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tetter to Walter Gropius of October 253,

gfried Giedion—tha Swiss architec-

1337,
tural historian, critic, and secretary of CIAM —
explainad that he had been working for the

past several years on & history of the devel-
opment of Lhe modern era in terms of the
various fields of knowladge and the refation-
ship between life, architecture, and art, hop-
ing to “make a contribution to the self-con-
sciousness of the mwm.:N Hoping as well for
an invitation to lecture in the United States,
where Gropius had recently assumed the
chair of architecture at Harvard University,
Giedion’s letter was explicit in articulating
view of the challenge that sti

faced America,
in terms that echo Gropius’s early admiration
of American engineering and his simuitane-
ous disdain for America’s historicist architec-
ture. “Let us hope,” wrote the historian, in-
voking the hierarchic distinction between a
materialist Zivilisation and a redemptive Kui-
tur 50 powerful in so many German intellec-

tual traditions,? *

that something half-way
similar {to America’s advances in technology]
witl be possible in the cultural sphere in the
future,” And more specificalty, “Surely little
depends on whether the peaple fin America]
already have correct judgement. What seems
to me important for today's culture is that
today’s ideas are not taken up as fashion,
but rather arganically so that [ater they may
gain sew potentials for development through
American forces and strengths.”

That Giedions conception of the challenge in
America accorded with Gropius’s own is clear
from the latter’s reply, written only two
months later to inform Giedion that fie and
Marcel Brever had convinced their dean, the

Spread from Siginied Giedion™s Spece,

Fime and Architecture {1942 showing o
2 Windsor chair, and 2 Daboon-frame house
designed by Richard

oen frame,

IVHE

influential modernizer of architectural education Joseph
I:u:i.m to make the case for Giedion in the Norion
Committee and that Hudnut, in turn, had succeeded in
getting the commiitee to nominzte Giedion as its first
choice, over the author Thomas Mann. Gropius urged

Giedion to accept, “because it is reatly important and
will not only give you much publicity but witl, at a single
stroke, bring your ideas to a wide audience.” In agree-
ing to the internationally prestigious series of eight lec-

{ures, a semester at Harvard, an honora

m of ten thou-
sand dollars {the eguivalent of Gropius’s annual salary)

and publication by Harvard Uriversity Press, Giedion

also accepted Gropius™s charge to him: “Since
my coming and Hudnut's being here has now
put the whole gquestion of architecture in
everyone’s mind in a real sense, | thought that
there coutd be no one better than you to
widen the gap and give truly fundamenta!
explznations of cur movement.” ¥

As a textbook for modern architects, the
success of Giedion’s Space, Time and Archi-

tecture is fegendary.” After it was first pub-

lished In 1941 (following two frustrating
years at the press}, Walter Gropius called it
“undoubtedly the best book of its kind.” The
historian Kenneth john Corani, also of Har-

vard, hailed the book as “wonderful . .. an adventure in

internationz! scholarship” that *reads fike a detective
story. .. . Architectural students . . . say that once start-
ed on it, they have read it the night ,:Bmwu.:m Eliza-
beth Coit, writing for Architectural Record, commended
it for incorperating the social institutions of daily life
and recognizing American developments such as the
balloon frame {1}, steel skeleton, and elevater—con-
cluding that “rarely has our life been so vividly pre-
sented.”” john A Hartelt, in ARTnews, appreciated
n's treatment of new developments as a

n” altowed the confusion over the issue of
“style” to subside--"the aim of reassuring us by estab-
tishing 'that, in spite of apparent confusion, thereis ...
unity tn our present civilization’ may or may not have
been accomplished in this volume. But one and all
shouid now be convinced that architecture since 1800,
for all of its fluttering, has not been quite a headless
chicken.”? Henry-Russell Hitchcock told readers of
Parnassus that “every scholar and student of architec-
ture in America should own and master {the book] in
detail,” its insights Into the American story “pregnant”
for further research and its understanding of Frank
Lloyd Wright mare “penetrating” than that of any previ-
ous foreigner. ¥ And Phitip [ohnson, in his article “Archi-
tecture in 1941, singled oot the book by the “eminent
Swiss ¢

as “the most important work on general
architecture to appear” that year —“an ambitious
history of the background of modern architecture
written as a morphology™ that included the “especially
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Spread from Sigiried Giedien's Space,

Time and Architecture {1941} showing twe
Eiffel Tower 2nd Robert Delauney's gai

noteworthy” stories of “the effect of engi-
neering on aesthetics” and “the effect of so-

cial patterns on architecture.” ¢

in the book, Giedion argued that a new
“space-conception” defined the modern era,
structuring art and science, buildings and
cities, production and reception, just as ger-
spective had during the Renaissance. Having
found affinities between the spatial effects of
engineering structures, post-cubist art, mad-
ern mathematics, and the new architecture,
Giedion called the new post-perspectival
space conception “space-time.” Elaborating
on the use of the term in both art and science,
he distinguished space-time by its openness
to refativity, incompleteness, dynamism, and
the constitutive ambiguity of the mutual
mediation of subject and object. ™ In contrast
to the graphic rules of perspective, he pre-
sented space-time as a phenomenology of
spatiat perception in the unrepresentable, yet
equally scientific, fourth dimension, in which
inside and outside, subject and object, were
considered interwoven. Informed by theories
of Raumgestaltung (space-creation} proffered
by the art historian August Schmarsow in the
18g0s and reiterated by the artists Theo van
Doesburg and Laszid Moholy-Nagy in the
mid-1g20s,”? Giedion's noticn of space-time

focused on the cognitive status of buildings as con-
tingent on the partial and shifting perceptions of ob-
servers moving through and around them. He conflated
this with theories of image-formation coming from the

discourse of “new optics” in the late 19205 —in which
new worlds were seen to appear through the expansign
of vision made possible by scientific instruments, air-
planes, photography, and Bim. Rather than presuming

to comprehend buildings defini

vely from a single
viewpoint, Giedion deferred cognitive closure indefi-
nitely and kept the process —iike Le Corbusier's com-
crete Dom-ino skeleton—“eternally open,” the subject
forming and perceiving space while being formed by
and for it. In order to grasp the true nature of space,

Giedion suggested that “the observer must project

himsell threugh it” and cited the dizzying
stairway of the upper levels of the Fiffel
Tower as one of the first apportunities for this
{2). Le Corbusier's Dom-ino represented, for
Giedion, the means for making that experi-
ence structural to mass society in the form of
housing.

