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Introduction

Colin Rowe

“What you should try to accomplish is butlt meaning. So gat close to the meaning
and bullg.” Aldo Van Eyck, Team Tep Primer, p. 7

when, in the late Nineteen-Forties, modern architecture became
established and institutionalized, necesssarily, It lost something of its
original meaning. Meaning, of course, it had never been supposed to
possess. Theory and official exegesis had insisted that the modern
building was absolutely without iconographic conient, that it was no
more than the illustration of a program, a direct expression of social
purpose. Modern architecture, /it was pronounced,/was simply a
rational approach, to building; it was a logical derivative from func-
tional and technological facts; and — at the last analysis —it should
be regarded in thess terms, as no more than the inevitable result of
iwentieth century circumstances.

There was very little recognition of meaning in all this. Indeed the
need for symbolic content seemead finally to have been supersaded;
and it was thus that there emarged the spectacle of an architeclure
which claimed to be scientific but which — as we all know—was-in
reality profoundly sentimental. For very far from being as deeply
involved as he supposed with the precise resolution of exacting
facts, the architect was (as he always is) far more intimately con-
cerned with the physical embodiment of even more exacting fanta-
sies.

Fantasies about ineluctable change were combined in his mind with
further fantasies about imminent and apocalyptic catastrophe and
with still others about instant millenium. Crisis threatened; but hope
abounded, A ¢hange of heart was therefore required —for, if a new
world might still rise, like a phoenix, from out of the ashes of the old,
it was up to all men of good will to help bring this about; and, thus
while a holocaust of conventional vanitlies now ensued, the archlitect
called upon himself simultaneously to assume the virtues of the sci-
entist, the peasant and the child. The objectivity of the flrsi, the
naturalness of the second and the naivete of the third indicated the
values which the situatian required; and the architect, transformed
in terms of thls image could now assume his proper role — part
Moses, part St. Gearge — as the leader and the liberator of manking.

The 1dea was grand and, for a time, the messianic program was pro-
guclive. The architect found himself to be an enthusiast for speed
ang for sport; for youth, sunbathing, simple life, sociology, Canadian
grain elevators, Atlantic liners, Vuitton trunks, flling cabinets and
factories. And his buildings became the illustrations of these enthu-
siasms. But they became slso the ouilward and visible signs of a
better world, a testament in the present as to what the future would
disclose; and there was always the proviso that his buildings were
the agents of this future, that the more modern buildings were
erected the more the hoped for condition would ensue.

The hoped for condition did not ensue. For, when modern archi-
tecture became proliferated throughout the world, when it became
cheaply available, standardized and basic, as the architect had al-
ways wishead It 10 be, necessarily there resulted a rapid devaluation
of its ideal content. The intensity of its social vision became dls-
sipated. The building became no longer a subversive proposition
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about a possible Utopian future. It became instead the acceptable
decaration of a certainly non-Utopian present. The ville radieuse —
that city where llfe would become intelligent, educated and clean, in
which social Justice would be established and political issues re-
solved — this city was not to be built. Compromise and accommoda-
tion were therefore in order; and hence, with deflation of conviction,
there followed divergence of Interest.

The scene was now ripe for the cheap politician and the commercial
operator. The ravolution had both succeeded and failed. The cau-
tious and the careful could, therefore, now emerge; but, while they
could acclaim revolutionary success and repudiate suggestion of
fallure, there still remained the predicament of 'the true believer’
who, above all else, was obliged to detach himself from success.

The camp of success — always eclectic, facile and agreeable — pro-
ceeded to modity and to use the revolution. The camp of ‘the true
believer — always anxious for authenticity — attempted to work
over the results of the revolution sa as to make them strange, arcane,
difflcult; interesting to the few and inaccessible to the many, And
both parties were prone, as advantage seemed to dictate, to employ
sometimes the polemics of revolution and sometimes its forms.

Thus there ensued that succassion of fractional style phases: the cult
of townscape and the new empiricism, Miesian neoclassicism, neo-
Liberty, the New Brutalism, Team X, the Futurist Revival. Archigram,
in terms of which involutions any consideration of architecture in the
Nineteen-Seventies must be based; ang, indeed, the two camps — of
success and ‘the frue believer' — have, by now, 30 much interpene-
trated, so infected one anothar, sa much exchangad arguments and
apologelic, appearances and motifs, that to discriminate either Is be-
coming a major operation.

So much is largely true today of modem architecture in general; but
it should go without saying that these remarks do not wholly describe
its modus vivendi — either past or present— within the United
States. Thus, while with regard to Europe, it is possible to argue that
modern architecture was conceived as an adjunct of socialism and
probably sprang from approximately the same ideological roots as
Marxism, in America an indigenous modern architecture was very
consplcuously unequipped with any such implicit social program or
politically critical padigree. That is: an indigenous modern archi-
tecture was the result of no largely obtrusive collective social con-
cern and its expanents seem scarcely to have been obsessed by any
overwhelming vision of either impending cataclysm or of unitary
future world. These visions were distinctively European and, in ex-
treme form, perhaps more specifically Germanic; but, whatever their
place of origin and concentration, rooted as they were in the cir-
cumstances of World War | and the Russian Revolution, they qualified
European production,as they never could American. In post World
War | Europe, the combined promise and threat of Architecture or
Revolution could seem to many important innovators to be a very
real one;-but, in the United States, the presumption that only archi-
tactura could turn a ‘bad’ revolution into a ‘good’ one, that only a
Wagnerian recourse to ‘total’ design could avert social catastrophe,
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{his could never seem to be very highly plausible, For in the United
states the revolution was assumed to have already occurred — in
1776, and it was further assumed to have initialed a social order
which was not to be supersoded by subsequent develcpments, In
other words, with the revolutionary theme divested by circumstances
of both its catastrophic and futurist implications, with this theme
rendered retrospeclive, legalistic and even nationalist, an indigenous
modera architecture in America deployed connolations guita distinct
from its Eurcpean counterparls. Its tacit assumptions were infinitely
less grand. It was clean, efficient, empirically reasonable, simple,
evidently to be related to the time-honored Yankee virtues; and
while a Frank Lioyd Wright could — and did — claim revolutionary
antecedents, could represent his buildings as the natural sequeal to
something latent and libertarian in American air, as the Usonian
efflorescence of a politically demacratic society: still, in doing so, he
proposed no intringic challange 1o the social order and inferred no
scheme of radical social reconstruction. Instead, such an archi-
teciure as his was essentially a call for a particular political society
to become more complately itself,

But, if the Architecture-Revolution confrontatien (whatever value Is
attached to either of its componants) is one of the more cbviously
unexplored ingrediants of modern architecture’'s folklore, and if any
attempt 1o explore it would, almost certainly, mest with the most
strenuous disavowal of ils significance and, il it might be passible to
demonstrate the action or the inaction of this fantasy, for present
purposes it should be enough simply ta reiterate thal the revolu-
tionary theme was never a very prominent component of American
speculation about building. European modemn architecture, even
when it operated within the cracks and crannias of the capitalist
system, exisled wilhin an ultimately socialist ambiance: American
modern architecture did not. And it was thus, and either by inadver-
tance or design, that when in the Nineteen-Thirties, European modern
archilecture came to infiirate the United States, it was introduced
as simply a.new approgch (o building — and not much more. That
is: it was introduced, largely purged of its .ideclogical or societal
content; and it became available, not as an evident manitestation (or
cause) of socialism in gome form or other, but rather as a decor de
ia vie for Greenwich, Connecticut or as a suitable venger for the
corporale activities of ‘enlightened’ capitalism.

Depanding on our valuas, this was aither triumph or tragedy; bul the
presantation of modern archilecture primarily in terms of lormal or
technological construct, its disinfection from political inference, its
divorce from possibly doubtful ideas, in olther words, ils ultimate
American qualification, should be recognized as being impartant —
both inside and guiside the United States — and as having direct
bearing upon developmants at the present day. For, by these means,
and for Better or worse, the message of modern architeclure was
transformed -1t was made sale Tor capitalism and, with its dissemina-
tion thersby assisted, the products of 8 movement which became
crystalized in the stress and the trauma of the central European
Ninateen-Twenties became agreeably available to be catalogued —
on either side of the Atlantic — among the cultural trophies of the
affluent society.

The ironies of a Eurppean revolulion which, perhaps, tragically failed
to make it, do not comprise the most gratifying of spactaclies. When
these are compounded with the further ironies of trans-Atlantic arch-
itectural interchange and their physical results, in America, Europe
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and elsewere. we find ourselves confronted with an evidence — ar
adulteration of meaning, principle and form — which is far irom &

to neglect. The impeccably good intentions of modern architectura
its genuine ideals of social service, above all the poetry with which
so ofien, it has invested random twentieth century happening may
all conspire to inhibit doubts as to its present condition, to encourage
a suppression of the obvious; but, conspire as they may, and hows
ever reluctantly we recegnize i, the product of modern architecture
compared with its performance, the gap between what was antici-
pated and what has been delivered, still establishes the base line for
any responsible contemporary production and, in doing so, intro-
duces the context for consideration of such buildings and projects
as are here published.

These, had they been concelved ¢. 1930 and build in France, Ger=
many, Switzeriand or ltaly, had then they been illustrated by Alberto
Sartoris or even F. R. S. Yorke, would today very likely be approached
as ancient monuments; and af exemplary of the heroic pericds of
modern architecture, they would be visited and recorded. Indeed one
can imagine the lourists-and almost concoct the historical evalua-
tions. But these buildings were not conceived c. 1930. They are of
comparatively recent origin; they are built in, or proposed for, the
vicinity of New York City; and therefore, whatever their maerits and
demerits, such is the present constellation of critical ideas, they can
only be regarded &s constituting a problem.

