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Introduction

The School of Architecture of the National Technical University
of Athens presents its second lecture series which took place
during the years 2001-2002. The speakers were all eminent
architects, both Greek and non-Greek.

These lectures are addressed not only to the students of the
School, but also to the wider academic and architectural
community. Their purpose is to enrich the educational process
with ideas, theories, and practices which emerge, are put to the
test, and find application outside the premises of this School.

These papers are largely faithful to the original text of the
lectures with only minor revisions applied to it. Thus, we hope
that the vividness, the immediacy, the spontaneity, and the
personal tone of the spoken language is preserved within the
bounds of possibility.

In this issue, | am honoured to present professor Elia D. Zenghelis
in his lecture entitled “Architecture and Propaganda” and
delivered on May 16th, 2002.

The president of the School of Architecture NTUA
Professor Y. Polyzos



Elcaywyn

H Zx0An ApXITEKTOVWV ToU EBVIKoU MeTooBi{ou MoAutexveiou na-
POUCLAZEL Tn SeUTEPN OEIPA OPIMWY SIAKEKPIHEVWY EEVWV Kal
EAMIVWV APXITEKTOVWV PE TIC SIAAEEELC MOU OPYaAVWONKAY TNV
nepiodo 2001-2002.

Ol SIOAEEELC QUTEC ameuBUvVOVTAL TOOO OTOUC (POLTNTEC TNC
IXOAMIC 600 KAl OTOV EUPUTEPO AKASNUATKG KAl OPXITEKTOVIKO
XWPO. IToxelouv va EUNAOUTIOOUV TNV EKMAUSEUTIKN SIOSIKA-
ola pe (3¢, Bewp(eC KAL MPAKTIKES NMOU EKPPAZOVTAL, SOKIPA-
ZovtalKal epappéZovTal, £Ew and TOV XWPO TNC CUYKEKPIHEVNC
IXONAC APXITEKTOVWV.

01 £k300E1C AUTEC, Bao(ZovTal 0TnV ENEEEPYATIA TOU KEIUE-
VOU TWV ORIALLV, YIaT{ akplBWE EAN{ZOUV va Napouctaoouy, 0To
BaBp6 Tou duvatol, kATt and T wvTAvia, TNV NPOoWNIKETTA,
T0 UQOC KAL TN POV TOU MPOPOPIKOU AOYOU KABE OPIANTA.

¥’ autd 10 TelX0C, £Xw TNV TIUN va 0ag NAPOUCIAow TNV OpIA(a
TOU KABNYNTA APXITEKTOVIKNG HA{a ZEyyEAN Mou mpaypatonot-
AONKE OTIC 16 Maiou 2002 PE BEPA «APXITEKTOVIKN Kal Mpona-
yavaar.

0 NpGE3POC TNC IXOANC APXITEKTOVWY EMI
Kaényntg I. MoAdZog






0 HAfag ZéyyeAng yevvinke otnv ABrva To 1937. Eivat apxi-
TEKTOVAC KAl KABNyNTAC apxXITEKTOVIKAC. Exel S13AEEL otnv
Architectural Association, oto Berlage Institute, otnv Akadn-
pia KaAwv Texvav Tou NTdogAvTop, oTo EPFL 0Tn Awdvn, 010
ETH otn Zupixn, oto Princeton, oto UCLA, 0TO NAVENLOTAULO
Columbia Kat o€ MOANEC IXOAEC APXITEKTOVIKNG 0TIC H.MLA., oTn
N. ApEPIKA, otnv lonavia kat v lanwvia. IApepa SIBAoKEL
0TV APXITEKTOVIKA IXOAT Tou Mendrisio. And Ta (3pUTIKA HEAN
™c OMA, 3oUAeye pe tov Rem Koolhaas péxpt 0 1987, onéte
(Spuoe, pe v EAévn Tolydve, To ypageio Gigantes Zenghelis
Architects otnv ABriva kal oTiC BpUEEAAEC. Mpdopata BpaBey-
ke and v RIBA pe o BpaBeio Annie Spink yia v egatpeti-
K1 NPOCPOPA TOU TNV APXITEKTOVIKN gknaideuon. An Ta np6-
O(QATA APXITEKTOVIKA Tou €pya To KTiplo Flemmish Administra-
tion Centre otnv Leuven nou g{vat uné KOTAOKEUNY.

Elias Zenghelis was born in Athens in 1937. He is an architect
and teacher of architecture. He has taught at the Architectural
Association, at the Berlage Institute, at the Diisseldorf Academy
of Fine Arts, at the EPFL Lausanne, the ETH in Ziirich, at Princeton,
UCLA, Columbia University and a number of Schools in the United
States, South America, Spain and Japan. Currently he teaches at
the Accademia di Archittetura in Mendbrisio. As one of the original
founders of OMA, he worked with Rem Koolhaas until 1987, when
he established Gigantes Zenghelis Architects in Athens and
Brussels with Eleni Gigantes. He was recently awarded the RIBA
Annie Spink Award for his outstanding contribution to archite-
ctural education. His current practice includes the Flemmish
Administration Centre in Leuven, under construction.






p I d »
Y (o (o bTolo B (3o Te @l ME ATAZXOAEI H ATIATO-
PEYTIKH OWH KAI H KATA-
. ITPOPIKH EIMIAPAIH THEX MOAAEL TENIKA IXTON IOAITI-
IMO, AAAA TAIAITEPA ITHN APXITEKTONIKH KAI
EIAIKOTEPA ITHN ANAXAITIZH TQON ANATKAIQN (TIA
: TOYE APXITEKTONEEX) NMEMOIOHIEQON. H THMEPINH
EAAEIWH IAEOAOTTKOY IMTPOZANATOAIZMOY EXEI IAN
EIMAKOAOYOO TH AYIPHMIIH KAI ANTOEENQIH THX
t APXITEKTONIKHE ATIO TO EYPYTEPO KOINO, APHNONTAZ
THN KATAIKEYH TOY XTIZMENOY NMEPIBAAAONTOZ ITO
- EAEOX THI PIANEAEYOEPHI OIKONOMIAZ — THI OIKONO-
®§ MIAD THE ATOPAL.

MapaTNPNOELC MOU AVANOPEUKTA PEPVOUV 0N OKEYN Eva
ONUAVTIKG NOPAS0ED: TOV MOMTIKG XAPAKTAPA TN APXITEKTO-
VIKAC, 0’ £vOC OUVTEAESTIKG —0av NPAEN, TOUAAXIOTOV 0TNV
£LKOVOYPAPIKN TNC PNTOPIKA— Kal, ap’ eTa{pou To Babuo6
oTov 0Molo N APXITEKTOVIKN BPIOKETAL OTNY MPAYPATIKOTNTA
Séopa TNC MOALTIKAC, OE HIA UMOCUVEISNTN Kal olwrnph —andé
™ NAEUPA TNC APXITEKTOVIKAC KOWVOTNTAC— Anodoxn.

Kat £3w €lvat nou BEAW va kavw pla SIAKPLoN avapeoa oty

né3a Kat 6’ autd yia To onolo ot ayyASPwWVOL XpNGIUONotoly
| v eAAnvIKn Aé€En «napddetypa» (paradigm), evvowiviag €va
| £{30¢ UNoSstypaTikol, Napadelypatikol BgopoU.

H pé3a ivat £va and ta no autapxikd cuoTipata katani-
gonc. Nvopaote B0paTa pag diktatopiag Tou yolotou nou
QKOAOUBOUPE UE UNGSOUNO QUTOUATIONS XwPIC va EEPOUE
ylat(, xwpiC va £xoUpE OUVEIINON TOU TL KAVOURE, Tou Tt lval
autd To onoio akoAouBolpe, Xxwp(C Baolkd va naipvoupe
B€on, Tv onola va pnopoUpe va unootnpi€oupe.

Autol givat ot 300 MOAOL TOU KWSIKA NOU KUBEPVAEL TIC
nPAEELC pac.



The paradigm is an institution; it is the principle that
consolidates our value system which we fully trust, comprehend,
and consciously apply as the foundation of our language
structure whereby we communicate and create.

From my friends and collaborators | ask a consolidated
basis of perception of what we want, what we seek, and what
we do. This is a fundamental principle which | apply in every
case. If we can ensure the full comprehension and explicabi-
lity of our study, of what we do, then we know how to defend
it. If not, our study is essentially and certainly defenseless.
This is my basic rule.

When we follow it, we face no problems at least in design.

Fashion is a complex cultural, social, political, ideological,
and moral deviation; it is a system of exploitation and
consumption. Stemming from the centers of globalization, it
infiltrates into everything and constitutes one of the
inexplicable mysteries that afflict our collective behavior.
Here, in Greece, fashion always comes — although belated —
in the form of an arrogant anachronism at the time when is
starts waning elsewhere: as historical waves that show up at
reqular intervals.

Two volcanic events of last year made me both question
and reconsider all | thought I knew, especially in reference to
architecture; by that I mean all | had been taught and
believed in as givens: the general context from which all the
motives and the ambitions of international architecture
emanate nowadays.

One was the conference of the so-called G8 — the big (1) 8
— in Genoa; the other was the 1ith of September 2001. | saw them
both live on T.V. and while watching them | was under the
illusion that this was something | had anticipated, something
inevitable that | had dreamt of, despite the loathsome feeling
I had and shared with the universal audience at that time. We all
reacted with violent emotions. Those were breathtaking events
which are now passed. And here we are again, easily carrying
on our routine lives in full ignorance of the possible revealing
consequences those events might have. From now on, we
will be chasing terrorists in the way we play football.



To UNO3ELYPaTIKG Napddetypa (to paradigm) eivat BEopGC,
€{val apxn MoU KATOXUPWVEL £va 0UOTNHA AWV 0TO 0noio
MGTEGOUPE, TO ONO(O0 KATAVOOUHE KAl TO 0MO{0 XPNOIUO-
MOLOUPE OUVEIINTA wE UNGBABPO yia T olVIAgN T™C YAWOOAC
JIE TNV 0Mo{a ENKOWVWVOUE KAl SNPIOUPYOUHE.

STIC OXEOELC HOU PE TOUC (POLTNTEC KA TOUC OUVEPYATES HOU,
avaZnted TV KaToxGpwon ¢ avtiAnyng Kat g niyvwong
70U TU BEAOUPIE, TL avaZnTOUHE, T EPEUVOUHE KAl TL KAVOUE.
AuT €ival yla péva pia BEPENKDING apXn yia oTI3NMoTe
KGVOUpE. EQV HNOpOUpE va £EQ0PANICOUpE OTL EEPOUNE Va
£ENYNOOUHE TN MEAETN POC —QUTG MOU KAVOUPE— TOTE EEPOUE
va v unepaonicoupe. EQv 6x1, elval avapploBimta kat
QVTIKEWEVIKA avunepaoniom. AuTéc ivat Baotkée kavovag
MOU AKOAOUBWVTAC TOV SEV EXOUME, TOUAGXIOTOV OTO OXESIAOHO,
npoSARpaTa.

H pé3a givat pia NOAUMAOKN MOMTIOUIKNA, KOWVWVIK,
AOALTIKA, 1SE0A0YIKN, QKGN Kat nBikN ektponn, éva olotnpa
EKPETAMEUONG KAl KATAVAAWGNG MOV, EEKIVAVTAC and Ta
KEVTPA TNC NayKooplonoinong, 3lEl030€l NavTol Kat anoTeAe
£éva and Ta aveEAYNTA MUOTAPLA MOU HACTIZOUV TN OUANOYIKN
OUPNEPIPOPE pac. Kat €36 oty EAAGSa, N p63a pag EpXeTal
ndvTa, £0TwW KAl KABUGTEPNUEVA, UNG TN POPPN UNEPONTIKOU
avaxpoviopol — 13w 61av aAloU KOUPAoHEVN Mia apxiZet va
EEPUXAEL 10TOPIKA KUPATA, MOU £PXOVTAL KATE KAVOVIKA
dlaotipara.

