 1IN move

ing, taking its pleasure, is what indefinitely orga

nizes a here in relation to an abroad, a “familiar

ity" in relation to a ‘foreignness’. A spatial story is

in its minimal d spoken language, that is

1 linguistic system that distributes places insofar

1S 1T 1S ulate v focalization’

by an act of practicing it.”" The city tur into a
theatre of actions, narratives of space, pedestrian
speech-acrs: "It is a process of appropriation of
the topological system on the part of the pedes
trian (just as the speaker appropriates and takes
on the language); it is a spatial acting out of a
place (just as the speech-act is an acoustic acting

out of language)." " It is about tours and not maps
IF any map is achieved, it is not some abstract
map, but an individualized “cognitive map” to use

Jameson's term. In other words it 1s born of a strate

gic engagement with the 1y, and does not reside

in the city itself as a collection of buildings
"To walk,” notes de Certeau, “is to lack a place
It is the indefinite process of being absent and in

search of a proper.”” As lan Buchanon observes,

this suggests the reliance of de Certeau on Lac an.!

For 1t 1s the traumatic mirror-sta ind the

seemingly p

loxical artempt to overcome that

alienation through repetition, as demonstrated in

s example of hild playing the fort-da

game — that establishes Lacan’s primordial place
in de Certeau’s work. Space must be theorized by
means of the mirror-stage, and spatial practices
are none other than repetitive gestures aimed
at overcoming the alienation of all conceptual,

abstract space. As de Certeau comments: “In the ini
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tiatory game, just as in the ‘joyful activity’ of the
child who, standing before a mirror, sees itself as
one (it is she or he, seen as a whole) but another
(that, an image with which the child identifies
itself), what counts is the process of this ‘spatial
captation’ that inscribes the passage toward the
other as the law of being and the law of place. To
practice space is thus to repeat the joyful and silent
experience of childhood; it is, in a place, to be other
and to move toward the other.”"” What de Certeau
articulates, then, is a model for how we make sense
of space through walking practices, and repeat
those practices as a way of overcoming alienation.
By basing his model of spatial appropriation
on linguistics, de Certeau emphasizes the narra-
tive aspect to spatial stories. Spatial tactics offer
ways of making connections, and finding mean-
ing in otherwise abstract places. But de Certeau
says little about the actual identification with
those spaces, being more concerned as a theorist
with otherness than with assimilation." If, then,
we wish to extend de Certeau’s theory for making
sense of place into one which establishes a mode
of identification, we must also consider how these

spatial tactics help to forge a sense of identity.

BELONGING

Here we should turn to the work of Judith Butler,
who has elaborated a vision of identity that is
based on the notion of “performativity.” Butler
is a theorist of lesbian politics, and her concerns
are to formulate a notion of identity that is not
constrained by traditional heterosexual models
and to offer a radical critique of essentializing
modes of thinking. According to Butler, our actions
and behavior constitute our identity, and not our
biological bodies. Gender, she argues, is not an
ontological condition, but it is performatively
produced. It is “a construction that conceals its
genesis, the tacit collective agreement to perform,
produce and sustain discrete and polar genders
as culturalfictions is obscured by the credibility
of those productions.”™ By extension — without
wishing to collapse sexuality, class, race and eth-
nicity into the same category — all forms of iden-
tity can be interpreted as dependent upon perfor-
mative constructs.'

We may rearticulate our identities and rein-
vent ourselves through our performativities. Here
it is important to note that identity is the effect
of performance, and not vice versa. Performativ-
ity achieves its aims not through a singular perfor-
mance — for performativity can never be reduced
to performance — but through the accumulative
iteration of certain practices. For performativity
is grounded in a form of citationality - of invo-
cation and replication. As Judith Butler explains:

‘Performativity is thus not a singular ‘act’, for it is
always a reiteration of a norm or set of norms, and

to the extent that it acquires an act-like status in

the present, it conceals and dissimulates the con-
ventions of which it is a repetition.””

This has obvious ramifications for a theory
of identification with architecture. Butler's inci-
sive comments on gender identity being defined
not in biological terms, but in performative terms
as an identity that is “acted out” can be profitably
transposed to the realm of identification with
place. This makes possibile, of a discourse of
performativity and ‘belonging’ as Vikki Bell has
shown." “The repetition,” she notes, “sometimes
ritualistic repetition, of these normalized codes
makes material the belongings they purport to
simply describe."" It suggests a way in which
communities might colonize various territories
through the literal performances—the actions,
ritualistic behavior and so on — that are acted
outwithinagivenarchitectural stage, and through
those performances achieve a certain attachment
to place.

