
Subject descriptions

Here is a chronological selection of subject descriptions from studio courses 
(published at the beginning of each term to inform students’ choice of instructor), as 
well as some notes on the design curriculum.

Subjects represented are:
Architectural Design: core studio subjects at three “levels”
Form Language Workshop: 
Built Form Observations:
Small Built Collage:

Most of the source documents exist as less-than-perfect photocopies, so the 
accompanying transcriptions are included to offer a clearer “translation” of the text 
without attempting to replicate the graphic arrangement of the pages. You should 
look at both.

A number of pedagogic themes unfold over the 35 years of teaching documented 
here:

1. Informing design work with “facts of form” gleaned through observation and 
analysis of a very wide range of references, encompassing the natural and built 
worlds, and vernacular and “professional” building.

2. (Often) beginning from existing built form, using rule-based “transformations” to 
analyze existing form and to project new form.

3. Structuring studio projects in the constraints of particular, defi ned building 
methods rather than just in the requirements of program and site.

4. (Often) dividing the term’s work into multiple short explorations rather than a 
single project.

5. Working in a range of media (including models) and at a range of scales.
6. Collaborating with other disciplines, including structures and history.

year term subject

  
1962 spring Architectural Design Studio level 1
1969 spring Architectural Design Studio level 1
1971 fall Notes for Built Form / Assemblage faculty group
1972 fall Built Form Observations
1972 fall Architectural Design Studio level 2
1973  Architectural Design Studio level 2
1973 spring Architectural Design Studio level 2
1974 fall Architectural Design Studio level 2
1975 fall Architectural Design Studio level 2
1976 spring Architectural Design Studio level 2
1976 spring Built Form Observations
1978 spring Architectural Design Studio level 2
1978 fall Architectural Design Studio level 2
1980 spring Architectural Design Studio level 3
1980 fall Architectural Design Studio level 3
1980 fall Small Built Collage
1982 fall Architectural Design Studio level 3
1983 spring Architectural Design Studio level 1
1983 fall Small Built Collage
1984 fall Form of Structure
1984 spring Form of Structure
1984 spring Form of Structure
1984 spring Form Language Workshop
1985 spring Form Language Workshop
1985 spring Architectural Design Studio level 3
1985 fall Architectural Design Studio level 2
1986 spring Architectural Design Studio level 2
1986 fall Architectural Design Studio level 2
1986 fall Notes for Level 1 Design curriculum
1987 spring Architectural Design Studio level 2
1989 fall Architectural Design Studio level 2
1989 fall Form Language Workshop
1991 fall Architectural Design Studio level 2
1991 spring Architectural Design Studio level 2
1992 spring Architectural Design Studio level 1
1993 spring Architectural Design Studio level 2
1994 spring Architectural Design Studio level 1
1994 spring Form Language Workshop
1997  Small Built Collage



Level One Architectural Design Studio
Spring 1969

with Henry Millon
T.A.s Michael Underhill & Robert Slattery

memo for Architectural Design Studio
Spring 1962



Design studio curriculum
Spring 1970





notes for
Built Form Group

Fall 1971

Built Form 
exploration + assemblage



Architectural Design 
Studio Level 2

Fall 1972



Built Form 
Observations

Fall 1972

with Günter Nitschke
& Donlyn Lyndon

T.A. Rachel Strickland 



Architectural Design 
Studio Level 2

Spring 1973



Architectural Design Studio
Level 2

Fall 1974

Built-Form assemblage exploration (or still towards a synthesis of USE-PLACE defi nition)
. . . . will be ‘directed’ as is customary towards / pursue the re-discovery/generation of an inclusive vocabulary of ‘built’-
physical/’architectural’ defi nition that ‘bridges’ between / facilitates (in associative continuity / responsive sympathy) the 
‘habitable’ landscape and the “built” environment / buildings as well as the people who inhabit/use/change & are changed by 
them.

Attitude: Such sympathy IS strong in much indigenous building/architecture in many countries, including complexes of ‘urban’ 
densities--where the ‘actual’/’natural’ landscape as context (‘growing’ ground surfaces / trees, rocks, etc.) has been almost entirely
displaced/replaced by the ‘built’ / man-made.
As reliance on strong/controlling ‘natural’ ‘features’ is obviously ostrichian
{. . . some’place’ to “SITE” buildings/cities} references other than only to 
geometry / technology / functions/use / . . .
MUST fi ll out an understanding of an ‘ecological’ vocabulary of PHYSICAL FORM
{which of course precedes/includes the current reinvolvement with natural forces as ‘energy’ (sun/earth/wind/water/etc.).

Facts/attributes/qualities of Built-Form
can be / are often
countered/contradicted by living/working attitudes/habits--
our intention.
(You CAN live in almost anything!)
If you believe that ‘habitation’ is irrevocably destined towards totally ‘protective’ & mechanized capsule-ization in a moonscape 
(or a city)--you shouldn’t be in this studio.
Contrariwise; almost any building method can be put to work in a helpful way if it simply/directly contributes towards rather than 
dominates the many other building & use processes/decisions in its “zone.”

Work: working method: program:
In recent years building methods / physical defi nitions [in this studio] have been ‘assigned’ to some appropriate part of a project, 
e.g., ‘channels’ for ‘distribution’ (people) or continuous surface walls/fl oors for maximum privacies--to which lineal framework-
-‘planks’ etc. were added before further ‘completion’ by (3d) ‘screens’ and ‘furniture’ of all kinds. (See ‘educational complex’ 
& ‘rocks-in-the-sand’). This term we will begin by establishing a (partly-built) context using only one ‘unspecialized’ building 
method, poured-in-place concrete--for about 8,000 sq. ft. in 3 to 4 fl oors for 20-25 people with a range of groupings/needs. This 
phase should include allocation of ‘zones’ for major ‘distribution’ / privacies / openness / other than domestic use / etc., but NOT 
complete them. Further growth / project extension 4 or 5 times (for 100 plus people) will be diagrammed at the same time.
The incomplete ‘built’ permanent ‘site’ can then be ‘sized’ to appropriate use/place dimensions by both addition (of materials/
processes/furniture/etc.) AND substitutions, as necessary--including such ‘specialized’ defi nitions as you discover/generate need 
for. All decisions, then, should be in an understood context, rather than in too-open synthesis. PROCESSES are assembled as well 
as parts/pieces/uses/relationships . . . .
Appropriate uses & dimensional ranges for walls/slabs/posts/beams/fl at vaults/etc., as well as program/range of ‘activities’ other 
than ‘livingry’--AND your questions, scales to work at etc. . . .  will be discussed at fi rst class meeting . . . .
Site: sub-ex-urbia’s ‘new’ residential strips are 2 & 3-fl oor row-house/slab condominiums (only motels used to be like them) 
usually along the road, e.g., Route 2A in Acton/Littleton. We will generate an alternative, by building ‘normal’ to the road, so that 
the ‘land’ can be used for full exploration/association. (The principles used can also apply to restricted urban sites, where less 
range of decisions/differences usually apply.) The site will be specifi c.

Through both drawings and working/study models, the project should ‘fi nalize’ with propositions for “Built-Form” distinguishing 
clearly between:

the more-or-less permanent / long-lasting (cf. ‘ground’/rocks/trees/etc.
with effort changeable / replaceable by/for subsequent ‘residents’/’users’
and the with ease . . . all of that immediately above . . . .



Architectural Design Studio
Level 2

Fall 1975 GENERAL WORKING METHOD:
During/at each stage/phase in the evolving work (say weekly/fortnightly) 
printable drawings must be made of your thus-far thinking. The work is 
cumulative. Sepias can be ink-added to in the next ‘round.’ Drawings could be 
“exchanged” with other citizens & should later be bookletted.
AT ALL TIMES, the work must keep/(maintain/contain/evince/ . . .) some of the 
physical qualities/attributes you identifi ed in your selected references.

1. First “design” / “generate” a habitable landscape / site, region (drawings & 
model) for between 1000 & 2500 people . . . (we will discuss size). Should be 
“reciprocal” with other built / non-built territory. Specifi c, but limited access. 
No qualitative differences between “working” & “living” environments. No 
building types. But, of course, differences in / ranges of FORM & SIZE. 
Built Form must be USE-FORM. Aspect/Access is real.

2. Your “built” landscape can now be ‘converted’ into probable buildings / 
ground form → 2-sided surfaces / 1-sided surfaces.

3. Building methods will be selected/assumed/designed so that portion of your 
project can be “built” at 1/8” or ¼” scale. Now you have a FORM context 
for the “SMALL IS BETTER.” Include the range of several small private, 
though shared, to “public” use-defi nitions, both inside & outside, built & 
unbuilt. Also drawings and model.