AUO NPAIOTELOYEVA YEYOVOTA TNV NEPACUEVN XPOVIA HE
avaykaoay va apeloBntiow Kat va enavegeTdow autd nou
VOpIZa 6TL AEEPQ, KAT APXNAV YEVIKA —Kal EI8IKOTEPA OTOV
TOPEQ TNG APXITEKTOVIKAC— QUTA nou pe eixave 3134€eL, auta
MOU ANoO3EXOHOUVA 0av SESOPEVA: TO YEVIKOTEPO MAA{OL0
péoa ané To ono{o MNyaZouv Ta kivntpa Kat ot PIA030EIEC TNC
31EBVOUC APXITEKTOVIKAC OAUEPQ.

To éva ATAV n oUOKEYN TwV AeyOpeEVWY G8 —TwV PeyaAwv
(1) 8— otn FévoBa kal 1o AANo 1 in ZentepBpiou Tou 2001. Kal
10 300 autd, Ta £{3a ZwvTava oty TNAEGPaAoN Kal BAENOVTAC
1a eixa ™V Peudaiodnon 6Tt EBAena KATL NoU Nepipeva, kATl
avanépEUKTo Kat nou eixa {owg 3€L o€ GvELPO, Nap’ GAo nou —
paZi P T0 NAYKGORIO AKPOATAPLO EKENVWV TWV OTIYHWV— Ta
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N. Yépkn, peta mv
1M ZENTEPBPN 2001
N. York, after
September nth, 2001

[évoBa, lIoUALOC 2001
Genoa, July, 2001

napakoAolenoa pe epikn. ‘0AoL avTidpAcape e Bla PUXIKAC
avaTapaxnc. TUYKAOVIOTIKA yeyovoTa Nou Népacav Twpa Kat,
va’ HaoTE NAAL EUE(C MOU Pe TNV AVEON PAC OUVEX({COUPE TN
pouTIva HAC, AYVOWVTAC TIC EVIEXGUEVEC AMOKOAUNTIKES TOUC
OUVENELEC. Twpa 6a KUVNYAPE TPOHOKPATES ONWC NA{CoUpnE
no360(alpo.

Avapépw auTd Ta YEYovoTa KAl TNV akatavontn autapé-
OKELA Pag, yla va EPEUVNOW To NAaioto péoa and to onoio n
APXITEKTOVIKN AMOKTA TN GUVTEAEOTIKA TNC 1310TNTA 0AV
Spyavo Tou NOATIOPOU Hag Kal v’ anglkoviow nwe, oto
£NAyyEAPQ ONPEPA, APEAE(TAL NAVTEAWC N EKUETAAAEUON
QUTAC TNC I310TNTAC.

H révoBa twv G8 NTaV BAOIKA OUYKEVTPWON ATOUWY, TwV
8 ATOpWV MOU AUTA TN OTIYPH HAC KUBEPVOUVE Kal kaBopiZouv
TO HEANOV HAG, PEOW TNC OIKOVOR(AC TNC NayKooptonoinong.

‘Hrav yla péva pia anokdAugn va koitdiw ta yeyovota va
€KTUA{OOOVTAL TNV TNAEGPAON. Ald PECOU TNC KALHAKOUPE=
vng Tpaywaiac EavaBAena Zwvtavd oknvikd and pia naild
UEAETN, Eva OXESl0. Ta yeyovota nou £BAENa OPUWS avaoTtpe-
Pav auth v peAétn (tnv npwt peAé nou npv and 30
xpovia pTidEape pali pe tov Rem Koolhaas) n onoia vitav ki
QU TOTE AVTIOTPOPN UIAC GAANG MPAYHATIKOTNTAG: TOU
TE{XOUC TOU BEPOA(VOU. MEAETN NMOU AMOTEAEDE TO BEUEALD
ABo Tnc OMA (tou «Office of Metropolitan Architecture»),
6nw¢ ovOPAcape To ypapelo, HETA and 2-3 XPOVIa EPEUVAC
Kat oxedlaopol otn N. Yopkn — dtdotnpa Katd to onoio o
Rem €ypaye 1o BiBA{o Tou Delirious New York.

H peAétn aut 10 1972, ATAV Yévvnpa Tng avTidpaong tng
EMOXNC, PECO O€ OUVONKEC KEVOU. Eva NOIKG, NVEURATIKO,
MOAITIKO KAl MPOYPAMMATIKG KEVO Mou €(xe apnoet niow Tou
T0 1968. Htav 10 1972 NOU To NEPLOSIKG Casabel/a, 1ot UNd Tov
Mendini, npokNpu€e Tov SlEBVN SlaywVIopd pe T(TA0 «H NOAn
WC ONPOVTIKO NEPIBAANOVX». Kal yla ekeivn Ty gnoxn, T€Tola
AGyla NTaV PWVN BOWVTOC EV TN EPNPW.

Tn peAén ovopdoape €EE030C 1 Ot EBEAOVTEC PUACKIOPE-
VOL TNC APXITEKTOVIKNGC». 'HTav Jia andénelpa va enavapépou-
PE TNV APXITEKTOVIKA 0TN SIAPAXN TWV APXITEKTOVWY Ol
onolot kat ot (3lot v gixav eykatarelet we BEPA, WG



I am placing these events in reference to our self-
complacency, in order to scrutinize the context in which
architecture acquires her operative attribute as an apparatus
of our culture; also, in order to demonstrate how the value of
this attribute is completely ignored by the profession today.

The Genoa of the G8 was in fact a get-together of some
people, of the eight individuals who currently govern us and
determine our future by means of a globalized economy.

Watching these events on T.V. unravel before my eyes was
a true revelation. Through this escalating tragedy | was
reviewing live the scenery of an old study, a plan. However,
the events | observed turned over that study (that is, the first
project | developed with Rem Koolhaas 30 years ago) which,
in its turn, was an inversion of another reality: the Berlin
wall. That study was the foundation stone of OMA (Office of
Metropolitan Architecture) as we named our office after 2-3
years of research and planning work in New York. That was
the time when Rem wrote his book Delirious New York.

That study of 1972 was the product of our reaction to our
era acting in a vacuum. | mean the moral, spiritual, political,
and programmatic vacuum which we had inherited from
1968. It was in 1972 when the journal Casabella — then under
Mendini — announced a competition entitled “The city as a
significant environment”. For that time, such words were a
voice in the wilderness.

We called that study “Exodus: The volunteer prisoners of
Architecture”. That was an attempt at bringing architecture
back in the midst of the architects’ debates, who had all
abandoned her as a subject, as an ideology, and as a
profession (all but the tradesmen).

That study was basically a militant allegory on a piece of
research, that is, a historical study of the Berlin Wall, which
Rem had developed as a student. The proposal consisted of
two walls which we cast over London. The scenario was
composed of a series of interventions in which the space
between the two walls acted as an absolute vacuum,
reflecting the vacuum we experienced at that time, and
which was filled by architecture. Architecture as an
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13g0Moyia kat (ekté¢ and Touc epnépouc) we ENAyyeApa.

H peAém aum Mtav Baotkd pta noAptkn aAAnyopia yipw
and pla €peuva, pLa LOTOPLKN HEAETN, MOU E(XE KAVEL TOTE O
Rem W¢ POITNTAC yla To Telxog Tou BepoAivou. H npdtaon
anoteAe(to and d0o Telxn Ta onola NETAEAPE NAVW OTO
Aov3ivo. To oevdplo anoteAeito and oglpd enepBAcEwWY KATA
TIC OMOIEC 0 XWPOC PETAEU TwV 300 AUTWV TEIXWV SNpLoup=
yoUoe £va ekpnKkTikd kevé (Mou avTiNPoowWNEUE To KEVG Moy
SlawoBavépacte 61t Slaviape T6Te) 1o onoio NARPwWVE n
APXITEKTOVIKN. H APXITEKTOVIKA 0OV ISEOAOYIKOC EVAAAG-
KTNG, NPGTEIVE HETABOAEC OTNV AOTIKA KOUATOUPA Kal Ta
MOALTIOTIKA TNC AELTOUPYIKA.

Kat ko{taZa ta yeyovota ot l€voBa ocav va koitaZa niow
TOV KABPEPTN 30 Xpovia avtioTpopa: To Se€l aplotepd. Tava
OnwC Toug £lXape poVTApEL TOTE, ol ppoupol NTav ot Béon
Tou¢ — Spwc (avtiBeta pe v napaZdAn spdong oTnv
<E€030») pia napdgevn nouxia NEPLEAOUE TO KEVTPO TNC
nOANC oTnV KAP3L4 ToU 0noiou, OKTW AMOEEVWHEVOL ouVSal-
TUMOVEC ETpwyav BUBLOKEVOL OE pla MOAUTEAN povagLd,
MPOCTATEUPEVOL AMO TOV TO(XO NMOU TOUC MEPIEKAELE and
HaKPLE eV €€w, and Tnv AAAN peptd Tou Teixoug, n napald-
An 3pdong NTav 10 PAKEAELD Nou EEAPBPWVE ™ MOAN.

Alyoug pnvec apyétepa 300 aeponAdva yepHata emBATEC
e€akovtiZovtal pe Bavampoépa akpiBela ota 30o olpBoAa
¢ N. Yopkng, Touc Aidupoug Mipyoug Tol Minoru Yamasaki
Kal Toug KatedagiZouv naipvovtag paZi Toug ndvw ané 3.000
TWEC, SNPLOUPYWVTAC TO Mo £VTOVO KEVO 0Ty lotopia Tng
néAng. To Asydpevo «ground zero» (€3a¢og undév). 0pog nou
€L0AABE MO APETAKANTA OTNV AOTIKN OpoAOyia.

E(nav nw¢ t{nota 3ev Ba eival to (3to ma. Anotlixape OUWS
VO OUVEISNTOMOINCOUE TO XAOUA Mou KE(Tal avapeoa oty
avtiAnyn nou €xXOUKE yia TNV MPAYRATIKOTNTA KAl TNV
MEAYRATIKOTNTA.

ASeKka xpévia xwplZouv v NTwyon Tou Teixoug Tou
BepoAivou and v eniBeon oto World Trade Center tng Néag
YpKng. AuTd Ta 12 xpévia nou népacav Ba Ta BUMOHAOTE 0OV
12 Xp6vla autandmg. H Alon xatp€Tioe TV Katdppeuon Tou
Koppouviopol w¢ BpiapBo Twy aglwyv g Adong, doxeta Tou



ideological alternative proposed changes both in urban
culture and in its cultural operations.

| kept watching the Genoa events as if | were seeing in a
mirror my life in reverse of 30 years back: the right being
now on the left. The guards were at their posts, precisely in
the manner we had set them back then; however, by contrast
with the turmoil in our “Exodus”, a strange tranquillity now
reigned over the center of the city in the core of which eight
estranged fellow-diners were dining in a deep, yet luxurious,
loneliness, been fenced in by a distant protective wall. On
the other hand, outside — that is, on the other side of the wall
— the turmoil of action was nothing but the massacre that
ravaged the city.

A few months later, two aircrafts full of passengers crush
with deadly precision upon the two symbols of New York,
Minoru Yamasaki’s Twin Towers, and smash them up, thus
taking the lives of 3,000 people. This created the most
profound vacuum in the history of the city: the so-called
“ground zero”, that is, an expression which thenceforth
irrevocably entered urban terminology.