Giedion's enthusiasm for such space-time #x-
periences erupts at key moments in his text
to invoke the ideal of hovering excitedly
abeve the ground, dissolving the boundary
between artifice and nature into the dynamic
infinite beyond representation—in likening

Borromini's dome at Sant lvo 1o Picasso’s

Heod and Tatlin's tower; Valadier's terracing Plazza del
Papolo to van Doesburg’s open assemblage of trans-
parent hovering planes; the dematerialization of Pax-
ton’s Crystal Palace to the atmospheric effects of Turn-
er’s paintings; the pin-joint of the Palais des Machine
to Degas” pirouetting batlerina; the opened voiumes
and suspended planes of the Bauhaus to Picasso’s first
double-faced portrait; and zbove all, the simultaneous
assertion and denial of volumes in Le Corbusiers
Pessac housing and the hovering transparency of his
purist still ifes. *3 The importance assigned by Giedion
to these effects Is revealed most clearly in the almost
ecstatic, and hardly believable, prose of his earlier,
more youthful boock—Building in france. Building in
Iron. Building In Ferro-Concrete of 1928, There he de-
fended the paper-thinness of the buildings at Pessac—
their solid volumes eaten away with cubes of ait, rows
of windows passing suddenly into the sky, corners
merging into one another, collapsing into two-dimen-
sionality only to spring back into depth a few steps
iater, For him they “create—as in a [zndscape of snow
under certain light—that dematerialization of fixed
borders, within which it is no longer possible Lo distin-
guish between rising and falling, and walking feels fike
being in the clouds,” ¥

Notwithstanding the sales success and general en-
dorsement of Spoce, Time and Architecture, most
reviewers did express serious reservations, which
focused an three interrelated issues: Gledion’s Euro-
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peanness, the architects that he chose 1o em-
phasize, and what they called his aesthetic or
phitosophical approach to the rich historical
material that he assembled. From the Art Bui-
fetin to the Nation,™ the reviews reveal an

overarching suspicion (not surprising for
those historians largely uninfluenced by Ger-
man aesthetics and art history) of Giedion's
neo-Kantian structural categories and his
neo-Romantic notion of art as the making of
symbols capable of mediating the antinomies
of moedernity—especially what he called the
tragic split between reasen and emotion—
and working productively and performatively
toward a future sysiem already inscribed
within it. Taking his examples to be arbitrary
and his history incomplete, his critics alsg
failed to register that in approaching the past
from the perspactive of contemporary “ques-

tions™ 6

—criticized by john Summersen as
“phitosophical,” and by Nikolaus Pevsner as
“topical” and “creative™?’—Giedion did not
intend to codify the present but rather to open
up the potentizlity of the fufure within the ex-
isting system of me

tion. He also opened
himself to charges of vagueness, favoritism,
and dogmatism by basing his selection of
werks and his critical judement of them on a
distinction whose purpase was rarely under-
stood —on the extent to which they manifest-
ed what he called “constituent facts” structur-
ing the modem epoch, in distinction from
“transitory facts” or surface symptoms of the
unreliable manifold of appearances within
the fow of historical %m:mm.uw His immanent
critique of the system of modern production
and consumption, his ideal of open construc-
tions and expanded vision in space-time, ang
his ethizal pursuit of self-overcoming through

a purifying, essentializing, and rationalizing self-
discipline of means were largely dismissed ag obscure
aestheticism. ¥

In his review, Hitchcock had hinted that Giedion's lec-
tures were “nong too weil received,” and indeed one of
the students at Harvard, H, Seymour Howard Jr., review-
ing the book in the student journal fask, recaliad that:

Alarge propartion of the students frem the Harvard
School of Design went reguiarly and were stimulated
by his aesthetic sense, which he was able to share
with his audience. But they were also puzzied and be-
wiltdered by his theory znd by his historical approach.
An unmistakably metaphysica air permeated his
thought.

The wealth of faczuat material which Dr. Giedion pre-
sented so overwhelmed

tisteners, howaver, that
many felt that further study on their part would ¢larify
his ideas for them, The publication of this book has
permitied this study. Unfortunat

, the bewilderment
remains; the metaphysical worm still eats out the
heart of the mun_m.uo

Howard’s strident and positivist critique turned on two
points: a disappointment that Giedion simply asserted
vague paratlels between architecture, industry, theory,
and social needs without explaining their relationship
in specific historical terms and without “a few exam-
ples of laboratory and drafting-board technigues” that
might serve to zuide students; and a toncern that
Gledion's insistence on creative intyi ion emerging
from the unknown precluded him from clearly stating
“the fundamental problems of today” and “the meth-
ods by which they ean and will he solved.” In the can-
text of America restructuring and moderni ing in the
wake of the Great Depression and Rooseveit's New
Deat, evident, for instance, in the editorial focus of
Task an saciat responsibility, public housing programs,

new techniques, and economical solutions,
Howard was eager 1o “analyze, study and
solve these probltems, not as superior peaple
whe will produce great soiutions from the
clouds, but in close day-te-day coliaborative
wirk with other architects, asd with the peo-
ple as z whole.”

Giedion replied to Howard's “purely mater
alistic attitude” by amplifying his case that
“the influence of feefing is often regarded as
unimportant, but inevitably permeates the
decisions of men,” While he acknowledged
an affinity between Howard’s views and the
“pure functicnalism” of the late 19205 in
Europe, he warned against this for risking
“a belated imitation of certain Furopean
farmulas” that had ignored the emotional
demands of the people just when in Europe
“questions far beyond the purely materialis-
tic have become decisive.” Giedion suggest-
ed that, in the final instance, it was the irra-
tional that governed:

It is not 50 easy to find an expression teday
for things which cannot be explained by
materialistic reasons only.

