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This volume of The Student Publication is dedicated with respect and appreciation to:

Henry L. Kamphoefner, the founding dean of the School of Design,
for whom The Student Publication became both a consuming passion and a critical
instrument in establishing the visibility and prominence of the new school. Behind the scenes,
he resolved that the publication would not fail: when, at crucial moments,
special resources were needed, he secured them; when editors grew weary or irresolute,
he found ways of restoring their commitment; and when the publication achieved
critical recognition, he deflected attention from himself and directed it toward the
student editors and their contributors.

Marvin J. Malecha, current dean of the College of Design, whose determination to
re-initiate 7he Student Publication after an 18-year lapse demanded an uncommon
personal commitment of time and energy. His efforts have led to the creation of a major
endowment that assures the continuing financial health of the publication, and his constant
encouragement has been critical in the realization of this first new volume.

The students of the School/College of Design who, for more than half a century, have
invested their creativity, intellect, and idealism in the difficult but rewarding task
of shaping a more harmonious and humane world through design.
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INTRODUCTION
Robert P. Burns

Robert Burns has been an architecture faculty
member in the School/College of Design since
1965. He is a 1957 graduate of the School and
was a co-editor of The Student Publication in
1956-57. He has served as chair of the Editorial
Committee for this issue.

The book that you are holding offers a glimpse into the distinctive themes and features
presented in the 29 volume series titled The Student Publication of the School of Design
published from 1951 until 1985. It is a highly selective gathering of material and, as
such, represents only a small fraction of the remarkable work that filled its thousands

of pages. Published work was diverse in content and appearance, reflecting not only the
changing preoccupations of society and the design communities, but, more particularly,
the issues felt most urgently by student editors and their faculty advisors. From the
beginning, one objective—to publish only material that had “permanent worth,” the
words of the first editor, rather than merely chronicling current activities and projects of
ephemeral interest—served as a critical guide throughout its publishing history. Atten-
dance to that purpose enabled this modest but ambitious publishing venture to transcend
the limits of traditional student magazines and journals common in schools of architec-
ture and design and to attract international attention while advancing the reputation of
the new school of design it represented.

With the publication of Volume 30: Continuum, The Student Publication of the College
of Design* reclaims its position at the center of design creativity and intellectual discovery.
This issue provides a retrospective to acquaint the new reader with some of the series carlier
achievements; future issues, to be published on an annual basis, will present only original
material (a preview of Volume 31 can be seen at the end of this volume). The editorial pol-
icy of the new series will remain consistent with our heritage—to publish only work of
lasting value that has the potential to contribute to the betterment of society.

James Brandyt, editor of Volume 1, recently described the publication’s origins in a brief
memo. He described how, in the winter of 1950 just a year and a half after the founding of
the School of Design at NC State, several architecture students explored the idea of a stu-
dent magazine with the encouragement of the noted Dutch architect and publisher
H. Th.Wijdeveld, a visiting professor at the school at that time. Intoxicated by the idealis-
tic, innovative stance of the new school’s program, they set out to create a publication to
match its lofty perspective. In the first issue, the editor stated:

The School of Design is dedicated to producing not just architects but well-rounded citizens.
It seems to us that the magazine of its students should lead in that direction—in the direc-
tion of unlimited scope, in the direction of a well-rounded content. We have a place for short



stories as well as articles on modern art;
sonnets as well as elevations; for musical
as well as architectural criticism.