For we are here in the presence of whal, in terms of the orthodox
theory of modern architecture, is heresy. We are in the presence of
anachronism, nostalgia, and, probably, frivolity. If modern architec-
ture looked like this ¢. 1930 then it should not look (ike this today; |
and. if the real political issue of the present is not the provision of
the rich with cake but of the starving with breéad, then not only
formally but also programmatically these buildings are irreievant.
Evidently they propound no obvious revolution; and, just as they
may be anvisaged as dubiously European lo some American lastes,
s0 they will seem the painful evidence of American retardation to
certain European and, particularly, English judgments,

Now these avaluations will not be made 1o go away, A grass rools
‘Neo-Populist Americanism will approve of these buildings no more
than a Pop-inspired and supercilious European, or English, nec-
Marxism: and, given the situation in which opposite but sympathetic
extrames will, alike, both smell abomination, it might be best (o ad-
dress arguments lo neither of these two states of mind but, instead,
to withdraw attention to that body of theory, alieged or otherwise, of
which these buildings, like s0 many of their predecessors of the
Nineteen-Twenties and Thirties, may be construed as violation,

With the establishment and institutionalization of modern architec-
ture, not only was much of its original meaning lost; but it also be-
came apparen! that it was scarcely that synthesis it had so widely
been proclaimed to be. It becama apparent that never had it been
so much the limpid fusion of content and form, that famous integra-
tion of fesling and thinking, which Siegfried Giedion had supposed
a symbicsis of highly discrete and ultimately incompatible proce-
dures; and, if the incompatibility between the form of modern archi-
tecture and its professed thearetical program, however apparently
happy was their brief co-existence some thirty lo forty years ano,
has now long been evident, it has also been the subject of, in general
sardonic comment. The configuration of the modern building was




aleged to derive {rom a scrupulous atfention to particular and con-
crete problems, it was supposed 1o be induced from the empirical
{acts of its specific case; and yet modern buildings (ooked alike
whelher their specific case was that of a factory or an art museum.
Therefore there was no one to one correspondence between practics
and theory. Thus it could come to be argued thai, from almost the
peginning, the buildings erected in the name of modern architecture
had comprised an enormous series of misunderstandings; that they
had represented no intrinsic renewal: that, ultimately, they had con-
stituted no more than a simultaneously sophisticated and nalive re-
arrangement of surfaces. Reyner Banham's Theory and Design in the
First Machine Age cslebrated just this problem and it concluded
with what amounted to a repudiation of modern architecture’s forms
and an endorsement of what the modern movement, theoretically,
was supposed to be. And this is a styte of critique which, tor obvious
reasons, has now become very well known, For, at one ang the same
time, it allows its exponents the pleasures of condemning, or of
patronizing, most of modern architecture’s classic achievements and,
also, of annexing that revolutionary tone which, though it may be
ancient, can still posture as new.

But, if it is possible to speak of the theoretical program of modern
architecture and to observe how, almost invariably, It was largely
honorad In the breach, then, by now, the logical contradictions within
this alleged theory ilself should, equally, be glaring — though, per-
haps, It would be more correct 1o speak of this theory not in terms of
its logical contradictions. For in the light of any critical perspective,
what we have here is very little more than an incoherent bundle of
highly vofatlle sentiments, not s much the stipulation of a consistent
gogma as the regisiration of a general tendency of thought and the
evidence of a highly pronouncad climate of feeling.

As already suggested, in its theory, modern architecture was con-
ceived to be no more than a rational and unprejudiced response to
twentieth century enlightenment and its products; and, if we subject
this theoretical canceplion 1o a slight caricature, we might distin-
gulsh what is still a prevalent and orthodox position. It may be out-
lined as follows:

Modern architecture is no more than the result of the age;

The age is creating a style which is nof a style because this style
is being created by the accumulation of objective reactions to
external svents;

and hence, this style is authentle, valid, pure and clean, seli-rensw-
ing and self-perpetualing.

Thus, campressed and rendered absurd, it becomes, of course, diffi-
cult to undersiand how passion could, and can still, revolve around
such a statement as this one; that is until we recognize that what we
have here s the conftatlon of two powerful nineteenth century ten-
dencies of thought. For here, in varying degrees of disguise, we are
presentad with both ‘science’ and ‘history.' We are provided with
the Positivist conceptlon of {act (without any great epistemological
reservations as 1o what does constitute a fact) and we are provided
with the Hegelian conceptlon of manitest destiny (without any doubts
as to the substantial reality of the inexorable zeitgeist) and then, as
a corollary, we have the implicit assertion that when these two con-
ceptions are allied, when the architect recognizes only ‘facts’ and
thus, by endorsing ‘science,’ becames the instrument of ‘history,’ then
a situation will [nfallibly ensue in which all problems wlll vanish away.

But again, although in these notices we may touch upon one of the
centrgl motivations of twentieth century archifectire, it is only when
we introduce subsidiary arguments into this scene that it fully begins
to acquire color and momentum. And thus, the idea of refying upon
the facts,” however ill determined these may be, the idea that when
once the relevant data are collected then the controlling hypothesis
will automatically divulge itself, becomes very easily allied with the
so many attacks upon ‘ant’ (the gratuitous transformation of private
concern into public pre-occupation) which, even though ‘art’ is
bought and consumed to its destruction, is typically conceived to be
a reprehensible activity, And, correspondingly, attacks upon ‘archi-
tecture' conducted by the architect have always expressed irritation
at the continued existence of the institution and dismay ihat the item
is still to be lound avzilable. For architecture, so it is consistently
inferred, Is only morsally acceptable so long as the archlect sup-
presses his individuality, his temperament, his taste and his eultursl
traditions; and unless, in this way, he is willing to win through to
‘objectivity' and to a ‘scientific’ state of ming, then all his work can
do is to obstruct the inexorable ynrolling of change and thereby,
presumably, retard the progress of humanity.

However, it we are here presented with what might saem to be an
argument for pure passivily, with an argument that the architect
should act simply as the mldwife of hislory, then we might also rec-
ognize an entirely contrary strand of thought which no less urgently
clamors for attention. The idea that any repelition, any copying, any
employment of a precedent or a physical model is a failure of cre-
ative acuily is one af the central intuitions of the modern movement.
This is the desp seated idea that repetition establishes convention
and that convention leads to callousnass; and thus, almost constitu-
tlonally, madern architecture has been opposed to the dictatorship
of the merely received. Opposed to the impasition of a priori pattern
upon the multifariousness of events, instead it has set re-eminent
value upon ‘discovery’ — which, characteristically, it has been un-
willing to recognize as ‘invention.’ Without an unflagging conscious-
ness of flux and of the human efforts which this implies, without a
continuous abllity to erect and to dismantle scaffolds of reference,
then — so praceeds an argument — it is entirely impossible to enter
and 1o occupy those territories of the mind, where, alone, significant
creation moves and flourishes,

The idea can only deserve respect; but, if it is pressed, then like so
many ideas which also deserve respect, it can only become some-
thing doctrinaire and destructive of its own virtues; ang, with its
heroic emphasis upon the architect as activisi, the notion of archi-
tecture as ceaseless moral expsriment must now be subjected to the
prasence of yet another equally coercive but contrary proposition.

"~ This, quite simply, is the idea that modern architecture was to in-

stigate order, that it was to establish the predominance of the norma-

tlve, the typical and the abstract.

However we may estimate the record of nineleenth century build-
ing, It is not hard to see how ideas of order and type should have
recommended themselves (0 lhe modern movement. For, in con-
strast to the products of Romantic individualism and political /aissez
faire, there was always the evidence of previous centuries, of Bath
or Potsdam, Amsterdam or Nency; and, there was always involved
some sort of fantasy concerned with a contemporary simulacrum
of just such cilles as these, then, in the siad/ungen of Frankfurt
or al Siemenstadt, among the early triumphs of modern architec-



fure, ons may presumably discern the influence of this intention.

But such developments belonged to the age of innocence; and while
in them the reasonable demands of the particular versus the ab-
stract, of specific function versus general type might seem to have
been approximately met, there still remained to prevent the multi-
plication of such achievements the overriding inhibitlon as to repeti-
tion. the conviclion that to repraduce something, to allow precedent
to enforce itself, was to betray the forces of change and to deny the
drive of history.

Now whether it was thus that the demand for order became vitiated
by the competing necessity to illustrate the action of experiment or
the behavior of ‘first' principles, if should be enocugh to state that it
seems likely — whatever value we may wish to attribute to change
and ordar — that a high valuation of change must, in the end, cancel
out a high valuation of order, that, given the perpetual re-definition
of a situation, no theory of types can survive, that, if the terms of 2
problem are constantly alteared before approaching solution, then
that problem never can be solved. But if, with this statement, though
it is rarely made, there is nothing remarkable announced, then at-
tention might usefully be directed towards another of those para-
doxes which sprout so irresistibly the more the theory of modern
architecture is, aven casually, scrutinized.

Modern architecture professed to address itself to the great public.
What was believed to be its intrinsic rationality was never overtly
intended for the delectation of minor professional interest groups;
bui rather the architect was to address himself to the natural man.
Enlightenment won by bitter struggle was to speak to enlightenment
which was innate. As simply a scientiflc determination of empirical
data modern architecture was to be understood by the natural man;
and hence that the modern building, belleved to be purged of mythi-
cal content, became conceivable as the inevitable shelter for a
mythica! being in whose aboriginal psychology myth could occupy
no place. '

The notion, of course, continues to possess a cerlain eighteenth
century decency, Without rhetoric, the truth will be accepted as the
truth, But, in practice, it has always allied with an aliernate ambition.
The modern building should — and can — act as a phrophetic state-
ment, Retrospection is o be tabooed: the memory Is o be axerclsed
no more; nostalgia can only corrupt; and it is with reference to this
ambition, perhaps never explicity ultered, that we revert again fo
the thesis of an architecture which does not involve ltself with minor
sophistications, which is no way concerned with local amblguities,
Ironical references and witty asides, which is absolutely not at all
addressed to the few, but which, of its nature, is absolutely avail-
able and intelligible to the uninstrucied {or to the however In-
structed) many. For there should be no doubt whatsoever that this
was the objectlve, and it is hers, when the ideal of public inlelligibil-
ity makes its extreme claim, that it might be proper to obtrude the
issue of prophecy versus memory.