There is something that appears suddenly in
the logical anatysis! The irrational. It cannat
be explained exactly and governs, never-
theless, the decision whether a building

will be accepted or not by public opinion, . ..
It may be that an architectonic conception
which is moved only by the help of an 2 too
circumscribed materizlistic comprehension
of the world leads just to solutions from the
clouds. %2

What are we to make of this combination of success
and failure in the reception of Giedion's bogk, of
the fact that its “higher” philosophical and ar
pirations were either ignored or dismissed; that his

ic as-

call for seli-discipline to transmute technology inte
the means of ineffable poetics—inta “construction
spiritueile” —failed to win an audience; and that his
historical portrait of industrialization may have
served, instead, to simply legitimate the rush of mod-
ernization that he hoped would transcend itself in a
new architecture of unity and harmony? tn asking
these queslions, it is not my purpose to either defend
Giedion against reductive interpretations and cri-

ques or to side with these critics. Rather, Giedion's
failure seems 0 me to be symptomatic of a {arger
problematic withia the modernist avant-garde, one
with a number of related manifestations, My argument
will be that the faifure in Gie

n's reception points,
first, to an internal failure within his efforts
to resolve tensions that he claimed to be resolving
and that this, in turn, shows how Giedion’s history was
structured by an gporie inscribed into the his.
tory of the cultural avant-garde from its inception. To
substantiate my claim that Giedion’s failure was
symptomatic, consider two other instances—first, z
tension between Hitchcock and ie Corbusier, and
second, Philip Johnson's reading of Giedion's less
well-known confemporary, the Viennese private
scholar Emil Kaufmann.

In his book of 1948, Painting Toward Architecture,>2
Hitchcock criticized Le Corbusier in a way that stands
in curious proximify to the architect's own book of
that year, New World of Space.*3 Con
these books bear witness to a conflict between the
desire for @ new normative order that the historian

ered together,
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continued to call “style”—-a broadly binding
“visua! language™ or “pattem” valued for its
own sake as an index of a new normative
taste appropriate to the historical periad
called modern—and an equally strong desire
for a dimension of architectural experience
that might be described as expansive, open
and indeterminate, poetic, free, even tran-
scendent. Surely it was no coincidence that
the frontispieces of the twe books were
identicat—a still {ife of 1925 by te Corbusier
{signed Jeanneret) owned by the Herman
Miller Company, whose collection of abstract
art was the motive and focus of Hitchcock’s
book. Nor could it be an accident that both
focused on the relationship between archi-
lecture and painting, with the architect’s cen-
tral theme being the objact of the historian’s
skepticism. Notwithstanding his privileging
of Le Corbusier for the frontispiece, Hitch-
cock held that “the theoretical relationshin

between painting and architecture has been

much more clearly stated [by Walter Gropius]
than in the writings of Le Corbusier” and pre-
ferred the “systematic approach {of the

Bauhaus] to the study of design in all Beids™
over te Corbusier, who he reproached for
simply presuming “that the study of modern
painting leads in a somewhat intangible way
to the formation of a relevant modern tastein
afl the arts.» 74

For Hitcheock, “abstract art” —with its Sys-
tematic and generalizable constructions of
lines and planes in two and three dimen-
sions—was the true and fegitimate art of
the modern era, whose “potentiat value to
contemporary architects” could be under-
stood as instrumental for a company, such

as Herman Miller, producing modern furniture for a
mass market. it offered the key to a new universality,
which nevertheless required the retraining of both
arusts and

wers, production and reception—the
retraining of subjectivity to conform to the apparent
objectivity of the emerging new epach, Correcting the
“distortions” of early cubism, whose architectonic
quatity he considered so obvi usty suited to architec-
ture, Hitcheock presented abstract art as the common
base for nonimitative and ronperspectival modern art
and architecture,

For Le Corbusier, on the other hand, the task of archi-
tecture was not limited ta the realization of 2 new sys-
tem. He ¢laimed retrospectively that the relationship
between his plastic research and his architecture had,
for thirty years, circled around what he called the
“miracle of ineffable space™ and the “consummation
of plastic emotion.” While his desire for an architec-
ture of powerful emotions had been a crucial aspect of
purist aesthetics, there was no residue of his purist
critique of cubism as his prose attempted to portray
is experience of an ineffable, inexpressible spatiali-
ty—"a boundiess depth opens up, effaces the walls,
drives away contingent presences.” In fact, he now
linked this aimost religious experience of architecture
te the “‘magnification’ of space that some of the
artists of my generation attempted around 1910,
during the wonderfully creative flights of cubism. They
spoke of the fourth dimension with intuftion and
clairvoyance.” 25 The fourth dimension, he continued,
“is the moment of limitiess escape evoked by an
exceptionally just consonance of the plastic means

employed.” Neither the fourth dimension noft the ex-

perience of ineffable space nor the just consonance of
means was seemingly of value for Hitchcoek. Yet they

were central to that other historian, Sigfried Giedion,

whose interpretation of both Le Corbusier and Gropius

was actuzlly structured by his conception of architec-

ture in space-time. Could this have played a
role in Hitchcock's curious faflure even to ac-
knowledge Giedion’s prior treatment of the
significance of cubist and post-cubist art for
the new architecture, so strategic, after all,
to his historical narrative in Space, Time and
Architecture, published just seven years
earlier and so “successful” that a second
and enlarged edition would come out the
following year?

Emil Kaufmann too came to the United
States in this pericd, 2lthough not for a pres-
tigious fecture series but as an immigrant,
teaving Austria after Hitler’s takeover in
1938. And Kaufmann too had his American
debut at Harvard, although not for Gropius
hut for the American Society of Architectural
Historians meeting in the summer of 1542,
For both Giedion and Kaufmann, coming to
America was marked by a greater emphasis

in their writings on a systemic conception of
modernity. While Xaufmann did not affiliate
himself with the architects of his generation
as gttively as Giedion dig, nevertheless in
the early 19305 he had already mobilized his
pioneering research on eighteenth-century
French neoclassical architecture and theory
to support what he took to be the revolution-
ary, or at least republican, ambitions of mod-

ern architecture, at that very moment being
closed down as Hitler dissolved the Weimar
Republic,

informed by the polemical writings of te Cor-
busier and his avant-garde contempararies,
Kaufmann's first book, Von Ledoux bis le