While some of the early issues did
embrace this free-style attitude toward
content, incorporating highly diverse
material in a slim, square format, the pub-
lication eventually evolved into a series of
single-theme documents, occasionally pro-
duced in album form. Indeed, the first
issue of Volume 1 was quickly transformed
into a tribute to Matthew Nowicki, the
celebrated Polish-born architect and
revered first head of the Architecture
Department, when he died in a tragic air-
plane crash in the desert of Egypt. He was
only 40 years old but his relatively brief
professional life had been filled with cre-
ative accomplishment and personal hero-
ism. Excerpts from that initial publication
are incorporated in this volume, including
Lewis Mumford’s vivid appraisal of Nowic-
ki’s potential:

Those who know Matthew Nowicki's work
intimately. .. have no doubt that he, more
surely than any of his contemporaries, bore
within him the seed of a new age.
The resulting memorial issue was hugely
popular, quickly became a collector's
item, and brought the nascent student
publication instant credibility. This land-

mark issue, over half a century old,
has never been republished until now.
In selecting material to reproduce
from the entire 29 volume series, which
includes 55 individual issues (early vol-
umes typically consisted of three issues,
later volumes one or two issues), the edi-
torial committee faced a daunting chal-
lenge. Many notable articles and creative
works had to be excluded, and most
works chosen have had to be severely
abridged. At the same time, some pieces
that would have been robbed of meaning
or impact by abbreviating have been
reproduced in their entirety. In a few
cases, photographs of less than ideal
quality have been used because they were
critical complements to the text. Some
important contributors—distinguished
visitors and faculty whose efforts were
critically important to the success and
vitality of the publication—are regret-
tably absent from this volume. For exam-
ple, several early articles by Buckminster
Fuller, a frequent and highly influential
visitor to the School, did not find a place
in this volume. Ultimately, we set three
principles to guide the selection process:
each piece should possess integrity and
high quality; each should focus on peda-

gogical and theoretical concerns that

reflected a significant aspect or a turning
point in the School’s academic priorities
of the time; and the content, taken as a
whole, should be appropriately balanced
across the entire period of publication—
roughly three decades.

It is rewarding to examine the amazingly
rich variety of thematic issues contained in
this compilation. Although the School of
Design quickly acquired a reputation for
technological innovation and structural
invention as a result of its association with
the sensational and daring State Fair Arena,
its academic orientation was in fact broader
than most older peer institutions. The edi-
tor of Volume 2, Bruno Leon, later to
become a storied dean at the University of
Detroit, observed: “To place into perspec-
tive my period as editor of 7he Student
Publication, one must be aware of the
atmosphere of the School of Design at that
time. It was an exciting, pioneering place
filled with a ferment of ideas that seemingly
were being generated daily. Although
unquestionably a school that espoused a
contemporary philosophy of architecture,
it did not fall into the intellectual trap of
focusing on one approach. I saw my role
as editor to foster and reflect that idea.
Therefore, I insisted upon a diversity of
ideas from a number of different ficlds that

09



would rightly bear upon a meaningful
architecture devoid of mere fashion.” This
rhetoric was matched by the content of his
three issues which comprised a critique of
building industrialization, discussions of
educational theory, and a portfolio of stu-
dent visual creative work, as well as a
remarkable interview by six students of
Mies van der Rohe, an early visitor to the
new school. That interview is reprinted in
this volume.

Unanticipated in the academic and pro-
fessional debates of the 1950s, the brilliant
album Building Footprints, excerpted herein
as 1959: Plans, offered profound insights
into the reading of architectural floor plans,
their expression of purpose and technology,
comparisons of the antique to the “mod-
ern,” and, because they were all drawn to
the same scale, a new awareness of size and
scale relationships of buildings from many
different eras. Indeed this publication, long
out of print, suggested a valuable new
method of interpreting architectural history
though its lessons are yet to be adopted by
the academy.