It has been said that nothing will be the same anymore.
However, we have failed to figure out the real dimension of
the gap between reality and what we think of as reality.

The fall of the Berlin Wall and the attack on the World
Trade Center of New York stand twelve years apart. We will
remember these twelve years as twelve years of self-
deception. The West hailed the fall of Communism as the
triumph of western values, overlooking the fact that
Communism itself was its own child, that is, a utopian
ideology of the West par excellence.

Thus we received the end of one of the utopian
experiments of history as the historical opportunity for
letting another much greater utopian vision come into full
blooming: the global free market. The entire Globe was to
reform itself now in the image of western modernization; that
is, an image distorted by market ideology and as distant
from human reality as Marxism was.

The holocaust of the World Trade Center — that is, the
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av o {310¢ 0 Koppouviopdg Ntay kat' eEoxAv pia and Tig
OUTOMIKEC 13€0A0Y(EC TNC Along.

"ETOL UNOSEXBNKAPE TO TEAOC £VOC ANG TA OUTOMIKA NELPA-
pata g lotoplag oav (0Topikn eukalpia yia v ektéEeuon
€v6C AANOU aNEPAvVTa Mo ouTonikol opdpatog, Ty nayké-
opla eAeUBepN ayopd. H Y3poyeloc oAGkANpPN Ba avacuvtdo-
oovTav Kat’ elkéva Tou SUTIKOU EKOUYXPOVIopol. Mia glkéva
napapopPwpévn and pia 13eoroyia e ayopdc nou ansixe
and kdee €{douc avlpwnivn npaypatikdtnta 6co kat o
Mapétopdc.

To oAokaltwpa tou World Trade Center, evodpkwon kat
00pBoAO ™C 0lyXpPoOVNG KAMITAAMOTIKAG PNTPSMOANG Kal
enikevTpo TNC Along 0Ty apxn ¢ TPTNG XIAETIAG, ixe
ANOKAAUNTIKES EMMTWOELC. HTAV pia peydAn kpauyn névou. O
névog Tou KGOKOU EVOWPATWONKE oty npd&n. Névog nou dev
BAEMave patia nou Sev BEAAve va Tov 3oUve, £ylve 0paToC
0Tn BEAPATIKA AUTA Tpaywaia. Xpeldotnke névoc yia va
kAvel Tov névo opatd. Hrav n BaixdAa, dnou 8ol kat xpuodg
BubiZovtav.

To anOTEAEOPA EVIEXETAL VA NETUXEL AUTO MOU KOG and
TIC KPIOELC TV TEAEUTA{WY XpOVWY Jev £iXe KATAPEPEL.
Evaéxetal {owg va ouvtpipet Ty nioTn pac oy naykoopio-
noinon Kat YEVIKGTEPA TNV AUTAPECKN AVOXA A NPOC TV
KaBOAIKN EAEWPN a&LWV Kat epdpxnaong. ‘0,TL KAt va pag
nolve nia, Notedw 6Tt n N{oTN pag oTn GIAEAelBePN AGun
™C Agydpevng «NEag Olkovop{ac», otn yonteia Tng eAEUBE-
PNC AYOPAC KAl —yla PAC TOUC OPXITEKTOVEC— OTOV APEA HaC
€VOTEPVIOUS Tou «branding» (tng 310ev petapopikic
XPAONC EUNOPIKNC PAPKAC HEYAANC SIAPNUIOTIKAC EPBE-
A£1ac) we Asttoupyiac avtdgiac otéxou, we GoTaToC KATAAG-
™ KABE APXITEKTOVIKAG OKOMUSTNTAC, N iotn pag aut
€AN{lw noté dev 8a avacuykpoBel. Kat motelw nwe kATt T0
ennéAata enipovo €08noe, pali pe T xaptoypdgnon
(«mapping») 1o «d{nAwpa» («folding») k.T.A. oav Ta Gotata
unoKatTaoTaTa Tou oxedlacpol, £vag KUKAOG EkAsLos. MoTElw
6t dvtwc tinota dev eivat 6nwg itav kat tinota Sev Ba
€avasival 6nwe nrav. :

Ma ToUC OPANATIOTEC TNG NAYKOGIONOMOoNG, GAEC Ot



embodiment and the symbol of the modern capitalist
metropolis, as well as the focal point of the West at the dawn
of the third millennium — had revelatory effects. That was a
big scream of pain. The world’s pain was incarnated in
action. All that pain, invisible to eyes that didn’t want to see
it, became visible in that spectacular tragedy. Pain was
needed for pain itself to come into view. That was the
Walhalla in which all gods and gold sank.

It is likely that this whole event bear fruits that no other
recent crisis has. It may even shatter our faith in
globalization and our self-complacency with the universal
lack of values and hierarchies. No matter what others say, |
do hope and believe that our faith in the liberal glow of the
so-called “New Economy”, in the appeal of the free market,
and — especially for us, architects — in the naive adoption of
“branding”, is never going to be restored. — Here, | refer to
“branding” even metaphorically, that is, as any function
worth pursuing and as the ultimate justification of any
architectural decision. — 1 also believe that something
persistently superficial has vanished. With “mapping” and
“folding”, that is, the ultimate substitutes of design, things
have come full circle. 1do believe that nothing has stayed
the same, and nothing is going to be as it used to.

For the visionaries of globalization, all societies —
irrespective of their particular histories and values — tend to
be seen under the all-encompassing label of the “generic
city”, that is, the achievement of the “global” civilization,
the child of globalization.

Here, it is worth stressing that the philosophy of the free
market in support of globalization resembles the Marxist
model which it claims to have succeeded. Both are
essentially secular religions in the context of which certain
Christian convictions and fancies are subject to an
enlightened twist. They both conceive of history as the
progressive escalation from knowledge and wealth to a
global civilization of humanity. Individuals are viewed in
terms of economic theory as producers and consumers, who
ultimately have the same values and the same needs. Any



KOWVWVIEC, AvEEAPTNTA TOU NGCO SIAPOPETIKES LOTOPIEC Kal
aiec pépouv, Teivouv va NepippaxBolv PEoa ot AeyGpevn
«yevIKh néAn» (Tnv «generic city») — eniteuypa Tou «naykd-
optou» NoATlopol, Nadi TG naykooponoinong.

AE(Ze1 va onpelooupe £3w N600 N PLAcoopia ™G ENelBE-
pN¢ ayopdc, Nou UnoaTnPiZet TV naykooptonoinon, PoLaZel
HE TO MApPELOTIKG POVTENO TO ono{o anonelpadnke va dlade-
xBe(: kat ol 300 oTnv oucia £ival KOOKIKEC BPNOKE(EC péoa
ané TI¢ onoieC EAN{SEC Kal PAVTACIOELS TOU XPLoTIAVIoHOU
UNOKEVTAL Jla SLOPWTIOTIKA NEPLOTPoPn. Kat ot 3Uo avtiAap-
Bavovtat Ty lotopia w¢ TV Np6odo Tou £{30U¢ Nou KIVE(Tal
and ™ yvwon Kat Tov NAoUTO Kal anokopuPWVETAl O éva
naykéopulo NoATlopd e avepwnéttag. Ta dtopa 6140~
VAL KUP{WE PE OIKOVORIKOUC 6pOUC WS Napaywyol kal
KATAVOAWTEC PE TIC (SLEC, O TEAKNA avaAuon, a(eC Kal Tig
{31ec avaykec. H 8pnokeia tou naiatol Tinou Bewpeitat
NEPBWPLAKA Kal n poipa e ival va eEapaviotei 1 va
OUPPIKVWAE( OTOV 131WTIKG Topéa, an’ énou Sev pnopei va
avapxBel oTNV NOATIKA, 1 va EANTEL NOAERIKES TAGELC. Kat
péoa and QUTEC TIC ISEONOYIKEC BEWPIEC, TA KaKoUpyipaTta
KAl ot TPayW3{EC TC 10ToP{aC BEWPOUVTAL 6Tl SEV EXOUV TIC
piZeC TOUC oV avBpPWNIVN PUON, EiVal EOPAAPEVES EVEP-
YEIEC, AGBN Mou propolv va enavoplwdoly pe NepLoosTepn
eknaiSeuon, KAAUTEPOUC MOALTIKOUC BEopOUC, UPNAGTEPQ
BloTikd enineda. To pévo eunddio PeTagl TnC avBpwnéTTag
KAt VO AQpnEPOU Kat BaupaoTtol PEANOVTOC Elval Ta enevae-
SUPEVA OUMPEPOVTA KAl 0 avepWIVOC NapaAoylopdc. Eivat
300 BewpieC-TAOEIC MoU KaTtéxovTal and £va £(30¢ anooToAKS
Kal SOYMaTIKS A0 Kat EXOUV TOV SIKG TOUC KABOPLOTIKS Kal
pHOvVadiké SpOpO yla évav Kat povo okomd, TOV EKOUYXPOVIOUO.

Kal &g epE(C pnopolpe va EEPOUE €K TWV NPOTEQWY TL
ONPaivel yia KABE KowVia EKOUYXPOVIORGS Kal MoLog eivat o
3pOpoC yia va entteuxBel; To pévo nou EEpoupie ota oiyoupa
gfvat 6T n 1n SentepBpiou £B0E £va PEYANO EPWTNUATIKG
yUpw and v avtidngn pag — Tou ekouyxpoviopou. Hrav
paenpa 61t Ta xpévia e naykooponomong 3ev fitav napa
éva ev31ueco 0tddl0 avdpeoa oe 300 £MOXEC SLApAxNC.
314310 KaTd To onoio, EAAE(PEL BEOUWY, xwp(C oloTnpa aglwv
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religion of the old type is considered marginal and is
doomed to extinction or confinement to the private sector;
thus, it remains divorced from politics and unable to arouse
any war-like impulses. Based on these ideological theories,
human nature is exempted from all the crimes and tragedies
of history. Moreover, all these are regarded as mere wrong-
doings, or mistakes to be corrected through proper
education, better political institutions, and higher standards
of living. What hinders humanity from a bright and
prodigious future is only the invested interests and human
irrationality. Here, we are faced with two theories, two
tendencies, which are both permeated by a kind of an
apostolic and dogmatic zeal, while each one has a well-
defined and unique approach to a single aim:
modernization.

And how can we know in advance what modernization
means for every society or what the right way to it is? The
only thing we know for sure is that the nth of September
raised a big question-mark with regard to our conception of
modernization. It became the lesson which taught us that
the years of globalization was nothing but an interval
between two eras in conflict.

During this interval and in the lack of any institutions,
any leading value-system, and any paradigm, we came to
extol a futile reality, thus being proud of our realism. And
without even knowing how contradictory we were, we
praised the “generic city”, lamented the urbanization of the
landscape, and insisted that the public sector is permanently
lost. However, and despite the common claim that the
suburban development replaces the city, the city remains the
magnet that continues to attract. Speaking to a shocked
academic audience, which had gathered to lament the
suburban extension — the so-called “sprawl” — Andrea
Branzi, a member of the former Archizoom, cried out: “The
city is like a toilet-bowl. You may built a bathroom as big as
you wish, 1000 square meters or even bigger. Yet, the hot
spot will remain the same.”