Lorbusier: Ursprung und Entwicklung der Autoromen
Acchitektur (From Ledoux to Le Corbysier: Origin and
Development of Autonomous Architecture) of wa.mm
presented Claude-Nicolas Ledoux as a genius strug-
gling in the late eighteenth century to break free from
what Kaufmann depicted as the feudal, absolutist order
of the barogue {which for him included the Renaissance
and reociassicism), having awakaned to the idea of au-
tonomy, individual self-determination, and republican
self-government, For Kaufmann, Ledoux was to modern
architecture what Kant had been to modern philosophy,
Rousseau to modern political theory, and the Sturm
und Dreng to modern German lterature. Kaufmann
interpreted the forms of Ledouxs architecture and
utopian city as structuraily homologous to these other
manifestations of the idea of autonomy. Individualism,
revolution, and repubticanism in architecture were seen
t0 be manifest in prismatic building elements (un-
zdorned surfaces, windowless walls, unframed open-
gs, and flat roofs), the display of material integrity
{stone had become stone once more), and above zll,
the pure forms of primary geometry {tubes, pyramids,
and spheres). Instead of the meided together cohesion
of the baroque, in which parts were subordinated to the
whole, he identified a new architectonic system of self-
determined, cognitively transparent elements (natural

signs) assembled like a toy into geometrically regulat-
ed freestanding buildings in which the relationskip
between parts would similarly be free and immediately
legible—the direct, sober, and lawful physiognomic
expression of inner necessity {purpose, function, and
character). For Kaufmann, taking his cue from Kant,
“architecture-in-itself” *” marked a supersensibie free-
dom from necessity, the conversion of matter into for-
mat self-presentation, which he considered the ultimate
form of emancipation. Instead of the pictorialism and
organicisr of the baroque city, Ledoux’s ideal city of
Chaux was no longer conceived as spatially bounded or
pictorizlly framed, no ionger the heart of a living whole

Svntror und Feoodant
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but simaly 2 geometric point around which
the parts arranged themselves anorganically
as independent subject-citizens £33,

Kaufmann's lecture of 1942, titled “Claude-
Nicotas Ledoux: Inaugurator of 2 New Arg|
tecturat System,” signaled a shif of emphasis
away from the authority of absolute forms to-
ward a systematic constitution of architectur-
al modermity. * This shift supported & broad-
ening of hi

historical research to incorporate
not only Ledoux’s contemporaries in the
so-called Revolutionsarchitektur in France —
especiglly Etienne-louis Boulée and jean-
Jacques Lequeu—but ultimately the “archi-
tecture of reason” throughout all of Europe,
with the exception of Germany.?? While his
earlier writings had already proffered the
notion that autonomous architecture entailed
a pavilionized and decentralized systern of
composition, the lecture of 1942 Inverted the
pririty between form and system for the sake
of what he called a “new individualism.”
Adapting his rhetoric to America, he dropped
all reference fo Kant and Rousseay and
instead presented his republican ideals in
terms of a constitutiona! framework for free
individuation, He continued to fink Ledoux ta
Le Corbusier, comparing the former's Houses
for Peace and Union to the latter’s Munda-
neum of 1928 on the basis that both aimed
to realize Enlightenment ideals. He cafled
tedoux’s Residence of the Surveyors of the
River Loue s0 successful as an architecture
porlante “that one might easily suppase
some present-day expressionist kad devised
it for an hydrautic power plant.” 3% And he ob-
served that Ledoux’s spherical Shelter for the
Rural Guards, “born of the Revolution” had

{3}
Bage from Emil aufmz
Vori Ledoux bis Le Carbrsier (e

showing Ledouxs ideai city of (1.

been “revived” zs the Perisphere by Wallace Harrison
“to dominate New York's {1939] Worlds Fair.” vet
Kaufmann insisted that “the ultimate goal of the
Revolutionists was to set up a new system. . . . Forms
themselves are secondary factors. . .. It is the same in
social and in artistic life," 31

The shift from form to system marks a refinement of
Kaufmann’s efforts to think through the Implications of
Kant's ¢critical philosophy for architecture. For a contra-
diction had operated throughout the earlier book be-
tween assertions of being and accounts of st

ng, be-
tween stating that *instead of appearances only being
was now valid™37 angd titing Friedrich Holidertin: “We
are nothing. What we search for is everything.”33 De-
Spite his apparent codification of autonomoaus forms,
elements, and tynes, Kaufmann was concerned that
autonomy not collapse into mechanism, and that in-
stead {in keeping with Kant) it transform technique and
tabor inte the free play of aesthetic judgment. That he
feared the risk of mere technigue is clear from this criti-
cism of |. N. L. Durand’s mathematization of architec-
ture as an “impoverished schematization.” 3% Kauf-
manr also explicitly refused the faise archaism of neg-
classicism, which he associated with e political and
cultural empire. Winkelmann, Goethe, and Schiller had
nothing to say to Ledoux, he wrote, “because what was
for them a matter of form, was for him a matter of prin-
ciple, for them precedents that could be taken as
guides, for him the foundations of building itseif to

order to

which he wanted to descend
begin, as it were, again at the wmmwnnmnmwwu
0 1942, Kaufmann called this frustrated and

: s 36
unfuffiliable striving a “sublime ethics.”?

None of the reviews of Kaufmann’s various
writings recognized the extent to which he
was driven by this desire to install constity-
tively an obligation to moral autonomy
struggling against native heterenomy. In Yon
Ledoux bis Le Corbusier, this tension had
been figured not anly in terms of historical
periods, but also as opposing forces within
the new epoch end within the human subject
itself—the will to self-regulation struggling

against the dictate of external nature, speculative
reason against empirical matter, the synthetic against
the organic, and the godly, enlightened, and pure
against the beastly, dark, and corrupt. For Kaufmann,
epochal struggle was not dialectical

the history of 1
and produced seither synthesis nor ar inexorable
teleclogical movement. Instead, the irreselution of
tedoux's work, his inability to discharge the het-
eranomous once and for ali, was symptomatic of striv-
ing for an adeguate representation of the formless
infinite encountered at the dynamic Umits of progres-
sive mathematization—a necessarily incomgplete ard
contingent hermeneutic circling around the mysteqy of
reason striving, yet unable, fo achieve transparency
unto itseif. Every act demanded that the struggle for
self-determination be taken up anew, returning inces-
santly to origins to repeat the founding gesture—a
perpetual cultural revolution enacted on a timeless
tabula rasa.?”

in the closing lines of his last and best-known book,
Architecture in the Age of Reasen, published posthu-
mously in 1955, Kaufmann returned to this issue, un-
derscoring its continued significance for him:

Na set of forms nar any definite, all-embracing formu-
ta, but the chatlenge to struggle for new forms and
new patterns was the legacy of the Age of Reason.
From the moment when a new ideal of configuration
arose—a moment which of course can hardly be fixed
in time —the battle for its realization began. There
was no chance for it ever to attain perfect fulfillment.
Yel from it sprang endless tentative solutians, such as
at atl times have made, and always will make, the life
and the history umbzz:mﬁcﬂm.wm
Like Giedion, Kaufmann's writings were generally
well received among historians, altheugh he too was
consistentty criticized for distorling the past for the
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Spread from Philip [ohnson's “House at
New Canazn, Connec