The concept of the modern building as a compilation of recognizable
empirical facts is, evidently, immediately compromised by the more
suppressed concept of the building as a prophetic statement (for are
prophetic specuiations emplrical facts?); but the simultaneous orien-
tation towards both the prophetle and the Intelligible should now be
related o modern architecture's emphatic anathema of retrospec-
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tion and its products, And il should not be. necassary to itemize the
details of this anathema. Simply it should be enough to ask the
question: How to be intelligible without involving retrospection?;
and, without being unduly senlentious, it should be enough 1o ob-
serve (hal except in terms of retrospection, in terms of memory upon
which prophecy itself is based, upon recollection of words with
meaning, mathematical symbols with values and physical forms with
attendant avertones, it is difficult ta see how any ideal of communi-
cation can flourish. in a befter world, no doubt, the problem would
not exist; but if, in conceiving a better world, modern architecture
heres conceived no problem, then we mjght abruptly conclude thls
issue by suggesting that, unless a building in some way or other
evokes something remembered, it is not easy to see how it can

"anlist even a shred of popular interest. The ideal of order based

upon public understanding if it is to be Insisted upon, requires some
suppression of both experimentalist angd fulurist enthusiasm.

The toregoing remarks have been an atlempt, admittedly over-
compressed and far (oo generalized, o identify — not without criti-
cal asides — the complex of sentimenis aboul archltecture in terms
of which the buildings here published are likely to be condemned —
for formalism, bourgeois lack of conscience, esoteric privacy and
failure 1o keep pace with {he social and technologlcal mavement of
the age. But the moment that ihis body of ideas is subjected to
even the mosl casual skeptical analysis, the moment that it ceases
to be unexamined gospel, then it also becomas evident that, while
it may serve to illustrate what was once a creative state of mind, it
can no longer very seriously serve the purposes of usefu! criticism.
The thsoretical presumptions of modern architecture, located as
they once were in a matrix of eschatological and utopian fantasy,
began to mean very little when the technological and social revolu-
lionh whose imminencs the modern movement had assumed failed
10 take piace. For with this failure, If it became obvious that theory
angd praclice were disrslated, it could also become apparent that
theory itself was never so much a literal directive for the making of
buildings as it was an elaborately Indirect mechanism for the sup-
pression of feelings of gullt: guilt about the products of the mind —
felt 1o be comparatively insignificant, guilt about high culture — felt
to be unreal, guilt about art — the most extreme anxiety to gisavow
the role of private judgment in any analyticat or synthetic enterprise.
In the end what is understood as the theory of modern architecture
reduces itsell to little more than a constellatlon of escapist myths
which are all active in endegvouring to relieve the architact of re-
sponasibility for his choices and which all alike combine to persuvade
him that his decisions are not so much his own as lhey are, some-
how, immanent in scientific, or historical, or social process.

And this realization breeds another, For if these once convincing
and still seductive doctrines — with their strong determinist and
historicist blas — are vary readily susceptible to demolition, and If
they are nol yet demolished is surely a tribute to modern archilag-
ture's public virtues, then one might still ask why it is that an atti-
tude of mind which places so much emphasis upon changs, which
gels such a high value upon exploration and discovery, itself con-
tinues no! to change. The sense of what was said some fifty years
ago prohlbits repetition; but then the repetition of what was said
persists, . ..

Now, either statements made about archltecture in the Nineteen-
Twenties comprise an immutable revelation valig fer alf time (which




is contrary to the meaning of thgsg staien'_lent_s). or they dg not. But
if logically —in terms of the principle which it tends to stipulate —
the use and re-use of verbal or polemical modet deriving from the
Nineteen-Twenties should be conceived as subject to the same
reservations as the use of a physical model belonging to the same
years, then that such logic does not widely apply is easy to explain.
For, while the forms of words can still seem to provide an heroic
litany of revolution, the form of buildings does not so readily offer
itself as any religious intoxicant; and, if the steady incantation of,
now, very old ‘revolutionary’ themes will encourage the further joys
of rhatorical excursion into areas of assumed social and technolog-
ical relevance, the recapituiation of the themes of building offers no
present career so blissful and free from trouble; and thus, while the
derivative argument continues to thrive, its exponents, conceiving
themselves to be the legitimate and sole heirs of the modern move-
ment, display very litlle tolerance for what ought to be recognized
as the absolutely parallel phenomenon of the derivative building,

Which is again to establish that the physique and the morale of
modern architecture, its flesh and its word, were (and could) never
be coincident; and it is when we recognize that neither word nor
flash was ever coincident with itself, Ist alone with each other, that,
without undue partiality, we can approach the present day. For under
the circumstances what to do? If we believe that modern architec-
ture did establish one of the great hopes of the world — always, in
detail, ridiculous, but never, in toto, to be rejected — then do we
adhere to physique-flesh or to morale-word?

To repeat: this choice became visible once it became almost too
evident to bear that the ceniral and socialist mission of modern
architecture had failed — or, alternatively, that this mission had
become dissolved in the sentimentalities and bureaucracies of the
welfare state. The simple fusion of art and technology, of symbolical
gesture and functional requirement was now not to be made’ and,
in default of _this fusion, a variety of alternatives have offered
themselves.

These have included what has already been listed: Miesian neo-
classicism (with some kind of dependent theory of Platonic form);
the New Brutalism (with the inference that self-flagellation may elicit
the better world); the Futurist Revival (with the very popular supposi-
tion that science fiction might provide the ultimate hope); and the
neo-art nouveau (which, both in its Shingte Style and Italian ramifica-
tions, insists that if we only retreat to the Eightesn-Ninsties — and
also simulate a naivete — then health will inevitably ensue,

And, to this catalogue, there must also be added the notion that we
ignore the situation altogether: that, in default of that convenient
anti-‘art’ entity of the Twenties called ‘the machine,’ we substitute
the equally useful entities designated 'the computer' and ‘the people’
and that, if these iwo abstractions are absolutely at variance with
each other, we will not indulge ourselves in too many scruples about
this problem. It is a problem which exists only in the minds of the
far too sensitive; and if research and data-collection are the wave of
the future — if the public wisdom so indicates — then it Is certainly
to the future we belong. -

Itis in this context of cholces (none of them very agreeable) that we
should place what is here published; and, having recognized this
context, we should not then be 1oo ready to impute charges of irre-

sponsibility. It is difficult to generalize the work of these five archi-
tects. Eisenman seems to have received a révelation in Como:
Hejduk seems to wish affiliation both to Synthetic Cubist Paris and
Constructivist Moscow. Nor will the more obviously Corbusian orien-
tation of Graves, Gwathmey and Meier so readily succumb to all
encompassing observations, But, for all this, there is a point of

" view shared which is quite simply this: that, rather than constantly

to endorse the revolutionary myth, it might be more reasonable and
more modest to recognize that, in the opening years of this century,
great revolutions in thought occurred and that then profound visual
discoveries resulied, that these are stjll unexplained, and that rather
than assume intrinsic change to be the prerogative of every genera-
tion, it might be more useful to recognize that certain changes are
$0 shormous as to impose a directive which cannot be resolved in
any individual life span.

Or, at least, such would seem to be the argument. It concerns the
plastic and spatial invenlions of Cubism and the proposition that,
whatever may be said about these they possess an eloquence and a
flexibility which continues now to be as overwhelming as it was then.
It is an argument largely about the physique of building and only
indirectly about its morale; but, since it should also be envisaged as
some sort of interrogation of the mid-twentieth century architect’s
capacity to indulge his mostly trivial moral enthusiasm at the ex-
pense of any physical product, it might also be appropriate to con-
clude what has been a largely negative introduction — an attack -
upon a potential attack — with a series of related questions which
might, ambiguously, help to establish the meaning —if any —in
Aldo Van Eyck's terms, of what is here presented.

s |g it necessary that architecture should be simply a logical deriva-
tive from functional and technological facts; and, indeed, can it
ever be this? >

s Is it necessary that a series of buildings should imply a vision of
a new and better world; and, if this is so (or even if it is not) then
how frequently can a significant vision of a new and better world
be propounded?

» [s the architect simply a victim of circumstances? And should he
be? Or may he be allowed to cultivate his awn free will? And are
not culture and civilization the products of the imposition of will?

» What is the zeitgeist; and, if this is a critical fiction, may the
architect act contrariwise to its alleged dictates?

» How permissible is it to make use of precedent; and therefore,
how legitimate is the argument that the repetition of a form is a
destruction of authenticity?

e Can an architecture which professes an objective of continuous
experiment ever become congruous with the ideal of an archi-
tecture which is to be popular, intelligible, and profound?

Colln Rowe
Professor of Architecture, Cornell Unlversity




Frontality vs. Rotation

Kenneth Frampton

Despite the significant differences of these works, they have much
in common. In the first place they suffer from a certain inflation of
scale.” They imply much larger structures, and at first glance it is
difficult to assess their true size, since they are all shown without any
anthropomorphic key. in the second place, they all appear to derive
from 3 dommon cultural base in as much as almost all of thase
designers know each other rather well. On occasion in the past, some
have even worked together, and thus they sharg a comparable ethos
in their respective positions.?

| will start my criticism with John Hejduk's House 10 of 1966. [t is
impossible to know the program in this case since these hieroglyphic
drawings are presented without either legend or furniture. The critic
is left to make his own deductions as ta where the building is, what
it is, and who will occupy it. Since there are even no indications as to
orientation, ste., it probably insists, mara than any other project here,
on a formal appraisal.