In the meantime, we are stunned in the prospect of
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070 0noio NIOTEUOUHE, XWPIC UNOSEYHATIKG NAPASELlyua
(paradigm), BaupdZoupe pia Npaypatiké™Ta Xwpi agiec
v onofa eEupvolpe, UNEPRPAvOL yia To PEAAIOHS pag. Kal
xwP{C va EEpoupe NGO AVTIPAOKOUPE, EEUUVOUHE TNV
«yEVIKA NOAN», KAG{PE TV acoTikonoinon Tou Toniou Kal
(OXUPIZOPAOTE 6Tt 0 INPOCLOC XWPOC EXeL EKAE(PEL. Ki GpwC,
Napd Tov LoXUPLOPS MwE N MPOacTIakn avantugn aviikalota
™V néAN, n N6AN NOPAPEVEL YEYOVOC PAYVNTIKG MOU EEAKO-
AoUBE( va npooeAKUEL. «H néAn», avékpage o Andrea Branzi —
Twv npwnv Archizoom— npéopara, o€ €va 0OKOPIOREVO KOWVO
and NAvenoTIIakoUC nou £(xav oUYKEVTPWOEL yia va
KAGYOUV TNV NPOACTIaKN ENEKTAON —TO AEYOUEVO «sprawl»—
«n néAn eival oav pia TouaAéta: pnopel va xtioelc Eva
UNAvIo 600 PEYANO BEAELC, 1.000 T.J. T KAl HEYOAUTEPO
akdpa. AMG To kauTd onpelo éva elvaw.

Kat ev Tw PeTa&l pévoupe €kBapBOL PNpooTtd oty Np6odo
KAl T0 PUBPG TC AAAAYNAC. Ma 600 MO EKMANKTIKOC Elval 0
PUBHGC TwV aAAaywV, T600 mio neplepyo givat va napatnpel
kaveic néoa npdypata dev aAAdZouv kat néco BaolZdpacte
Kup(we 0’ auTd péoa oTn PETABAAAGHEVN Zwi pag. Ze Evav
k6OpO A0TAEIaC Ta 0TaBEPd NPAypaTa onpadelouy T0 xpovo
kal Tov T6n0 oav papot. Kat avapeod touc kopupaio to Kat’
£€0xNV AVBPWNIVO dnpioUpynpa: n TExvN.

Méo’ and Tnv Téxvn avayvwpiZoupe ta Blwpata me
KaBNPEPIVETNTAC. Ol KOWVEC PaC EPMElPlEC enBeBalwvovTal
AAAG KOl avaRopPWVOVTAL. To KOWVOTOMO AUTPWVETAL KAl
€EUPRVETAL Sl Péoou TC TExvNC. TveTal €va oUVBETIKO
avTiypapo nou aviinpoowneldel kat aviikadlotd Ty npaypa-
TKOTNTA — AVANAAPWON Nou SUcavAaAoya UNEPTEPEL TNC
npaypatikétTag. 1siémra e TEXVNC MOU MOuBEVA eV
NEPLYPAPETAL KAl SV KATASEKVUETAL Mio éviova an’ 6,TL 0T0
BBA{0 Tou M. Proust Avalntavrac 1o xap£vo xpovo, énou n
avapvnon ivat avitepn and v npaypatikéIa, n
neptypagn eival aviytepn and 1o yeyovog Kat 10 npwtéTtuno
g€upwvetal. H avwrepdtnta Bpioketal oto KataokeUaopa,
oV NAAoTA anopipnon. Méo’ ané v MAGoTh anopiunon
HMNOPOUPE VA VIWOOUPE TNV EUMELPID MOU N AUBEVTIKN
NPAYUATIKGTNTA PAC EKPUYPE.
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progress and the rapid pace of change. It is however
interesting to see that the more dazzling the pace of change
is, the more the things we are anchored upon through our
changing lives stay the same. In the midst of an unstable
world, all the fixed things mark time and place as
lighthouses. Top-ranking among them is the human-made
creation par excellence: Art.

Through art we recognize everyday experiences. Thus our
common experiences are both affirmed and reformed. Art
first redeems and then ennobles the commonplace. It makes
a composite copy of it that stands as both a representation
and a substitute for reality — that is, a likeness which by far
exceeds the original. This particular attribute of art is most
perfectly exposed and confirmed in M. Proust’s novel
Remembrance of Things Past, in which remembrance is
proven more powerful than experience, and description
turns superior that the event described; thus the original is
elevated. A higher state of reality lies in the human-made
product, in the forged replica. Through it, we can feel the
actual experience that factual reality concealed from us.

Evidently, the human species never moved away from its
primordial propensity of making up through artificial means
its own superior nature in the place of the real one: a struggle
for one’ s deliverance from the fetters of one’s own earthly
existence.

Architecture becomes a part of this struggle. Her emblematic
and discursive aspect frees her from all the mundane conside-
rations, such as program and function, in which we were
urged to train ourselves over the past century, but to no avail.

Now, at the dawn of the new millennium, as I look back, |
take glances over the past century in which | lived a large
part of my life. |find it tyrannical and unbearably
puritanical. But at least it was a century of ideologies,
experimentation, strives, rivalry, and ideals, which its
protagonists were determined to vindicate and defend.
Theses and antitheses met with one another. Bearing in mind
the struggles and claims that the past century set to, hardly
anyone could have foreseen the present, that is, a time when
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Paivetal 611 10 avBpWNvo £{30¢ Sev EEPuye NOTE and v
apx£yovn EQLOVN TOU MOU EKSNAWVETAL W OUVEXNC Kata-
OKEUN PIag SIKAC TNC AvWTEPNC TEXVNTAC (UONC MOU UMOKa-
810Td ™V npaypatikn. Evag aywvag anoAlitpwong ané ta
3eopd g eniyelac UNap&Ng pac.

H APXITEKTOVIKA AnoTEAE( PEPOC AUTOU TOU EYXEIPUATOC
KQl N EPBANPATIKN TNC SIAAEKTIKN TNV AMOCUVIEEL KAT AUTOV
Tov Tp6Mo and MV NPAypatikéTnTa, 10 NPGYPARKA Kal T
Aettoupyia, SnAadn autd nou pdtata npoonadoloav va Pag
udBouv Tov NEPACHEVO ALWVA.

K €101 nou KoTdZw npog Ta Niow, PiXvw Kat PEPIKES
HATIEC TWPA MOU PMAKAUE 0TV Katvolpyla XIALET(a, oToV
NPONYOUHUEVO alwva, PEYEA0 HEPOC TOU omoiou £Znoa, QLWVaC
nou otV IoTop{a TG APXITEKTOVIKNG UMMPEE TUPAVVIKGS KAl
apGpNTa MOUPITAVIKOC. AAAG NTAV TOUAAXIOTOV alWVag
(3E0NOYIWV KAl MEIPARATIOPOU, AyWVWY, GUIANAC Kat
13aVIKWV, Ta 0rola ot MPWTAYWVICTEC NTAV SIATEBEIPEVOL Va
S1EKSIKNOOUY KAl VA UNEPAONIoBO0V. OEOEIC KAl AVTIBEOELQ
avtikpodokav. Kat Kavelc petd and Tic PAxeg nou NoAEpn-
OE KA TIC I3£0A0Y(EC MOU SIEKS(KNCE 0 AL)VAC MOV NEPAOE,
3ev 6a unopoUoe onpepa va NPoBAEPeL To Napdv, 6nou ot
SlakploelC £xouv Tagel KATW and pia X1ovooTiBAda apxITe-
KTOVIKAC Napaywyng, n onoia avakuKAWVEL TO TEWG EIKOVO-
KAQOTIKG OE EUNOPIKN GGPHOUAT KAl TO CUVAPMACTIKG OE
Kolv4Tona nNpoacTiako.

0 MovTepVIopOC elval Alyo WS NOAY CUVWVUPOC PE TOV
£1KOOTO AWV, Alvag nou népace and tov Newton otov
Einstein, and tov OUPaVIopd oTo AeyOpEVO PETG-OUNAVIOPS —
KOl OTIC TEXVEC avT{OTOIXA and v EIKOVIKA avanapdotaon
omv agaipeon. QoT600 N KOWVWVIKNA 31A0Tacn Tou ENava-
OTATIKOU TOU XAPAKTAPA EMMPEACE TNV APXITEKTOVIKNA
(3laitepa, NPOKAAWVTAC pia BaBld SOpIKN AAAayh oTnv
MPAKTIKA KAl 0TOV AUTONPOCSIOPIOKS TNC. H APXITEKTOVIKN
UNOTAXBNKE OTIC KOWVWVIKEC MPOTEPALGTNTEC, PE TV NOIKNA
NG AELTOUPYIKGTNTAC VA TN SEOPEVUEL OE NPOYPARPATA KAl
T0nouc. Me GAAa AGyla EMBAAAOVTAC TNC «EEWBEV» UNOXPE-
WOELG, 0 MOVTEPVIOPOC PETETPEPE TV APXITEKTOVIKN and
agnpnuévn (nou kaBeautn vitav) oe napaoctatiki. ‘Etol, pia
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all the possible distinctions are buried under an avalanche of
architectural production. This is a kind of production that
reintroduces, on the one hand, the iconoclastic tendency of
the past in the form of a commercial formula, and, on the
other hand, the thrilling themes of the past in the form of
suburban trivialities.

Modernism is more or less synonymous with the twentieth
century, that is, a century which passed from Newton to
Einstein, and from Humanism to the so-called post-Humanism;
also, as far as the arts are concerned, from figural repre-
sentation to abstraction. Nevertheless, the social dimension
of its revolutionary character had its effects particularly felt
in architecture, by creating a deep structural change in the
ways the latter manages her practice and defines her role.
Architecture was subjected to social priorities by having her
programs and types bound to the ethics of functionality. In
other words, Modernism turned architecture from abstract (as
it really is) into representational by forcing external obliga-
tions upon her. Hence, a secondary discourse of a moral, social,
and intellectual origin, imposed its own principles and orders
upon architecture, depriving her of her primary and pri-
mordial formal reasoning, which lies in the linguistic and
syntactic ordering of raw matter. The exact opposite happened
with all the other arts, which established themselves more
firmly through the iconographic rhetoric of abstraction.

While abstraction reigned over twentieth-century art and
culture, in general, in architecture, the formal language of
functions and programs became codified on the basis of an
iconographic typology. Through this logical and rationalist
process par excellence, architecture lost the rhetoric of an
independent and purposeful formal abstraction; hence, with the
priorities been shifted, the pursuit of beauty became a taboo.

The new “rationalist” and “typological” iconography was
justified also through the claim that now, and for the first
time, the masses were the clients of architecture — if one
could label as “clients” powerless people who are unable to
pass their preferences: that is, a simple case of controversy
between the democratic claims of architecture, on the one
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3eutepeliouca Npaypateia, nBIKAC, KOWWVIKAC KAl dtavonTi-
KNG NPOEAEUONG, ENEBAAE TIC SIKEC TNC APXEC KAl SIATAEELS
0NV APXITEKTOVIKNA, AMOCNWVTAC an’ AUTAY TOV apXEYOVo
MOPPOAOYIKS KAl NpwTeUOVTA TNC AdYo, Mou anaptiZetal and
10 A£EIAGYL0 KAl Tn olvTaén TC UANG. AkpIBWC To avtiBeto
OUVEBN OTIC AAAEC TEXVEC TwV onolwy n {dta undotaon
gvioxUBNKe and TNV £1KOVOYPAPIKA PNTOPIKA T apaipeong.

Ev) n a@aipeon KUPLOPXOUOE GTNV TEXVN TOU £1KOGTOU
alWVa, KAl YEVIKOTEPA OTOV MOMTIOUG TOU, OTNV APXITEKTOVL-
KN T0 HOPPOAOYIKA avT{OTOIXA AEITOUPYIWV KAl MPOYPOARHUA-
TWV KWSKOMOMBNKAV € pia TUNoAoyikn gikovoypapia Kat
péoa and aum tn dladikacia, nou BEWPNONKE KAt eEoxnv
Aoyikn Kal 0pBOAOYIOTIKNA, N APXITEKTOVIKN EXACE TN PNTOPL-
KN TAC AveEAPTNTNC KAl OKOMIUNG POPPOAOYIKNC apaipeonc
KAl, PE OPPNTAPLO TIC VEEC MPOTEPALOTNTEC, N EMSIWEN TOU
wpaiou €ytve Tapnou.