" showing scurces
for the house along with details and drawings
(Architecturs) Review, Seplember 1950}

sake of his programmatic conception of
present fendencies. Where more recently, Hu-
bert Damisch and Monique Moser have inter-
preted Kaufmann's 1933 bock as an al-
most heroic defense of modern architecture
on the eve of its eclipse by fascisrm?? marked
by the ciosing of the Bauhaus in Berfin, the
construction of Hitler’s Haus der deutschen
Kunst (House of German Art) by Paut Troost in
Munich, and the ascendancy of fascism in
Austria—among earlier historians only Peter
Collins acknowledged Kaufmann's “invatu-
able service to contemporary architecture” for
showing how “we may appreciate our own
problems more acutely by seeing them in an
ighteenth-century setting.” % Others con-
sidered his case for Ledoux as a prophet of
modernism “not very successful”#" and “dif-
ficuit to swatlow but not difficult to digest, ™47
or claimed that “the really prophetic works”
had been created instead by industri-
alization?? and that Kaufmanns preoccupa-
tion with modern architecture blinded him to
Ledoux’s neoclassicism%? and historicity.

(3}
Spread from Philip Johnson's “House a7 New
Canaan, Cannecticat,” with views of 162 house
{Architecturi Review, Septemger 1950)

Kaufmann's precccupation with revolution was calied
“igeologicat,” 4 “distorting,” and “Marxist,”%% nis
“metaphysics” & dangerous ard “unclear theoretical
basis.” Like Giedion, Kaufmann was admired for his
“rich factual research,” but rebuked, even by his most
sympathetic readers, for failing to account for the con-
crete historical relationships that operated between ar-
chitecture and the social and political conditions of the
time. Only Paut Zucker commended Kaufmann as being
in *the best tradition of thorough European scholar-
ms._u.:.ﬁ Even Meyer Shapiro, who in 1936 introduced
Kaufmannr's work in America with praise, also ob-
served —with considerable insight, { might add —that
Kaufmang’s categorical distinction between autonomy
and heteroriomy was too metaphorical, inadequate to
the historical evidence, and presumed that architecture
could have such a thing as “a nature” and conform to
such things as pure “laws of art,” assumptions that
wgnored the historical contingency of disciplinary self-

defini .o:m.am

Among architecis of the period that concerns this
conference, the one notable reception of Kaufmann
was by Philip Johnson. As Franz Schulze's biography of
Johnsaon has recounted, the American Society of Archi-
tectural Historians convened at Johnson's newly com-
pleted Miesian house in Cambridge at around the time
of its conference at Harvard in 1942 specifically to
hear Kaufmann discuss his untranslated book of 1933,
noping that he would shed light en the work of Le Lor-
buster. Later, in presenting the sources and thinking
behind his well-known Glass House in New Canaan of
1949 £ 051, Johnsor used a plate from Kaufmann's
book, depicting tedoux’s spherical Shelter for the
Rural Guards. Johnsen’s article in Architecturai
Review*® offered an assemblage of images accompa-
nied by short texts that served to position his project
amang elementarist works by Le Corbusier, Mies, van
Doesburg, Schinkel, and Malevich. Johnson’s caption
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to Ledoux's sphere explained that the “cubic,
‘absolute’ forms™ of the Glass House and its
separation of functional units

to pure math-
ematical shapes came directly from Ledoux,
wihom he called “the Eighteenth Century fa-
ther of modern architecture,” one of “those
intellectual  revolutionaries from the
barogue” from whom “we” are descended.

While

terpretations of the house (begin-
ning with Johnson’s own) have tended to
facus on its debt to Mies’s Farnswarth House
of 1946-50, the distinctive achievement of
johnson’s design may be mare related to his
positioning of Mies {and himself) within this
elementarist field, which extended and elab-
orated Kaufmann's historical portrait of the
new architectural system. The house itself,
then, may be considered a demonstration of
the compositional system or “grammar”—
site planning by lLe Corbusier ang Mies con-
sidered in relation to van Doesburg's compo-
sition of sliding rectangles and Choisy's
analysis of the approach o the Acropolis;
the principle of absolute form exemplified by
Ledoux a5 2 sphere, by Mies as a rectangutar
glass prism floating above the landscape,
and by Schinkel as a cube at the edge of a
sharp biuif; and the compositional principle
of combining disciete geometric elements
demonstrated by iohnson in an assembly of
steel sections that make an “cpen” Miesian
corner and in a floor plan that recalis the
nteresting” space generated in 2 suprema-
tist painting, which johnson considered
“even today the strorgest single aesthetic
influence on the grammar of architecture.”
As Hitchcock observed in 1966:

{iehnson]was content, then, like most architects be-
fore 1750, to accept the established structural meth-
ods of his day and, tike them, to design in the style

of his day, or at least of his youth, the style he had

i
Internationat Style. As ke told the Harvard students,
he did not,

tion ir 2rchitecture.” Said he, firmly, “f do not strive

ed with me in defining twenty years before as the

e Gropius, “believe in perpetual revolu-

for originality,” for Mies had once told him: “Phitip, it
is much better to be good than to be o«mmm:mm.smo

Yet, where Mies’s projects worked to elevate or sublate
modern rationality into a transcendent self-reflexive
artistic construct, johnsea’s house shows ac evidence
of such dialectics. Neither epistemological nor meta-
physical (ohnson interpreted Mies’s transformation of
standard steel sections as the eguivalent of decora-
tion, asking if mannerism would be next), johnson’s
self-declared derivativeness transformed Kawfmann's
system for individuation into a repertoire of forms and
relational pi

ciples, discharging all obligation to
struggle for transparent self-knowledge in cognizance
of its lirnits. He made Kaufmann’s endgame of au-
tonomous reason inte a language game, whose rules
were reductive and stringent but free of universalizing
necessity and whose aims returned to the worldliness
of a so

| discourse of pleasure. in reaffirming, or at
least making explicit, the culture of taste, style, and
imitation that had after all continuad into the “new™
times, even within modernism, Johnson’s house points
to an unresolved problem in Giedion’s as well as in
Kaufmann's writings, one that they inherited from the
impossible quest of German rationalist modernism in
the 19208 to leave behind what it took to be the inade-

quate laws of social conventions.