This scheme represents a new departure for Hejduk since many of
Hejduk's earlier projecis were based on transpositions of a diamond
within a square, that is, on a ‘'spiral” of rectilinear fugal relation-
ships. stacked above each other vertically,* Usually these houses
were divided into four floors and involved an intricate play of ele-
ments (rom floor to floor; precipitating changes in structure, fenestra-
licn, and space. This present project on the contrary s horizontal In
emphasis. Any fugal play here takes place between the disposition
of the related forms at either end of an elongated mass, It enganders
an illusion of considerable, not to say palalial, size due toc its hori-
zonfal extension. Furthermore, there ia a certain secrecy about the
main entrante, reminiscent of the work of Frank Lloyd Wrighi. The
designer Insists on a very direct appreach to the center of gravity of
its long mass, yet this is not the point of entry. A visitor has to turn
a sharp lelt in ordar to enter into the organic shaped foyer, before
proceeding to the two interdependent, part “'solid,” part "‘glazed."
pavilions at the left of the composilion,

The left-hand complex consisis of two pavillons which establish the
first "end condition,”' so 10 speak. At the other end of the composition
there is 3 three-quarters circle which constitutes the third pavllion
and second "‘end condition.”’ The left-hand complex comprises an
L-shaped pavilion and a three-quarters sguare pavilion, Both are
assembled around L-shaped “armatures,” as is the semi-circular
pavilion at the right-hand end. One i¢ thus presented with thres
“llving'’ pavilions each of which has two structural slements in com-
mon, namely, a column and an L-shaped wall, as the compound
means for supporling the roof, In addition, each has a flireplace as
an additional free-standing spatial element. A fugal counterchange
is established; for example, the three-quarters samicircular pavilion
has within it a circular chimney structure, while the three-quarters
square has within it a three-quariers square chimney structure, How-
ever, at this junciure the consistency of the system breaks down, for
the "L"” form has within it a square chimney structure that is aligned
with one side of the “L."

A further inconsistency arises from the “code” implied by the formal

distortions that occur at the entrance. Here two organic-shaped
foyers ars set in relation to the three paviliohs. One is simply a dis-
tension of the entry; the other contains dressing room and toilet
facilities. The significance of these “‘blological" slements is hardly
elucidated by the addition of “lean-to” glazed structure parallel with
the spine and attached lo one of the farms. it one ¢an reasonably
equate “myth” o language, there are secondary “myths” evoked
here — apparently housing specific contant which is but cryptically
expressed. Each one of the glass pavilions incorporates a variation
on a related theme. They ars each connected by a spine which is
glass on one side and solid on the other. Various views out along this

_spine yield different juxtapositions of the pavilions. In its horizontal *
“display of forms and spaces this house clearly recalls the work of

Wright, and as with Wright the Basic strategy has been to suggest
a very extensive inner space through ihe device of an attenuated
horizontality.

Apart from the gratuitous cultural reference to Wright, another thing
that strikes one about this house is the frontality of its total mass in
contrast 10 the rotalion of its extremities. This theme of frontaliza-
tion versus rotation crops up, in one form or another, in most of the
works presented here. Advancing from the roadside garage in the
Hejduk House one is presented with a series of planes, parily de-
noted by paths on the ground and partly established by glazed sur-
faces so that this layering of frontal ptanes is reinforced as one
approaches the house, Once within the spine, however, this initial
frontalization collapses like a mirage into the axis of its labyrinthine
organization.

A very different situation obtains in Pater Eisenman’'s House |, the
Barenholiz Pavilion in Princeton, where the play between frontaliza-
tion and rotation amounts to an ever present conflict which at no
point is ever allowed o be resolved. Intimations of frontality and
assymeirical spinning are present constantly. Neither inside nor out
is the one allowed to become master over the other, although para-
doxically, in comparison to the Hejduk House, the building is not
approached frontally. The museum entry is arranged in such a way
that, to the initiated, it is reminiscent of the approach to Terragni’s
Giuliani-Frigerio, in Como, where there is insuiticient depth to permit
frontalization.® Willtully obacured, the museum is based on an infra-
structure which amounts to an overlay of tartan grids running in
two diractions. These grids generate a number of augmenting and
conllicting planes. Apart from the contrasting phenomena of frontal-
ily and rotation there is another aspect to this museum which is
totally absent in the Hejduk project. This aspect, which one can only
call the "‘theme of erosion.” is present in poth the Eisenman and
Graves projects, although the form in which it expresses itself differs
from one to the other. Eisenman's feeling for erosion seems to be
determined by his aftiliation to the pre-war Italian Rationalist tradi-
tion. Eisenman's prediliclion for the “building as ruin” is not ex-
ploited for picturesque ends.® On ihe contrary, he appears to ex‘ploit
the notion of the “building as ruin” from a “mythical” point of view.”
For example, the timber boarded pattern of the ground floor sug-
gests, with great orecision, the presence of the “absence” of a
support which has been magically removed. On this level the “build-




ing as ruin” does not evoke the nolion of literal decay. It is more like
a steight-of-hand device that is used 1o maintain the unresolved ten-
slon between frontalization and rotation. Internally the presence
and/or absence of stainless steel cylindrical columns serve to main-
tain this Irresolution. One enters the maln double height valume to
be presented with forms which initlate raotation. One turns to the
left In accordance with this impulse to encounter a layering of
planes which engender a feeling of frontalization in depth. Mean-
while, the stalnless steel columns in the same space maintain an
unresolved dialogus between conflicting signals. There are threa
columns: two pairsed, one lree-standing. The palr at once suggests
the strong possibillty of entering between them, while the solitary
element, In conjunctlon with a screen wall, invites penetration be-
yond into the staircase slot.

The overlay of the grids themselves also stems from the “strategy”
of the "bullding as ruln." What one has hare, in fact, is a canstant
reference to an internal system of frontalization and to a column
grid that, howevery mannered, is archtypically classical. The use of
an ABABA grid i3 key ia this respect. Yet, this system is 80 manipu-
lated through overlays, that the ABA reading is at no point ever
quite comprehensible, It Is always being geometrically reduced or
shifted. It is architectonic “‘mirage” — a sleight of hang. Here the
“bullding as ruin,” as an aesihetic policy, has been used to create
a plastic fact, in which the prime intent cannot be perceived at all.
In general, materials such as stainless steel, wood, and tiles are
used in such a way in the Barenholtz Pavilion as to maintain the
complexity of these restless interactions. The roof lights reinforce
a prime rotational reading by being situated owver circulation
“routas.” In thls, intarnal frontalization may be taken 1o constitute
the essential “ruin’; while rotation may be approximated to the
“architectural promenade’ through it. Unfortunately this promenade
is compromised at the upper gallery level, where the insistent rota-
tory circulation leads to a point of “no return.’”

The Hanselmann house by Michas! Graves is a far less complex
structure. ts entry is gdirect, not secretive like the Hejduk project,
nor accidental as in the Eisenman pavilion, Again it is based on a
two way grid, but not on one determined by an ABA system. As far
as one can tell this is a three-by-three bay squarg grid. Again how-
ever, there Is conflict between frontalization and rotation, with
neither belng allowed to become dominant. Graves’ Manselmann
house Is much more determined by utilitarian needs than either of
the previous works. It has a plan which makes a very conscious
separation beteen the adult’s level and the children’s level. In this
house, In contrast 1o the Eisenman pavilion, one approaches a dis-
tinctly frontalized elevation to enter an internal system which is
more concerned with volumetric rotation. Here frontalization Is re-
served for the exterior, After the “fore” screen hardly any spatial
layering occurs inside the system. There is a code established in
the house of contrasting rectilinear and round columns, which, re-
spectively, refer to “point”’ and ‘“planse.” The facadss have a very
strong two-dimensional quality. Thay evoke a "‘cardboard aura” and
generate an envelope of complex surfaces which are either cut Into
or prolected out of a defined plane; engendering a surface play
which exists almost independently from the main spatial organiza-
tlon. Sometimes this surface play suggests internal volumes, such
as triple height spaces, that in fact do not exist. Generally, in oppo-
sition to the Eisenman museum there Is an erosion of “skin'' rather
than an erosion of “structure.”” This Intense manipulation of surface
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As He|duk has mada clear, the splraling fugal theme of his 1967 project (figs: 2, 3, 4)
was based on Mondrlen’s Foxtrot of 1927 (flg: 1) In strong contrast to the frontalized
planar layering of his 13989 project which was related 1o Wrighl's Roble House of 1908
(Ng:5).




genearates a building mass that seems ephemeral. One perceives
the whole mass only in the west facade. On the north and west ele-
vations the surface erosions are controlled; whereas at the south
and east facades the ‘‘mass-volume” is eroded to the point of ““col-
(apse.” The overall plastic complex strongly denies the initial fron-
lalization of the approach, while apperently respecting certain fea-
tures disposed diagonally across the site.

In Aichard Meier's Smith house, in Darien, Connecticut, the plastic
system is much less complex, yst once again we are presented with
a conflict between frontalization and rotation. In this building there
is a split belween rotary '"exploslon” toward a panoramic view in
the private realm and frontalization to the rear, i.e., toward public
approach. As in Graves' scheme, this conflict has its origins In the
site and in the orientation, Because of its relationship to a spectacu-
iar landscape, the rectilinear prism of this house is vaguely orga-
nized around diagonal axes. While these axes are generally to be
recognized, thers is no specific geometrical fix. These picturesque
references begin a whole unresolved formal displacement which
primarily serves to justify the erosion of the plastic integrity of the
waterfront facade. There is a strong contrast between the blank,
frontal, landward facade and the tendency for the house to ‘‘rotate”
around Its center an the other three sides. Thus, the whols of the
house when viewed from the seaward side, appears to consist of
overhangs, glazing slements, beams, staircases, otc., that are all
exploding diagonally outwards. There is a real disassociatlon be-
tween these forms tending to “blowout" from the center and the
frontatized planar system within the interior. This split is acknowl-
edged in the structure on the seaward side (free-standing columns,
etc.) and suppressed in the structure on the landward side, i.e.,
boarded walls. In general, as in the Graves' house, there is a schism
between frontallzation and rotation which dlagonal site references
finally fail to account for. This disassaclation is not helped by a
tripte height volume which emphasizes the vertically of the mterlor
as agalnat the .panoramlc vistas of the explading exterior.