H véa «0pBOAOYIOTIKA» KAl «TUMOAOYIKN» ElKOVoypapia
atTioAOyNBNKe PeTAEU AAAWY BACEL TNC BEONC OTL yia NPWTN
(Qopa otnv lotopia ot paZec Ntav ot NEAATEC TNC APXITEKTOVL-
KNG — av pnopel Kavelc va xapakmpioet «NEAGTEC» avepw-
MOUC MoU &V €XOUV TNV 10XU va EMNBAAAOUV TIC MPOTIUACELC
TOUG: pla anAR avTinapdBeon PETAEU TwV SNPOKPATIKWV
SIEKSIKNOEWV KAl TNC AUTAPXIKNAG MPAYRATIKOTNTAC TNG
APXITEKTOVIKAC. IV oucia n avaykn oTEyaong e OLKOVOPL-
KO TPOMo £KAve TV APXITEKTOVIKA MOATIKA anapaitn kat
TOUC ApXITEKTOVEC Gpyava ¢ MoATe{ag, EPNAEKOVTAC TO
€NAYYEAUA GTO 6AO PAGHA TWV MOMTIKWV ISEOAOYIWV TOU
awwva. H elpwveia 6pwc eivat 61t aveEdptnta and v
MOATIKN TOU KPATOUG, TO KOWWVIKO OIKIOTIKO MPOYypPappa
KaTtéAn€e navtol To {3to. Kat pdAota, pe To Mépacpa Tou
XPOVoU, Ol MPOSLAYPAPES TOU TOTE EYIVAV TO «UETPO» OTOV
KAMTAALOUG Kal akGpa Kal TWPa UNOKEWVTAL OE SIapKn
ene€epyaoia, pe avTIKe{PeVO OpWC TNV eAelBepN ayopd!

H 3adkaocia autn dev aviavakAd To BpiapBo TG Apxite-
KTOVIKNC AAG T oupnatyvia pag, aveEdpmta and 1o av f
6xL n oTeyaoTikn Blopnxavia €xel PTACEL 0Ta €nineda
pagikonoinong ¢ autokivntoBlopnxaviag, n notoTikn
ANWAELD MOU ENEPEPE N —Y1A TO 1929 LOTOPIKNG OKOMUSTNTAC—
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hand, and her authoritative reality, on the other. In essence,
the need for low-cost housing made architecture politically
indispensable, thus turing architects into State instruments
enmeshing profession in the political ideologies of the
century. It is ironic though that, irrespective of State politics,
the social housing program ended up the same everywhere.
All the more so, the specifications of yesterday have become
the measure of today’s capitalism; and they are still subject
to constant revisions in order to serve only the free market!

This process does not reflect the triumph of architecture,
but our own collusion. Regardless of whether the housing
industry has reached the mass production level of the car
industry or not, the drop in quality that the “Existenz
Minimum” principle brought about — that is, a principle well
fit for the historical circumstance of 1929 — had a definitive
effect upon twentieth-century architecture. This happened
beyond the sphere of housing politics or mass production
and had to do with the ways architecture became involved in
real life by either hiding or justifying its backward
tendencies. As the debaters of 1929 foresaw, a temporary
socio-economic compromise at that time eventually did turn
into a permanent self-castration of architecture.

Meanwhile, the “beautiful” as a notion became an
anathema; that is, a taboo term which passes over in silence
in our public deliberations and is never mentioned in
architectural discourse.

None of us dares to speak a word in public about the
“beautiful”, although we all use it in private as the absolute
criterion of our judgments. Like shy virgins, who are over-
concerned for their modest look, we withhold our desire to
act as facilitators of the secrets of beauty, being seized with
fear; that is, a fear that has become both the ridiculous mark
and the aftermath of the established modern movement. The
denial of beauty in favor of “logic” and “precision” is an
index of a fundamental insecurity.

Beauty is the rhetoric of the general aspect of things. In
the role of the iconography of change, it becomes a military
tool thanks to its power to signify, to represent, and to
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apxn Tou «Existenz Minimump», eixe kaBoploTikn enidpaon
0TV APXITEKTOVIKN TOU £1KOOTOU atwva. Kat auté, népav
OTEYAOTIKAC MOMTIKAC KAl PEYEBOUC, KABWC N APXITEKTOVIKNA
BpéBNKe va napeloppuet otn Zwn anokpintovrag, 1 3ikalo-
AOYWVTAC TIC ONOAOSPOUIKES TNC TACELC. ONwG eixav
NPOBAEYEL Ol SIAPWVOUVTEC ANG TO 1929, £VAC NPOOWPLVOC
(yla TOTE) KOWVWVIKO-OIKOVORIKGS OUMBIBAOHGC, EIXE YIVEL
PGVIHOC OPXITEKTOVIKGC QUTOEUVOUXIOHOC.

Ev Tw PETAgl, «To wpaio» eixe yivel we €vvola avalepa.
Mia AéEn Tapnol Mou anoolwreltal oTIC SNPGOLES OUZNTACELC
HAC KAl SEV AVAPEPETAL NOTE OTNY APXITEKTOVIKI Mpaypateia.
Kaveic pac Sev ToApd va kavet Adyo yia 1o wpaio dnpdola,
nap’ 6A0 NoU OE ATOHIKG ENINESO NAPAUEVEL WC AMOAUTO
KPITAPLO TNC EUMEPIAC PHAC. TAV VIPONOAAEC NOPBEVEC,
ano@elyovtac Aogpvn eppavion, KPATape ™V eMBupia pag
va yivoupe aywyofl Tou wpaiou puoTikol: PEBOC Nou Exel yivel
—yeA0{0 XAPAKTNPIOTIKO— ENAKGAOUBO TNG edpaiwong Tou
MovTepvioTikol Kivipatog. H andpynon g opop@lac —
x@pn ot «Aoylkn» Kat v «akpiBela» eival Ev3elEn pag
BEPEAIDSOUC AVAOPAAELQC.

H opop@ld givat n pntopikn TC GYng TwV APAYRATwWY. QC
£1KOVOyPaQ{a TC AAAAYNAC £ival JaxnTiké epyareio, xapn
ot 3UVAPA TG VA ONPATOSOTE, VA EKNPOCWNE( KAl va
UNooTNPIZeL TIC AE(EC TOU EKAOTOTE NAPOVTOC KAL VA EKNEPMEL
T0 ONPAVTIKS OUOTATIKG TNC ANGAQUONC MO avTAoUKE ané
QUTAV. SNPAVTIKG OX1 HGVO OF VTISIAOTOAR [E TNV AOXNpIa
KL TOV N6Vo, AME WS HEPOUC EKeVOU Tou Napddogou
OXTIATOC 6MOU OPOPPLA KAt AoXNLA, AnéAQuUon Kat N6voc
ouVanoTeAOUV EKEIVEC TIC EEAIPETIKEC OUVBNKEC MOU ONPATO-
SotoUvTtal — £vavTl TOU MPAYUATIKOU Toug avtinoda, g
Kolvotoniag ¢ oudétepng Aveong.

MapAAANAG N AELTOUPYIKOTNTA, N TUNOAOY(A KAt N HOP(pO-
Moyia anékmoav To KUpOC Piac TLddag n onoia katd my
NOPE(Q TOU £1KOOTOU QULIVA PETETPEPAV TNV EKNAISEUON TWV
APXITEKTOVWY OF KATAXNON KAl 3IaPGpQWoav pia olpd ané
AKAUNTA AEIWHATA NOU AVANOPEUKTA EyIVAV KAPIKATOUPES
TWV APXIKWY (SEOAOYIKWV HOVTEAWY and Ta onoia nponaAeav.
AUTG 03MYNOE TNV APXITEKTOVIKY OF 31030XIKd adlé€oda and
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support the values of the present at all times, as it radiates
the very important ingredient of pleasure we draw from that
present. It is important, not only in contrast to ugliness and
pain, but in connection with that paradoxical scheme in
which beauty and ugliness, pleasure and pain, constitute the
exceptional conditions of art, which become fully meaningful
only by contrast with their actual antipode, that is, the
banality of dispassionate comfort.

At the same time, all three, functionality, typology, and
form, acquired the prestige of a triad which, over the
twentieth century, turned an architect’s education into
catechism and laid out a series of rigid axioms that became
the caricatures of the ideological models in which they
originated. This led architecture to successive impasses.
There trapped, she tasted the humiliation, the reaction, and
the rejection of an impenitent audience that keeps pressing
this public art for more. But once the theory is established, it
becomes like a mirage always showing up in instances of bad
application in order to endlessly reproduce them.

The twentieth century was a century of theories the
constant accumulation of which caused the castration of
architecture. Theory and architecture stand in inverse
proportion to each other as the CIAM congresses have proven
by tightening architecture up with a stifling chastity belt;
this, while their primary instigator kept abusing her by using
his architectural imagination as a liberating force.

Architecture herself is theory.

From this point of view, the Barcelona pavilion is a full
lesson in architecture. It is a palimpsest since its logic derives
naturally from the traces of all that preceded it. Itisa
prototype in the sense that its rhetoric, after clashing with the
established conventions, became an emblematic proposition
of modernity. Finally, it is iconoclastic, as long as it rejects all
the outdated institutions and — particularly in this case — the
overweight of modernist moralism, thus crediting architecture
with her simple innate logic. We recognize from experience
this iconographic rhetoric which we immedia-tely transform
and accept. The necessary step for the redemption of the
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Ta onofa 3gv pnopoloe va StapUyet kat 6rnou avandPeukTa
yedtnke v Taneivwon, mv avtidpacn kat Ty anéppufn ané
£v0 QPETAVONTO KOWVG MOU EMPEVEL VA MEPIPEVEL NEPLOOOTEPT
npdypata an’ auth ™ dnpdota Téxvn. ‘0Tav SpwC n Bewpia
£3palwBE(, yiveTal 0av avVTIKATONTPIOKOC MOU EppaviZeTat
nAvTa o€ NEPINTWOELC KAKNC EQAPHOYNC KAl TIC SLAlWVIZEL.

0 £1KOOTOC ALWVAC NTAV ALWVAC BEWPLWV KAl TO CWPEUTL-
kG TOUC QNOTENECUA ATAV O EUVOUXIOUOC TNC APXITEKTOVIKNG.
H oxéon peta&l Bewplag kat APXITEKTOVIKAC £{val avTioTpo-
QWS avAioyn 6nwc anédelEav Ta ouvespla Twv CIAM,
TUAlYOVTAC TNV APXITEKTOVIKA PE Pl aoQUKTIKN Zwvn
ayvétnTag, Pe Tov KUPLo EPMVEUOTN TOUC VA TNV KaTtaxpdral
anoAlovTac TV APXITEKTOVIKA TOU pavTacia we napayovia
aneAgUBEPWONC.

H Apxttektovikn gival n (3la Bewpia.

