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This paper examines how the Institute for Architecture and
Urban Studies (IAUS) that existed in New York City between
1967-1984, constructed a space that reinstated a Western
epistemology for architecture and created an audience and
discourse for an emerging architecture scene in a distressed
New York through its events and media during the 1970s.
Given their resonance, the paper positions current demands
for change in architecture education and the profession
concerning their equivalent in the late 1960s when the
IAUS was founded. This paper will ask whether a change
in architecture and non-Eurocentric educational models
following the 1960s struggles and upheavals were delayed
with the appearance and success of the IAUS in New York
City. The paper argues, through a critical reading of their
media apparatus (exhibitions, lectures, classes, journals, and
books), notably the ambitious OPEN PLAN series, and their
undeniable success, that the IAUS’s reinstated a Eurocentric
legacy—delaying change, the reckoning of architecture’s role
in racial, social, and political asymmetries, and advanced
architectural disciplinary ideas’ marketization in an emerging
neoliberal rationale. Finally, this paper discusses existing
scholarly work around the IAUS and first-hand research from
the IAUS’s collection archived at the Canadian Centre for
Architecture in Montreal.

NEW YORK CITY 1960S, OR A TRANSFORMING
CLIMATE

It is well known that New York City (NYC) was in gruesome dis-
tress during the late 1960s and 1970s. The same fact is well
known at least marginally in the United States’ North-East
architecture discourse. The remarkable story told by Sharon
Egretta Sutton in her 2017 book When Ivory Towers Were Black:
A Story About Race in America’s Cities and Universities illustrates
the intricate relations between architecture and its institutions
in the tumultuous 1960s New York and beyond.! However, the
deafening similarities of our time well into the first quarter of the
21st century with that of the social, racial, and political challeng-
es of the 1960s raised questions about how, then, architects,
schools, or institutions responded to them, as we are in fact
seeing many react.? The critical distance-time offer us to look
back at New York City during the 1960s and 1970s also allows

us to reevaluate the contributions, challenges, or omissions of
how the city’s architecture world related to these struggles. One
crucial question arises, can we evaluate 1960s institutions with
our current understanding of their social, racial, and political
struggles? or even further, can and should we evaluate those in-
stitutions precisely because they experienced the struggles from
the late 1960s in the first place and we are now experiencing
their legacies? American architecture, a Western-epistemology
edifice in itself, barely reacted to the turbulent sixties, neither
did their institutions in academia or the profession. More than
being transformed by the impact of a Fiscal Crisis, Civil Rights,
Antiwar, Feminism, and then Gay Rights movements, architec-
tural institutions survived and surpassed them by anchoring
themselves in reinstating architectural tropes with knowledge
from the European traditions. The ones that did transform were
marginal experimental practices with less power and a differ-
ent ground wiring.® This paper considers the historical context
during the founding of the Institute for Architecture and Urban
Studies (the Institute, IAUS) of NYC from 1967-1984, led by Peter
Eisenman, how they responded to it, and their various legacies.

This paper critically examines the epistemology of the discourse
and the audience creation and figures rising of the IAUS’s. It ac-
knowledges that the Institute conveniently selected realities to
engage with from the city it sat on. In doing so, it will argue
that the Institute—despite having enormously succeeded in
advancing their strict disciplinary agenda for architecture with
lasting impact today, helped postpone the reckoning of our field
with the shared social, racial, and political realities of our time
and those of the late 1960s and 1970s. In addition, it embraced
and promoted the marketization of architecture—including the
disciplinary as a consumer product galvanizing the entry of the
emerging neoliberal rationale into the field. It also created the
space to consolidate the “star” system of architecture based on
a strict Eurocentric worldview, distancing their discourse from
a change in response to the demands that emerged in the dusk
of the decade. These demands are referenced, for example, by
Sutton’s account of the 1969-1971 Transgression chapter of
her book as “off-putting pedagogies that discourage women
and ethnic minority students from pursuing the field, among
them a directive teaching style, an aesthetic rather than social
emphasis, a narrowness of content, and—for ethnic minority
students—a Eurocentric outlook that ‘channels students into
becoming custodians of the status quo’.”* As a result, | will argue
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that their apparent disciplinary contributions were advanced to
the detriment of, in addition to benefit, the architecture field.