The section titled Structures brings
together some of the most notable pieces
published in the entire series. From its
inception, the School of Design had pos-
sessed a faculty cadre committed to coun-
terbalancing the formalist preoccupations
of the Modern Movement with a more pen-
etrating analysis of architectural production.
For much of the school’s early development,
structural discovery, constructional logic,
and the integration of space, form, and
structure were rigorously advanced in stu-

dios, research projects, and in the choice of
visiting lecturers. We have selected a sam-
pling of articles and studies by four of the
school’s most important faculty and visi-
tors, severely and regrettably abridged, that
are intended to indicate the nature and
depth of this commitment. Of the four,
Pier Luigi Nervi and Felix Candela were
internationally known designers and
builders whose influence on the school was
pervasive. Even more significantly, faculty
members Eduardo Catalano and Horacio
Caminos provided creative leadership to
the architecture program from 1951 to
1962 through their teaching, research and
built works. The exhilarating Catalano
House, built in Raleigh in 1955 and first
published in The Student Publication, was
hailed as the “House of the Decade” by
House and Home magazine.

In the mid-1960s, the publication’s
editors applied the comparative analytic
method pioneered in Building Footprints to
create two memorable, highly acclaimed vol-
umes, The City: Form and Intent and Forty
Gardens. Both reflected a then-growing ped-
agogical concern for the role of design in the
larger environmental context. Like their
predecessor, they were immediately snapped
up by collectors and have been unavailable
until their reprinting in this volume.

At about the same time, the ambitious
five-issue Volume 14, here titled 7964:
Concepts, explored the design concepts and
processes in then-current projects by Le
Corbusier, Alvar Aalto, Louis I. Kahn, and
Paolo Soleri. The sketches, model studies,
and candid writings by these modern mas-

ters reveals not only the creative process at
work but also the remarkable interaction of
student editors with their world-famous
contributors. A fifth issue, devoted to the
essays and early designs of Harwell Hamil-
ton Harris, who joined the school’s faculty
in 1961, is also incorporated.

This retrospective would be incomplete
without at least one of the numerous contri-
butions of the faculty member sometimes
described as “the heart and soul of the
School of Design,” Duncan Stuart, who
happened to be a multi-faceted genius.

One of the original faculty members
brought from the University of Oklahoma
in 1948 by founding Dean Henry Kam-
phoefner, Stuart was a brilliant geometrician,
delineator, and painter whose involvement
with the publication began with Volume 1
and extended periodically for two decades.
The Mass Production of Unique Items
Revisited, co-authored with Fred Eichen-
berger and re-published here as 1970:
Mosaics, hints at Stuart’s unique intelligence.

Beginning in 1969, with society at large
and design pedagogy deeply divided, a
number of new themes arose to shape the
publication. Volume 18 Co-editor Kenneth
Moffett recalls that it “was a turbulent peri-
od, embroiled in Vietnam, civil unrest and
an unfettered youth subculture. I believe
that these factors had an indirect but signifi-
cant effect on the approach taken with our
issue...and some others that followed dur-
ing that period. One dominant perspective
of the times cast design as an intuitive pur-
suit somewhat into disrepute as a model for
the design student and professional. The



individual design ego was de-emphasized in
preference to collaborative projects and
investigations employing quasi-scientific
methods. Volume 18 was devoted to articles
by social scientists and design professionals
with research interests in environmental
psychology and analysis, and appears in
hindsight to have been a rather arid if well-
meaning essay into attempts to better quan-
tify environmental design.” Moffett adds
“that such systematic analysis remains a
niche involvement centered in the academy”
and that achieving “a better understanding
of how built form affects our lives seems to
remain a rather fragmented and largely
unrealized goal.” To represent the several
volumes addressing this concern, we have
chosen Editor David Tester’s introduction to
Volume 23 included as 1974: Methodology.

The last three sections are devoted to the
three of the most influential and accom-
plished books published in the later period
of the first series.

1978: Vernacular is drawn from the wild-
ly successful Carolina Dwelling which
reflected another shift in values that took
place in the turbulent 1970s. Dwellings
editor, Doug Swaim, remembered that
“boomer America was turning towards
localism, ecology and New Age spiritualism.
Modernism and technology were out—
symbolism and cultural pluralism were in.”
In such a context it is remarkable that the
resulting publication turned out so sensible,
revelatory, and downright inspiring. With
its emphasis on two scales— the nature of
settlements in the vernacular landscape and
the values and origins of indigenous struc-

tures it found an enthusiastic audience, and,
unlike carlier volumes, has been reprinted
frequently.