In all the ‘GOOD’ places, NO use-zone was very far (100’ or less) from a strong, 
recognizable, physical FORM defi nition / reciprocal edge. One defi nite place 
extended / “metamorphosed” into the next. Building materials were “real,” & 
used directly, vigorously, & in many ways.
With some direct help from what is (has been done), it has to be possible to 
project livable satisfying complexes of similar conviction/qualities.
We must identify principles of organization, distribution, etc. and USE/project 
them as the bases for our realizations. Rational understanding of the universal 
meaning of form is mandatory IF we are to be other than automated dupes or 
egocentric product stylers.

Now in addition to what we will show/bring -- you must use your own references 
of additive, associative GROWTH/USE FORM, as distinct from object-
isolationism.

From Feb. through June, we (family) headquartered in 3 successive very 
habitable regions & many other places in-between.

This session will try to help develop confi dence in projecting limited-sized 
complexes by fi rst “designing” the larger “BUILT LANDSCAPE” context in which 
to work. This [there is?] infrequency of dominating “natural” sites in contemporary 
‘problems’; & without such (yes, theoretical) effors--designers/citizens are mostly 
haltered by restrictive / a priori patterns/habits of working, access-giving, grid-
stuffi ng, and ‘potato-stamping.’
Even an existing building/complex to observe/alter may, in substitution for a 
generative exercise, only crutch through that particular analysis/reaction/change.
? WHAT IS / CAN BE THE FORM OF HOW BIG / SIZE?
What are the associative ‘FACTS of FORM’?
(as NOT whims, fancies & private hopes.)

The effects of grossly disassociative over-industrialization include the endless 
distribution of faceless apartment slabs & boxes inside boxes, machine-
paneled condominiums--cities netted by “formless,” directionless grids of 
“circulation”/”services”--nasty nihilistic nets of noplace, nowhere.
While physical form is only one aspect of “life,” it is a ??? one. The landscape 
doesn’t lie.

---
The NY Times reports that Jerry Brown, California’s new governor, has banned 
these topics/words for discussion/use in his cabinet: agenda, systems analysis, data, 
expertise, redevelopment, comprehensive planning

The veteran ‘British’ middle-technology advocate / economist E.F. Schumacher 
continues to gain credence (see ch. 2) “Small is Better/Beautiful” as he continues to 
warn quietly & sensibly against the 
energy sink / power base
plutonium / nuclear reaction
centralization, giantism / complex distribution of . . .
Fuel costs are rocketting to the point where England’s largest automated 
brickmaker, Fletton, will soon actually LOSE to small “hand” producers. (A 
‘return’ to T.L.C., pride-in-the-making quality? F. expends 5x the energy needed in 
making the bricks, to distribute them!
A possible retreat from the relentless power-hungry machines that have been after 
us all since the Industrial Revolution?

Projective Built-Form Assemblage - Exploration
yes, still towards a working theory / vocabulary / synthesis of Associative USE-
PLACE Defi nition & the “habitable” landscape . . .

4: Propositions should distinguish clearly between
A. the > or < [more or less] permanent . long-lasting (cf. ground / rocks, woods, 
etc.)
B. the with-effort changeable/replacable by/for subsequents.
C. the easily . . . changeable . . .

If you have none at hand, you must fi nd some--quick! and they must pass 
muster (me). Examples found e.g. from the BUILT-FORM reference list last 
year . . . . collections of regional/indigenous builders., the 2-vol. Portugal 
by their [equivalent of] AIA . . . E. A. Gutkind’s massive series on European 
settlement patterns . . . Photographs of landscapes natural/built, macroscopic 
&/or microscopic . . . . from air views to compound crystal structures . . . farm 
complexes, villages, rock churches, etc. Contour maps of actively reciprocal sizes 
- land/water - ravines/streams etc.
Did you learn/discover anything in B.F.O.?

First in the middle of a 400-700 warmly-
yellow sandstone village that climbed a steep 
cliff along the Dordogne. Almost every house 
was different, (the same building methods & 
form families) with varying views of the fl ood/
farm plain across the river, which turned to 
enlarge refl ective sunsets. A visitable castle 
above all, & a seeable, reachable end to the 
size of the town. The few narrow streets 
walkable, (some only walkable), cars parked 
down by the river. Visible, hearable school. 
Compact but not cramped livingry. Bakery, 
butcher, 2 grocers, garage; all that stuff. 
Croissants & fi ne local plonk for 50L. So 
what? So the size was good AND the FORM 
of that SIZE . . . .
(Hotel de la Poste for long Sunday lunches.)

Next to an isolated “3-unit” farmhouse at the 
head of a canyon at the edge of Provence’s 
Luberon Mountains. Everything had happened 
there! It was all over, and observable. The site 
lived-on continuously from the neolithics. 
Caves, middle-aged terraces on the slower 
slopes, magnifi cent weathered stone defensive 
walls. Fortress rock promontoried ½ mile 
away. Water & wild fl owers in canyon 
fl oor, narrow, ruins of last-century farm 
buildings. Quiet. Nightingales. The range/
state of addition to / change of the “found” 
landscape remarkably direct/clear. Undercut 
cliff wall offering shelter--walled around--
then its “lid” supports another level with the 
original rock form still intact . . . etc. Collage 
of form & materials--very rational. 1 km 
away, an extended complex for 50 people (?) 
4 buildings or 6 . . . a continuous but specifi c 
growth-form that could have gone on, but 
didn’t . . . very specifi c/particular the way it is.

Thirdly in a continuous surface (mostly 
‘washed’) ex-fi shing village halfway between 
Rome & Naples. 1000 or 1500 people on a 
promontory over long beaches both ways--(a 
‘new’ apt. ‘town’ in one direction below, & 
Tiberius’ summer palace ruin at 2/3 mile up 
the other.) The entire place except for a single 
wheelable top access a leaf-vein splitting of 
steps & stairs. After the fi rst 50 feet of level 
street from piazza--all the remaining public 
access is steep ramped/stepped. No cars in. 
No way! Levels made for privacy of living as 
well as particular access. Original rocks part 
of the built continuous surface vocabulary. No 
attempt to “tame,” subdue.



Architectural Design Studio
Level 2

Spring 1976

Note: This “harbinger” omits the usual attitudinal harangue . . . but take that as read from previous broadsheets . . . esp. spring & fall of ’73 & the Harvard Educational 
Review (No. 4 1969).

Fall Term 1975-76 was an introduction to the physical principles of contextual/generative habitable built landscape FORM → towards village/town urbo “densities” 
. . . . attempting to juxtapose recognizably specifi c formal differences between say “European” (urban) concentrated hard-core packing (built+/unbuilt), “sited” in 
landscape, & say “Japanese” (temple/farmhouse complex) distributed growth-form reciprocally interlocked with “nature.”
(no room for further recounding here!) (&/or the infamous parallel fi eld organization.)

SPRING Term: will explore the APPLICATION of those operative guides to a specifi c collective building:
PLACE  PURPOSE PROCESS
site use, program building methods
. . . . In sharp contrast to the somewhat free “pace” of the fi rst term, this project will be rigorously time/content organized! While questioning such a didactic process 
to inaction will NOT be possible, some range of interpretation, within directives, IS both inevitable & welcome. Agreed attitudes, techniques, drawings/prints sizes, 
model scales & media for each work phase must be uniform/compatible throughout the studio . . . . &
In order for the listed ‘relays’/stages to operated, adequate design information/attitudes must be given/understood/accepted at the ALL-PRESENT group briefi ng & 
review sessions calendared below/aside.

WORKING METHOD: Decisions are “divided” into 6 successive design/time phases, each of which can contribute its own life to the whole . . . . INDEED, while 
being affected by / infl uencing each other, each phase must not be totally “controlled” by any other. After each section of work, the ongoing cumulative project will 
lottery to another designer, except for #4 which will return to the originator of #1. After each section, we will have 1 day of review, then 1 class day introduction of 
next #. No delays or procrastination . . . .

1. 3-D SITE & Building Extent: Determine
A. access/continuity/entries from/to (other) external/interior “circulation”/distribution/”unbuilt”/service etc.
B. sectional/general-use “zoning” for orientation, light/dark regions & approx. (no. of) use levels / disposition
C. Locate major use-place “nodes”/concentrations. Designed territory includes from Entry Bldg. 7 to DuPont, to Kresge, to Bexley Hall.