THE INSTITUTE FOR ARCHITECTURE AND URBAN
STUDIES

In 1967 Peter Eisenman, armed with a degree in architecture
from Cornell University and postgraduates degrees from
Columbia University and the University of Cambridge, England—
and after not consolidating his teaching position at Princeton
University, approached Arthur Drexler, the Museum of Modern
Art’s (MoMA) Architecture and Design Department’s director
at the time, and asked him for the support of the elite art-insti-
tution to create an Institute for Architecture and Urban Studies.
One main project took the stage before all was agreed, the exhi-
bition The New City: Architecture and Urban Renewal at MoMA.
The museum commissioned teams of architects to design urban
projects to reconsider the development of upper Manhattan—
Harlem. One was led by the soon-to-be Institute director Peter
Eisenman.® His project was governed by the organizational
scheme of what he titled the “Harlem Plan.” Although I will not
recount the full extent of the sharp analysis penned by architec-
tural historian Lucia Allais of this project over a decade ago, her
incisive analysis revealed the disorienting realities of such a plan.®

The racially dismissive—culturally insensitive attitude towards
Harlem’s legacy and Black and African Americans’ culture by
Eisenman reflected the disconnection of his view of the discipline
of architecture—as a worldview, from the intricate complexities
that architecture is not just subjected to, but more important-
ly, a critical producer and material carrier. The “Harlem Plan”
evidenced the architects’ deep void of epistemological tools
who carried their backpacks filled with Eurocentric references
and American expansionist imaginaries. These realities posed
questions and challenges that required unearthing or creating
new forms of knowledge and embodied experiences from com-
munity members to address such places. The exhibition The
New City: Architecture and Urban Renewal sets the tone for the
founding of the IAUS.

After the summer exhibition, Eisenman and Drexler agreed to
work to create of the new institution. Finally, in the Fall of 1967,
a brochure illustrated with a Vitruvian Man within a gridded
square over a drawing of Manhattan announced the creation of
the Institute for Architecture and Urban Studies as a non-profit
organization sponsored by MoMA and chartered by the Board of
Regents of the State University of New York (Fig. 1). Accompanied
by the founding members’ energy, knowledge, and enthusiasm,
the Institute embarked on transforming architectural discourse
over a decade and a half.

To say that there was no architectural discourse in the U.S. dur-
ing the forming years of the IAUS would be a mistake; however,
as Joan Ockman asserts, “Theoretical discourse in American ar-
chitecture have always been meager, lagging well behind other
aesthetics and intellectual disciplines.”” Ockman'’s position was
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Figure 1. JAUS Announcement Brochure. CCA.

stated primarily in contrast to European traditions. The inter-
est for an American discourse was, in fact, a significant concern
for Eisenman, who was officially named the Institute’s Director.®
There were other key characters in its foundation: Kenneth
Frampton, Anthony Vidler, Mario Gandelsonas, and Diana Agrest.
At Cornell, Eisenman was exposed to the Italian Rationalist
Giuseppe Terragni by his mentor Colin Rowe.’ Eisenman brought
his interests in Italian rationalism and later his known turn into
post-structuralist philosophy through the figure of Jacques
Derrida.’® Kenneth Frampton was brought from England and
developed his critique of the internationalization consequences
of Modern Architecture. Anthony Vidler, also from England, was
an architectural historian of the French Enlightenment and the
concept of typology. Mario Gandelsonas and Diana Agrest came
from Paris (with their origins in Argentina) with marked interests
in Structuralism and Semiotics.* In multiple ways, these scholars
and designers—combined with a growing group of fellows, sow
the seeds for the architectural discourse as interpreters, produc-
ers, and interlocutors.
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Considering the condition of the city’s distress, one might ask,
were these tensions influential in the political agenda and con-
stitution of the IAUS? As suggested by the Institute’s librarian
Suzanne Frank in her memoir’s of it:

The country was torn by the devastating news of casualties
on both sides [Vietnam War], but little of this seeped into
the Institute discussions. It was presumed that the Institute
was on the side of the liberals, but in order to try to bolster
the architectural content of civilization, the IAUS applied
to conventional governmental sources for financial sup-
port while trying to maintain a critical stance. Formed in
the rebellious 1960s, the Institute viewed any revolutionary
activity as an expression of European sophistication, cer-
tainly vastly different from the hippie outlook that was to
culminate in the Woodstock Festival of 1969. The Institute’s
mission was primarily a cultural one (except for the out-
spoken political stance taken by Kenneth Frampton) and its
organizers felt it could make contributions to societal good
deeds by supplying social and formal solutions to architec-
tural and urban problems.*?

