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of the form matters. It's not simply that they don't like form; it's irrelevant,

so all of that form is arbitrary; they wish it away, they don't account for it,
and it's just hanging around. Today, modern styling is used in the same way
that the aristocratic crust of the pre-modern decorative architecture was
pointlessly carried around for so many years. Architects are just dragging
around this style, this rubbish of modernism, as the tricks of the trade. It
disillusions architects, but it also just turns architecture into sad and point-
less décor. Yet | do think we can introduce consistency and coherence. |

can painstakingly show you where the arbitrariness lies—lays? lies? lies,
yes, excuse me— —and the particular form that results when the
dimensions and angles of the space and form are not well correlated with the
formal principles that are in play. The minute | see the correlation trailing off,
| know that I've entered into the realm of the arbitrary. Many of those forms
to which I've been deeply committed are motivated by a desire to invent a
characteristic of architectural attenuation and its social implications. | have
to have that ceiling like that. That slab has to be that thin. That hole has to
be at that angle to relate to the upstairs. | know exactly why that happened.
But there are ebbs and flows of things that need to be (or don't need to

be) the way they are. Eventually | begin to believe in some of the needless
things because in buildings they take on a life of their own. This is a great
thing about buildings. Thank goodness for construction. It carries so much
authority and helps us to forget so many of the pointless things we have said
and done.

To bring to the world something that is both exceptional and
that establishes their own voice is an ambition of which they
are ashamed.

Perhaps you could further comment on the situation as you see it
between the built entities, the built world, and the architecture world. Ina
previous graduate session, Greg Lynn commented on how he felt that the
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built world is actually pushing the architectural world instead of vice versa.
Perhaps you could comment on the relationship between the design situa-
tion and the built environment.

| think Greg was saying that the technology is being brought into
architecture and challenging architecture to move forward and into other
arenas. | agree, and historically this has happened. | think one of the
clearest and most beautiful examplés of this would be Mies van der Rohe's
confrontation with steel construction, the industrial construction that he
classicized. He was transforming the idiom of architecture by absorbing
the steel extruded section. He dealt with what he called the spirit of the age,
which was manifest in the industrial construction and rationalization of his
time. The spirit of the age: if we were to think about it today, it would have to
do with computation, information, and the market economy which thrives on
this medium. For Mies the problem was to cause beauty to arise from the
raw material produced by industry. What is it that people want to do today
with the new media, the new means of production that Greg and others are
talking about? This is an open question for me. I'm looking at it more from a
point of view of what architects want to do with it. They're not passive receiv-
ers of this information, if we want to call it that. Mies was in a particular way
motivated to make technology become architecture. So the real question
is ‘what are the motives right now?' not ‘what is the technology?' That's the
way | would think about it and how | differ from Greg. Technology leads to
experimentation and free play. That's a very valuable thing. | don't want to
deny the sheer pleasure and the accidents of invention that could become
transformative as a result. Maybe that's actually what Greg is referring
to and that's all we need right now. Maybe that should be enough for me.
I think | am too captive to the idea of trying to find a way to think about
architecture vis-a-vis its longer arc of development and our roles in it and
that which defines the intersection of form and the social organization that



it produces. | really want to know what that is. Maybe you can leave it aside
for a little while, and have periods where you suspend your commitment to
making buildings that do powerful things with the social and the formal. But |
don't know if | have the patience. | can't let go of those things long enough to
just play in the sandbox. Maybe that's a weakness because it has limited the
inventiveness that | have entered into. It's an interesting question: How can
you operate in a space between motivated and unmotivated experimenta-
tion? | don't think the industry motivates anything. It offers opportunities
and offers the possibility of accidents or theoretically motivated things to
happen. It's not pushing anything for us as architects. Architecture's an
applied art and an applied science. It's not a pure science, that's for sure.
But if anything, it's an application of knowledge about many things and

it's a discipline (I hope.) Some people are not investing initas a
discipline—or so it seems to me.

| was wondering if you could further kind of situate yourself within this
discipline with respect to your peers and talk about those whose approaches
you admire and maybe even a few that you disagree with.

Architectural tension is unpredictable and continuously
mutates in the process of taking form.

Obviously | admire Peter Eisenman because he set a fire. | recently
interviewed him about his architectural production. | did this because
seemingly every interview had focused only on his writing and not on his
buildings. | also wanted to turn the tables in terms of his legacy as the
interviewer. In the past, he was always the one who interviewed other
architects about their buildings. What | basically asked him was to home in
on a single problem that | think pervades all of his work. As a case study,
| took one of his early inventions called the L, which was the generator of
many of his houses and several other projects. It was a particular form which
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implied a transformation if imagined in a certain way. You could imagine
that it would undergo changes of & certain kind and that it would proceed

to give shape to another form. On the one hand, he used the L to provide
evidence that architecture can be defined as potential. On the other hand,
he represented many frozen states of being that it potentiated, creating an
architecture that is analogous to the superimposition of multiple still frames
in an animation, and he built what he called the traces of its process of
coming into being, all in attempt to transcend architecture's static object-
hood. He found a means to make criticism operative in a productive way
that no one else had before. And | would say that he found modernity in
the past—in his interpretations of the ltalian renaissance for example—in
ways that no one else had before. | think Koolhaas too is an unmistakably
significant figure in architecture for many reasons, not least of which is his
narrative of what happened to modernity, his synthesis of the European
and American models, preservation, urbanism—everything. In a way,