Reiterating a topos from the eighteenth
century, rationatists such as Mies, Ludwig
Hilberseimer, Gropius, Adolf Behne, and Max
Taut rejected not only old conventions and
styles but conventionality and style per se—
in favor of & utopian striving for a natural
lawfuiness of construction, designated most
often by the notion of Gestattung or form-
creation, and later by Giedion’s “space-time”
and Kaufmanas “autonomy.” Among archi-
tects, Mies’s statements of ig23 against
style and formalism, which accompanied his
elemental projects in concrefe, are perhaps
the most well-known examples—“Any aes-
thetic speculation, any doctrine and any for-
malism we reject.”> " And “Form is net the
goal but the result of our work. . . . Nor do we
strive for a style. . . . We have other wor-
ries.” > To avoid the cadification and reguta-
tion associated with the idea of style,
Giedion and Kaufmann, {tke the architects
with whom they aligned themselves, posited
the exigency of 2 higher law that would serve
as a regulative ideal for a system of freedom.
This, however, harbored the paradox {hat a
regulative ideal cannot, by definition, exist
or be known, cannot have properties, and so
cannot actually serve as a criterion against
which to judge corformance to law. Conse-
quently, characteristics had to be projected
from examplas already at hand, thereby ¢ol-
lapsing claims for natural tawfulness into
cultural conventions despite the intentions
of architects and historians. it is no accident
that these modernists found it necessary to
campaign for what should have been auto-
matic. The achievement of nature, reason, or
historical necassity was, in the end, coniin-

gent on retraining and reculturation—on programs
that ne one was not, after ali, obliged to subscribe to.
It was the opers

0 of this regutative ideal that en-
gendered the unvesobved tension in Giedion’s and
Kaufmann's histories between completion and incom-
oletion, being and becoming-striving, immanence and
transcendence, which for most readers appeared as a2
seemingly unaccountable disparity betweern astute
accounts of emerging tendencies and perplexing

philosophical and aesthetic ideals.

The quest of 1920s rationalist architecture may in turn
be understood as responding to a related problematic
inscribed into the history of cultural avant-gardism,
seeking 1o resolve the opposition between freedom
and system idenzified by Matei Calinescu as the “irre-
solvable contradiction between the supposedly coura-
zeous nonconformism of the avant-garde and its final
submissiveness to blind, intolerant discipiine” —the
aporia of an avant-garde wanting to be free and yet
demanding regulation. in his Five Face of Moderni-
3...mm {alirescu recounted that the term “avant-garde™
was first introduced in military discourse during the
Middle Ages o refer to an advance guard. It was given
its first figurative meaning in the Renaissance, but
only became a metaphor for a self-consciously ad-
vanced position in pofitics, literature, and art daring

the nineteenth century. Political overtones accrued ia

the aftermath of the French Revolution and were trans-
posed to literary-artistic circles by romantic

theorists, notably Saint-Simonian social reformers

who promoted the artist as the “man of imagination™
capable of both foreseeing the future and creating it,
as the messianic vaaguard in the moral history of hu-
mankind. In the 186cs, Charies Baudelaire was the
first to point out that this notion of the avant-garde

harbored a tension between radical artistic freedom

and programmztic pelitical campaigns modeled on

war, between critique, negation, and destruction, on

Kyxtow and Frembusm
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the one hand, and dogma, affirmation, and
construction, on the other—in short, be-
tween freedom and system. T

tension
gave rise to numerous artistic responses —
those that emphasized one side at the ex-
pense of the olher {Seymour Howard, the
student at Harvard, clearly sided with affir-
mation and regulation); those that attempt-
ed to resolve the tension, as Giedion did
with his dynamic medel; and even those that
accepted it as irresolvable, as Kaufmann did
atieastin part.

Mot only did Giedion and Kaufmann operate
within the structure of this problematic, but
thair strategies for resolving its constitutive
claims origirate in the same histerical and
thearetical conitext from which cuftural avant-
gardism emerged —as Calinescy observed, in
remanticism, but also in speculative ideal-
ism, both of which were launched by Kant’s
“opening up of an abyss where a bridge

Labarthe and Jean-iuc Nancy have explained,
Kant's division between the phencmenal ang
the noumenal, the *is” and the “ought,” d
fered fram the traditional division between
the sensible and the intelligible as “a division
between forms (o priori} of the sensible or in-
tuitive itseff” refusing claims 1o knowledge
that belonged properly to a transcendent
authoiity. 59 The effect of this was to empty
the subject of substance, reducing it to a pure
form that was “nothing more than a function
of unity or synthesis.” Because for him, the
subject could only be defned negatively, as a
stzbject that is not the subject of knowledge,
Kant promoted the moral subject—the “ag
if"—as the ethical condition for the future

“necessary to preserve practical judgment from beins
amere appeal fo conventions.” For Kant, transcenden
talimagination (Einbildungskraft) became the function
requiced ta form this unity and te do so as representi-
{ioR or picture, s phenomenon. Even if the moral suls-
ject, free and self-conscious, could be posited, ther
could be no cognition of it 55

The crisis Inaugurated by Kant's questioning of the
subject preoccupied his successors, not only in phi.
losephy but also in art. it faunched the efforts of phila-
sophical idealism ta reconguer the possibility of effec
tive speculzation through the exigency of a desire o
“will to system” through which the subject would be
able to recognize the ldeal in its own farm. The System
to which idealism aspired, or mose precisely the Sys
tem-Subject, was understood as a task to be done
did not and could not yet exist, but remained “the last
work of humanity.” Kant also opened the way fo
romanticism to address this philosop

al aspiration
to unity through art, rather than through theory. More
precisely, the romantics pursued it through poetics, o
more precisely still pojesie or generative production,
which aimed to operationalize the System through
acts of individuation that sirive 1o be absoclutely seli-
positing, that aspire to the Work-Subject. For romaati-
cism, the work in question was not so much an object
but that which works, not so much the organon as that
which organizes. It was thought to conjein the criticaf
dissolution of existing systems with the relentless
energy of formation, positing the exigency of g total
closure that could never be perfected. By thematizing
that which works in the individual as the capacity to
produce itself by means of jts internal formative force,
romanti

S set up a dizlectical unity between artifi-
cial and natural production, for the organic is essen-
tiaily autoforma
n.mn”.mm The opera

f, of the genuine form of the sub-
e criterion for this form {the mark
of nature} was the perfection of character, whick was

announced through the exigency of 3 “physi-
cal” knowtedge of “the nature of the soul,™
for which the science of physiognomy was to
serve as objective critic and judge. 57