The Institute, distancing from certain NYC’s realities desiring to
have autonomy from the academies and profession, aligned it-
self from the beginning with a Eurocentric figure of power with
the MoMA and found in the museum a safe place for cultural
extension and institutional stability.

THE INSTITUTE, EUROPE AND ITALY

The 1966 appearance of Robert Venturi’'s Complexity
and Contradiction in Architecture in the US and Aldo
Rossi’s L'architettura della citta created one shared disciplinary
juncture across the Atlantic.®® Both questioned high modernism
by developing historicists’ revisionisms of Western traditions.*
The exhibition /taly: The New Domestic Landscape, Achievements
and Problems of Italian Design at MoMA in 1972, led by Emilio
Ambasz, included a catalog with a text by Manfredo Tafuri, who
entered the NYC constellation.’® Later, in the early years of the
IAUS, Tafuri wrote “L’Architecture dans le Boudoir: The language
of criticism and the criticism of language” and was published in
the Institute’s journal Oppositions 3; it presented the moment
of convergence of colliding discourses, as suggested by Ockman:
“Tafuri took the work of James Stirling, Aldo Rossi and the New
York Five' as paradigms of a retreat by contemporary archi-
tects, from the ‘domain of the real’ into the ‘universe of signs’,
ultimate symptoms of a ‘widespread attitude intent on repos-
sessing the unique character of the object by removing it from
its economic and functional context’.”*” This acute observation
by Ockman affirms the embraced Western disciplinary episte-
mology by the Institute discourse. Ockman’s assertion of Tafuri’s
critique of architects retreating from architecture’s complexities
(economical, political, social) supports the argument that the
Institute delayed a critical revision of architectural production
at home in NYC by reinstating the New York-Europe axis. Tafuri
shook the discourse of the Western canon with his Progetto e
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utopia: architettura e sviluppo capitalistico from 1973, translated
into English as Architecture and Utopia: Design and Capitalist
Development in 1976.1 However, the Institute signaled an in-
terest in a New York-Europe axis orienting the compass of the
discourse towards the “universe of signs” and the “intent of
repossessing the unique character of the object by removing
it from its economic and functional context.” The growing chal-
lenges and crisis scenario emerging in New York transformed the
IAUS not in dialogue with them but as a lofty retreat from the
real into a new form of an architectural, cultural artifact, as
has been argued by architectural historian Kim Forster.?® The
Institute “became better known as a conduit for transmitting the
theoretical and critical ideas of European architects and intel-
lectuals into North American architectural culture.”?® The IAUS
was the place to be. The Institute, however, was not in itself
responsible—nor this paper claims they were, to solve structural
inequality or major urban conflicts.

Nevertheless, positioning the axis of their discourse and motiva-
tions further in context helps reveal the paths not taken and the
reinstated legacies. Context was, for many at the IAUS, a formal
topic of debate, not a source of racial, social, or economic reali-
ties. Their events made this content visible; their growing media
acquired a prominent role.

THE INSTITUTE MEDIA APPARATUS AND OPEN PLAN
In the emerging scenario of the Institute, there was a commit-
ment to creating a discursive proposition for defining a new
critical mass of people for architectural education and practice of
New York during the 1970s.2! The Institute’s extensive program-
ming and media apparatus marked an emerging architectural
culture by defining a new audience and discourse. Theory made
its way into the New York scene.? In its life, the Institute created
an impressive amount of work in courses, seminars, lectures,
exhibitions, journals, books, newspapers, and public debates,
transforming the discipline into a cultural artifact.?® The Institute
printing apparatus became the host in the Spring of 1976 for
the beginning of the art, theory, criticism, and politics journal
October.?* However, the Institute found its connection to art
through the construction of architecture-as-art artifacts when
displayed against white walls. The exhibition and book, /dea as
Model: Investigations About Architecture of December 1976
helped reinstate the myth of the architect’s figure projecting
their work as art.?®