2. BUILDING Methods: Several different sized self-stable (3-D) building methods. (physical supports incl. use-levels) in juxtaposition/substitution . . . no “. . . 
sentimental technocratic attitude . . .” & “hence . . . emotional inaccessibility . . .” but combinations of large/small + directional/non-directional, permanence/
changeability, cast concrete / “heavy” timber . . .

3. ‘Fix’ CIRCULATION entries/exits, stairs/elevators etc.: & major PRIVACIES/continuities, services disposition/location
“Distribution” visible in itself while not being limitedly singular . . . . “Rocks in the sand” privacies > legible as ‘fi eld’ organization . . . mostly fi xed/permanent, 

this section.

4. Complete CLOSURE vocabulary -- continue variable programmatic/use privacies -- light & ventilation . . .
non-structural “walls,” 3-D weather screens, “windows, doors” etc. Differentiate between states of permanence/fi xity -- & seasonal changes of use-place.

5. FURNITURE: counters, shelves, storage, etc. tables, chairs, range of . . . mostly moveable/changeable
fl oors/walls + surface materials/design fi nish as additional to / part of structure . . . but still particular.
lighting/signing, color of . . . what?

6. LANDSCAPING: “outside” use places, surfaces / defi nition by ‘materials’ , access paths / trees /gardens /steps / ramps / seats / walls, etc. Back to ongoing “other 
world” context.

N.B. Studio participants’ strengths/weaknesses in each phase can be identifi ed/assessed under several “headings” . . . . The experience of working collectively with 
other people’s decisions & of sending your own work into the care of others could approximate the actual collage of good group-work--alternative to round-the-table 
mutual compromise, or pyramidal control/direction . . . .
Just as each material / building method should not be totally defi ned by / coincide with another, so should each of these 6 stages contribute specifi c build/place 
differences. 
Intensity of work & “production” should be maintained throughout the term.
MUTUAL HELP! As common aim of work in hand is always understood by entire (!) studio, “lateral” aid/monitoring is advisable insurance, as who knows which 
project you’ll inherit . . . & pass on . . .!
Emphasis on making positive, associative design decisions--not on “rabbit-feeding” paths towards facile, minimal, “economic,” “professional” probabilities/
expediencies. Real purpose, then is to extend and particularize (our) propositional BUILT-FORM grammar?.

Building will include/equivalent the present uses of Student Union although more may be proposed. Reference ‘areas’ will be provided. Project intended to be largely a 
non-residential building.



Built Form Observations
Spring 1976

with
Jean-Paul Carniaux, Marcia Hnatowich, Chris 

Coios, Margo Jones . . . .+ . . .

. . . slide presentations will introduce extended/
inclusive/particular attitudes/”regions” of BUILT-
FORM … 
by various faculty/friends . . . we will go to France/
Italy/Holland/Greece/Japan/India etc. for mostly 
indigenous / some contemporary “fi ndings”
habitable/associative FORM/landscape.

The kind/scope of drawings we generate will 
aim at being intermediate between “traditional” 
observational on-site studies (cf. Samuel 
Chamberlain et. al.)
AND projective (STUDIO) design . . .
composites, employing different tools/media 
for different physical processes/materials & 
combinatory “perspective-sections”/plans/details etc. 
. . .
will be encouraged/required.
Drawings thus should UNDERSTAND/INTERPRET 
/ REPORT the actual working process through 
surrogate undoing/rebuilding . . . with opinions/
comments/key dimensions/diagrams/etc.

“The capacity to draw architecture is . . . really a 
form of understanding . . . . sometimes the power of 
a drawing is found not so much in its faithfulness to 
the subject but in its revelation of something you did 
not know or understand before.”--Paul Hogarth

Architectural Design Studio
Level 2
Spring 1978

                                  

Participation in this BUILT-URBAN-LANDSCAPE 
studio will involve 
A. capsuled EXPERIENCES: observational visits 

to BPL & region to determine what’s NOT there 
as well as what IS there/registers/works/fails . . 
. i.e., redefi nition of program and intensifi cation 
of . . .

B. Identifi cation/collection of REFERENCES: 
written + built, to “public” places/streets/
buildings as analyzed programmatic information 
to support / help generate your working 
attitudes. i.e.: contributive dimensional/
qualitative information. Very important to 
discover and assemble your own working 
architectural history . . .

C. Generation/acceptance of positive BUILDING 
METHODS vocabulary/components: Explore 
use of 3-fl oor collective place-framework and 
materials/colors/sizes for the rest =  walls/
screens posts/columns planks/vaults etc.

D. Sketch problems . . . study of “local” materials/
colors/screens etc. &/or “regional network” 
extension or building / street graphics / 
“furniture” / lighting etc.

E. . . . drawings & model of part of building. All 
drawings will be KEPT as coherent working 
process studies. (No destroyable scribbles, 
please.) i.e. cumulative record of your 
developing work / thought process for review 
(by you + others) at any time.

F. not to mention the “actual” trace as well as built-
landscape



Architectural Design Studio
Level 2

Fall 1978

Axiomatic that the excesses/poverty self-display/nihilism of much “modern”/current work derives from the limitations / formal illiteracy of the professionals involved.
NOT to blame! money/program/users/makers/. . .
Each factor must be viewed positively.

So an additive vocabulary of physical form must be generated through making too many choices/variations/differences so that in ‘REAL’ life REAL choices from 
many possible options can be selected/made.

“Professional”/ academic problem-solving formulars (Harvard/Gropius -esque) produce variously-defi ned repetitions . . . . WE will have no 
stepped back blocks
slabs
gridiron stripes
towers as isolated objects
push-pull row houses

All must be reciprocal/continuous with the REAL 
PLACE / ongoing
SPACE / private

both built/unbuilt “exterior/interior” & the made/found landscape/context
water - rocks - trees - gardens - neighborhood - access . . . etc.
THIS IS A PROGRAM IN ITSELF

Adequate/good particular physical/built defi nition does/should NOT limit/control “use” of that place/zone/building to the then generating purpose/program. Cf. in time: 
balconies to bathrooms, roofs to living rm., houses to offi ces, to shops, to offi ces, to housing, to . . . .streets to gardens . . . .

In last fall’s habitable built landscape studio, many citizens could ‘understand’/recognize the physical principles / qualitative attributes of proferred references, 
but experienced diffi culties / confi dence loss in fi nding suitable / applying directly such ‘information’ generatively to their urbo/village/town densities/schemes. 
CONSTRAINTS WERE NOT clear/stringent enough to “BE” real.
For this round, WE will identify/control the participant form families / geometries / building methods+parts so that immediate synthesis can begin . . .
‘Behavioral’/organizational attributes/constructions will be projected AS DATA FACT, not opinion.
(Some range of interpretation WILL emerge, of course, dependant on your skills).
The real design exercise, then, is in variable/purposefully collaging/understanding the particular givens--not only to generate worthy alternatives to the Sam Van Dam/
Rick Renner spring theses/contexts but, more important, to extend the range of your own projective formal vocabulary . . . (If you don’t have it, you can’t use it.) We 
will assume some of the theses’ intent (housing + school), the qurry site + access, . . . but NOT their results! 
…
Each section, while very particular / ‘leavable’ must be seen as incomplete.

1. The by now familiar (?) rocks-in-the-sand privacy / not inside “static” concentrations--(developed from the 9 zone calligraphic frame)  from #
 in 2 supplied sizes, 
one directional, one non-directional, will be ‘stamped’ to generate total/crude site densities/form & distribution, (YES, there will be RULES . . .) in league with major 

“ground-form” / continuous surface decisions.

2. Add channels; and wall & fl oor / roof “planks” + “built” windows / 3D screens + habitable bays + partial service concentrations
2A. 

3. Complete legible DISTRIBUTION as fi eld organization in reciprocity and then as vocabulary exploration . . .
& concentrate on one … zone. Complete PRIVACIES/CLOSURE : aspect/light + ventilation/etc. + non-structural separations . . .

4. From 2, continue to differentiate between states of permanence/fi xity & seasonal etc. use change

5. “Furniture” storage, stairs, use surfaces / tables etc. and fi nish materials for walls, fl oors, etc.
Lighting / COLOR! . . . (Yes, it’s REAL).

6. Reevaluation & “redesign,” if needed, of original “given” partial-ROCKS . . . . & preparation for further investigation of the less housey aspect of the whole, i.e. 
larger dimensions (?) for school/commercial/recreational/etc. → into the SPRING

model by Alfred Sanford
channel building system

Level 3 Architectural Design Studio
Spring 1969



Architectural Design Studio
Level 3

Spring 1980

Studies toward the meaning and generative language of associative built form.