The one house that does not Involve any system of frontalization at
all is the Charles Gwathmey Residence and Studio of 1966. This
house is sited so that an approach by car yields an Immediate obllque
view. One can never view this complex frontally, It simply cannot be
read in these terms. One sees it only as a continually changing se-
quence of obligue views, comprising a house and a iree sianding
studio. This compositional split naturally engenders a rotational sys-
tem. Apart from this the Gwathmey house is to be distinguished from
the others by its cubistic style and its emphasis on the vertical, which
reaches an ultimate expression in the raised pitched roof and in the
chimney. At the same time. horizontal slots are used to unite certain
spaces and square window openings to formally accentuate others.
Against the pltched roof complex the cylingrical slair acts as a pivot
off which the composition “spins."” In all this the “code" appears to
be quasi-programmatic, in a utilitarian sense. Thus, bathroom spaces
are denoted by square windows, etc., while a long slot window is
used to indicate the presence of a double helght living room. Simi-
larly in the studio, the picture window signifies the large studio
volume. The horlzontal openings stress the central plvotal compaosi-
tion,

The skin-light planes of the prisms are precisely respected through-
out. They are broken only by the flow of the form. All volumes recede
back from these planes, In contrast to the Graves’ Fort Wayne House,
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Eisenman's adaplon ol a Renalssance system al spatial sub-divislon, through alter-
nating wide and narrow bays (ABABA) is in marked contrast to Palladio's use of such
a system In his Villa Malcontanta of 1658 {flgs: 8 & 7) and to Le Corbusier's simllar
application in the Villa Garches of 1927 (figs: 8 & 9). Elseanman’s alternated, yet
varied, bay spacing hes much more effinity to Cesare Cattaneo's ‘slipped’ grid in his
Cernobblo house of 1939 (fig: 13). As In Eisenman's museum, neither this work of
Cattaneo nor Terragni's Glullanl-Frigerie of 1839 (fig: 10) are intended to function

as {rontallsed composlilons.
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Despite tnalr double and triple height spaces both Meler's Smith houss and Graves
Hanss'mann house display affinitias to Waller Gropius® own house of 1838 (lig: 11)
designed with Marcel Brewer. A romantic concern with inflectod views ovar and
thraugh the landscape i3 present in all three housss. Unconsclously ihese works,
like the Gwalhmey house, seem fo recall something of the architaclonic ol Ihe
American shingle-style home of the late BO's (lig: 12). Their spatial ethog is ullimalely
as foreign to the interlecking spatia’ stersometry of Le Gorbusier's Carthage Villa of
1928 {tig: 14} as it Is to the monumental hisicriciam ol the Carminait and Terragni,
Casa del Fascio al Lizzsane of 1939 (fig: 15).

vertical slois are not used in re-entrant corners to separata lwo meet-
ing planes, By the same toKen, structural frames are not used in Lhis
house to eslablish spatial laysrings. This house could very easily be
a load-bearing masonary struclure, although it is in fact a load-
bearing frame.

In all these houses rather lenuous “route” relationships are estab-
lished between the building and the site. In all with exception of the
Gwathmey and Hejduk houses thera is an unresolved conilict be-
tween frontalization and rotation. Again in the Graves and Meier
houses and in the Eisenman pavilion tharh is also an “arosion’” of
the surface, or of the structure, or of the mass, or of all three, Some-
thing of the general scaleness in these works suggests that they are
“models” for larger buildings although | do not think this applies to
either the Meier House in Darien or to the Gwathmey House on Long
lsland. Most of these houses with the exception of the Gwathmey
residence appear to be indifferent fo the general building cullure.
They are more concerned with a "cult of form." Despite this, most
of these works are inescapably related to the East Coast tradition of
light framed buildings (like the early United States houses of Gropius
and Breuer, for example). In all these projects except Hejduk's there
ls an allusion to concrete forms and to so called “post-Corbusian™
space; that Is, there are cerlain syntactical relerences 1o Le Corbusier
and hence a direct allusion 1o building in concrate.” Yet most of these
structures are built in wood,

In the case of the Gwathmey house, the fact that the siding is left
natural, places it well within an American wood building tradition.
One cannol bul be reminded of those remarkable bath houses de-
signed by Muschenheim and built on Long island in the lale 30's.
Are wa in the presence here of a special East Coast subculture com-
pounded of European abstraclion and American technigue? The
degree of “intallectuality” present in these projects certainly varies.
The Eisenman pavilion no doubt comprises the most complex system
and at the same time it no doubl represents the most “manneared"”
of all these works. 1t is also patently far removed from any kind of
American building culture of local origin. Nothing could be further
from the Shingle Style than it is, Its affiliations are with ltaly or,
more precisely, with the italian Rationalist movemant of the 30's.

Finally, aithough all of these works are permealed by the aura of
post-Corbusian space, none of them manipulate space in a way that
at all resembles the work of Le Corbusier, as for example, at the
Maison Cook where space is typically handled as though it were
translucent mass. Maison Cook comprises a complex interlocking of
blocks of space in which a fugal, mass-volume relationghip is to be
experienced by passing through and around the means of vertical
access, | think there are few buildings herg that even attempt such
a proposition, Paradoxically only the Gwathmey House cantaing that
necessary elament of surprise that naturally accrues to such spatial
transpositions.




1. This is & revised version of & text that was presented ot 8 CASE meeting held at
the Museum of Mcdern Art on May 8th and 16ih, 1368. On this occaagion the author
gave It as 8 comparative critigue of the five works exhibited at the meeling, namely,
ihe Barenholtx Museum, Princston, New Jersey, by Petaer Elsenman; a House at Fon
Wayne, Indlana, by Michael Graves; » House »f Darien, Conneclicut, by Rlchard
Meier: a project for a Horlzonial House by John Rejduk; and » house and studlo
designed by Charles Gwathmey, This criticism served to Initlate discusslon at that
time.

2. A number of thesa architects have since sterted to work on larger commisslons.
An infatlon of scale in the small domestic house is. of tourse, to be found through-
out the modern movement. It is very prevalent, for example, in the West Coast work
of A. M. Schindler.

3. This common base, of course, depends on a great deal more than aither mutual
friendship or team work. It ig obvious that all {hese designers are, In varying degrees,
subject to the influence of the work of Le Corbusier., Of more Immediate critl-
caf Import to the work shown al the CASE Maellng of 1369 was the Colln Rowe
and Robert Slutzky article "Transparency: Llleral and Phenomenal,"” published in
Parspecia No: 8 pp. 45~48.

4. The erchltect John He)jduk and the palnier Roberi Slutzky staged a Joint archl-
tecture and palating show on the theme of the Dlsmond and the Square at the
Archltectural League In the Fall of 1967. This must surely go down es a largely
unacknowledged oxhlbition of conaiderable Imporl. The Dutch Oe Siiji movement
exescised a particylar {nfluence of Helduk's work at thls time. Clearly a palnting

lika Mondrtan's Foxtrof influenced the davelopmant of He]db'k‘a Project A: House
of 1967. C j

S. This la rather a loose comparlson. The Casa Gluliani-Frigarlo bulit at Como to
the designs of Giuseppe Terragni In 1940 is approached slong an east-west sireat
and entered adbruplly fiom the norih. Where Le Corbusier's Villa Garches, for ex-
ample, Insists on dlelani frontal appralsal. Giulianl-Frigesio I8 eminently a block
that has fo bo seen obliquely, from close proximity.

6. The "bullding ®s ruin” i3 a plcturesque notlon certeinly dating in Western Archi-
teciure from Pirgnesl onwards. There Is a flayor of such piciuresqueness latent in
the works of the ltallan Ratlonalists due largely, | suspeci, to ihe historicist-
nationalist climate engendered by the Fascists. Typical of 8uCh 2n uneasy compound
is the Case del Fasclo buill at Lissone 1n 1939. This building desipned by Anthonio
Carmingll and Giuseppe Terragnl clearly divides between the ‘“ratlonalist” main
block and the historicisi “lower of arder,” executed In stone to one side.

7. Despite tho archifect’s disclalmer to the conrary, | tanded {o read the distortions
lo the Inney columnar giructure of the Bargnholtz pavillon In mythical terms. What |
vaguely Infend by the ferm ““myth™ here has been best explained by Ernst Cassirer
In his book Myth and Language when ha wrate: “Language and Mylh stand In an
original and Indissolubla correlation with one another. from which they both emerge
bui gradually as independent eloments. They are two diverse shoots from the same
parent stem, tha same Impulse of symbalic formulation, springing from the same basic
menial acllvily, & conceniratlon and haightening of slmple sensory experience.”



Peter Eisenman
1967

Cardboard Architecture: House |
Peter D. Eisenman

House |

These two articles by Peter D. Eisenman, "House 1”
and “House II'" were first drafted \n November of 1989
and Apri{ of 1870, respectively, in both cases they
were redrafted and necessarily condensed for publica-
tion in the first edltion of this book.

in this editlon the substance of the ideas remain the
same as In the first publication. The only intention tn
the changes which have been made here has been to
clarify their content.

At present most buildings are burdened by thelr very
description as museums' or "country houses" with
a weight of cultural meaning which is here meant to
be neutralized by the opposition of an equally loaded
term. "'Cardboard,” usually a derogstary term in archi-
tectural discussion (as Baroque and Gothic were when
lirst used). is used here deliberately as an ironic ang
pre-emptory symbol for my argument.