1978: Models is derived from Volume
27: Great Models, insofar as we know the
only book published that consists entirely
of illustrated essays by numerous promi-
nent architects who describe how they
employ architectural models in their
design process. Among the illustrious
contributors were Richard Meier, Michael
Graves, Luis Barragan, and Reyner Ban-
ham. Uniquely conceived and beautifully
produced, Great Models featured an ele-
gant introduction by Suzanne Buttolph
which is reproduced herein.

1979: Precedents represents selected mate-
rial from the groundbreaking publication
Volume 28: Analysis of Precedents by Roger
H. Clark and Michael Pause, then and now
faculty members in the College of Design.
In examples of architecture from many eras,
Precedents revealed the often unrecognized
power of the parts; in so doing, the authors
suggested a useful and resilient method for
generating design concepts.

This book and its successor, Precedents
in Architecture published by Van Nostrand
Reinhold, have achieved international
stature, and the Reinhold edition has gone
through several editions and has been pub-
lished in four languages. If you have not
encountered this important work previously,
the selection presented in this volume is cer-
tain to whet your appetite for more.

This, then, is Continuum, the revival of a
series with a brilliant and innovative pub-
lishing record. Except for introductory

notes, credits and the like, all textual and
visual material has been drawn from previ-
ously published volumes of The Student
Publication of the School of Design, though
new typographic and page compositions
have as their purpose a coherent and visual-
ly appealing product. The editorial team
for the present volume, consisting of faculty
and students from all of the College’s
departments, has sought to look forward
while looking backward, to suggest the
originality and creative impulses of past
volumes re-imagined in fresh and vivid
terms. Thus, a bridge between past and
future has been created and the legacy of
excellence, guided by the purpose to pub-
lish only work of “permanent worth,” is
passed on to those who, it is hoped, will
conceive future volumes with similar pas-
sion and insight.

* The publication’s name has been revised to

reflect the change of the school to “College of Design”
in 2001. Also, the first few volumes of the publication
were titled The Student Publications of the School
of Design. The plural form was dropped early in its
history, and the singular form has been continued in

the new series.
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VoLUME O1.1

A TRIBUTE TO MATTHEW NOWICKI

Lewis Mumford

One of the twentieth century’s most respected
critics and bistorians of American culture, Lewis

Mumford was a visiting professor at the School of

Design in its early years. This memorial tribute
to his fallen younger friend and colleague was
amplified in a comprehensive four-part appraisal
and critique of Nowickis career published in
Architectural Record in 1954.

His architecture recognized no provinciality of time or place of method: it took the
measure of man and sought to bring together the regional and the universal, the mechani-
cal and the personal. Beyond the United Nations, which he served, he saw a united man
and prepared a home for his use and delight. Nowicki graduated from the Polytechnic in
Warsaw and in the brief year before the Nazi invasion, he had risen to the top of his pro-
fession. Following Plato, he held that architecture was essentially a pedagogical art: the
architect was a teacher, a “promoter of new ideas beneficial to the life of man.” He himself
taught by the best of methods: his loving and lovable example. Though Nowicki was too
deeply committed to freedom and democracy to accept the repressive forms of totalitarian
communism, he nevertheless became the inevitable choice of Poland for service with the
United Nations. No member of the distinguished Board of Consultants was better pre-
pared than Nowicki as both architect and designer of cities; few architects anywhere could
match him in his adventurousness and gaiety, his open-cyed daring, his fertility of inven-
tion, his unflagging discipline, his deep sense of duty, above all, in the humility that is
given only to great genius.