Physical projections demonstrating/investigating variable/selected use / place+ / building methods intentions.
The 3 major physical-environment “components”:

Building
Access
Landscape

in their various guises must add their specifi c differences (together) in reciprocity.
Local/private “living” territory1, access2, & landscape3 must offer 3 different continuities--
(Each particular in form / use / range of completion/addition) & not simply “border” each other.
3 [landscape] is intended, in part, as a positive, living-accessed alternative to street-bounded / road-separated island parks.

“Our site” close to / 12 blocks from Commonwealth Ave. / “commercial” south of B.U. Bridge is selected for its substantial vestige of unbuilt / landscape/park 
“fi ngering”. Roads can be “rerouted.” The present N/S Amory St. “centers” lateral block-long E/W parks and a “landed” mansion S down to playing fi elds and 
continuing landscape. For our study, we will “vanish” adjoining apartment blocks . . . to gain site up to St. Paul St.

Density will develop from “RIGHT SIZE” / working method.

Some of the many assumptions for this studio:
The exploration of particular physical aggregations/assemblage takes precedence / parallels, not negates supportive/sympathetic political/socio/economic factors!
All design work is surrogate building → drawings/diagrams/models must anticipate / describe/code realization.
The continuation/repetition of whatever was generated / happenstanced adjacent to the/any site 

depends on the assessment of how satisfactory/“good” that context is
is NOT necessarily the most appropriate procedure

Without overt help from the form of waterfront, cliff, or old building, “our” new form must be generated as strongly as intrinsic = greater challenge.

Project demands include understanding & use of several particular FORM families: viz: 
A. “Collective” virtual vault/archway as fl attened/domesticated in Procida. Larger than minimal “room” size & light-form directional, such sectors offer more direct 
partial “containment” than similar amounts of wall / lineal framework defi nitions/orthography.
B. “Bay” window tribe: Back Bay to Malta, etc., Toledo, Jaisalmer to Mt. Athos . . . (or from-in-the-room projection / infi ll / enclosure to additional inside/outside 
room/part-room boundaries towards continuous “extra” use zones.
C. Walls & containments: screens / panels / glazed + not / storage etc. Territories must be infi llable variably at both design AND occupation time to allow for different 
organizational “space” decisions. Emphasis on 

rocks “sand”
privacies in shared zones
closures “public” continuities
discontinuities

“Dominance” of 3D zone over planar assemblage over lineal framework members etc. see e.g. Herman Hertzberger Maison Daignon

Commitment to:
permanent construction changeable
concrete + unit masonry versus movable parts
 concrete + frame wood wood panels
concrete + encl. screen/weather storage/furniture
walls work-fi xtures
fl oors equipment
service shafts

     
will facilitate options + range of the interior / partially enclosed / exterior

Clear distinctions must be made between private territory -- dwelling   enclosure / partly encl. / garden etc.
and public domain+ “region” access / pedestrian / vehicular (network).
Sectional differences/solutions will be encouraged throughout project.
(of course)
?Can some of the qualities of + urban density be combined WELL with the positive attributes of available “exurban” landscape?

see John Habraken’s “10 Commandments for Support Design”



Small Built Collage
Fall 1980

Requisites: Permission of Instructor & compulsion to get on with the assemblage.

“Drawing is a way of reasoning on paper . . .” –Saul Steinberg

A progression of built-surface intensifi cations
from ‘fl at’ one material
(aluminum shim strips or – on ¾” plywood base) to . . .
three or more surfaces in
relief, 3 or more materials al, cu, pb, s.s. [aluminum, copper, lead, stainless steel] shim/sheet
& various glazed/unglazed tiles etc. on . . .
with mechanical fi xings etc. . . . 

designed to supplement/reinforce (rew???) Architectural Design studies through
direct/full size additive fi eld-organization exercises
‘Program’ is the explorative/investigative work itself: materials / methods/fi xings attributes/directions 
color/containment etc./etc. 

Working references include:
(some presented by you)
Paul Klee (e.g., the “bandage” drawings: (see Thinking Eye)

Landscapes inhabited (countoured terracing) & crystal structures:
(see Janet Bord’s Mazes + Labyrinths: weavings – S[ophie] Tauber-Arp / Kilims / Peruvian tapestries:
Built-Surfaces: A,M,O timber / masonry / Ren. marbles / tile etc. & esp.
work of Carlo Scarpa (see SD 06, June 1977 etc.) & other
morphological packing orders, ‘compressed signing, etc., etc.

Working principles will be presented with examples/illustrations & all stuent work in progress reviewed at 
each Thursday session.
Relics from past sessions will be shown . . .
I will not be able to supply all materials . . . so 
you must obtain/scavenge prepare much/some . . .



Architectural Design Studio
Level 3

Fall 1980

Studies in the investigations of generative language of Associative Built Form

1st 5 weeks of term:
Emphasis on exterior territory: in which is undertaken design for the partial rebuilding of the North Wharf, Nantucket Harbor (in granite-retained fi ll) with not more 
than 24 or less than 18 separate houses plus access on wood pilings. “Parking” for 12 large boats in addition to (renters’) small craft and 80’ tug boat. (Site is between 
Steamboat Wharf and Straight Wharf, which has been heavily developed. 

1st 5 weeks of term:
Emphasis on interior territory: in which designs are made for the Harvard Square subway station and environs—the subject of current SOM design implementation. 
(Reconsider almost ALL decisions!)

3 weeks distinguished visiting critic Fernando Domeyko, observational recorder of Santiago & Madrid

In view of visitorship during term, 3 separate programs/reciprocal (formally) projects will be essayed—
The 1st mandates very limited “public” “solid” ground with additive total form gnerated by deployment of private houses—small+different (up to 500 feet from 
present wharf end, up to 650’ for boats.)
There are numberous restraints and intentions re organization and building method in this probably project. 
Ex. fi sh/whale houses and those at Siasconset (earlier than “Colonial”)should set the qualitative tone--
(see H. C. Foreman’s Early Nantucket & Its Whale Houses.) so that a completed design is time-possible.
(Model + drawings) Measured drawings of 2 existing wharf houses are made by owner/developer/boat-builder who should attend review (at least).

The Harvard Sq. subway station/stop is an interrupted continuous-surface containter (v. the ongoing directional fi eld of the Old Nantucket Wharf). Effort must be 
invested to “build”/articulate a STOP/WAIT versus the GO/GO/GO. 3D relationship with/between subway station/Sert’s plaza/Harvard Yard/Coop+bank side of Mass. 
Ave. must yield more positive association that “simply” replacing the kiosk in continuing isolation. It’s odd . . . designer + project manager for this station were my 
studio students 20+ years since--!!! Expect to obtain extensive documentation from them. You have seen some in the Hayden Corridor Exhibit this spring . . .

INDOCTRINATION WILL BE ATTEMPTED!
Of course, the usual “discussions/presentations” of much habitable “work”—and many form-family members for many “uses” should continue to construct your theory 
of built form. . . . Let’s include Herman Hertzberger, Giancarlo de Carlo, Frank Lloyd Wright, Bernard Maybeck, Rudolph M. Schindler, Carlo Scarpa, et al. as well as 
“indigenous” + landscape architectures—Mt. Athos, Procida, Maine coast, Spain, Italy.
“Geometry” with/versus/as use / growth+change / building etc.

Term-long projects do not necessarily result in good work! Ennui & stolidity often set in. Three shorter efforts (the continuity is ours, anti-giantism) will provide the 
opportunity for rapid information assimilation, clear-thinking / alert decision-making & sparkling production/generation—no time to make (many) throw-away yellow 
studies!



Architectural Design Studio
Level 3

Fall 1982

intrinsic attributes of associative additive built use-form in search of the Particular

1. This studio’s work-??? is long-based on distilled “facts”/principles of physical organization/form as described/provided/given as data. Information sources / 
references usually supplied / shopping-carted as the “needs” arose. (Some students, lacking own resources/searches, never really know why ther are doing what.)

2. Fall’s studies will (seem) build fi rmly on / be aided by the 1/16” plan drawings of collective
access continuity with particular focus on 
direction
dimensional self-stability
built-edge exchange

all as observed/documented by Tom Hille + Andres Mignucci in “details” of / selected 7 Spanish towns/villages
[ . . . ]

3. In subjects, organizations of collective access/form through “landscape intensifi cation predominate, with transformation largely limited to “civic” gatherings/plazas 
etc. Each site contributes to a lateral, additive sequence in transformation -- a formal vocabulary --from the most continuous to the least.