Cardboard is used to guestion the nature of our per-
ception of reality and thus the meanings ascribed to
reelity. Thus It is not so much a metaphor describing
the forms of the bullding but rather Its Intention. For
example, models are oftan made of cardboard, so the
term raises the question of the form in relation to the
process of deslign: Is this a building or s it a model?

’Cardboard is used to shift the focus from our existing
conception af form in an aesthstic and functional con-
text to a _consideration_of form as a marking or nota-
tional system. The uUse of cardbdard atiempls to dis-
tingulsh an aspect of these forms which are designed
to act as a signal or @ message and at the same lime
the representation of them as a message.

Cardboard is used to signify the result of tha particular
way of genserating and transforming a series of priml-
tive Integar relationships into a2 more complex set of
specific relationships which become the actual build-
ing. In this sense cardboard Is used to denote the par-
ticular deployment ot columns, walls, and beams as
they deflne space in a serles of thin planar, vartical
layers. It |8 not so much a literal recognition of the
actual surfaces ag cardboardlike and thus insubstan-
tial but rather i3 meant to slgnlfy the virtual or implied
layering which Is produced by the partlcular configura-
tion,

In this context House | and House |l are experiments
which attempt to translate these concepts into a pos-
sible working method and Into 8 physical environmeant.

There is often an attempt made to rationalize
architecture in terms of its program. In a
paper given at the R..B.A. in 1957, Sir

John Summerson represented this position
quite explicitly when he attempted to make a
case for a theory of architecture with such a
programmatic basis, In essence, Surnmerson
said the source of unity in modern architec-
ture is in the social sphere, in other words,
in the architect's program. But it would seem
that the situation is more complicated than
Summerson allowed. For if the program is to
sustain such an emphasis, it should be able
to specify and distinguish what the facts of
a particular situation are, and except for

‘certain physical laws, facts in a programma-

tic sense are in reality a series of value

Jjudgements. Much of the oeuvre of modern

architectural theory is involved in a basic
dilemma precisely because it has refused to
distinguish between problems of fact and
problems of value. And more specifically,
because it has refused to recognize prob-
lems of form as predicated by anything ex-
cept ideas of social and technological
change or as a matter for stylistic and
aesthetic speculation.

A museum as a program offers very little in
the way of specific functional requirements
which can act as either a suggestion for or
limitation to a formal development. This
might account for the fact that many of the
best museums are ones which have been
created in buildings originally designed for
other purposes. Equally, since it is difficult
to define a precise form from the functional
requirements, ths form of a museum is often
realized as a very idealized shape. Since
very little is imposed on the form of a mu-
seum by its function, its form may be used to
help clarify part of the problem outlined
above,

The making of form can, for instance, be
considered as a problem of logical consis-
tency; as a consequence of the logical struc-
iure inherent in any formal relationship. The
making of form in this sense is more than
the satisfaction of functional requirements
and more than the creation of aesthetically
pleasing objects, but rather the exposition
of a set of formal relationships.

House | was an attempt lo conceive of and
understand the physical environment in a
logically consistent manner, potentially in-
dependent of its function and its meaning.

The thesis presented in House |, the Baren-
holtz Pavilion, is as follows: one way of
producing an environment which can accept
or give a more, precise and richer meaning

than at present, is to understand the nature

of the strugture _as opposed to
the relationship of form to function or of

form ic meaning

House | posits one alternative to existing
conceptions of spatial organization. Here
there was an attempt, first, to find ways in
which form and space could be structured so
that they weuld produce a set of formal rela-
tionships which is the resutt of the inherent
logic in the jorms themselves, and, second,
to control precisely the logical relationships
of forms,

There were three steps in this process in
House |. First, an attempt was made to make
a distinction between those aspects of form
which respond to programmatic and tech-
nological requirements and those aspects of
form which relate to a logical structure. In
order to make this distinction, an attempt
was made to reduce or unload the existing
meaning of the forms. Second, a formal
structure was made from these marks in the
actual environment. Third, this formal struc-
ture of marks was related to another formal
structure of a more abstract and funda-
mental nature. The purpose of this proce-
dure was to provide an awareness of formal
information latent in any environment which
previously was unavailable to the individual.

One aspect of the first step was an attempt
to reduce or unload the existing meaning of
the forms dictated by function so that the
forms could be seen as a series of primitive
marks. This was aliempted through a manip-
ulation of the relationship of the color, tex-
ture, and shape of the built forms. White
forms are used in House | to shift our visual
perception and conception of such forms;
from the perception of a real, tangible, white
volumetric architecture to the concepti_on of
an abstract, colored planar space; from the
polemic of the "white” of the 1920’s to the
neutrality of “cardboard.” The white color
and the flat texture are closer to an abstract
plane than say a natural wood or a cut stone
wall. Also the very fact that the white planes
carry a specific meaning related to a known
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styla (the internationat Slyle)._makes them
less likely to take on new meaning. It should
even be esasier lo reduce their exisiing mean-
ing, as will be seen below, when they are
placed In a different context. To this end,
color and material will be seen in the argu-
ment below to be used in House | as “'mark-
ing” devices. Traditionally, when white was
used, window mullions and hand rails were
paintad black, and planes of primary or pastel
colors were'introduced for assthetic effact,
In House |, white or black planes are used
simply as opposites in a formal structure
while grey or clear glass are considered as
.neutral.

A second aspect of the initial marking pro-
cass involved the structural elemants — the
columns and beams. They appear initially to
be rather convantional parts of a structural
system. However, upon closer Inspection
this is found not to be the cage. It I8 actually
noi possible to determine how the structure
functions from looking at the columng and
beams. All of the apparent structural appa-
ralus — the exposed beams, the free stand-
ing columns — are In facl non-structural,
When this is understoad, a first step has
been laken to unload, albeit in a very primi-
tive way, thelr structural meaning. While the
apparent phyaical fact is the same wheathar
they are load-bearing or not, their meaning
has changed because they are in fact not
load-bearing, and thus the intention implied
in their use in aparticular location must now
be considered in a different way. Once one
has understood that they are not structural
one must ask what are they? Why are they
where they are? Take them away, or change
their shape, and what have you got?

It can also be asked, why go to all this trou-
ble? If the columns are supposed to be non-
structural, why not Just cut them off at the
top so that we know Immediately by the fact
that they do not continua to the ceiling that
they are not columns but merely a notation
for some other purpose? But cutting the
columns shaort of the ceiling would in fact do
the opposite of whal Is iniended. It would
give the column a further meaning by ob-
viously calling atteniion to itself as a non-
supporting column, whereas it is supposed
to be merely one mark or a primitive element
in a formal schame,

The second intendion of this work called for
taking these marks and deploying them in
such a way so as to make a compléte
formal structure and to show that this struc-

ture was a primary consideration in the de-
sign of the whole building. To focus on this,
required a further shift in ths primary con-
ceplion of an environment; this time from
a concern merely (or marking elemen{s and
their meaning to a concérn for their rela-
tionship in 8 lormal structure. To force this
shift in House |, the formzl structure was in
a sense ovar-stressed or over-articulated so
that it would become a dominan! aspect of
the building. One means 10 over-stress such
a struciure was to suggast two simultaneous
structures which ovarlay and intsract. These
were based on a sunple combination of two
pairs of formal references: planes and voi-
umes, on the one hand; frontal and oblique
relationships, on the other.

The two formal structures are marked by the
columns and beams. These are not deployed
in a regular pattern such as a columnar grid,
which in such a condition ¢ould be seen as a
neutral referent, nor are they to be seen as
the residue of such a grid, but rather they
are intentlonally placed tn an apparently
random order. This intention can be ex-
plained in the following way. In the first in-
stance, the gpace is conceived of as a layer-
ing or plaiding (cross layering) of planes.
The rectilinear c¢olumns and beams are
placed so that they will read az a residue of
these planes. Conversely, the round columns
are usad to mark the intersections of two
planes, which might possibly be read as
jotned at this intersection, thus forming vol-
umes if the columns were square, The round
column prevents the possible interpretation
of columns as residual "corners™ of vol-
umes. In the second instance, the threa col-
umns (a fourth is marked in the floor), be-
cause of thelr parficular disposition, also
mark a diagonal system, They can be inter-
preted in the following way. If both paira of
round columns and beams were seen to span
the entire space (Fig. 5) they would read,
despite the roundness of the columns, as
part of the frantal layering. By taking away
two columns, a round one in the space and
one attached lo the wall (Fig. 6) as well as
the portlons of the beams connecting to
these columns, an implied diagonal Is
created.

Thus the inlention was 1o use the columns
and beams to mark two systems without giv-
ing preference to elther, Together the count-
erpoint of these two formal systems, the
frontal planar layering and the diagonal vol-
umetri¢ shift, overlald and interacting with
one another make It more difficult to read a

single cohersnt formai system direclly from
the physical fact. Rather they reinforce the
intention that these marks in order to be
understood first require disengagement of
the fwo systems from one another, an ac-
tivity whieh takes place in the mind.