Central to this latter notion is the idea that
just as communities are imagined communities,
so the spaces of communities — the territories that
they have claimed as their own — are also imag-
ined. “Imagining a community,” as Anne-Marie
Fortier observes, “is both that which is created
as a common history, experience or culture of a
group — a group's belongings — and about how
the imagined community is attached to places -
the location of culture.”® Fortier has examined
how through ritualized repetition of symbolic
acts, often conducted within an overtly religious
context, these imagined communities can “make
material the belongings they purport todescribe.™!
Crucially these acts are performed within specific
architectural spaces.

What then happens through these stylized
spatial practices is that spaces are demarcated
by certain groups by a kind of spatial appropria-
tion. Through the repetition of those rituals, these
spaces are re-membered, with participants rein-
scribing themselves into the space, evoking corpo-
real memories of previous enactments. The rituals
are naturalized through these corporeal memory
acts, and the spaces in which they are enacted

become spaces of belonging:

Belongings refer to both ‘possessions’ and app-
artenance. That ia, practices of group identity
are about manufacturing cultural and historical
belongings which mark out terraina of commonal-
ity that delineate the politics and social dynamica
of ffitting in."®

The concept of ‘belonging’ as a product of
performativity enables us to go beyond the limita-
tions of simple narrative. It privileges the idea not
of reading the environment, as though its meaning
were simply there and waiting to be deciphered,
but rather of giving meaning to the environment

by collective or individual behaviour. Belonging

to place can therefore be understood as an aspect
of territorialization, and out of that belonging
a sense of identity might be forged. The arttrac-
tion of Fortier’s application of performativity to
place is that it resists more static notions of dwell-
ing emanating from Heideggerian discourse that
seem so ill at ease with a society of movement
and travel. What Fortier proposes is not some dis-
course of fixed ‘roots’, but rather a more transi-
tory and fluid discourse of territorializationin the
Deleuzian sense, which provides a complex and
ever renegotiable model of spatial “belongings.”
Fortier's model is essentially a rhizomic one of
nomadic territorializations and deterritorializa-
tions. For territorialization belongs to the same
logic as deterritorialization, The very provisional-
ity of territorializations colludes with the ephem-
erality of any sense of belonging. Just as territo-
rializations are always shifting, identifications
remain Ffeeting and transitory, while leaving
behind traces of their passage. As Bell comments:
“The rhizome has been an important analogy here,
conveying as it does an image of movement that
can come to temporary rest in new places while
maintaining ongoing connections elsewhere."®

Butler's discourse extends Pierre Bourdieu's
debate about habitus. She adds the possibility of
political agency, and of subverting received norms.
Through its repetitive citational nature, that per-
formativity has the power to question and subvert
that which it cites, For mimicry, as Homi Bhabha
has illustrated, is invested with the potential to
destabilize and undermine, as in the case of polit-
ical satire. Performativity, in this sense, is not
some uncritical and ultimately nihilistic accep-
tance of the given, but rather a mode of operation
charged with a certain political efficacy. Moreover,
whereas Bourdieu stresses the production of the
subject through culture, for Butler, social struc-
tures have themselves been performed. Hence per-
formativity offers an obvious mode of challenging
those structures. In an age colonized by “fictional
worlds” (as Marc Augé has described our present
era), Butler locates performativity at the heart of
our cultural identity today.”

Yet if we are to understand belonging as a
product of performativity, we must still construct
an argument to explain exactly how this comes into
operation. The argument above merely assumes
that a sense of belonging will emerge as a conse-
quence of progressive territorialization, without

fully accounting for this process of identification.

Opposite

Michelangelo Merisi Caravaggio

Narcissus, Galleria Nazionale de Arte Antica, Rome




I8, they do not follow its full
gh in their work. According
fy. identification is always
fBiys a question of recognizing —
g — the self in the other, There
'j ussion of this within architec-
fithin the context of film theory,
s outlined a series of mirrorings
| the cinema that constitute the
Ca ion.* These mirrorings depend
of vision itself. Vision operates
tovement, being both projective
ctive. Asone casts one’s eye projectively,
ﬁl\d absorbs introjectively what has
minated. Consciousness therefore serves,
s terminology, as a “recording surface”:

rtwo conea in the auditorium: one ending
ween and atarting both in the projection
in the Apectators vision insofar aa it ia
e, and one starting from the screen and
["in the apectator’s perception inaofar aa
ojective (on the retina, a second screen).
way that ‘I sec’ the film, | mean thereby a
tixture of two contrary currents: the film
I veceive, and it ia also what I release. .
g it. [ am the projector, receiving it, I am
n: in both these figures together, I am the
which pointa and yet records.”

jat happens, then, in the process of view-
series of mirror-effects. “"Am | not myself
it myself looking at the film?" asks Metz.®
ilt, thesspectator is both absent from the
s perceived, but so too present there ‘as

«"At every moment,” Metz notes, Slam in,

by my Iopk'é caress.™ Multiple series of
identifications take place inviewinga film,
ations that are connected with the mirror
iginal siteof primary identification.