he's an architect of all of these problems. Beyond that, he also has also
contributed some idiomatic transformations (as opposed to the paradigmatic
ones). Obvious examples would be the Educatorium or the single surface

in the Jussieu Library project for which he's so famous. And there are his
consolidating forms—consciously conceived automonuments extending the
effects of “bigness” into architecture. These are monoliths of extraordinary
power and density, following upon his observations of New York which have
helped us to see otherwise neglected conditions of building production that
possess so much potential. Then he looked at that horrible hegemonic late
modern stuff that no one else knew how to look at and found in it incredibly
motivated conditions. And now when he talks about junk space let's not be
mistaken: this is a description of everything that is not architecture. Unlike
bigness, | do not think he will ever venture to design junk space. Not a single
episode of his work suggests that he would design the conditions he found
in junk space, a poetic reflection on a world in which architecture is utterly
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impotent or inapplicable. He understands the power and the powerlessness
of architecture. He has criticized compellingly the pathetic sorts of obses-
sions of architects like Eisenman (and that also means me). He relishes the
possibility that we could get rid of it all. He's looking for another revolution.
It's exciting to imagine: being free of all of one's trappings and all of one's
thoughts, finally being absolved of all these obsessions. = .1 It would
be thrilling to be liberated from yourself, to jump out of your own skin. When
you read “Junk Space,” you feel like you're jumping because you can't bear
it. It's euphoric. These two are the architects that | would first put
on the table.
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mportant?

And beyond Koolhaas and Eisenman-—some who might be less
known for their writings?

Sizais a great architect whose plans are of the highest order. And
Herzog and De Meuron have added to the repertoire with their inventions of
new ornamental and broad stroke formal devices. With regards to Herzog
and De Meuron, | might say that I've been disappointed in several of their
buildings while others have been astonishing. When | saw the stadium
in Beijing, it was under construction, 6000 workers swarming over this
beautiful thing. It was steel, it was heavy, it was just so raw and intense and
gorgeous. And finished, it looks like plastic. It really lost something. But
| want to say this: No matter how disappointed | may be in some of the
finished buildings, they are the architects that attract my attention the most,
and | love even the projects that disappoint me. | still look at them and love
them for what they mean and what they do. No doubt, idiomatically these
architects are profoundly important.



It sounds like it would be safe to say that for you the primary value lies
in the problem, rather than the architecture that's informed by the problem.
Is that fair?

Clearly, the problem matters to me more than anything. When | go
back to my favorite buildings, like the Muller House of Adolf Loos, | see the
kind of spatial tension that could only be the result of deeply embedded
problems. Look at the way the plan shifts according to the positions and
axes of one or another run of stairs and the way the rooms are so tightly
packed and interlocked while remaining independently coherent. Of course
the outside, with its minor disturbances, conceals nearly all of the interior
intensity. First, architecture must be lucid enough to seem almost inevitable
except for the imperfections. Only then is it capable of eliciting and escaping
our comprehension. The process of decipherment, provoked by the clarity
and the anomalies, produces evidence of the problems that motivated the
forms we are faced with. Now that | think about it, the architect who has
had the greatest impact on me, ultimately, in terms of the theorization
of the relationship between the inside and the outside, is Loos. Isn't it
interesting that this architect—once seemingly minor compared to Mies and
Corb—turns out to be so supremely important? His account of the conflicts
between architecture and the photographic medium, between architecture
and bourgeois society, between the inside and the outside, individual desire
and rigorous anonymity, are still contemporary. He produced pieces of
architecture with an enormous ambition, applicable to the whole of archi-
tecture’s problems and to the city. And yet, it is important to understand
that this figure dealt with such big problems in a only few buildings. | find
myself thinking again about his Tribune Tower [proposal], a paradigmatic
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operation on the idiom if there ever was one. This was the colossal
precursor to a major problem we still face today: the arbitrary
relationship between urban and architectural forms. After the
emergence of the skyscraper. the removal of all ornament, and the
disappearance of craft, what form should the indifferent building assume
and how should it behave? The dialectic between the impersonal
metropolis and personal interior—not to mention the status of the
canon, of style and taste, of the struggle with the values that architects
wish to revoke—was a radical critique in the time of Loos that led to

a reconfiguration of the discipline. While confronting deeply political,
social, and cultural realities, Loos transformed the framework of the
spatial language, the plan, and fenestration. That is exactly what
architecture should do, and it remains the reason that his work is so
singularly important for the continuing possibility of architecture. Yet
reading some of his essays today, we are not able to identify with all




of the things he was talking about. Many of his essays are like private
conversations with his contemporaries about the fashions and the 01
market of the time. We have our own contemporary obsessions, and
there will be some architectural innovations that arise from these, yet
the discourse | am talking about does not arise from the open-ended
experimentation that is so prevalent today. I'll admit that it might be a
regressive tendency of mine, but I'm wary of boundless experiments that a 3;
are pursued simply because we can do certain things that technology ‘
affords us to do. | don't think Loos was willing to experiment randomly

with anything. Neither are Siza or Koolhaas. It's not enough. We can talk 04
about our iPods and whatever technology dominates the contemporary

public imaginary, but no one in the future is going to be able to 4
understand the aimless responses to our own timely obsessions, and no -8
one is going to care. Architecture can't be sustained unless we have a
problematic condition that is insoluble or remains provisionally unselve
in an extreme and lucid way.