Where the idealist philosopher Friedrich
Schelling grappled for forty years with the
prablem of grounding an ungroundable sys-
tem, the romantic writer friedrich Schlegel
attempted to achieve a new unity through
the writing and assembly of fragmenis ang
ldeas. As a reader of both Scheliing and
Schiegel, 5 Giedion devised his distinctive
theory of history as operationalizing the pro-

duction of & new system of freedom, which
he called “space-time.” Like the romantic
fragment or Idea, Giedion took works of art
and architecture as working toward the real-
ization of the future system and at the same
dme already incorporating it. Kaufmanr's
case for autonomy, first as individuated form
and then as a system of individuation, was
also located in the shadow of Kant’s refusal,
and while more neo-Kantian than Giedion,
was, as | have argued, not untouched by con-
stitutive claims to the absolute. 59

Parenthetically, let me note that the tendency
to collapse Kant's critical path into a formal
language for modern architecture had already
emerged within art history and criticism in
Germany prior to the First World War, when
Kant's unrepresentable Ding-an-sich began
to be invoked in interpretations of abstract
geometric forms whose iadividuated Sach-
lichkeit, objectivity, simplicity, and primitive-
ness were taken as

ible signs of inner
lawfulness. Where critical interpretations of
the “new Renaissance” of Peter Behrens after

1904, as well as art historical treatments of the neoclas-
sicism of um 1800, emphasized the individuatien,
purity, and primitiveness of linear, geometric forms—
forms for themselves—they did not invoke the Kantian
actly. However, in 907 Wilhelm Wor-

thing-in-itself
ringer schematized the psychology of form as an oppo-
sition between urges for abstraction and empathy,
characterizing the former by means of “an audacious

comparison” between the primitive and the “thing
self,” claiming that after thousands of years of evolyu-
tion the feeling for the “thing-fn-itseff” had been
reawakened, ne longer as instinct but now as “the ulti-

=59 manifest in cubic and

mate product of cogsition,
crystalline forms. By 2911, Worringer had applied these
terms in defending the “sachiich self-conscious™ young
art of Paris (inaugurated by Cézanne, van Gogh, and
Emmmmmv.mn in 1013 similar terms were used by the
a programmatic

{zech cubist Viatistav Hofman
statement for a new “revolutionary™ cubist architecture
of “autonomous™ moﬂam.mu and the foltowing year Adoif
Behne described the ur-forms and yr-elements of Bruno
Taut’s Meaument of fron {sphere, pyramid, undecorated
surface) as a rigorous Sachlichkeit that freed architec-
ture from the dictates of convention and use. &3 All three
articles appeared in the expressionist journat Der Sturm,
in the late 19208, such a Kantian “formalism™ may be
discerned in Ludwig Hitherseimer's programmatic call
for a metropolitan architecture “formed exciusively from
itself.. . cubes and spheres, pyramids and cylinders . . .
geometric and cubistic elements that do not permit of
any further objectification 64 Later, in the early 1960s,
having Hecome a reader of Kaufmann, Hilberseimer
even described the main body of modern architecture
with the term “Autonomous Architecture.” 5

Without thematizing the constitutive dependence of his

n of autonomy on the exclusien of heterono-

concep
my and nature, without acknowledging the extent
o of architectural astonomy

1o which his concep
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depended on madels from outside architec-
ture~-from philosophy, politica theory, and
mathematics —and without thematizing the
refiance of his tentative materializations of
autonomy on formal tropes, Kaufmann was
unzble to install a sufficiently experimental
dynamic inte his system to avoid its collapse
into mechanism. Similarly, he did not recog-
nize, let alone nego

te, the contradiction
between the theory of physiognomic expres-
sion {common to both expressionism and
functionalism} and the a priori formalism of
elemental geometry. Nor did he observe, as
Robin Evans recently did, that geometry is not
a dead science and that architecture’s refiance
on it and its reciprocal internalization of archi-
tecture has produced a rich and unfinished
history of disciplinary seif-definition and rede-
finition through interdisciplinary liaisons. 56

The failures of Giedion and Kaufmann's his-
tories were symptomatic, then, of the mod-
ernist quest for 2 new normativity that would
overturn Kan{ without returning directly to
metaphysical claims to substance. While
these failures would in retrospect have to be
ered justified, | do not mean to sug-
gest that this problernatic be condemned or
abandoned. For these avant-garde historians
did, after ali, leave a significant legacy. They
mapped the regutatory matrix of architectur-
al production and reception in the madern
pericd more thoroughly and precisely than
anyone had before; they scrutinized its inter-
nat contradictions, confused mixtures, 2nd
prablematic transumption of the past into
the system of modern production; and they
struggled for an ethical relationship hetween
self and other within it. The irresolutions in

their writings are only failures if we accept the mod-
ernist assumption that resalution is the aim, Without
this, their projecis may be read in other ways, and
their unresolved negotiation between immanent and
transcendent clzims for the constitution of freedom
may take on new value,

To close, let me offer a possible pont of departure for
such a reading. In contemporary criticat legal studies,
Drucitla Cornell {among others) has argued that Kant's
division between the “is” and the “ought” needs to be
maintained —not, however, as two divided realms that
serve simply to stabilize the traditional dichotomy be-
tween nature and freedom—but as an unsurpassable
paradox—in law, as the irresolvable tension between
taw considered as a system of nerms (the legal sys-
tem) and justice considered as the pursuit of an ethi-
cal relationship with alterity, which nacessarily defers
to the beyond of code ang manmam:ﬂmw Cornedl in-
sists that justice is in fact only possible within the
aporia of being both regulated and without regula-
tion. Not only can this aporia not be resobved, efforts
to do so, she argues, necessarily lead to false claims
for what amount to “the system’s own attempts at ‘de-
paradoxicalization,”” 68 The transcendence of justice
carnot be made the immanent end of the internal
evolution of any legal system. Yet working within the
system of law in the pursuit of justice, that is, decon-
structively at its imits, car, she suggests, lead perfor-
matively to the transformation of the system in the
direction of greater freedom.