Those who know Matthew Nowicki’s work intimately, who can estimate his potentiali-
ties as well as his performances, have no doubt that he, more surely than any of his con-
temporaries, bore within him the seed of a new age. In his designs, spontaneity and
discipline, power and love, form and function, mechanical structure and symbol were
united. That which he left undone through his death must now call forth the creative
efforts of a whole generation.






ON EXACTITUDE AND FLEXIBILITY

Matthew Nowicki

The first issue of The Student Publication was
dedicated to the memory of Matthew Nowicki, the
revered first head of the Architecture Department,
who had just been killed in a plane crash. The
essay reproduced here offers insight into Nowickis
broad humanistic view of architecture as a cultural
enterprise. From the portfolio of Nowicki’s sketches
included in the original publication, we have
reproduced one of his many early studies for the
State Fair (Dorton) Arena and two unexecuted
designs for buildings in Chandigarh on which he
was working just before his death.

Sometime ago our design became a style. No matter how ingeniously we dodge the
unpleasant issue, it comes at us with full force in thousands of creations of the contempo-
rary designer. Our design is a style, with all the restrictions, disciplines, limitations and
blessings that we usually associate with the term. A style in the similarities between designs
differing basically in the purpose of their use and destination, subordinating to its demands
a refrigerator or a motor car, a factory or a museum. A style which perhaps follows sales,
quoting Edgar Kaufman, just as form followed function in the words of Greenough and
Renaissance architecture in the work of Palladio followed its antique models. A style as pro-
nounced, as defined, more limited perhaps, and as legitimate for our times as the style of
Renaissance has been in its days.

In the growing maturity and self-consciousness of our century, we cannot avoid the
recognition of this fact, and we have to realize what it stands for. We can no longer avoid
this term “style” simply because it brings to our minds unpleasant memories. We cannot
keep on pretending that we solve our problems without a precedent in form. We have to
realize that, in the overwhelming majority of modern design, form follows form and not
function. And even when a form results from a functional analysis, this analysis follows a
pattern that leads to a discovery of the same function, whether in a factory or a museum.
Approached in a certain way, an answer to every architectural problem is a flexible space,
with no reason why one flexible space should be different from another, and many practi-
cal reasons why they should be alike.

In saying all this, [ am not an advocate of a diversity in design for its own sake. Such
a diversity is just confirming the rule of regimentation that always is the result of a style.
The more one attempts to escape one’s period, the more a part of it one becomes. The
constructive diversity that provides strength to an expanding and virile civilization comes
through a creative sensitivity to the eternally changing circumstance where “every opportu-
nity stands alone.”

This sensitivity is the main source of something for which I have no better word than
freshness. Freshness is a physical part of youth, and youth disappears with time. This is the
law of life true equally in the case of an individual or a civilization. Freshness can be pre-
served if the source of it depends not on the physical state of being young, but on the con-
sciousness of its origin. Some individuals preserve this creative freshness in their maturity.






Those are the great artists. Some civiliza-
tions preserve this freshness for ages and
then become great cultures. For although
maturity aims at perfection and the stride
for perfection must end with an unchang-
ing standard of classical excellence, the con-
sciousness of the source of freshness can
provide a magnified scope to this stride.
The magnitude of this scope is the measure
of ambitions and strength of a civilization,
and the prophecy of its future achievements.

Thinking in terms of the contemporary,
or should I say modern, period of design,
we realize by now that it has passed its
earthly youth. The experiments with form,
and the new space concept, the playfulness
with “the machine to live in,” the machine
to look at, or the machine to touch, in
architecture, painting and sculpture are more
remote from us than the time alone would
indicate. There was a freshness in those
youthful days of the aesthetic revolution, a
physical freshness of a beginning. There was
a diversity in those days of forms that grew
without a direct precedent in form.