Such 2 marking of formal relationships, In
the actual environment, has usually been the
extent of the architect’s concern with formal
systems, But thd presant work takes one
further step. If we analyze the nature of
meaning in any specific context we realize
it has two aspects. The first is meaning
which is iconographic and aymbolic and de-
rives from the relation of the form ta soms
reference which is exlernal to It. For ex-
ample, the particular juxtaposition of solids,
columns, winows, and railings In Le Cor-
busier's Villa Savoye Is intended as a direct
recall of the super-strusture of the modern
ocean liners, and with It all the implications
of the sea: discovery, newness, and ulti-
mately man’s conquest of nature. Bul un-
derlying (hat level of meaning there is
another aspect, itself a potential source of
information, which conditions any icono-
graphic interpretation; it is derived from,
and [s in a senss inharent in the siructure of
the form, For example, the same juxtapasi-
tion of solids, voids, and columns at Poissy
gives us cues to entry, sequence of move-
ment, the relationship of open to closed
space, of the center to the perimeter, and so
forth. This information can be said to be the
product of the internal structure of form it-
selt. While formal rslationships can exist in
an environment at a real, actual level, where
an individual is aware of them thraugh his
senses — perceptlon, hearing, touching —
they can also exist at another level in which
though not seen, they can be known. This
sacond level is inherent in any environment
and is used by an individual whether or not
he is aware of It. This second {evel condi-
tions the way we percaive the first level
by providing a structure for the visual cues
which exist in the first level. And sinc¢e it
has the capacity to be known, we must be
concerned with how this happens. If-wa mark
both these levelg in the environment they
can be explicitly perceived and understood.
This is the third aspect of the work — a shift
in focus from an actual structure 1o an im-
plied siructure and to the relationship be-
tween the two,

This second level may be thought of as a
range of abstract and mare universal tormal
regularities which exlst In any cong¢eption of




physical space. These formal regularities
are universal in the sense that such formal
concepls as solid and void, centroidal and
linear, planar and volumetric are primitive
notions which cannot be reduced and which
exist in a state of opposition in any spatial
conception. This second level includes in
addition to a set of irreducible formal regu-
larities, the transtormations of these reg-
ularities necessary to produce a specific
environment. Transformations may be de-
scribed by such formal actions as shear,
compresslon, and rotation, to produce a new
jeval of formal information in any specific
physical environmeni. Again the marking is
used to signal the interaction between these
two levels. The physical environment can
then be seen not only In ils functional and
iconographic dimensions but also in its
formal one — as being generated from a
series of abstract formal regularities which
may be described as a deep struciure. These
transformations and regularities have no
substantlal exIstence but are merely a de-
scription of this second level of formal re-
lationships, in other words, a possible model
for an architectural deep structure.

One means of making the deep structure in
2 particular environment explicit is to force
an individual to experience the anvironment
as a notational system which has a recognlz-
able relationship to a deep structure. This is
attempied in House | in the following man-
ner. First, theg series of farmal relationships
which are marked in the actual space (the
parallel layers and diagonal volumes) create
a conirast between actual space and implied
space. This contrast makes one initially
aware of the presence of another level of
formal structure. Second, the two sats of
formal notations which are discernible (one
read as incomplste, the other asymmetrical)
because one can conceive of a symmetrical
and complete structure of formal regulsari-
lies, are super-imposed. These notations
which are variations of the formula ABABA
appear in the actual environment in the fol-
lowing way. The first of these corresponds to
the formula A,B,A,A, (Fig. 3) and the second
to the formula A,B,A,B.A, (Fig. 4); the mid-
dla terms B, A, being common to both. When
they are overlaid on one another, the under-
lying structure is seen as compressed, but
when they are slipped apart in the ming, it
reveals itself to be a simple symmstrical
structdre.

The basis for creating this relationship of
actual structure to deep structure Is quite

primitiva. It depends on an initial shift along
a diagonal to create two implled square vol-
umes (Figs. 1 and 2). One square may be
seen as shifted out of the other or vice versa
so that the notations both for the plaid
frontal layering and for the diagonal volumes
can be seen as deriving from one, more basic
system. The diagonal is read as a rasolution
of the lwo directions in the plaig, or the plaid
is read as the result of the diagonal shift.
Thus the deep structure is revealed only
through an embedded relationship between
two formal struclures in the actual environ-
ment, Although one may perceive these two
structures in the actual snvironment, one is
unable to perceive the deep structure be-
cause of its existence In the environment as
an irregular gastalt. These actual structures
thus have a common relationship in a deep
structure which is not perceptible but which
can be understood after both siructures
have been perceived.

Any physical environment has this second or
deep structural level, which not only has the
capacity to convey information but does so
continually at a less-than-conscious level. It
exisis without being consciously designed,
and there is a conceptual capacity within
gach indlvldual to receive this infarmation.
Marking the deep structure in the actual en-
vironment may bring it to a more conscious
level. As was said above, there Is no reason
or meaning intended in the use of this par-
ticutar formal strategy. The two overlaid
systems are neither good nor bad in them-
selves. They are intended merely to exem-
plify the logic inherent in any formal struc-
ture, and the potentia) capacity of that ogic¢
to provide an area of new meaning.

In summary, hree shifts ware attempted in
House I. Each concerned an attempt to sep-
arate the actual physical environment from
its traditlonal relationship to function and
meaning, to negutralize the influence of these
on ithe viewer. The first concerned the mark-
ing of the elements of the actual environ-
ment; the second concerned the marking of
the formal structure in the actual environ-
ment; the third concerned the marking of the
relationship of this formal structure o a deep
structure.

Such a conception of design attempts to
change the primary intantion of architectural
form from the perception of space to under-
standing the relationship of marks in that
space to what is called hers a deep struc-
iure. The capacity to understand, as op-

posed o experience this Intention does not
depend entirely on the observer’s particular
cuttural background, his subjective percep-
lions, or his particular maod at any given
time, all of which condition hls usual ex-
penience of an actual envirooment, but rather
it depends on his innate capacity to under-
stand formal structures.

Such a position introduces, as a primary
concern of arghitecture, the use of physical
form as a marking to produca, as it were, a
new mental Image of an environment differ-
ent from that which we are actually seeing.
The deep siructure, when it Is combined with
the perceptible physical reality, has the po-
tential, if It is structured in a precise fashion,
to make available a new tave! of information,
The more  this structure approximates a
purely formal environment, the less tradi-
tional the meaning it possesses, and thus the
closar it is to an environment that might be
a vehicle for such nsw information,

To do this, farm must be first considered to
be potentially separable from its existing
perception and conception, and second, it
must be considered as capable of changing
or raising the level of consciousness by pro-
posing a critique of the existing sltuation in
architecture,
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Cardboard Architecture: House Il
peter D. Eisenman

t, sven when limited by the con-
L?r;?rftsp;zsed by available materials, archi-
tects sought to use structural elements In
ways other than those dictated by pursly
functiona! requirements. Modem technology
provided architecture with new means of
concelving of space. ‘In a sense, space was
no longer necessarily limited or detined by
struclure, It was possible 10 examine such
eloments as the column and wall as other
than the resolution of functional problems.
This was espacially true with respect to the
use of the load-bearing wall; the column be-
came a primary structural element and along
with the non-load-bearing wall, a potentially
innovative formal device.

House | was concerned with using columns
and walls 10 mark a set of formal relation-
ships. Continuing from this, House 1 is con-
cerned with a systematic deveiopment of
two ways in which information may be con-
Geiv i_and derived from the_ interaction.
of formal relationships.

To articulate these ways of conceiving and
producing formal Information in House II,
certain formal means were chosen each in-
volving an overloading of the object with
iormal references.

This development can be seen first from a
set of analylic diagrams (Figs. 1-15). These
diagrams describe the development of a sat
of abslract formal propositions as a possible
condition of an underlying structure and
thelr initial transformation into a specific
environment.

Any given coordinates of space can be de-
scribed as either linear, planar, or volu-
metric. The coordinates of a cubic space are
described by its edge or its center; the edge
composed of lines or planes, the center by
3 line or a volume, In this particular house
the center condition is arbitrarily defined by
a square volume. From this the original
square is divided into nine squares. These
Squares are marked by a matrix of 18 square
columnas. The first six diagrams present one

set of canditions possible from this initial
definition. The selectian of the conditions as
opposed to any olher condition of such a
deep structure is at this stage of work, ar-
bilrary. Figure 2 shows the gridded nine
square arrangement. Figures 3, 4, and 5
select and isolate three possible conditions
of that gridding: as a matrix of 16 columns,
as a series of four planés, or as a series of
three volumes seen as solids between the
planes. It is to be noted that the planar and
volumetric conditions are linear and direc-
tional in opposing axes. While there are
obviously other combinations of planes and
volumes, these chosen oppositions suggest
one prior condition of an underlying struc-
tura which whan transformed will produce a
lavel of implied or virtual information in the
actual space. Thus while the grid of nine
squares can be seen as an underlying stiuc-
ture, the axial opposition of planes and
volumes will be seen to create a transforma-
tion of this structure. The assumption here
is that these initial spatial oppostions In
some way permi the articulation of a virtual
relationship batween the actual environment
and underlying structure, (How or why this
happens is a subjact for future work.)

The further diagrams concern the develop-
ment of one possibla transformeation, from
this underlying siructure to an actual en-
vironment. There was a second transforma-
tion following from the initial deploymenl of
lines, planes, and volumes which was a dis-
location, in the form ot a diagonal shift. (This
can 2ls0 be seen in the dotted outline of two
bounding volumes in Fig. 2-6.) This shlft
creatad the potentizl for developing another
set of oppositions in the actual environment
by articufating two squares, one defined by
the planes and the second defined by the
matrix of columns. The particular location
of columns, walls, and volumes produced by
the diagonal shift creatas two datum refer-
ences. [t is possible 10 read the shear walls
as a neutral referent especially when seen
from the north, whereupon the columns can
be read as the residus of these planas, trans-
posed diagonally from them (Flg. 9). Alterna-
fively, the columns can be read as a neutral
referent- especially when seen from ihe
south, whereupon the shear walls may be
read as having been shifted from the plane

of the columns. The column grid also acts
as a neutral referent for a second set of
formal readings involving a diagonal cross-
layering. One diagonal is articulated by the
volumes of the upper level, which step up
and back from left to right, This movement
crosses at right angles the diagonal estab-
lished by the shear walls (Fig. 10), which
repeat and reduce in length as they move
slong the diagonal trom the full-length shear
wall at the north. Because of this dlagonal
shift, the implied planes formed by the col-
umns and beams cut through the volumes in
such a way,as to create a condition in space
where the aclual space can be read as
layered. The layering produces an opposi-
tion belween the actual geometry and an
implied geomeiry; between real space which
is negative or void and implied volume
which is positive or solid. This can be seen
in Figs. 11-15. This layering also produces
a plaiding In both axes. Implied solid vol-
umas can now be read on either side of the
original colurmn dalum. The residual volumes
arg further articulated by the location of the
root skylights which are placed dirsctly over
them in the north—south axis. (Fig. 16).