4. Subject of our projective design will be the “translation” of these observed principles into current building methods / local sites. As every realized/built decision 
is FORMAL “habitable”/particular form must be generated IN-WITH the fi rst diagram as if there is/were a generative landscape e.g. versus nihilistic grids. 
Identifi cation of requisite physical attributes must be in both the supportive diagram/shadow AND the specifi c “built” realization.

5. Formal/territorial defi nitions include largely predictable/fi nite public/private AND semi- public/private places--i.e. those that are varied by/through optinal users / 
use-time.

6. The work: 4 weeks of “theory” and a series of short/weekly transformational exercises will precede the major project. Students will select for transformation (with 
“our” approval) existing built sites / territories. These studies will identify (one of) 3 long-term sites--responsive to your needs/ oeuvre incomplet!

“The world is governed by minimal principles which apply locally in every place. They cannot be expected to overcome the constraints imposed by time and topology 
. . . . It is just as remarkable to see an absolutely perfect crystal as an assembly of the right atoms with NO crystallinity at all. Neither could occur . . . . Only an isolated 
world where nothing ever happens can be perfect . . . . [the forms] must be arrived at by local force interactions, but any “chance” event will modify it slightly. As 
the order continues on in space, sooner or later it must fi nd some other center of order with its own modifi cation. There a confl ict will occur. The fi nal order is partial/
regional/incomplete . . .” --Philip Morison, “Broken Symmetries,” in On Aesthetics in Science, pp 68-70 MIT Press, Wechsler (ed.)



Architectural Design Studio
Level 1

Spring 1983

Associative Additive Built Use-Form

Pervasively/convincingly principled similarity in additive / multi-rectangular form/organization is observable for/in many differing sizes / societal “needs” / uses (from 
“wall” / “room” to “site” and complex
e.g., (French)/indigenous farm-houses/buildings

building form / &/or access
v. containment/privacy 
in 

Scarpa’s Palazzo [Querini] Stampalia
Scharoun’s Geschwister-Scholl-Schule
Aalto’s Maison Carré
Wright’s Taliesin East

Our/the studio work will employ/explore this common/shared physical language. There will be 3 or 4 two-week (total) short projects: viz:

1. Reorganize/deploy the varied/particular wall sections / extensions revealed/found in this “typical” subdivided house+barn in 3 other “space-modes: include
(a) directional fi eld + (b) “rocks-in-the sand” with 2 or 3 privacies. The 9 or 10 “pieces” of wall, posts, props are supplied—all pre-made by T.A.s. Work in model 
(1/4”=1’-0”) & draw each / diagram (only) proposal/closure/glazing. Floors are only designers variable.

2. Redesign for similar to existing purposes/uses plus café/coffee shop the entire territory between MIT’s physics wing and the music library. Include all access + 
Hayden Gallery + terrace/courtyard + “ground.” Structure + “components” will be based on / refer to those in project #1 but size designed/selected & quantifi ed by 
designer. Design “screen” closure.

3. Redesign entire access / eating/cafeteria position of Student Union: 
Retain only major bay dimensions, assume + “open”/outdoor space stage and additive directional fl oors. (Again, similar “program” with seating from ones to twelves. 
Design everything!

4. Access + /affected adjacencies studies for 3 different sites (urban, suburban, exurban) for 2 different use ranges, e.g., housing + collective/public/commerical.

5. Last half/part of term: (New) “public”/&/or institutional building site selected & “programmed/building method-ed by student teams; individual designs. 

Blackboard talk/instruction/direction will be gathered/presented/condensed/augmented through/in/as information sheets—“factual” data for studio use/exploration. 
See: Notes on (some) observable “FACTS” of associative physical defi nition/form in Space & Society #18 (June, 1982) pp. 38-51 (for partial vocabulary).
(e.g., “the intrinsic BEHAVIOR of particular defi nitions is (considered) constant/predictable. Each participating BEHAVIOR family encompasses polar opposites . . .)
Intrinsic attributes/qualities of specifi c physical parts/defi nitions & the relationships between them generate qualities of habitable territory directly—from cellular 
repetition / processional sequence to associative growth-fi eld.

Being given a thing--even the most ordinary--it 
seems to me it always presents some really particular 
qualities upon which, if they were clearly and simply 
expressed, unanimous and constant opinion: these 
are what I am trying to elicit . . . . what disciplines 
are necessary for the success of enterprise? Those 
scientifi c spirit doubt, but all much and this is poetry 
. . .  --Ponge



Architectural Design Studio
Level 2

Spring 1984

with Prof. Waclaw Zalewski

Habitable Form and/of Structure

1. Much building, ranging from light+air closed / walled to light, open /pavilioned tends to extend upwards near-automatically from its/a ground-coverage 
“footprint.” This basic vertical “massing” system has persisted through enormous urban height/density “packed” villages/towns through 6 fl oor walk-ups, 
slab / load-bearing slab cities to our 12/20/40+ fl oors--solid eggcrate/skeletal towers/slabs. Most (major) light/air etc. continues to come from the now much-
overburdened subdivision-access / streets, roads.

2. When towers/slabs are themselves light/space “widely” distributed (à la modern / Le Corb, Hilber) the cities’ habitable continuity is lost in small fi gure / wide 
ground -- and reexamination of older, lower but dense “growth organization” has been in order.

3. When street/block sized tower/slab extrusions are “packed,” resultant urban light/space/noise suffocation/emphysema, while real-estatedly feasible & dollar 
lucrative, has again fueled architectural re-referencing to pre-elevator/modern technology density/sizes (2 to 6 fl oors).

4. This late 20th century / communication ord is “post-industrial”--not only post-primitive/roman/resnaissance/modern/etc. Inclusive/direct reference consideration, 
then, can surely include those structures developed for “industrial” / “engineering” purposes which readily (with some aspects of “landscape”) fi eld-generate yes/
no / optional “spatial” continuities/ous .
(i.e., NOT-only the above-mentioned vertical cantilevers / stolid massings with variable/singular edge-life.)--composed/constituted by 4 or 3 / several distinctly 
different form-space / systems, each suggesting (if transformed into “habitable” building) particular size ranges of “use.” so the “program” is an interpretation of 
form and dimension.

5. The formal/spatial life of steel mills / winding towers etc. has some parallels (e.g.) in Simon Rodia’s Watts Towers and in the above 3rd platform Chambord turrets.

6. First half of semester: There are 3 major form-families in the references. Each will be subject of 2 ½ week long structural-form dimensional-use design: viz:
a. Lineal: “pipes/fl umes/etc.-- transform / design/keep as smaller use-places / relative privacies, = equivalent of “housing.” {Design building pieces 

(inverse+obverse) to assemble “spatial” fi eld-form. (some “habitable”) (not extruded complete “pipes.”)} (“Floor” systems will evince characteristics of “wall” 
pieces--e.g., vaultish) and offer collective fi eld-support / stability to:

b. Skeletal: frames / directional/sloping trusses etc.--transform to larger use-places / more public, = equivalent of commercial/stores/offi ces etc. (continuities to 
include privacies within.)

c. Continuous Surface: containers/propped platforms--transform to light-low uses = “storage” (incl. vehicles)/sports/machines, etc.
For all 3: Allocate 1/3rd of “enclosed” fl oor area for terraces, decks, etc.
Material/color + light studies / access / “public”/”private” distribution systems.
No form family may be hierarchically subject to another.

7. Second half of semester: Following development of the 3 types/qualities of (built) / space language/defi nition we will assemble/”collage” alternatives for one (your 
choice) of several extant/actual complexes: e.g., 

urban mixed-use block
suburban riverside zone (df. Watertown outwards)
university complex (etc.)

(Climate may be defi ned/selected. Site may be sloping or fl at.)



Architectural Design Studio
Level 2

Fall 1985

There are 2 x ½ term studies:
In each, appropriate/specifi c building materials/
methods + developed components will be applied/
deployed directly.
The sites/contexts / “uses” are contrasting.

“A” requires the generation of / design for partial 
rebuilding of the Old North wharf, Nantucket 
Harbor.

(Granite blocks for retaining fi ll are 6’x2’x2’).
“Built-Land” / solid is precious/expensive so most 
building & access ways will be on (wood) pilings.
12 to 20 separate houses (all different) are projected, 
-- “parking” for 12 “large” boats in addition to 
rented small craft and the 80 ft. ex-tug “Pegasus”.
“Club house,” docks, beaches, fi re barge, etc.