I speak of architecture because it
incorporates the full field of design. In its
changes we can discover those that affected
the interior design, the industrial design,
problems of organized landscape and oth-
ers, with or without a separate name. And
it is these changes of the architectural con-
cept that I propose to analyze with the aim
of establishing our present position in their
chain. From the analysis of these changes I
will not develop any law of analogy, nor
will I make predictions on what will be the
coming change. I propose to define our
present position because this is our strategic
point of departure for the investigation of
the full field of opportunity that lies within
our period.

To define our present stage, I shall try
to trace it to its origins. It scems to me that
the beginning of modern architecture has

its roots in the domestic structure of the
late Renaissance. It was then that the prob-
lem of human comfort was rediscovered.
Functionalism in terms of the importance
of good living was introduced, along with
a number of technical gadgets of which the
stove in Fontainbleu was probably a van-
guard. Architecture descended from its
pedestal of heroism and rapidly started to
grow human and even bourgeois. In France
after the death of Louis X1V, the despotic
“Roi soleil,” the private residence “building
boom” produced a plan in which areas of
different use were defined and located with
regard to one another. The plan of this new
type differed from its predecessor, where a
sequence of rectangular, round, oval and
otherwise shaped interiors had a changing
use, and one ate, slept, or entertained in
any of them, according to a passing or a
more permanent fancy. This change was
not the beginning of functionalism, as
architecture always had to satisfy a func-
tion, but the beginning of its modern
interpretation. Resigning from heroism,
architecture diminished its scale, becoming
cut to size of an ordinary man. A good
illustration of this change is the comparison
between the Palace of Versailles and the
Petit Trianon.

In the change of the predominant scale
and the introduction of the problems of
comfort, we can find the beginning of our
architecture. These changes, essential as they
were, could not alone produce the new
form. Other factors were to complete the
picture of the final change. One of them
was expressed in 1825 by the German
architect, Schinkel, after his visit to the
industrialized Manchester in his famous
question, “Why not a new style?” The eter-
nal desire of change was responsible for vio-
lent shifts of attitude to form through the
nineteenth century. To illustrate this vio-
lence and its extremes, I would like to quote

two striking and not very well known
examples. In the early years of the century,
a French archeologist proposed a system of
destroying the Gothic cathedrals, considered
in the days of the Empire as edifices of bar-
barism. Cutting a groove at the base of the
limestone columns, then surrounding them
with piles of wood and setting fire to them
was suggested. The archaeologist was con-
vinced that under this treatment the unsa-
vory structure would crumble “in less than
ten minutes” relieving civilization of its
shameful presence.

A few decades later Ruskin, paving
the way for the Pre-Raphaelite movement,
wrote in his Modern Painters that no public
funds should be spent to purchase paint-
ings later than Raphael, as the spirit
of art was confined to the medieval period
and replaced later by the superficial tech-
nology of a craft.

Out of these shifts of sympathies came
the consciousness that some basic change in
the eclectic sequence is indispensable. This
was the psychological background to what
we call the “modern” form. And although
we shudder at the word style, Schinkel’s
search for its new expression contributed to
the birth of modern architecture perhaps as
much as any other factor.

No new form of architecture could have
been created with a new structure, and the
psychological receptiveness had to wait for
its fulfillment until the structural possibili-
ties ripened.

The middle of the last century with
Paxton’s Crystal Palace—its modular re-
erection on a new site, its space concept of
openness—created a new era. The follow-
ing use of cast iron, then ferroconcrete and
steel, created the spine of the new frame
structure from those days on dominant in
modern building.

Independence of the partitioning wall
from the frame created the free plan and,



thus, all elements of the new architecture
were present at the beginning of the century.

What would have been the characteris-
tics of modern architecture had it followed
the direction of those early days? Its form,
influenced strongly by the expression of
the structure, would have been intricate
and detailed. The logical development of
the skeleton would have accentuated the
delicate ribs, dividing areas of the building
into supporting and supported members.
The resulting form would perhaps have
acquired the lightness and openness of
lacework filled with translucent or opaque
screen. In its final stage the screen proba-
bly would have been replaced with a sec-
ondary skeleton filling the lacework with
more lacework.