Reading Giedion and Kaufmann from the perspective
of poststructural theories of mediation would, how-
evef, reguire that they be treated as both targets of
critique and precursors—which is admittedly risky and
would require confronting the mode!l of history that

underpins them. Sixty years before Giedion
and Kaufmann came to America, Friedrich
Mietzsche hac already icentified this risk
when, in his untimely meditation “On the
uses and disadvantages of history for tife,” he
promoted what he called “critical Emmo:...:mm
whose echo (albelt distorled) may be found

in Giedion and Kaufmann, 2s well as among

other activist historian-critics of their genera-

tion —Wilhelm Worringer, Adoif Behne, and

Franz Roh.”? In orders to ive, Nistzsche had

written, it was necessary from time to time to

pass judgment on the injustices of the past,

to break up and dissolve a part of it by “bring-
ing it before the tribunal, scrupulously exam-

ining it and finally condemning it.” To cope

with the problere of judging one’s own origins
and distancing oneself from them, Nietzsche
posited the idez of @ “second nature,” which
he characterized as artistic and fictive. In the
very act of critical destruction, he suggested,
latent and constructive potentialities could
be found that would make it possible
“through a new, stern discipline {to} combat
our inborn heritage and implant in ourseives
a new habit . . . to give oneself, as it were @
posteriori, a past in which one would like to
originate in opposition to that in which one
did originate.” invoking an image of architec-
tural creativity {ater echoed in manifestos for
neugs bauen around 1919, he argued that
while “histodcal justice s always annihilating
{if Tthe historical drive does not also containa
drive to construct, if the purpose of destroy-

g and clearing is not to atlow a future al-

ready afive in ant
on the ground thus liberated, if justice alone
prevaits, then the instinct for creation will be
enfeebled and discouraged.” 7 And:

pation {o raise its house

When the pas: speaks it always speaks as zn oracle;
anby if you are an architect of the future and know
the present will you understand it ... only he who
constructs the future has a right to judge the past.

i you took ahead and set yourself a great goal, you
at the same time resirain that rank analytical impulse

to 2 desert and all

whick makes the presen

tranguiiity, all peacefet growth and maturing almaost
impossibie. Graw about yourself the fence of a great
and comprehensive hope, of a hape-filled striving,
Form within yourself an image to which the future

shalt correspoad.”?

Arguing that these two moments—critical judgment
and utopian hopefuiness —could be conjoined in the
second nature,”

activity of fabricating what he cafled a
Niatzsche's concept of critical history made productive
what Baudelaire had identified, in synchvonic terms, as
the aporia of the avani-garde by casting it into time,
making it productive in history. But Nietzsche was also
quick to warn that judging is fraught with dangers,
including the risk of forgetting that we are the products
of the “sberrations, passions and errors {of ea
generations], and indeed of their crimes.” 73
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his contsol over photographic
reproduciions. His desire io
extipde furniture and personal
obiccts from the photograpis of
e Kau n Howse, for exampie.
extended to the Kavlmanas them:
selves. In explaining why he gid
notwant the clients in the pictures,
Neuira wrote that the house was
a~zypical problem and typicat
techaica! selution 2ng artisic
approach” rather than “a special
stary that conveys just how the
Kapimanas live.” Letter from
ieulra to M, Sernard dated May
39, 1947, Neutra Archive. On
teutrz's relationship with
Shulman and their debates about
arehitectural phatography. see
1nseph Rusa, A Constructed View:
The Aschitectural Photogrophy of
Julius Shulman {Mew Yark: Rizzolt
1995} 4354

43 From the notes to 2 leciure

mthe Neulra Arciive.

4% Newtra's reliance on [antasy
2nd ather geycholagical materia
16 {ill in missing details and to
aersonatize architecture found its
most cifeciive expression ong
restaging theaugh phomgraphy.
Here the architeclural 2nd fitmic
screens collapse into psychic
iection machines. Newtra's great
SBCCRSS With middie-class residen-
tiai ¢lients after World War llmay
derive from his capadity o make
viewers of photogeaphs of his work
feet that they conld be at home in
the image, These images are
advertisemants of 3 saet. where
nothing toe personal 1o an
“other's” domestic iife intrudes
upen the viewers, Az important
study of postwar American archi-
tecture, rot yer underiaken, would
examine architectural prolography
in relazion to psychoiogical manip-
uiation developed primarify in the
asrena of zdvertising. On adverl?:
ing, see Jackson Lears, Fobles of
Abundance: A Caltural Histary of
Adveszising in Americe (Naw York:
Basic Baoks, 1594).

o

45 meutrz, “Woman Makes Man

Clear,” typescript manusceipt, Moy,
13,1953, Neulra Awchiva,

46 Seq the rather surprising
inelusion of 2n article by Neutra,
“Human Habitation Under New
Lenditions,” in the third revised
edition of Greta Gray's House aad
Home: A Monual and Textbook of
Proctical House Plansing {Chicego:
1. B, Lippinctt, 19367, 194 Hewtlsg
descrites his awn pre-Oedipal
relation to architecture 2s follows:
“First  had leared about it {erchi-
tecture], subconsciousty, 25 2 baby,
sitiing with a bate bottom an a
splintery parguetry floos, digging
dir: out of the cracks and licking
the brass hardware of my loy
cupboard. These, and my playing
under the grand piano as well, kad
heen preverbal experiences, but
they weore 50 geep as o deserve 3
most thorough analysis,” Neutra,
Life and Shape (Mew York: Appie-
ton-Century-Crofts, :962). 48,

47 Neytra, “The Architect Faces
the (lieat.”

48 Rank was speaking in particu-
1ar of Expressionism, and used its
“embryonal” forms to argue that
2l form goes back to the primat
form of the maternal vessel, which
has pecome 1o a large extent the
centent of aet; and indeed in an
ideaiized and sublimated way,
namely as form, which makes

the primal form, taller undar
repressian again acceptable, in
that it can te represented and felt
2% ‘beaviiful.™ See Ramk, Traume
of Birth. 160,

49 n Nelson's operating reoms in
patticutar, one sees psychoznalytic
treatment being added lo the
“therapeatic” interventions made
by architecture as deseribed by
Foucauilin The Birth of the Clinic.
Qn Nelsan, see The Filter of
Reason: Work of Poul Nelson. eds.
Terence Riley and Joseph Abram
{New York: Rizzoli, 1990).

50 Saarinen added at this paint
in his discussion that puliing your
legs into the warab chait was
“something which women seem

especialiy to Iike to do. ... The
chair should 2lso be a flattering
backgraund when somedans isia
it~especizlly the female occugant™
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