Their media apparatus included the Evenings Lectures,
Oppositions journal,?® Oppositions Books, and the Skyline news-
paper. However, during the Institute’s peak, one event marked
the dynamic exchange for the “new” ideas, the OPEN PLAN se-
ries.”” These events were an intense menu of courses, lectures,
and seminars presented daily (Monday through Thursday) during
specific periods between 1977 and 1980. | will argue that the
Institute’s OPEN PLAN—in tandem with their media apparatus,
was a critical space-and-event that cast the myth of the Institute
and the people that formed it. Through the live-performative
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Figure 2. OPEN PLAN 1977 poster. CCA/MoMA.

presentations, the discourse was impressed in the audience,
including the events receptions that circulated as socialite-
photos in some of the Oppositions journal back pages. Through
this performative operation, the Institute helped create and
galvanize the idea of the “star system” for architects, particu-
larly their male characters of European origin. These authors’
contributions—not under question in this paper, strictly marked
an agenda that distanced the Institute from the city it was cre-
ated on, delaying and postponing the opportunities of engaging
overlooked American realities manifested in the city in virtue
of “European sophistication.”?® The IAUS success through its
media apparatus conquered the attention of the architecture
scene while offering exceptionally entertaining and informative
discussions about disciplinary issues that catapult the discourse
far from any grounded dialogue that was not a beneficial trans-
action. The Civil Rights movements, racial and social inequality,
gay rights, antiwar sentiment—or the core characteristics of the
1970s, did not make it into the Institute narrative or discourse
as revealed in the posters’ topics (Fig. 2). Instead, architecture
had been absorbed by disciplinary stories founded on centuries
of exclusive traditions of civilization.

Although I will not recount the whole OPEN PLAN program, | will
describe its legacy by inquiring about some of the late Institute’s
internally circulating documents. The extraordinary reception to

their Evening Programs, directed by Andrew McNair, led them to
search for the consolidation of the evening events and their per-
ceived transnational success in the U.S. and Europe.? As a result,
the Institute received a grant from the National Endowment for
the Humanities (NEH) for the amount of $350,000 for the cre-
ation and operating of OPEN PLAN—following a proposal written
by Vidler, Frampton, and Gandelsonas,** during three years from
1977-1980% setting the most intense and concurred series in
its history.3 By the time the Institute was granted the endow-
ment, they had hired Frederieke Taylor as the administrative
manager in charge of coordinating events with moderators and
series director Anthony Vidler. The series was organized in four
sessions presented in thematic columns in the Massimo Vignelli
designed poster:** Monday to Architecture, Tuesday to The City,
Wednesday to The Arts, and Thursday to Design. OPEN PLAN’s
general theme poster description read Architecture in American
Culture: A program of the Institute for Architecture and Urban
Studies and the National Endowment for the Humanities—a
subtle declaration for the re-founding of architecture within
American culture and as culture.?

In 1977 the series themes directly addressed the question of
meaning and language.®® In 1979,%¢ the topics touched upon
themes of precedents’ studies, houses, and interiors.3” In 1980,
the series was devoted to certain American architects and




386 Eurocentric Legacies

it

orki WY

Archilecture in American Cullure
A program of The Institute for Architecture and Urban Studies and the National Endowment for the Humanities

Mr. Peter Blake,

Chairman,

Department of Architecture and Planning,
Catholic University of America,
Washington, D.C. 20064

Dear Mr. Blake,

On Friday 26 September Open Plan will hold here at the Institute a conference
whose general theme will be Populism and Elitism in American Architecture.

The conference's second session of the day, running from 4:00 until 5;30 or

so, will leok particularly at "Populism and Elitism in Architectural Education
and Writing“. It will consist in a talk of forty minutes by a principal speaker
and a discussion between the speaker and a panel of four architects, educators,
and writers. I would very much like for you to be that principal speaker, since
your range of production and experience and your willingness to say what you
think seem to make you particulary qualified to lead such a session. The hono-
rarium would be $350.00, paid the day of the conference.

I would enjoy talking with you about this. I will be at my Washington office
Thursday and Friday of this week and during the early part of next week. Would
you please give me a call (462-7663) when you have a few minutes?

I take it that was your letter in the Times Sunday before last?