Ané auth v dnoyn, To Nep(NTEPO TNC BAPKEAWVNG
anoteAel éva NAPEC uABNpa ApXITEKTOVIKNG. Elval naAipyn-
070 KABWC N AoyIKA Tou npokUnTel aB{aota ané Ta (xvn Twv
éawv nponyndnkav. Eivat npdtuno pe Tnv évvola 0Tt n
PNTOPLKNA TOU E(xE EPBEL OE PAEN PE TIC KATECTNPEVEC OUPBA-
OEIC IO va Y{VEL EUBANUATIKA NPOTAON VEWTEPIKETNTAG.
TéNog elval £kOVOKAQOTIKG, Se30pévou 6Tt anopp(nTel ToUC
NAPWXNPEVOUC BECHOUC KAL —0TN GUYKEKPIPEVN NepinTwon—
10 UNéPBapo Tou Movtepviatikol MopaAtopoy, 3idovtag £tot
0NV APXITEKTOVIKA TNV €yyEVA TC anAn Aoyikn. And
gpnelpia, avayvwpiloupe autn TV EIKOVOYPAPIKA PNTOPIKNA
KOl QUTOPATWE TN PETAOXNPATICOUPE KAL TNV GMOSEXOUAOTE.
To 31dBnpa AJTPWONE ToU KOWVOTOMoU €Xel NEABEL. Mapade-
xOPAOTE TO £pY0 TEXVNG KAL MPOTUMNO OPOPPLAS.

EV Tw METOEY, peTd To B MaykSopio MOAEPO ot neploptopol
y{vave akopa eviovoTePOL 0TO MESIO PAXNC TNC APXITEKTOVL-
KAC, PE NPWTAYWVIOTEC TV opdda «Team Ten», 31a30X0UC
Twv CIAM nou yUptoav and tov NOAEPO PE TOV LEPAMOCTOAIKS
N0 «NEwv ToUpKWV».

270 TEAN TNC SEKAET{OC TOU ‘50, N yUpvA, aveEdptnn,
anéAuUTN APXITEKTOVIKN £(xe eKAE{PEL, EEQPTWHEVN Mia and Ta
NOANGNAG €K TwWV EEWAEV ENBAAAOHEVA ISEONOYIKA OTPW-
Hata, v ovopatt Tou 0pBoAoytopol, TG KATACKEUAOTIKNAG Kal
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commonplace has occurred: we see in [the Barcelona pavilion]
the work of art and the prototype of beauty.

Since World War Il restrictions became even stricter in the
battlefield of architecture, the protagonists now being the
“Team X”, the successors of the CIAM, who returned from the
front with the missionary zeal of the "Neo-Turks”.

By the end of the 'sos, the naked, independent, and
absolute architecture had vanished, as architecture became
increasingly dependent upon the manifold and externally
imposed ideological strata in the name of rationalism, the
structural and economic integrity, the social responsibility,
and the content-driven hegemony. All these were taught in
schools like a doctrine divorced from any reference to the
syntactic nature of discourse, or to the very essence of
architecture, that is, occupation with form. | was a student
then studying under Peter Smithson.

The effects upon our generation were disappointment and
fear. The only antidote to all this was the “enemy”, who we
were taught to seek in the consumerist euphoria of the reco-
vering '60s. This was the road that some young and inspired
objectors followed, such as the “Archigram”, the most gifted
group with a prophetic skill. However, the well-known, valueless,
and explosive vacuum of the decade was already on leading to
the May of '68. The “vanguard groups” back then had too much
of an amoralist bent to cover it up. On the contrary, they fostered
it. Nevertheless, the Archigrams were visionaries and the fore-
runners of the less visionary representatives of today’s Photo-
shop generation at that. In any case, they were visionaries.

Then came the 1968. The peak of the explosion of 1968 had
the exact opposite results from the desired ones. It tore down
the substructure along with the institutional superstructure,
thus creating a total lack of motives.

Certainly, architecture was proven unable to change her
nature and become a political apparatus.

The much anticipated “shift” did not show on any level.
Instead, a state of apathy now accompanied that sense of an
exhausted capitalism. All that impelled architects to steer
their growing hostility against themselves.
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OIKOVOUIKAC AKEPALOTNTAC, TNC EKPPACTIKAC TIUOTNTAC, TNC
KOWWVIKAC £UBUVNG, TNC NyEpoVIaC TOU NEPIEXOPEVOU. Mn
£X0VTAC KOp{O OXEON PE TNV MPWTAPXIKA CUVTAKTIKA unéota-
on TNC Npaypateiac, 6Aa autd 313G0KoVTaV oTa OXOAE(d W
36ypa, nou anékAele KABE ANAOXGANON PE TN HOPPN, TV
ouola TG APXITEKTOVIKNC. HUouva T6TE POITNTAC, SAOKAASC
pou o Peter Smithson.

Ol ENNTWOELC 0TN YEVIA Pag NTav anoyonTeuon Kat
@b680¢. To pévo avt{doto Ntav o ToTe «exBPOC» Moy BPLoKG-
Tav, ONwe¢ pag To 3{3aokav, 0TV KATavaAwTIkn gupopia g
avakapdng e dekaetiac Tou '60. ApSpo nou akoAolencav
T6TE VEOL KAl EPNVEUCUEVOL AVTIPPNGIEC Pe Toug «Archigram»
WC TNV MO MPOIKIGPEVN, PE NPOPNTIKN KAlon, opdda. Eixe
SpWC apxioet va 3nploupyeiTtatl To yvwotd xwpic agieg,
EKPNKTIKG KEVG TNC SEKAETIAC —aAUTS MOU 03MyNoE 0To MAn
TOU 68— KAl Ol TOTE «OPASEC TC NpwTonopiac» Ntav noAl
QHOPAMOTEC YA va To KAAUYouv. AvtiBeta 10 Tpoposotoloay.
Map’ oA’ autd ot Archigram NTav opapaTIoTES, Kat pAAoTa
NPG3POPOL TWV AlYGTEPO OPARATIOTWY EKMPOCWNWY TNC
ONPEPIVIAC YEVIAC Tou Photoshop. MAvTwe Ntav opapaTIoTéC.

Kat petd emABe 10 1968. H kopUpwon TC €kpnéng Tou 68
eixe 1a avtiBeta anoteréopata and ta embupntd. MaZi pe ™
BEOUIKNA UMEPKATAOKEUN SIEAUCE Kal TO UN6BABPO, NPOKAAW-
VTAC Hla OAOKANPWTIKA Anousia KIvATPWY.

H ApXITEKTOVIKA QUOIKA £{xe 0TOBE( adUvapn va aAAGEEL
™ @UOoN TNC Kat VA Y{VEL MOAITIKG Opyavo. H MPOOSOKWHUEVN
KPETAOTPOPN» SEV EPPAVIZOTAV OE KAVEVA EM(NESO KAl pia
katdotaon andeslag gpx4Tav va ouvauaotel pe Ty aioBnon
£VOC ANOKAUWHEVOU KATAVAAWTIOMOU. TUVBNAKEC nou eixav
WC ANOTEAEOPA VA EE0NAOEL VA OUGOWPEUPEVO Uio0C PETAED
TWV APXITEKTOVWV KAl yia TOUg (310UC ToUC £aUTOUC TOUG.

Méoca otnv €pnpo aut, To Continuous Monument Twv
Superstudio kat to No-Stop City Twv Archizoom pe tov Andrea
Branzi, epgaviomkayv oav 04oelg, kpadaivovTag |ia avayev-
vnpévn KaBapn Kal KATNYoPNHATIKA APXITEKTOVIKA dnoyn Ue
HOVASIKG OMAO TNV OVTIKEIPHEVIKN APTIOTNTA KAL TNV AndAUTN
ELKOVOYPAPIKN TOUC PNTOPIKNA.

e eke{vn ™ @Aon ntav nou yevvnenke n OMA. Mapopold-
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In this desert, such projects as the “Continuous
Monument” by the Superstudio and the “No-Stop City” by
the Archizoom under Andrea Branzi, emerged like oases in
that they propagated a reborn, pure, and assertive
architectural view by using their objective integrity and their
absolute iconographic rhetoric as their only weapons.

It was during that phase that OMA was born. By using the
wrecked raft of Medusa as our metaphor, we had OMA
develop a polemical architecture to both the rescue and the
reform of the “modern program” through drawings and
studies that were simultaneously critical and realistic.

Our aim was the emancipation of modernism from its tight
puritanical wrapping that prompted its ultimate humiliation.
OMA regarded, on the one hand, architecture as a territorial
conquest and, on the other hand, the plan as both a
provocation and a critique, not simply as a solution to a
problem. Architecture did not include problems to be
solved. Stressing the program as the basis of social
inspiration and behavioral conversion, gave rise to the
notion of “hybrid”, yet with a meaning different from the
current one, driven by fashion. That is, not an assemblage of
discrete entities in vague formal combinations, but an
abstract framework for architecture; a framework capable of
absorbing an indefinite number of activities based on the
principle that none of these activities belongs to one space
only. At the same time, this is a stable enough framework for
receiving, without breaking down, any changes identified
with life itself and its destabilizing elements.

In the '80s, OMA’s polemic position became one cry
among others in an otherwise divided architectural world, in
which the ideological enemy of postmodernism always
showed weaker and weaker. That was the time when the
omnipotent postmodernism of the '8os set an uncontrollable
and unreasonable worshipping to the architecture of the
generation of ‘68 in the place of the earlier uncontrollable
and unreasonable hatred for the same architecture. All loved
her instantly, even the public.

Jumping out from her various corners, this architecture
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ZovTag TOTE TNV KATACTAON Pag Pe Tn vauaylopévn oxedia
™¢ MéSouoag, n OMA avéAaBe va avanTUgel Pia ApXITEKTO=
VIKA MOAEPIKN yia TN S1dowon Kat Tnv avaudppwon Tou
«HOVTEPVOU MPOYPAUUATOCH PE OXESLA KAl PEAETEC OUYXPG-
VWG KPLTIKEC KAl PEAMOTIKEC.

$T6X0C ATAV N aneAeuBEépwon Tou Movtepviopol and to
OPIXTG MOUPLTAVIKG TOU MEPITUAYHA €V GPEL TNC OPLOTIKNAG
Tou Taneivwong. H OMA £(3g Tnv ApXITEKTOVIKA 0av £3a(IKA
KATAKTNON KAl TO 0XES10 0av NPGKANON KAl KPLTIKA KAt Oxt
w¢ eniAuon NPOBANPATWY. H APXITEKTOVIKN SEV CUMMEPIAGN-
Bave npoBApata npoc eniAuon. H €ppaon oto nNpdypapuua
W¢ BAON KOWWVIKNC EUNVEUONG KAl PETAAGEIUNG CUPREPL-
Popdc, 0dnynoe oy T6Te eNvonon Tou 6pou «UBPISIKS»,
AAAG pe SLaQOPETIKN onpacia and auth otnv onoia Tou
Sivetat oipepa and ™ péda. Oxt pia oGvInén SLakpLTWy
OVTOTATWY OE A0AQPE(C HopPIkoUC ouvduacpolc, arAd éva
AQAIPETIKG MAGIOLO Yla TNV APXITEKTOVIKA, (KAVO VG Gnoppo-
@4 anpoodépLoTo aplBpd SpacTNPloTTWY BACEL TNC APXAC
4Tt 3ev UNGPXEL pia pdvn 3pactpidTnTa nou va pnopei va
KOAU@BE( and évav pévo xwpo. Kal ouyxpovwe Eva apKkeTd
0108gpd NAaiolo nou va pnopei va 3exBel v aAAayn nou
Aéyetal Zwn Kal KGBe e(30UC ANOOTABEPONOINTIKG OTOIXE(D
xwp(¢ va ennpedZetat To {310 To nAaioto.