This is the way the gothic skeleton
developed with its stained glass window
and this was the road explored by Paxton,
Labrouste, Eiffel and their contemporaries.
Modern architecture instead chose a road
different in every respect from these expec-
tations. To understand this change of
destiny we have to make a digression.
Architecture with its social, economic and
technical complexities never was in the lead
of aesthetic changes. As a rule it followed
other media of art. The changes of taste in
the nineteenth century, mentioned before,
affected architecture very profoundly, but
they resulted from factors remote to the
problems of building or design.

The great change introduced by the
Renaissance can be quoted here as a strik-
ing example of the same problem. At the
rebirth of the classical idiom, the medieval
gothic structure reached the climax of its
growth. The further life and growth of this
structure was interrupted by an aesthetic
wave unrelated to the technics of architec-
ture. No structural competition to the
gothic building was offered by the new
style. The building methods of the Renais-

sance were crude when compared to the
advanced standard of the medieval mason.
The change in architecture followed the
changing aesthetic of the period and the
responsibility and credit for this change
should rest with its men of letters. In this
way Petrarch and Dante fathered the archi-
tecture of the Renaissance.

A somewhat similar thing happened to
modern architecture. This time the change
of taste was inspired by the painters and
not by the men of letters. The broad and
open mamiere of Cezanne, the architecton-
ic painting of synthetic Cubism introduced
a new taste for the purity and simplicity of
form. The development of the structural
skeleton mentioned before could not be
molded into the new aesthetic. The prob-
lems of structure and materials became sec-
ondary in a period preoccupied with the
aesthetics of form. One has the impression
that for an architect of the early twenties
construction was the necessary evil. Archi-
tecture became “idealized” and “dematerial-
ized.” Colorful planes meeting at the
corners of the cube emphasized the lack of
material thickness. Structural detail was
eliminated to conform to the demands of
purity with the result that the idealized
structure reacted badly to time and weath-
er. A column in this architecture became
simply a cylinder surrounded by planes, a
vertical among horizontals. The contrast of
this juxtaposition had to be achieved to the
satisfaction of the intellect so that no shape
was created without a function which it
should express and serve. But to create the
shape a function was created or convenient-
ly over-emphasized. Here my thoughts
wander to those two massive cylinders
dividing the steps of Le Corbusier’s Salva-
tion Army Paris building. Although
emphasized more than any other structural
element of the building, they function only
as ventilation shafts and now, if technically

obsolete, they may have lost their function-
al meaning, preserving their compositional
importance. This architecture of the “inter-
national style,” romantically disposed to
over-impressed technology, developed a
notion which I shall call the functional
exactitude. The truth of architecture was
considered to be the exact expression

of every function. When building became
technically obsolete and therefore no longer
ideally serving those changing functions, it
was to be removed and replaced by a more
efficient one.

The concept of functional exactitude
found a source of decorative qualities in the
inventive interpretation of human life and
movement. One might say that this archi-
tecture became the decoration of function.
The period of functional exactitude looked
for its inspiration towards the physical
function. The psychological one was not
considered in its philosophy. The concept
of controlled environment resulted and the
main purpose of architecture was to control
physical environment to the physical satis-
faction of the user. The recent changes in
modern architecture are perhaps as basic as
those separating the nineteen twenties from
their predecessors. True, we share our
vocabulary with this period of yesterday
but the same words have for us a different
and often a basically opposite meaning. We
both speak of functionalism but then it
meant the exactitude and now it means the
flexibility. Those are two opposite concepts.
In our thoughts priority often is given to
the psychological and not the physical
human function. The concept of a short-
lived structure removed with the rapid
change of technology is replaced by a
notion of architecture that will be our con-
tribution to the life of future generations.
Le Corbusier introduces a measure on
which this contribution can be com-
posed—the “modulor,” with its mystery
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of the golden section. This measure of
good proportion is most significant for the
change of values. No longer the measure
of functional space, no longer the measure
of time, but a measure of beauty. Whatever
the validity of such a measure may be, it is
interesting to notice that in the sequence
of “time, space, and architecture,” the
emphasis is shifting towards the last word
in terms of the mystery of its art. The