Sincerely,

‘ﬁrick L. PLnnﬂ;E M
Architect

Director, Open Plan
M ITF

Figure 3. OPEN PLAN Conference Invitation Letter. CCA.
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introduced questions about “social order” and politics in the
American and European contexts as if it was inevitable to con-
sider these issues.?® Later, the director was Patrick L. Pinnell, a
figure closer to Robert Stern who was linked to the search of
tradition. The series was, following Joan Copjec, OPEN PLAN’s
late coordinator, decidedly dynamic:

I remember being quite impressed by the amount of energy
that surrounded these lectures. Every evening the lecture
room of the Institute was filled with people who had paid
money in tuition to enroll in the series, attended rigorously,
and seemed enthusiastic about doing so. Even in my most
cynical moments, | will admit to be impressed by the devo-
tion of the audiences. | was very impressed by the fact that
so many people and so many architects, particularly, who
worked all day long in their offices—(you would have thought
that by the end of the day they would have had enough of
architecture and want simply to go home) would come to
the Institute to listen to what other architects had to say
and see the work they were doing. They also listened to
the theorists, as if trying to find a language adequate to
the practice.®

This revealing (though personal) statement gives us anidea of the
impact perceived by the series’ organizers and reveals the thirst,
culture, and environment that the Institute impressed in educa-
tion and practice. The role of the audience and the discourse
promoted by panelists and so-called theorists were critical in
defining the success of the Institute through its figures. Although
the IAUS had a strong media apparatus to promote their work—a
kind of self peer-review system, it was not necessarily accessible
to everyone. The cost of attendance to these series was orga-
nized as a tuition system. In 1977, for example, it cost $60.00
for tuition and $45.00 extra for the Seminars series. The value
0f $105.00in 1977 roughly equals $740.00 today. The US house-
hold median income for 1977 was $13,570 as per the US Census
documents, with the clarification that with rising inflation, the
income almost stayed the same as the past recent years.*° The
state of distress of NYC only adds uncertainty to this figure, and
who could have spent $105.00 in a few weeks to complement or
further entertain their architectural knowledge desires.

With the end of the 1980’s OPEN PLAN session, the Institute
proposed a symbolic “closure” of the NEH grant with an exit
conference titled Populism and Elitism in American Architecture
Today (Fig. 3). In a “working outline” document—significant to
this paper,* Pinnell asks P. Eisenman, P. Wolf, and C. Skodinski
their comments regarding the exit conference with the concern
that they needed to “bend over backwards” to deal with their
elitist reputation.* There was a ghost haunting the Institute, the
ghost of elitism. Later, another internal document directed to
Eisenman, Wolf, and Holstein, Pinnell presented his reflections
on the discussion of an Open Plan’s successor program.* One of
the Purposes presented for possible programs served to “Public
awareness, professional education and continuing education.”*
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However, the main content of the document elaborated a Range
of Possible Programs, highlighting the “significance” of their
impact, and that “There are no monetary considerations,” mak-
ing emphasis in the “intellectual and professional satisfaction”
of the proposal:

Range of Possible Programs:

1. Lecture programs directed towards a self-selected
mixed audience, New York area.

2. Lecture programs directed towards a self-selected audi-
ence, outside the New York Area.

3. Seminars for various sorts of homogeneous group, New
York and out of town.

4.  Production of materials from and for Categories 1 to
3, and the packaging of various existing public-domain
architectural materials.

5. Design of prototypical houses and apartments for a
developer or a shelter-mag builder/client pattern book.

6. Genuine thin-tank project in architecture and urbanism,
funded out of private and public self-interest.*>

It is evident in points 1-3 that the growing population of New
York became an audience concern and a significant client op-
portunity. The 4th was directly interested in capitalizing from
publication material outside of costly copyright. The 5th was a
direct suggestion to monetize updating developers and patterns’
books options. Lastly, the sixth point looked to suburbia and
convenience-based public-private partnerships for design com-
missions. A market mindset had glossed all possible outcomes. |
will briefly dwell on the second and fifth points.