Tn 3ekastia Tou '80 N NOAEUIKA TC OMA £ylve pia kpauyn
avApeoa og AAAEC, O€ €va SIXAOUEVO APXITEKTOVIKG NAaiolo
4nou 0 I3£0AOYIKGC EXBPOC TOU METAROVTEPVIOHOU ESEIXVE
60 Kal Mo ad0vapog. IT0 PeTagl, o NoAUSUVapPOC MeTapo-
VIEPVIOPSE TNC SeKAETIAC TOU 80, E(XE AVTIKATAOTACEL TO
AVEEEAEYKTO KO O3IKALOAGYNTO H{COC MPOC TV APXITEKTOVL-
KN TNC YEVIAC TOU ‘68, pe pia aveEEAEYKTN KAl aSIKALOAGYNTN
Aatpeia. 'OAot Ea@vika TV ayanodoav. AKGpn Kal To Kowo.

Mna pia popd, EENM3WVTAC and TIC SIAPOPES YWVIES TNG,
£ylve pyavo TnC Naykooptonoinong e pia BEAPATIKA
gnituxia Nou avTikaténTpiZe Tov Aveu A&V XapakTipa g
KOl NPOOLWVIZE T Aeyépevn NEa Olkovopia. Ita TEAn TnC
dekaetiac é0B8noe a8dpuBa, agrivovtag niow g éva
NAYKOOU{WV S1a0TACEWY (XVOC OPXITEKTOVIKNG OMATAANG.
ITIC OPXEC TNC SEKAETIAC TOU '90 UE TOV METAPOVTEPVIOUS

35



became an instrument of globalization with spectacular
success that reflected her valueless character while it
betokened the so-called “New Economy”. She quietly died
out around the end of the century, leaving behind her a
huge mark of architectural waste. With postmodernism
under persecution in the early "gos, there was no object

of worship left.

In reality, this victory — that is, this wholly new outset for
a renewed and revived modern project — coincided with a
period of unforeseen economic development in the context
of an already prosperous Europe whose primary investments
in infrastructure and housing were completed for the most
part. But even this prosperity could be easily neglected in
view of a European discovery: having hit an “oil”-source and
having the public on its side, the Netherlands —the Kuwait of
Europe — gave rise to a communicational phenomenon, also
promoted by the State and the public media. It created an
impregnable “Trojan Horse” which was met with a
monumental and universal success in the world of
architecture, through its spectacular demonstration of youth,
its daring images, its captivating slogans, and its
iconoclastic propositions, that is, all elements that gloss over
the innate conservatism of the Dutch.

It is as if a huge State investment created a huge
bureaucratic system of iconoclasts. To a large extent, this
paradox is explainable through the tough decision —
particularly tough for his Dutch colleagues — of Rem
Koolhaas, that big and deceptive iconoclast, to move his seat
to Rotterdam in the '8os, thus casting a shadow
disproportionately big for the size of that country.

Due to their Protestant upbringing, the Dutch accepted
him fully and to the letter by filtering through reason all the
seemingly irreconcilable contradictions whereby he seduced
them; also, by being convinced that turning into iconoclasts
is their collective duty. Their innate resistance to humour
(often being seen as immoral), their full immunity to
allegorical metaphors, and their reluctance to accept hidden
meanings, all contributed to the production of very
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uné Slwypd, To avtike{pevo Aatpelac kat autd eixe eKAeleL.

ITNV Npaypatikémta aut n vikn, 10 véo £k BABPwWY
€ekivnpa yla éva avavewpévo avalwoyovniévo PoVIEPVO
€py0, OUVENEDE PE PLa NEPIO30 NPWTOPAVOUC OLKOVORIKAG
avantuéng, oE pia ndn eunpepoloa Eupwynn, TS onolag ot
NpwToyeVe(C ENEVIUOELC OE UNOSOPN KAl OTEYAON ATAV N3N £V
NOAAO(C OAOKANPWHEVEC. Kat auth n eunpepia itav apeAntéa
KMPOoTA OE Hla gUpwaikn avakdAuyn: BpiokovTag «netpé-
Aaio» Kal npokataAapBdavovtag toug ndvieg, n OAAavsia —
KouBE1t Tng Eupdnng— dnpiolpynoe éva (npowdnpévo and
v MoATela kat T PEoA PAZIKAC EVNUEPWONC) EMKOVWVIA-
K6 pavépevo, évav Aoeloto 3o0peto (Mno, nou otnv ApxIte-
KTOVIKA, AEI0ONKE PVNUEIWSEC NAYKOORIO «OOUEE», pe pial
BEQPATIKNA £M{SEIEN UNEPUETPOU VEAVIKOTNTAC, TOAUNPWY
EIKOVWY, OUVOPMACTIKWY OUVENUATWY KAl ELKOVOKAGOTIKWY
NPOTACEWY, MOU CUYKOAUNTOUV TNV EYYEVH OUPBATIKOTNTA
Twv OAAAVSWV.

Mia tepdotia kpatikn enévauon, eivat oav va Snpolpyn-
o€ £va TEPAOTIO YPAPEIOKPATIKG OUOTNHUA EIKOVOKAGOTWY. I
peydAo Badud, To napddogo autd e€nyeital and T okAnpn
(y1a Touc 0OAAGV30UC OUVASEAPOUC Tou) andpaon Tou Rem
Koolhaas, tou peydrou napaniavntikol €lkoVokAGOT, va
KAvel £3pa ToU TO PGTEPVTAM 0TN SeKAET(a Tou '80, pixvovTag
Mo oKid unepBOAKG HEYAAN yia To PEyEBOC TNC XWPAC. Xdpn
0NV NPOTECTAVTIKA aywyn Toug, ot OAAavao( Tov acndotn-
Kav NARPWC Kal Katd KUPLoAeEia, ekAoyikedovTag ia
HELWTIKAC AVaywyng To MANBOC TwV PAVOPEVIKA acupBiBa-
OTWV AVTIBECEWY UE T 0Moia Toug EEAOYIAZEL — Kal BEWPW-
vTag NAéov 6Tt ATav GUANOYIKS TOUC KABMKoV va yivouv 6AotL
E£IKOVOKAGOTEC. H gyyevic Touc avtiotaon oto xtoUpop (nou
ouxva Bewpeital aviBiko) N MARPNC TOUC avoaia oTIg
AAANYOPLKEC PETAPOPEC KAl N AMPOBUpia TOUC VA NOPaSE-
XTOUV TV UNopEN KPUPWV VONUATWY, OUV3UAoTKay oty
napaywyn noAd atuxwyv ePNVEUOEWY, NoU 03MyNoav o< pia
oelpd and Bvnolyevn €pya, Baolkd, Mpoidvia KAkNg KAwvo-
noinonc.

0 Rem givat oAU Peooyelakdg yla Tougc OAAaV3OoUC.

YN auTéC TIC OUVBNKEG, O KATAOKEUAOTIKGS OPYAoP6S TG
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unsuccessful ideas which led to a series of short-lived
projects, that is, products of bad cloning.

Rem is too Mediterranean for the Dutch.

Under these circumstances, the building craze of the
Netherlands became in essence destructively iconoclastic —
vis-a-vis the dominant European rationale. Within one
decade only, the Dutch landscape — produced with such
difficulty (so marvelous as an engineering feat at the same
time) a work of art as depicted by Mondrian, was
transformed through the expansion of a huge network,
first, of business parks of low rise and high density, and
second, of lawful, yet arbitrary, suburbs. The latter as a
whole set up new negative records in reference to: a)
quality of construction, and b) standards of room size —
either public or private — based on the “Minimum Existenz”
concept.

What is curious is the lack of any public criticism in the
Netherlands. Given the revolutionary past of this country,
especially in the '60s, the apparent lack of self-criticism
bears strong the signs of a collusion. The books they publish
for themselves carry the title Super Dutch...

At last, one of many phases in a sequence of YES - NO,
which has marked the course of architecture since the ’60s,
completes again its full circle. Hence, we now experience
that kind of unease that often comes from the lack of models.

Once again architecture is defamed by architects
themselves who prove her irrelevant and inadequate — that
is, inadequate to follow the directions of a technology-
driven society, as though society needed architecture as its
guide. Her inability either to respond to multifarious
demands (related to the vision of an “information
superhighway”) or to change the programs of society, make
her again the object of ridicule. In this case again we are
oblivious of her primordial syntactic basis. We forget that
architectural programs are merely her content, that they
issue from social needs, and that architecture emanates from
culture. To speak the language of electronic technology,
architecture is part of the "hardware” that society needs and
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OANQVS(ac oTnv ousia yivetal KaTaoTPOPIKa EIKOVOKAGOTIKOC
— TOUAGXIOTOV Y10 TO METPA TNC KUP{aPXNC EUPWNATKNAC
MoyIkNg. Méoa o€ POAIC pia SekagTia To S3UOKOAA EEOIKOVO-
pnpévo (kat Baupdola Blopnxavika KOTOOKEUQOPEVO)
OMAVIKS oo, £py0 TEXVNC MOU anadavatios o Moviplay,
HETApOPPWONKE and v e€anAwon evég Tepdotiou 3iktlou
ané xapnAol GPouc Kat UYNANC nukveTNTAC EMNXELPNUATIKA
ndpka (business parks) kat vouipwe audaipeta npodotia,
Mou 0To GUVOAG TouC £Bg0av VEQ apvnTika pekdp and
MAEUPAC: @) NOIBTNTAC KATAOKEUNC KAt B) MPOC Ta KATW
avaBEDENONG TOU PEY(OTOU ANALTOUPEVOU XWPOU Yia
«Minimum Existenz» — g{te 181wTKG €lte Snpéolo.

To nepigpyo ivat n EAAewPn oxohaopol oty OAAav3ia,
KAl —3£30pEVNC TNC ENAVACTATIKNG NPOToTOoplac 0Tn SeKAETI-
0 TOU "60— M PAIVOREVN AMOUC{A AUTOKPLTIKAC HOLAZEL aKGpa
kat pe oupnatyvia. Ta BiBAla nou xk3(douv yia Tov £0UTO TOUC
ovopagovtat Super Dutch...

TENOC, Jla ané TIC OEPEC TwV 3ladoxikwv NAI-0XI nou
€x0UV ONPASEPEL TNV TUXN TNC APXITEKTOVIKAC ané
Sekagtia Tou 60 KAE{VEL NAAL évav MApn KUKAO. Kal Twpa
BUOVOUME EKEIVO TO £(30C AVNOUXIAC NOU NAPAYEL OUVIIBWS N
ENetdn npotinwy.

Ma GAAN pia Popd N AXITEKTOVIKN SUCPNUE(TaL and Toug
APXITEKTOVEG TOUC {310UC Kal KPIVETAL AOXET Kal QVENAPKNG.
AVENOPKAC VO 0KOAOUBMOEL TIC KATEUBUVOEIC TNC TEXVOAOYL-
KAC KOWVVIAc, AEC Kal n KOWWVia XpELGZETal MV ApXITEKTO-
VIKA ¢ 03nyd. H aduvapia e va avianokpel oe aAAGTpo-
nec anattioelc (CUVSEOUEVES PE TO GPAA TNC KAEWPGPOU
TV MANPOPOPLHV») T v AMNGEEL Ta NpoypappaTa ™e
Kowwviac, TNV K&vouv Kal MGAL QVTIKE{REVO XAEUAOHOU.
OnWC NAvVTa 0 auTh ™V NePnTwon, EXOUUE EEXAOEL TN
MPWTAPXIKA OUVTAKTIKA Undotaon tng. Iexvape 6Tt 1a
APXITEKTOVIKA Npoypdppata ival pévo 1o NEPLEXOPEVS NG,
6TL NPOKUNTOUY ANG TNV KOVWV{a, 6Tt N APXITEKTOVIKN
npokinTel and Tov MoATopd. Eivat pépog tou «hardware» —
av £(val va JINAGOURE TN YAWOOQ TWV NAEKTPOVIKWY UMOAO-
YIOTGV— NMOU XPELGZETAL KAL XPNOIUONOLEL N kowwvia. Ta 30o
Sev enikardnTovTal, oUTe ouyxwveldovtal. H ani®avn auth
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uses. The two do not overlap, neither can they amalgamate.
This impossible fusion is but one of our chimeras; we now
expect to make the “hardware” behave like a “software”,
thus creating an aimless rhetorical inconsistency, yet with an
aesthetic (and ethical) justification.