" identification to take place with a spe-

cific architectural space, we should look for an
equivalent process of mirrorings, This process
would depend on the introjection of the external
world into the self, and the projection of the self
on to the external world, so tha ¢ is an equiva-
lence — the one reflects t
tion may take place.

The sense of i
of the external worlg
within an architectun
jamin, who presents
obscura, a photosensitive]
interiors are etched in momes
But this occurs only at certain moments, when a
particularly memorable event serves as a kind of
flash bulb, flaring up like magnesium powder to

imprint that interior on the mind:

Anyene can observe that the duration for which
we are exposed to impressions has no bearing
on their fate in memory. Nothing prevents us keep-
ing rooms in which we have apent twenty-four
houra or leaa clearly in our memory, and forgetting
othera in which we have passed montha. It ia not,
therefore, due to insufficient expoaure if no image
appears on the plate of remembrance. More fre-
quent, perhapa, are the cases when the half-light
of habit denies the plate the necessary light for
years, until one day from an alien source it flashes
a4 if from burning magnesium powder, and now a
Anapahot tranasfixea the room’ image on the plate.
Nor is this very myaterious, Aince such momenta
of sudden illumination are at the same time
momentswhen we are beaside ourselves, and while
our waking, habitual, everyday self is involved
actively or paaasively in what is happening, our
deeper aelf reats in another place and is touched
by the shock, aa is the little heap of magnesium
powder by the flame of the match.™

We should perhaps extend Benjamin's sugges-
tive model of the camera to that of the camcorder,
for spatial experiences are seldom static. The pho-
tograph gives way to the video movie as ;die&primary
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ing, read ourselves. As
was observed by Robert Vischer in the context of
empathy theory, we need to project something of
ourselves onto the other in order to recognize — or

mis-recognize — ourselves in the other:

At this point, however, our feeling rises up and
takes the intellect ar its word: yes. we miss red-
blooded life, and precisely becauase we mias it, we
imagine the dead form as living. We have seen how
the perception of a pleaaing form evokes a pleasur-
able sensation and how such an image symboli-
cally relates to the idea of our own bodies — or
converaely, how the imagination seeka to experi-
ence itself through the image. We thus have the
wonderful ability to project and incorporate our
own phyaical form into an objective form, in much
the same way as wild fowlers gain acceas to their
quarry by concealing themaelves in a blind, What
can that form be other than the form of a content
identical with itaelf? It ia therefore our own per-

Aonality that we project into it.*

This projection of persanalityg or intention-

ality onto an object is one tk

much mainstream archite tu omme
investment of m’:‘ not'el plai
ative potential o%qgeself in th
moments of identific ‘ bur it also éxp/
the pre@:lema&ic foundation of. any discourss
authenticity that “projects” authenticity ontdka
obj

# In the hermeneutic moment one te
d that projecti though it were a proj
of the o}zjdﬁ;ﬂ in reality, intention-
j/

-

-
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ality, authenticity, and all kinds of content are
merely projections. Buildings, according to Fred-
ric Jameson, do not have any inherent meaning.
They are essentially inert, and are merely invested
with meaning.®

Walter Benjamin, however, adds a crucial gloss

to these processes of introjection and projection:

Buildings are appropriated in a twofold manner:
by use and by perception — or rather, by touch and
Aight. Such appropriation cannot be underatood in
terms of the attentive concentration of a rouriat
before a famoua building. On the tactile side there
is no counterpart to contemplation on the optical
aide. Tactile appropriation is accomplished not Ao
much by attention as by habit. As regards archi-
tecture, habit determinea to a large extent even
optical reception. The latter, too, occura much less
through rapt attention than by noticing the object
in incidental fashion. This mode of appropriation,
developed with reference to architecture, in cer-
tain circumatances acquires canonical value. The
tasks which face the human apparatuas of percep-
tion at the turning pointa of history cannot be
solved by optical means, that is. by contempla-
tion, alone. They are maatered gradually by habit,

under the quidance of tactile appropriation™

In Benjamin's terms, buildings are appropri-
ated. They are introjected — absorbed within the
psyche not just through vision, but also through
touch. We may extend this to include the full regis-
ter of senses. Moreover, for Benjamin, these appro-
priations are reinforced by habit. Here memory

plays a crucial role. @ver a period of time, the sen-

e impulses; they consti-
tute our background horizon of experience. In this
sense, identification is as an ontological condition
consolidated through memory. We could there-
fore reflect upon the model of the oneiric house
offered up by Gaston Bachelard in The Poetica of
Space™ It is precisely the odor of drying raisins —
parallelling Lefebvre's equally evocative descrip-
tion of the sound of singing echoing through the
cloisters — that points to the Proustian way in
which the oneiric house is a type of introjection of
previous experiences.”