In its extensive description, the second point appeals to a self-
selected audience to gain control, one “more uniformly suitable
to approach.” This point was both a concern for funding and a
peculiar suggestion to benefit from the people that have risen
to fame as a product of the Institute. The figure of the “star,” re-
marks Pinnell, “Into this category would fall the possibility, with
high or low aspirations to quality and continuity, of simply acting
as a star speakers bureau. Schools and local professional groups
would reap the economies of buying a mass-produced package,
name-brand architects would presumably see the benefits of a
guaranteed tour, scheduled in a regular way, and the Institute
would get the impressario’s [sic] rakeoff [sic].”*® Finally, the fifth
point reveals how the Institute had grown with the times, in this
case, the rising neoliberal rationale of producing work. The late
1960s aspirations for a new educational institution invested in
disciplinary knowledge seemed far removed from updating a
developer’s pattern housing book.
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However, were they far removed? Were the foundation prin-
ciples not far removed, an origination, of how mainstream
architectural discourse shaped itself and set the foundations for
tightly knitted ventures with the oil-driven 1980s, the everything
goes of the dot com bubble of the 1990s, the pro-war and “post-
critical” participants of the post 9/11 NYC, and a consolidated
star system well into the 21st century?

The silent commodification of subjects and the growing neolib-
eral mentality of the times were formally adopted in what began
as an alternative academic and professional space—the focus
shifted to save the institution, its edifice, its figures by overriding
the discourse. The politics of the “star system” had taken over as
discourse, and the initial Eurocentric intellectual ambitions had
mutated from intellectual curiosity to market exchange value.
The disciplinary knowledge of architecture and its institutions
as edifice—the epistemology the IAUS embraced in its origin,
was far removed from the life of buildings and the life of people,
particularly those in vulnerable urban areas or, at The Threshold
of Democracy as suggested by Rosalyn Deutsche in her account
of NYC’s Bronx Borough in the 1970s.#’

LEGACIES

OPEN PLAN, perhaps a direct reference to Le Corbusier’s free
plan, an architecture model supported by the modernist tabula
rasa, proved to enlarge the architectural discourse, particularly
in the North East Coast, and brought invaluable discussions
about architecture and the city as an inseparable duo—some-
thing not entirely familiar in the American context.*® Moreover,
it did so at the margins of a city that embodied the challenges
our field has not been able to engage with entirely even today. As
seen by other race and ethnicity groups, a Eurocentric view was
at the core of what needed to be reimagined for architectural
education in the late 1960s when the Institute was founded.
Sutton gives us some context based on the work of the Black
Movement on university campuses, “Along with white, Hispanic,
Native American, and Asian students, they disrupted nearly one
thousand campuses in every state except Alaska, demanding
relevant non-Eurocentric curriculum that would equip them
with ‘the intellectual tools to fix a broken society’.”* In addi-
tion, the National Organization of Minority Architects (NOMA)
was founded in 1971, reflecting the racial and ethnic inequali-
ties embedded in the profession. Reading these accounts seems
like reading today’s demands, or at least of those schools who
have been challenged to counter the legacies of racial, ethnic,
and social inequalities in architecture and are trying to react.>®
Nevertheless, the desire and interest to at least expand the
Western epistemology of architectural education, precisely to
address the legacies of inequalities today, were there all along
since the 1960s.

One question remains, how much could the Institute have en-
gaged in the challenging sixties that saw them emerge? The
Institute figures moved on to secure teaching positions in major
universities—primarily lvy League elite institutions who were
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instrumental in raising them and other schools through their
member’s relocation.”* The intensity of the program offerings
produced multiple audiences and an open discourse that is still
lively, reproducing some of the same discussions and living out
of their legacies. Others are trying to bridge the disciplinary with
the real or connect—instead of removing it, architecture to “its
economic and functional context.” Furthermore, in doing so,
create the space for alternative epistemologies.

Nevertheless, OPEN PLAN and most of the Institute production
helped create the myth, the people, and the place for an ad-
vanced, evolved star system. The Institute aimed to create a new
form of pedagogy and practice, a place to captivate a curious
audience and transform it into a new body—a new disciplinary
body, much more than a critical body-politic in dialogue with its
time and context. There were, towards the end, however, other
initiatives that acknowledged the intricate relation between
architecture and politics coming out of the Institute—even if
a first step in situating the same body of knowledge under the
pressure of critical inquiry.>? Stories suggest debates between
disciplinary groups carefully staged to appeal to their preferred
stylistic-disciplinary camp (i.e., modernist vs. traditional, whites
vs. grays). These tropes signaled the insufficiency of modern-
ist-Eurocentric training and the frustration in overcoming it.
Nevertheless, the demands of the 1960s are enough evidence
of the need for alternative knowledge for architecture and re-
newed models to emerge. One valuable legacy from the Institute
is their committed oppositional debates about their disciplinary
differences even when negating their politicization; we still need
to produce new frameworks—institutional or not, to re-politicize
and support the legacies aiming to create renewed and real epis-
temologies for architecture through oppositional, dissenting,
and agonistic debates for New York city and beyond.
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Kim Forster PhD Dissertation, unpublished, “The Institute for Architecture
and Urban Studies, New York (1967-1985). A Cultural Project in the Field
of Architecture” examines the Institute as a “cultural artifact.” www.
kimfoerster.com