Site is between “Steamboat Wharf” & “Straight 
Wharf,” which has been heavily developed. 
There are numerous restraints and intentions re site 
organization + project.
Earlier-than-“colonial” ex-fi sh / whalers’ houses 
& Siasonset set the qualitative tone. (see H.C. 
Forman’s “Early Nantucket & Its Whale Houses.) 
Measured dwngs. of 2 existing wharf houses are 
provided by the owner/developer/boat-builder. We 
will generate fresh equivalents.

The second project, “B,” Orange Line.

We will assess/develop the project’s possibilities/
requirements together, during the fi rst 6 weeks. 
Materials will include steel & (pre-cast) concrete.

It is possible to “inhabit” some sections (including 
city-owned air rights) & to transform wide traffi c-
ways to a variety of uses . . . The “Orange Line” 
--Washington St. etc. offers such an opportunity.

During the past 20 years active building 
rehabilitation/conversion of / from erstwhile uses has 
accelerated: (wharves/warehouses/factories/markets/
churches, schools/etc. etc.). The territories / physical 
attributes of all transportation systems have not often 
been fully advantaged. Some “elevateds” in Boston 
have not yet been demolished --.

Architectural Design 
Studio
Level 2

Fall 1984

with Prof. Waclaw Zalewski

“habitable” “Form and/of Structure”

. . . continuing this spring’s work (description attached) we 
will fi rst develop / particularize B “skeletal” frames.
A generic system (for large building) will be provided 
(incl. examples from Gabe’s summer research) and 
applied directly to the redesign of the Kennedy Building 
AND Boston City Hall. (“Structure” will be fully 
“inhabited”/”occupied”.
By mid-term, systems A+C (“planes” / “continuous 
surface”) will be added to / substituted for B & that system 
can be redesigned.
reciprocities:
Usual range of form topics:

access/containment
public/private
large/small
inside/outside
light/dark
materials/color
etc.

at the 7 sizes of decision/design: 
material/”arm’s length” to site/landscape.
models + drawings

Investigations of geometry/morphology::
Structural systems that behave like folded “bearing walls”
This system respects/infl uences the paths/disposition/
arrangement of 
the study of mutual infl uences/relationships between 
“openings” in the “wall” and “lines” of transfer of internal 
forces.



Architectural Design Studio
Level 2

Spring 1985

re: eclecticism: “in the back of every dying civilization sticks a bloody Doric 
column . . .”--J. M. McKean, ILAUD 1982 Herbert Read

“The study of architecture is a marvelous training for anything but architecture. 
The frightening thought that what you draw may become a building makes for 
reasoned lines.” --Saul Steinberg

the museum of Fine Arts reconsidered:
form of/for change
permanence v. change v.:/context

studies in multiplicity of languange
versus: selection

typology v. specifi city

access
structure

self-stability
continuity

recognition 
principles
criticism
theory

confl ict v. synthesis

continuity
containment

light
color
dark

open
closed

processes
materials
production

said: project aspects will be developed/advocated for later editorial synthesis.
The I.M. Pei addition is ca. 170,000 sf; the whole, 400,000+.
A series of existing buildings will be student-presented/critiqued, then amended 
through topic-advocacy,
(au moins) one museum each.
Each week (1/2 session) we will consider / discuss elsewhere-published positions, 
theories of others . . .
There will be pre-readings/lookings.
You will (help) establish the subjects.

“. . . the design of the environment is a choreography of the familiar and the 
surprising in which the familiar has the central role, and the major function of the 
surprising is to render the familiar fresh. (and ?? ?) . . .”--Charles Moore

“. . . if it makes its impression from its own unique inner dependent sensibility, 
untroubled by ignorant ? of everything foreign to it, then whether it is born of 
rough savagery or educated sensitivity, it is integral and alive . . .”

see ILAUD Annuals, esp. 1982

Giancarlo de Carlo
Lode Janssens
Christian Norberg-Schultz
Giorgio Vasari
James Stirling
Louis Kahn
Edward Larrabee Barnes
Frank Gehry
Hans Hollein
Le Corbusier
Sert
Mies
Johnson
Aalto
Sverre Fehn
Franco Albini
FLLW
Scarpa



Architectural Design Studio
Level 2

Fall 1986
There are 3 (yes, three) studies/projects of approx. 6, 
3, & 6 weeks:
of widely different sizes /scope
(to experience constancy of the principles).

In each, appropriate/specifi c building materials/
methods + developed components will be applied/
deployed directly.
The sites/contexts / “uses” are contrasting.

A is the (generic) (visible) city reconsidered: !What 
should THEY have done?
In the late 1950s, an extensive past/area of Boston’s 
West End, north of and bounded by Cambridge 
Street and the North End was mercilessly razed / 
totally destroyed to make way for the “NEW” Center 
City. City Hall etc. was part of this, & the [Sears] 
Crescent, & Govt. Center, & so, too, were/was the 
“If you lived here, you’d be home now” apartment 
blocks [of Charles River Park]. Our site & program 
is a piece of the more disastrous laissez-faire / 
developer’s special. It now includes a 200’+ deep x 
300’+ wide 3 fl oor parking “lot” open to Cambridge 
St.; a Holiday Inn, & offi ce block forming 2 sides 
of the resultant “U”, with ground fl oor “shopping” 
under the offi ces, continuing to a Stop & Shop food 
market, bank, clothes, stationer, books, etc. 
+ 2 or 3 cinemas in Inside of “U”. 
Access to beyond the site (housing) is much used. 
The opposite side of the “U” would access the Mass. 
General [Hospital].
“THEY” did everything “wrong.” WE will do it 
right. (The hotel will become housing, otherwise)
(Not as approx. suburban so-called “MALL”).

B is a 3 week house design 

C will be the redesign of an existing accessible 
building, maybe MITs “student center.”

For/in each project/exercise “self-stabilities” of 
building systems / FORM will be applied / generated
from (the) FORM-LANGUAGE defi nition.

?????

fi eld organization → directional
territorial control → edges / open fi eld
self-stability / alternations → dimensional / 
reciprocity / reversals

Architectural Design Studio
Level 2
Spring 1987



Notes/Proposal Toward/For Level 1 
Design Curriculum

November 1986

(with implications for Level 2)
See “Form-Language” for existential recognition / “facts” of form
From Maurice Smith to Profs. Chastain, Domeyko, Hubbard

First! Establish 
fi eld-orders (directional to open)
control system / methods (registration, mirroring, etc.)
stabilizing methods (alternations of direction/dimension, light/dark, etc.), 

term-long
intrinsic form attributes (21 of)

Methodical/selected/agreed rapid didactic exercises

Only then! Series of partial design studies (versus “complete” architectural 
projects)(personally chain-reacted), up to perhaps 8 in fi rst term / 4 in second 
term.

Students must be supplied with particular information/principles by faculty/
instructor. (Given principles, some limited observation/collecting by students, 
of course.)

Examples from appropriate/many/diverse times/contexts/geographies must be 
shown, with (justifi ed) editorial position re late 20th century / now on . . . 
“architecture”

If much direct information is given (including all-but the topic), student can 
concentrate cleanly/clearly on particulars (“part of a whole”). (See pp 2 
& 3 for partial mandatory topics to cover.)

This method should obviate “I’m OK, you’re OK” / tar-babying in which / i.e. 
student carries forward partly understood inadequate / unsatisfactory aspects 
of longer problems into next phase/aspect which mechanically multiplies 
uncertainties/errors/critical (self-)dissatisfaction (I did it/what? But why?) 
in “whole” continuum no matter how “para-professionally” well-structured/
sequenced.

Each student should simultaneously engage in two / choose from among  
[multiple] contexts? / sizes / types for each topic/problem, viz. “free”/open /
exurban / landscape site to compact/restricted/packed city/urban site, etc.

& e.g., 
apartment /house
Edmonton “mall”/store
Childrens small lecture / theater large
Resort hotel / guest lodge / private institution
Kindergarten school / to university
Workshop / offi ces
Neighborhood

Each instructor / selects own/different contexts etc. and should prepare own 
version/interpretation of “facts” information (sheets, boards, display panels). 
Each group in year works on same very general, inclusive topics, same time, 
so students motivated to share with / observe other groups’ work/information. 
This latter, information, now not (usually)/often visible to all, is buried in 
what is sometimes called process/intentions/”ideas”/”concepts”/etc.

For Level 2, agreement between instructors identifi es some very generic common 
topics in specifi c different problems for across-level display/criticism.

(At least 2 projects a semester.)
(Or, again, same problems/topics / lateral interest / information > different 

interpretations by each instructor as before.



Didactic generic information (+ exercises as selected) to deep-support/structure students’ “in-dependent” design 
projections.