Other ways were explored to create a dia-
lectic or an opposition batween an actual
relationship and an Implied relationship in
the environment using the column and the
wall, and the wall and the volume. First the
columns, walls, and volumes were treated as
equally weighted In terms of disposition and
number, and second, they were seen as
varianis of one abstract planar system. In
other words, through a formal device using
the planeg as a fulcrum, a dialectic was cre-
ated between the real column, wall, and
room volume, and that which is implied line,
plane, and solid. In this context, 2 room
volume is seen as an extension of the wall,
while a column appears as a residue of the
wall. The deliberate compression of the usu-
ally differentiated formal systems — the col-
umn system, the wall system, the window
system — into an undifferentiated construct,
reinforced a condition where it was difficult
for these conventional! architectural ele-
ments to be considered individually as ob-
jects; they became merely parts of a total
structure of relationships. The focus is thus
transferred (rom the physical object itself to



the understanding of its relationship to an
underlying struclure,

One way 10 make someone aware of these
relationships is to control the direction of
nis movement in conirast with the direction
of the architectural space. In House |, the
columns on the ground laveal ara extended to
became implied planes which layer the
ground level space paralle! to the volumes
above. in the upper level the columns are ex-
tended at right angles 1o the volumes (Fig.
17), thus lavering the space perpandicular to
the volumes. The intention of this extension
of the columnsg to form implied planes on the
ground leval Is to define someone’s move-
ment perpandicular to the upper level vol-
umes; and on the upper level, since move-
ment is now parallel and within the volumes,
tc define it by creating layers which -run
counter to {he major axes ol the movement.

The use of yet another formal sirstegy —
bi-valency — can be seen in Figs. 18-24.
. Bi-valency is a formal condition where an
elament ar a relationship between elaments
has two notations, marks, or weightings of
relative equivalence. An importani distinc-
tion must be made between perceptual and
conceptual bi-valence. A perceptoal bi-
valence is one which resides in the object
itself, such as the figure~ground ambigully
between solid and vold, between window
and wall, or some of the examples used in
Gestalt psycholngy. A conceptual bl-valence
is one which is in thg relationship between
elemgnts rather than in the element itsell.
Thus it may not be perceived in the actual
environment, but rather may be undersiood
as a mental construcl. In a conceptual bi-
valence, there is not necessarily any ambi-
guity in the perception of an object. Rather
it is through the particular placement, size,
and number of elements that a relationship
beween elements may take gn an ambigu-
ous or bi-valent nature.

On¢ way bi-valency can be developed is to
give to a particular column or wall two nota-
tions ol & similar character ang emphasis so
that the specific column or wall can never be
held in the mind as a single element, bui
rather is in a stale of tension between two
conceplual relationships. Even though the
perception of the column or wall may be
constant, the particutar juxtaposition of
these elements may produce an oscillation
between two equivalent mental constructs.
This condition of possible bi-valent readings
in the same element or relationship of ele-

menls provides an orientalion in which the
beholdar Is primarily concerned with the
formal relationships and not the element
itself.

This was demonsirated in House 1l through
what might be besi called the use of a struc-
tural redundancy. Because of our experi-
ence with ithe particular nature of wood
consiruction, we know lhat a certain posi-
tioning of either load-bearing walls or a2 grid
of columns produces in each case a reading
of a completls structural system. If two such
structural systems are coupled in such a
way that both can be read as structural,
there is an obvious redundancy which forces
each system to read in a new way. || one
system is read as structural, then the other
must be read as being something else, and
vice-versa. If the two have equal importance
in terms of size, number, interval, and posi-
tion, then both can be read al the same time
as either structural or no!. If either the col-
umn or wall systems can be read as non-
structural at any time, they then ¢an be seen
perhaps as marks. In House Il these marks
have two purposes. First, because of their
particular placement they produce a con-
ceptual bi-valency between ihe elemenis
themselves, and, second, they act as an im-
plied reference to some underlying struc-
ture,

For example, Figs. 18 and 19 show a series
of walls which act as a horizontal datum
reference for readings along the volumeas in
a north—south direction and across the vol-
umes in an east—-wesl direction. In Figs. 20
and 21, a series of wallg step down in the
vertical dimension as they move sequen-
tially across the volumes. When read with
the walls in Figs. 18 and 19 they take on a
bi-valent notation. The 1op edge of the walls
in Figs. 18 and 19 are the same height from
ground level and can be given {he notation
AAA. The top edge of the walls in Figs, 20
and 21 step down and thus can be noted
from right to left as ABC. Because of the
fact that the bottom edge of the walls in Figs.
18 and 18 step up, both A conditions ap-
proach zero height. Thus while both A
marks are similar, their interpretation is dif-
ferent, much as the difference in the value
of hot in hot—cold and hot-warm-lukewarm.

Figureg 22 and 23 show the same sequence
of walls as in Fig. 20, again with two alter-
nate readings. If the middle wall of Fig, 22
Is read as a datum, then all other walls in
the series are read as shifted from that da-

tum. If the end wall is read as a datum (Fig.
23). thea all othar walls are read as shifted.
In the first case, the middle wall'can be read
as A and the two end walls read off the ful-
crum as A, and A.. In the second case, the
end wall is read as A; then the other two are
read as a sequence B and C. Figure 24 is
merely another variation of this theme,

In both examples, one series of walls is act-
ing as a datum for a second sseries of walls
seen as shifted, and vice versa. By virtue of
this, each wall iz given a bi-valent weight-
ing. In one sense there is a “dermaterializ-
ing"” of the object, not for aesthetic reasons
but rather 1o focus on a set of formal nota-
tions.

The facades gcl in a similar capacity in that
they record a number of notalions simul-
taneously. The south facade is in a sense a
paradigm of all views. The sets of internal
oppositions which are different and re-
enacted in each facace are most legible on
the south facade. Since the building is ¢on-
ceived of as a progression from outside to
inslde there is no facade, in the sense of a
plane or a surface of the building, which is
used to mark the interior arrangements. In
fact, in conception there s a series of layars
moving from outside to inside, This is dif-
ferent from ihe reading of inside 10 outside
which is fundemental to a cubist aesthetic.
Again the original diagonal shift produces
the condilion where the facade becomas a
series of parallel layers,

The essence of viewing these layers is as
anothar set of contradictions, or bi-vatent
readings. For example, on the south the
column grid is brought to the outside layer.
The left-hand volume is pressed into tha
plane of columns, angd because of the way
it is articulated, causes both the volume
and columns to be read as variants of 2
plane. The fact that the shear walls behind
are placed in such a manner as {o cause the
middle and right volumes 10 appear to be
punching through them, serves to further
reinforce the idea of compression of the left
volume flattened against and czged within
the outside layer. But further, the final shear
wall to the right is the same width as the
fascia of the south facade and is placed in
such a way in relation to the ariculation (the
way |t is cut on the right) of the fascia so as
10 forca the most exterior plane to be ssen
as completing itself with this shear wall be-
hind. This sets up a warping or distortion in
the ftrontal plans. While the dlagonal sbift




es the two layers apart, now a pressure

fore d for the individual to read them

is greate
as oneé.

ere is a mutation of the whole object,
an expansion of the marking system from
merely a numbers game to a statemeqt of the
potential ol various elementg to be infused
with dual and implied resadings thr_ough a
saries ol transformatlons. Compression anf:l
elongation charge the space wi!h both posi-
tive and negalive readings which intensify
the individual's expecience of the space and
heighten his awareness of its relationship
to a previously unconscious level of formal

struclure,

Thus th

It mus! be pointed out that this unconscious
level, while always potential in any environ-
mant, may not be available or may not be
present at all. For example, there may be no
graining or implied volume. A wall and a
volume may be just that and no more. This
depends on the design of the specific con-
figuration and the marking in that configura-
tion of ils particular relationship to a deep
structure from which tha actual form is un-
derstood.

In conclusion there are three points which
could be made. First, although the Renais-
sance and the modern movement were con-
cerned with the implied aspects of architec-
tural space, they were often so for purely
aesthetic or polemical reasons rather than
to investigate inherent formal principles.
The suggestion in this work is that the rela-
tionship of the implied aspects of architec-
{ural space and their potential meaning need
re-exarmination and perhaps redefinition.

The parficular way that the formal structure
is developed through a diagonal shift mani-
fested in a structural redundancy is perhaps
only one means to make such formal con-~
cepts as compression, elongation, and fran-
tality become operative. It remains for future
work to examing tha nature of the general
principies or architectonic rule underlying
these relationships which might help define
a broad range of formal structures and their
transformations.

Second, while the diagrams which attempt
to describe these relationships are analytic,
neveriheless they are potentially an integral
part of the design process. In addition, the
diagrams act as a set of instructions; they
a1tgmpt to make legible the relationships
which an individual may not see. They pro-

vide what can be called a conceptual frame-
work for this undersianding.

Finally, it may be in the nature of architecture
10 present 1he relationship between what Is
actual in an environment and some form of
deep struclure. It may be a fundamental act
in the making of architecture and beyond a
mere formalism to take certain regularities
which exist in a deep structure and present
them systematically so that the user is sware
of them.

If there is an inherent meaning implied or
controlling any initlal choice and subsequent
transformation of a deep structure it is a
purely formal one, In House !l there is a
concern for space as the subject of logical
discourse. Such a logical structure of space
aims not to commaent on the country house
as a cuftural symbol but to be neutral with
respect {o its existing sacial meanings.
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