free plan is replaced by the modular plan.
Again, these are two opposite notions. A
module is the most rigid discipline to
which a plan can be subjected. A modular
plan in reality is the opposite of a free
plan. We are no longer preoccupied with
the proximities of related functions but
with the nature of space that leads from
one function to another. It is no longer
“how quickly to get there” but “how to
get there,” that matters most in our plans.
It seems that from a quantitative period
we have jumped into a qualitative one.

These changes are neither as conscious
nor as pronounced to the degree pointed
out in my remarks. It is an irresistible
temptation to express those changes in the
most striking manner. Bug, in order to be
objective one has to realize that a dividing
line between periods can never be geomet-
rically defined. This division can better be
compared to a wide ribbon which separates
and joins at the same time like a gray belt
between fields of black and white.

With respect to the main channels of
human creation, namely the invention and
the discovery, one might say that our pres-
ent period is also different from the yester-
day. The discovery of the formal symbol of
the unchanging laws of the universe seems
to replace the invention of the form with-
out a precedent. The eternal story of gravi-
tation is again consciously contemplated.
We are aware that the form of the discovery
has to change but the object of it remains

the same; over and over discovered in
many ways. Along with these elements of
philosophy we also react in a different way
to the techniques of our craft. Architecture
discovered its own medium of creation and
the difference between this medium and
the others.

Picasso writing recently about his “blue
period” of 1912 and several years later said
that he discovered late the difference
between sculpture and painting. Maturity
brings a “sense of medium” and mature
architecture in the same way discovered the
difference between painting and the art of
organizing accessible space. As a result, we
rely in our expression on the potentialities
of materials and structure almost picking
up the trend of the nineteenth century.
This interest in structure and material may
disclose within the building medium deco-
rative qualities of ornament much too
involved for the purist of yesterday. The
symbolic meaning of a support became
rediscovered and a steel column is used
frankly as a symbol of structure even
when it is not part of the structure itself.

The period of functional exactitude
expressed its mysterious longings for orna-
ment in the decoration of function. This
period of functional flexibility expresses
them in the decoration of structure. Art
tends not only to discover the truth but
to exaggerate and finally to distort it. And
maybe in this distortion lies the essence
of art.

I have described our stage of the modern
design as a style. Will this style repeat the
sad story of other styles becoming an addi-
tion to the repertoire of a future eclecticism?
The life and the decline of cultures follows
an organic pattern which seems to be
inevitable. But the span of life of a culture
and its rebirth into another rests in the
hands of the people responsible for its cre-
ation. Where is the future of modern design?

It seems to me that it depends on the
constant effort of approaching every prob-
lem with the consciousness that there is no
single way of solving it. “Art una-species
mille.” This battle cry of the Renaissance
should be repeated again and again. Art may
be one but there are a thousand species. We
must face the dangers of the crystallizing
style not negating its existence but trying to
enrich its scope by opening new roads for
investigation and future refinements.

“Form follows function” no longer satis-
fies ambitions aroused when form becomes
judged for its universal values, but sensitivi-
ty to the minute exigencies of life remains
the source of creative invention leading
through the elimination of “exactitudes” to
the more important and more general truth

which equals beauty.
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INTERVIEW WITH LUDWIG MIES VAN DER ROHE

Students Talk with Mies
February 13, 1952

The following article was the result of an interview
between Ludhwig Mies van der Robe and six students
of the School of Design in February 1952. Mies van
der Robe was then director of the Department of
Architecture at the lllinos Institute of Technology.
The interview was tape recorded and transcribed
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