Partial list of informational topics/studies,{numbered for reference/convenience only! Possibly #8 fi rst, #1 second, 
not in sequence} directed to the built form of use/association & alternations / dimension range / continuities.

Re-design (of/from existing) exercises (much preferred).

Intrinsic organizational systems:

1. Disposition / ordering methods/systems of/for Privacies related to Public related to Access & “landscape”:
& (viz: 7 to 12 of) e.g. serial: “room to room” packed/string (center French farmhouse / Uffi zzi Gallery
Alternations

(add access “corridor”/galleries > to arcade to street)
Common “room”/territory: e.g., central room:ins / courtyard:outs
Grouping / like with like separations/juxtapositions: e.g. binuclear 50s houses +LR>-BR / zoning
Open fi eld: e.g., privacies dispersed “public” grows/expands around/beyond privacies
Rocks-in-sand / Japan 17th c.: falling leaves / John Yeon, Scharoun

2. “use U” direction / disposition/permutations: in-re access direction.
& alternations/reversals

(viz: the 8 or 10 or 12 of doubled/redoubled above/below)

3. Structure & materials/methods: alternations
minimal frame/barrier / max. continuity movement

“Open” pavilion to “closed” max. barrier / dense/3D truss postpones privacy/containment
Lineal network: to tricycle / self-stable local
Through vane & reinforced (formally) fl oor
To load-bearing walls to channels (intrinsic partial containment/privacy)
To folded wall (all with fl oors (1 to 3 or 4), long span in space

+ other technologies, e.g. solar/acoustic/etc. form+materials, mechanical systems
(All with fl oors at 1,2,3 use-heights)
Horizontal transfer of load = use/beam through material: 45° rule/corbel
Historical reversal/transformation from one-to-one closed external corners / cellular containments to
Material post/beam + cantilever where openings were / open external corners

= no material at center of gravity / (multiple) doublings

4. Light {natural/artifi cial}: maximal continuous access / 3D screen to
Continuous outside corner “balcony” to
Bay window to
Minimal discontinuous / relatively isolated in various surfaces
& alternations
(light as) virtual structure (esp. since Wright’s Falling Water etc.).
Light (+espace) at “center of gravity” (esp. Scarpa)

Arcade
Balcony
Access/sky gallery
Glazed balcony (Galicia, w. India-Jaisalmer, Amsterdam)
to . . .protect interior
to cottage

alabaster - Orvieto
stained glass – Gothic St. Chapelle
victorian – sash / pieces
modern 20th c. – drn/sheet



some topics, continued
partial list, all with multiple alternations/continuities & dimension range

5. Optional/partial defi nition
 INHABITATION
“within” #3 (structure) / or as independent “form”

Garden wall : horizontal continuities
& oppositional directional fi xed stabilities / alternation & the earned step / 
reciprocities

Duiker, Wright, et. al.
From + [cross] to partial cross to tee to open tee
Weather & interior panels: movable/temporary + aediculars / infi lls / screens 
+ closures / “furniture”

Macintosh, Japanese, Scarpa, etc.

6. Steps: Levels/terracing agricultural/seating to
Stairs:  direction (continuity, association with/against street/access / theater / 
landscape
privacy, dis-continuity
steps/landings/etc.
direction / size/dimensions

split-level / mezzanine / multiple / displacement /etc.  /  fi eld
subway / Machu Pichu / Scharoun Berlin / Hertzberger Apollo School / 
Greek [island towns] / Procida

7. Landscape: 
If buildings by architects, what else? e.g., Dan Kiley et. Al., Thomas Church 
[California landscape architect 1902-78], S. Americans, Portinari, old English 
calamity . . . et. al.; chateaux, urban parks, boulevards, streets, gardens, alleys, 
etc.
 +site/siting
Same ranges, from small urban park (Imre’s many trees/benches/walls?) sketch 
problem
to exurban complex offi ce “park” / mall / harbor development & ex-&
& freestanding “house” to dense housing development

8. Access + building Entries: 
from freestanding > “dimension” building  built access out to meet
to “tight” < constrained / packed/dense
through
territorial “exchange” : “(lock)”
to recessed / retrenchment through

arcade  continuity
boulevard
street
gallery
corridor
threshold
doorway entry

small to large
domestic/personal to institutional

house / apartment building
store street / mall
school to university
museum/library/hospital/
restaurant
etc.

9. Materials + color: additive assemblages: 3D & “built” surfaces

transformations / reversals (Monsaraz)
virtual structure

pavings
fl oors
walls
mosaics
to slabs
infi lls
screens

block/brick/half-timber
Wright, Scarpa, etc.

structure to sheet
of behavior from lineal frame to continuous surface (screen, panel, channel)

Mies steel
Obidos color = virtual corner boards /quoins etc.



Architectural Design Studio
Level 2

Fall 1989

There will be study / exercises before major projects (each with at least one 
alternative)
selected as vehicles to study / relate a range of 8 or 9 specifi c FORM TOPICS
(Advocacy of each topic sets up collage-editing of “fi nal” inclusive design.)
“Known” works / buildings by “known” designers / architects will be studied / 
redesigned 
at a range of sizes / uses from
domestic / small to institutional / large &
free-standing / “open” site to urban / “dense” packing.

the Through-time / inclusive
FACTS of

fi eld-organizational systems &
territorial reference systems &
self-stabilizing alternations

must be common property / shared
(if we are) to
formulate / structure / develop / edit
a coherent / particular
FORM LANGUAGE for
now / the late 20th century

It (the Form Language) will ADD then to selected / still appropriate inheritances
since “modern”
physics / art / literature
(Rutherford / Cézanne / Joyce et. al.)

A. movement / continuity NOT mass / isolation
B. light / use-zones NOT dark / structure (at int. / ext.)
C. horizontal / lateral reach NOT vertical / gravity compacting

Built-Form / Physical defi nition [must] be 
recognized / understood: intrinsic formal attributes / behavior / organization
interpreted: selection → use / association
projected / generated / assembled: for/in particular context

TRANSFORMATION
INTENSIFICATION

A. Form Families
B. Sizes
C. Categories
D. Media
E. Time / Place

Intention: Maximize didactic nature of topic investigations
for future / continuing use / reference NOT ONLY to solve / generate a particular 
problem / “ solution” / process
What was “learned” about “FACTS OF . . .” should be known / communicable

(Form)-topics not in sequence: ranges of size / context
1. landscape : site / siting
2. privacies to public to access & #1
3. “use U” : directions [use-U s are in many directions relative to access]
4. access / entries : re access / exterior
5. structure
6. light
7. in-habitation of #5
8. steps / levels
9. materials, color



Form Language Workshop
Fall 1991

Fall 1989

(late) 20th century / 21st century form language
Field & collage

What/why to continue/develop
What is signifi cant princi;e/s / & what is not!

Field-organizational / territorial reference systems & self-stabilizing alternations

Identifi cation/retrieval/assemblage/(production)/presentation
of
selected/salient/INTRINSIC
formal/organizational/associative
“facts”/attributes/principles/behaviors
found in / common to / fundamental to / projective for
“exemplary” (not only) 20th/21st century architecture

Macintosh, Wagner, Sullivan
Maybeck, Wright, Schindler, Wurster, Harris, Yeon, Goff, (Kahn
Eiffel, Perret, Arup, Bijvoet, (Fuller, Otto
Loos, Plischke, Aalto, Scharoun, (LeCorbusier
Chareau, Rietveld, Duiker, Scarpa, Van Eyck, Hertzberger, &c., “citizens’”/indigenous building
Cousins, Cezanne, Cubists, DeStijl, Klee, Kepes, Cornell, & C[arola]-G[iedion]-W[elcker]’s “Great Gang”

Recognition / Behavior / Interpretation of (previous) form language workshops / “fi ndings” will be fully employed . . . viz.
A: form-sphere
B: sizes
C: catagories
D: media
E: time
F: place

Reference codes: graphic/letter/number etc. will be developed & applied

Topics/facts : (partial list only) primarily driven/disciplined by FIELD ORDER v. object isolationism & centrism & LIGHT continuity