Instead of searching for the operative element of
architecture as an apparatus — in other words, for the
glossary and the syntax of the material aspect of present
needs — we are here today to look how to put her on a par
with the social orientation of recent neo-capitalism. The
programmatic agenda of the establishment has become the
headache of architecture.

Having considered the new capitalism of the alleged
“second modernity”, the recent proposals of this generation
suffer from all the technical limitations of a retroactive
manifesto.

Characteristically, Rem Koolhaas’ theory, which he put
forward in his book Delirious New York, precisely carries this
title: “retroactive manifesto”. Although thirty years ago this
theory had an immense critical impact, today, for historical
reasons that clones ignore, has lost its critical edge; instead
of advancing progressive alternative solutions, it extols the
political and natural establishment.

Thirty years later, looking back in the mirror, our political
unease about intervening has been substituted by our
descriptive concern about analyzing: mappings, “data-
scapes”, etc.

The fear of an architectural culture based on object
fetishism has been replaced by the incessant glorification of
analysis fetishism. More and more pressing is the need for a
real iconoclastic operation of cleaning to liberate
architecture from any non-existent obligations.

This certainly can be achieved only through architecture.
Only modest words can support this ostentatious art; that is,
a simplistic rhetoric by unaffected orators, such as Leonidov,
Le Corbusier, and Mies, whose idealism has to do primarily
with the tangible aspect of architecture.

This is a kind of architecture capable of renewing herself

5O



évwon elval pa and Tic X{PalpéC Pag Kat TWpa atolodoE0UPE
va kdvoupe 1o «hardware» va cupneptpepOe( oav «software»,
SnpoupyWvTac uia dokonn, pa atodntikn (kat nwkn)
pNTopIKN avakoAoudia.

AvT{ va JIGXVOUPE TN CUVTEAECTIKA 1316TNTA TNC APXITE-
KTOVIKNG oav 0pyavo, SnAadn to Ae€IAGYL0 KAl Tn olvTa&n
™G UANG TWV ONPEPIVWY AVOYKWY, OUYKEVTPWVOUAOTE TWPA,
OAEPA, OTO VA TNV EEICWOOUPE UE TOV KOWVWVIKG Mpoocava-
TOMOMUG TOU NPAOPATOU VEOKAMITAAIOHOU. H MPOYPaRUATIKN
aTZéVTa TOU KATEOTNPEVOU EXEL yiVEL N avnouxia Tng Apxtite-
KTOVIKNG.

Ol NPGoPATEC NPOTATELC AUTNG TNC YeVEAC, £€€TAZovTAC TO
VEO KOMTAAIOPO TG dnBev «second modernity», ndoxet and
TOUC MEPLOPLOPOUC TNC TEXVIKAC TOU AVASPORIKOU UOVIPE-
otou, To «retroactive manifesto», T Bewpia tou Rem Koolhaas
nou e€€0Beoe oto BIBA(0 Tou Deljrious New York. Eviy n Bswpia
QUTA e(xe NPV anoé 30 XpOvia TEPAOTIA KPITIKN EUBEAELQ,
onpepa yla Adyoug lotoplag nou ot KAWVOL ayvooulv, EXEL
XA0EL TNV KPLTIKN TNC alxpn Kal avT{ va npoTelvel NpoodeuTi-
KEC EVOANAKTIKEC AUOELC, EEUMVEL TO MOALTIKG KAL PUOLKO
KATEOTNHEVO.

MeTa and 30 xpovia, KoltaZovtag Tov KaBpép, N
MOALTIKA avnoux(a va npotelvoupe, €xel aviikataotadel and
™V NEPLYPAPIKA avnouxia va avaAUooupe. XapToypapnoElc,
«data-scapes», K.A.M.

0 (POBOC UIAC OPXITEKTOVIKNG KOUATOUPAC PETIXIOPOU TOU
QVTIKEIPEVOU EXEL AVTIKATAOTABE! ANd TV akatdnauot
€€0pvnon evog avOAUTIKOU QPETIXIOPOU. SUVEXWC AUEAVOPE-
vn, UNApxel pia enslyouca avaykn yia pia npaypatikn
EIKOVOKAQOTIKN eMxe{pnon ekkaBAplong nou Ba aneAeube-
PWOEL TNV APXITEKTOVIKN ANG AVUNOPKTEC UNOXPEWOELC.

AuT6 QUOIKA pnopel va eMTEUXBE( HOVO PEOW TNC ApXITE-
KTOVIKAC. MOVO Ta peTplogpova Adyta prnopoly va otnpiouv
™V EMMPEUEVN AUTA TEXVN, Pia anAolkn pnTopikn and anAoug
PNTOPEC 6NwC¢ Ntav o Leonidov, o Le Corbusier, i o Mies, Twv
ono{wv 0 13E0MOUGC AOXOAE(TAL MPWTAPXIKA PE TNV ANTNA
@UoN TNC APXITEKTOVIKNG. MIAC APXITEKTOVIKAC MOU €XEL TV
(KAVOTNTA VA QUTOAVAVEWVETAL KAl VO SNHIOUPYE( TOUG
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and creating her successors; of discovering a polemic against
phenomenal reality, somewhere in-between abstraction
and life.

This is anything but revolution. It suggests transfusion of
new blood that dares to break with established conventions
and the unaffected idealism that protects it from the danger
of becoming the target of a horrible cloning enterprise. |
have no images. | expect these images to come from the
younger generations.

The basic foundation of the city is society. Architecture as
“hardware” needs stability in order to absorb the unstable
character of modern conditions, in order to become
productive, and in order to be able to receive upcoming
developments quietly and effortlessly. The new form of
productivity will be her very rhetoric: to preserve the
character of today’s modernity.

Paradoxically, the most elementary and reasonable means
are the safest props of modernity. In the role of a universal
vessel, architecture is completely foreign to reality; this is so,
if we take the common view that her rhetorical aspect should
either represent or express her content.

Finally, we should keep in mind that architecture has to do
with buildings, even if they have not been built, or they
cannot be built, as history teaches us.

Throughout her history, architecture has followed a
pattern of constant transmission from ideal reality to
building idealism. One could even say that architecture is
the propaganda of building. If there is something that
education can give, this is the principle that architecture is
simply a pleasure, or a simple pleasure, or — to paraphrase Le
Corbusier — it is like playing on the table over your breakfast.
The pleasure of designing strange objects constitutes a kind
of spiritually free manifestoes of building. These objects
become challenges to perception and catalysts of the senses
owing to their mysterious strangeness. They turn from
objects to proclamations, such as the “Techtonics” of
Malevitch. This is a kind of emancipated suprematism which
is not addressed to any prospective ideal society. Instead, it
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anoyévouc TC. Na avakaAUnTel pia MOAEQIKA EvavTl 0
PALVOMEVIKN NPAYHATIKOTNTA — OE AVTINAPABEON PETAEU
agaipeonc kat wnc.

KaBe ANo napd enavdotaon, auté onpaivel Petdyylon
véou a{patoc nou €xel TNV TOAN va EPBEL O PrEN e
KATEOTNPEVEC OUPBAOELC KAL TOV AVEMITASEUTO ISEAMOMG Moy
10 npootatelel and Tov kivauvo va yivel oTéxoC PoBEPNC
KAWVOMoinong. Aev £xw £IKGVEC. Ot EIKOVEC QUTEC NEPIUEVW
va pog £pBOoUVE and TIC VEGTEPEC YEVEEC.

H Baotkn unodopn ™C NOANG eivat n kovwvia, n Apxite-
KTOVIKA w¢ «hardware», xpetdZetal oTafepdTnTa yia va
QQOHOLWOEL TOV A0TABN XAPAKTAPA TwV OUYXPOVWY ouven-
KGOV, NPOKEPEVOU VA KATAOTE( ANOSOTIKA KAl va Unopel va
Uno3exBel olwNMPA Kal xwP(C NPOoNABELa KATOMIVES
€EENEELC. H vEa pop@n TNC anodoTikdTnTag Ba eivat kat n
PNTOPIKA TNC: VA OUVTNPE( TOV XAPAKTAPA TNC ONPEPVIC
VEWTEPIKETNTAC. NaPadEEWC TA MO CTOIXEIWSN Kal 0pBG30ga
péoa ival kat Ta Mo acPoAn £pE(OPATA TC VEWTEPIKOTN-
Tac. YN v £vvola Tou OKOUPEVIKOU S0XE(OU, N APXITEKTO-
VIKA Kap{a oxéon Sev €Xel PE TNV MPAYUATIKGTNTA, AV [’ auTd
EVVOOUHE GTL PE TN PNTOPIKA TNC GYN AVTINPOoWNEVEL 1
EKPPAZEL MEPIEXCUEVO.

Ev TEAEL NPENEL va BUPGUAOTE OTL N APXITEKTOVIKA EXEL VA
KAVEL pE KTipLa, £0Tw KAl av 6Nwe yvwpiZoupe and v
lotopia 3gv £ivat anapaitto va £xouve xTI0Be( N akopa Kat
va pnopolv va xtiotolyv.

TV lotopia Tg navta unfp€e £(30¢ ouveEXoUC AVAUETA-
300NC UETAEU SAVIKAC MPAYRATIKOTNTAC KAl KTIPLOAOYIKOU
(3eaMOpoU. Kat Ba unopoloe va Met KAVEIS 6TL N APXITEKTOVL-
Kknh givat n nponaydvaa tou ktipiou. Kat av gfvat kdti nou n
eknaideuon pnopel va epnotiosl, auté eival 4Tt n anacxoan-
on UE TNV APXITEKTOVIKN £{val anAWC andAauon Kat anin
anéAauon 1, napagpeaZovrac Tov Le Corbusier, ocav va naigeic
070 TPANEQL PE TO NPWIVG 00U, H anéAauon Tou OXe3La0puoU
€EVWV QVTIKEIUEVWV NOU péoa and To PUoTPLo Tou EEvou
TOUC E{val MPOKANCELC TNC AvVTIANYNC Kal KATAAUTES TG
a{oBnong Kat Nou oav avTtikeipeva petaBAArovTaL OE
3laknpUgeLc, 6nwe tou Malevitch ta «Techtonics», eivat
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is the ideal "hardware” of a real society, which exists and is
energized by the “software”.

This is how the circle closes. It is about time for us to
realize that the era of the "retroactive manifesto” has passed
and the field is now open for new beginnings.
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NVEUPATIKA eAEUBEPA KTIpLaKA pavigéota. Eva e(30¢ xelpa-
(PETNUEVOU OOUMPEPATIOHOU Mo Sev AnguBivVETAL MPOC
KAnola NPoodokoUPEVN 3AVIKN Kovwvia aANG ivat To
13aviké «hardware» Qg NPAypatikng Kotvwviag nou undpxet
kal elvat 1o «software» nou tnv evepyonotel.

'ETOL 0 KUKAOG KAE(VEL KAl NPBE 0 KAPAC VA OUVELINTONOM-
OOUME OTL N EMOXN TOU AVASPOIKOU PAVIPESTOU, TOU
«retroactive manifesto» €kAgloe petd and 30 xpdvia kat 1o
nedio Twpa elval EAeUBEPO yla VEEC EE0PUNTELC.
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