Identification with a particular place may
therefore be perceived as a mirroring between the
subject and the environment over time. Here we
might understand the subject, in Metz's terms,
can be both screen and projector, for in moments
of identification we see ourselves in objects with
which we have become familiar. At the same time,
we have introjected them into ourselves. That reg-
istering of impulses leads to one type of reflection

— the recognition of the other in the self. Mean-

while the projection of the self onto the external
world leads to a second type of reflection - the
recognition of the self in the other. In either case,
a type of mirroring results leading to a fusing
between self and other. Here we can recognize a
second order of mirrorings, for mirrorings occur
not only in the engagement between the self and
the environment, but also between that engage-
ment and memories of previous engagements. An
originary experience is repeated in all similar
experiences. And that process of repetition rein-
forces of the original moment of identification. In
this sense habit — as a ritualistic replication of
certain experiences — consolidates the process of
identification.
The seemingly static model of identification
forged through a reflection — as though ina mirror
— appears at first sight to contrast markedly with
the more dynamic notion of identity based on per-
formativity. And yet, if we perceive the former
as being grounded in intentionality, we should
recognize the active dimension to the gaze itself.
For performativity is not merely a question of
physical performance, It extends also to modes of
perception, such as the gaze. Butler has already
addressed how the gaze should be seen as the site
of performativity in the context of race:

I do think that there (s a performativity to the gaze
that is not simply the tranapoaition of a textual
model onto a visual one; that when we see Rodney
King, when we Aee that video we are alao reading
and we are also conatituting, and that the reading
ia @ certain confuring and a certain conastruction.

How do we deacribe thar? It seema to me that that
isa moyjry of performativity, that it is radical-

‘ _“arian. that the kind of visual reading practice
“mhar goea into the viewing of the video (s part of

what I would underatand as the performativity of
what it ia ‘to race something’ or to be ‘raced’ by it.
So I auppoae that I'm intereated in the modalities
of performativity that take it out of ita purely

textualist context.™

This can be extended to the gaze as the poten-
tial site of an identification with place, since any
act of viewing may be charged with a conscious
moment of politicized reading. Visual artachments
might therefore be read as containing an active,
performative moment. What applies to the gaze
may equally apply to the other senses. What we
find, then, is that identification based on a pro-
cess of mirroring is but a variation on the active
identification with place embodied in ritualistic
patterns of behavior. Through the repetitive per-
formativities of these various modes of percep-
tion, a mirroring can be enacted and a sense of
identification with place can be developed and
reinforced through habit.

CONCLUSION

Identity, Freud once remarked, is like
of lost loves and former identificati.
these identifications, we could inclu
tural ones. Through a complex proces
sense of place, developing a feeling o
and eventually identifying with that pl
tity may be forged against an archite
drop. As individuals identify with an e/
so their identity comes to be constitu
that environment. This relates not onl
ual identity, but also to group identitie

Architecture therefore offers :
mechanism for inscribing the self in
ronment. [t may facilitate a form of id
and help engender a sense of belon
this point of view, architecture plays a
important social role. The significant
ever — beyond the nature of our ar
environment — is our engagement wit
ronment. ldentification is a product
sciousness by which we relate to ou
ings, and not a property of the su
themselves. Nor does matter — in But

— exist outside of discourse. As Mar
observes, following Butler: “Matter doe
in and of itself, outside or beyond dis
is rather repeatedly produced througl
tivity, which “brings into being or e
which it names."® This approach brin
to Bhabha's and Bourdieu's observati
ways in which culture operates. It al
understand architecture as a system
situated within a cultural discourse, ¢
meaning from that discourse.

All this helps us to reassess the r
between architecture and cultural identi
sage is clear: we should focus not only
tural forms themselves — for we woulc
to dismiss these forms as irrelevant —
the narrative and performative discours
them their meaning.™ With time the s
tures of architectural forms tend to lose1
nence, and slip into becoming part of an
and marginal background landscape. If
a performative construct — if it is acti
some kind of film script — then archit
be understood as a kind of film set. E
a film set that it derives meaning from
ties that have taken place there. Memoris

ated activities haunt architecture like a
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