Joan Ockman and Avigail Sachs, “Modernism Takes Command,” in Joan
Ockman and Rebecca Williamson, Architecture School: Three Centuries of
Educating Architects in North America (Washington/Cambridge: ACSA/MIT
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A 1-1. Before that in 1976 they received the AIA Medal for having “inspired

and influenced the architectural profession,” see, Letter from The American
Institute of Architects on December 23, 1975 confirming the telegram notifica-
tion of the award. The Medal was delivered a the AIA national convention held
in Philadelphia between May 2-5, 1976. CCA Archive 1 file (s) IAUS 1973-1974,
1971-1976 ARCH 153470.
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unfamiliar body of theory and ideology into the architectural discussion on

this side of the Atlantic, as well as for ushering in an unprecedentedly strong
emphasis on theory itself; and the impact of this, especially in the schools, but
also within an initially suspicious profession, was substantial.” See: Ockman,
Joan, “Resurrecting the Avant-Garde: The History and Program of Oppositions,”
in Architectureproduction, ed. Beatriz Colomina (New York: Princeton
Architectural Press, 1988), 192-193.
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See Kim Forster, “Institutionalizing Postmodernism: Reconceiving the Journal
and the Exhibition at the Institute for Architecture and Urban Studies in 1976”
in, Véronique Patteeuw / Léa-Catherine Szacka eds. Mediated Messages:
Periodicals, Exhibitions, and the Shaping Postmodern Architecture, (London:
Bloomsbury, 2018): 213-229. In additional examples, the Leo Castelli gallery in
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the work of Aldo Rossi and from the IAUS’s circle was shown.

For an assertive reflection of reading the work of the Institute as it relates to
the relation between media, architecture and city, particularly through the lens
of Oppositions, see, McLain Clutter, Imaginary Apparatus: New York City and Its
Mediated Representation. (Zurich: Park Books, 2015), 186—-92.

Frank, Suzanne, The Institute of Architecture and Urban Studies: An Insider’s
Memoir (Bloomington: Author House, 2011), page 276.

See note 11.
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Koolhaas who develop his influential book, Delirious New York: A Retroactive
Manifesto for Manhattan published in 1978 by The Monacelli Press.

Frank, 2011, page 201.
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arts, and design, funded by the National Endowment for the Humanities”. IAUS,
The Nimrod, Press, 1979. Brochure (without page numbers) consulted in the
CCA Archive, [Lot 1 0166] C 3-2 57-008 B50 5 04.
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Topics titles included: The Uses and Abuses of Precedent, The Visual Arts:

Critical Encounters, Interiors/Exteriors: House and Home, Architecture/Film/
Ideology and later included and Advanced Seminar titled Reading Contemporary
Architecture. The Advanced Seminar was moderated by Mario Gandelsonas
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with the participation of Diana Agrest, Kenneth Frampton, Werner Oechslin,
and Anthony Vidler. They discussed the work of Loos, Le Corbusier, Venturi,
Eisenman and Rossi, to the light of language, semantic, structure, poetic and
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ries moderated by Kenneth Frampton, and brought the “architectural historicist
postmodernism” discussion under the figure of Robert Stern who moderated
the precedents series.
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Architecture, Frank Lloyd Wright: Tradition as Modernism, Shadowing: Modern
and Post-Modern in the 1980’s, and Architecture and the Ideology of Nature:
Gardens as Ideal Form.
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participants the ending Today was omitted. CCA Archive ARCH 253039.
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themselves as an out-crowd — the honchos from New Jersey Tech or New York
School of Interior Design —the Conference would be both interesting for itself
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who haven’t come here before.”
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differences, | am referring here to the typed document, dated 1.25.1980. CCA
Archive ARCH 253039.
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