1. Continuity=tissue vs. separatist “composition”
2. Directional fi eld/demarcations vs. subdivision
3. open fi eld / light/space as (public) continuity v. shell v. plane v. line v. point v. “dark”/”closure” as (private) dis-continuity
4. Registration/edge + displacement vs. center
5. Pi: fi rst “self-stable” form v. minimal shell
6. Reciprocity / exchange/earned step / fi ngering
7. light/”space” as continuity/surround/”joint” v. mass/material “attacked”/reduced
8. light (at center of gravity) / = virtual structure/(“horizontal” zones) etc. vs. cellular packing
9. light (at “corners” etc.) / = virtual containment (external v. “solid”/continuous surface
10. “habitable” structure claim / maximal dimensions, subtend/v. “mass” v. minimal dimensions; outreach v. “skeletal”
11. light / = center of gravity/”structure” / material “doub ling” & refl ections
12. Screens / “habitable” vs. “skin”
13. Collage [optional assemblage] / systems/materials + prefabrication : relative separation/independence
14. Permutations + variation / options v. fi xed hierarchies
15. territorial structure / horizontal alterations v. “vertical” continuity
16. Containments [“use U”] / (partial) continuous surface
17. Self-stabilities / dimensional/use
18. Alternation / light/dark / dimensional sequence etc. / the meander/serpentine
19. Color + intensifi cations v. decoration (applied) / association/materials
20. Built surface / additive
21. “Slack” / vs. fi t & boundaried topology v. mass/material “attacked”/reduced

“[. . . a building can still be a good and useful 
building within THIS society; and that]it can speak a 
comprehensible language which belongs to THIS century 
and is appreciated by those residing in it without [being] 
a pastiche of forms; without ransacking the past and 
pillaging history, in short without cheating. It also shows 
that the old modern movement, good or bad, is not dead—
which must be disquieting for those who became defunct 
by proclaiming it so. For a while I thought: “pastiche” of 
forms [is perhaps not meant pejoratively—notions change 
and what is anathema to me, others may cherish. But I 
overlooked the added epithet, captious . . . .]

[That was in] 1954-how many ears after Dessay and 
la Sarraz. And how many years after the Theory of 
Relativity was fi rst published. 41 years. Hearts of stone! 
[The unpleasant] truth is that architects don’t really think; 
they fall in line all too soon [and follow the] trend. It is 
hard to imagine the majority of let’s say poets or painters 
[adhering to more or less the same trend all over the world 
and every review repeating the same limited opinion and 
printing exactly the same stuff.]

[An ideologist from head to foot—that’s what I] am, 
and so hope is still with me. The dilemma of the modern 
movement in architecture is that it missed the boat by 
sidestepping the philosophical implications of what came 
to light around the turn of the century and since, through 
the astounding intelligence, artistry and perseverance of 
a small number of artists and scientists in every media 
and fi eld. What they discovered, unfortunately, hardly 
penetrated the minds of architects.”          

Aldo van Eyck, Lotus 28 (1981), pp 16-17



Architectural Design Studio
Level 2

Fall 1991

Position:
(While) citizens can overcome environmental “defi ciencies” through overt
special/personal effort/commitment,
informed designer responsibilities must surely include the generation of territorial/
architectural defi nitions from a form language in parallel/sympathy with 
“reasonable” programming which “alone” (without such language) cannot mandate 
“successful” realizations.
Projects, then, are generated directly by the attributes of selected physical/
organizational systems employed/collaged.

The condensed form language lists: 14 selected from 21+ topics
embody particular attributes/behavior appropriately “associative: for the late 20th 
century + . . . . (appended)
The studio effort is to apply such selected methods/principles to a given 
programmatic task, (rather than to attempt form-generation from an individual’s 
personal whims/positions only
or (i.e. avoid) expend design time in surrogate “developing” “new” programs.

recognize . . .
understand . . .
generate!

“. . . no adjustments necessary at altitudes 3500’ to 5500’ . . .”--recipe footnote on 
Kix box

1st 3 weeks

(only) 2 or 3 exercise topics will be pursued . . 
#15 “containments” (use U’s) / = partial continuous surface
#01 directional fi eld: additive demarcations v. subdivision
#11 “screens” for access and light
Others will be fed into project as work term proceeds.

2nd 3 weeks

Employing absorption from fi rst ex . . .
Given deployment site for 15 to 20 houses, design one only [site] for house + 
“new” / “built” ground [/] island.
Project for Nantucket’s Old North Wharf.
Pay some attention to (NT) building there, but not total. Do not intimidate “new” 
residents . . .
?!Building with Nantucket’s Old North Wharf
(Do not steal)! by some attention but not total to mimic by (C) or historically 
preserved 18th c. buildings.

Programmatic conditions/operations are accepted for both existing building 
redesign and (for) the longer project, ?o housing . . .
Accept [therefore] the premises/purposes (years forming) of Jystrup Savaerket 
(Denmark, 1984)[Tegnestuen Vandkunsten]
+ “solve” / “meet” them for East Boston wharf zone with the given arsenal of 
many
formal
behavioral
built
“facts” / attributes.
This is not an exercise in “socializing,” group decision-making, or some kind of 
rad[ical] program for “good feelings”!

Allah loves[wondrous] variet[ies]y . . . --Azeem, in the movie, Robin Hood: Prince 
of Thieves



Architectural Design Studio
Level 1

Spring 1992

Associative additive built use-form

Welcome to the 4 “C”s:
continuity
containment
completion
collage

Pervasively / convincingly principled similarity in 
additive
multi-rectangular
other geom[etrically] generated
form / organization is observable for / in many differing 
sizes (from “wall” / “room” to “building complex”
societal “needs”
uses
e.g., (French) farm houses / indigenous buildings

building form &/or access in 
Scarpa’s Palazzo [sic] Fondazione Querini Stampalia
Scharoun’s Geschwister Scholl
Aalto’s Maison Carré
Wright’s Taliesin East

Our / the / this studio (work) will employ / explore this / a common / shared 
physical language.
There will be 3 or 4 two-week (total) short projects: viz:

1. Reorganize / deploy the varied / particular wall sections / extrustions 
revealed / found in this “typical” subdivided house + barn in 3 other “space-
modes” include[ing]

a. directional fi eld +
b. “rocks-in-the-sand: with 2 or 3 privacies.

The 9 or 10 “pieces” of wall & posts/props are supplied--all pre-made. Work 
in model & draw each proposal; diagram only closure/glazing. Floors are 
only designer’s variable.
2. Redesign for similar to existing purposes / uses entier territory between 
MIT’s physics wing / building + music library. Include all access + gallery
reconvene ex-“Hayden” + terrace / courtyard + “ground”. New levels are 
possible.
Structure + “components” will be based on / refer to those in project #1,
but size designed / selected + quantifi ed by individual “designer.”
Design “screen” closure (see gallery installation/exhibit)

3 & 4. The major design topics numbered to 16 on the accompanying 
sheet continue as the studio’s REAL subject. . . . Through the vehicle of 
selected / known / qualitative existing buildings you will “redesign” them as 
the advocate of (in series) the form of “habitable

access
use-U’s
light
structure
fi eld-orders

We can/will include buildings to “observe” / study / redesign / consult by, for 
example, 

Wright
Aalto
Duiker
Schnebli
Hertzberger
Scharoun
Van Eyck
Neutra
Team Zo
Behnisch
etc.

+ you include?
Examples will range from (you alternate) 

small - domestic to large - institutional, and from
urban to ex-urban

(Field) building synthesis can follow for second “half” of semester.
Prefer/ably to use/from an actual/existing program/project
e.g., school, housing, museum, whatever . . . “local,” if you wish to visit
Much of this can/will be adjusted/amended to studio’s/your developing needs/
capabilities.

The intrinisic behavior of particular defi nitions is (considered) constant / 
predictable. Each participating behavior family encompasses polar opposites . . . .

“Everything that is absorbed and registered in your 
mind adds to the collection of ideas stored in the 
memory: a sort of library you can consult whenever 
a problem arises. So, essentially, the more you have 
seen, experienced and absorbed, the more points of 
reference you will have to help you decide which 
direction to take: your frame of reference expands.”
--Hertzberger, Lessons for Students in Architecture, 
p. 5 (foreword)

“It is true that subsequent developments bear 
considerable resemblance to old decrepit things. But 
that doesn’t matter. The joy is in bringing things to a 
stop and starting over again.”
--[?Francis Ponge, Making of the “Pre”]



Architectural Design Studio
Level 2

Spring 1993

t.a. Ron Eng

Associative additive built use-form

Welcome to the 4 “C”s:
continuity
containment
completion
collage

1. The major design topics numbered to 16 on the accompanying sheet continue 
as the studio’s REAL subject. . . . Through the vehicle of selected / known / 
qualitative existing buildings you will “redesign” them as the advocate of (in 
series) the form of “habitable

access
use-U’s
light
structure
fi eld-orders

We can/will include buildings to “observe” / study / redesign / consult by, for 
example, 

Wright
Aalto
Duiker
Schnebli
Hertzberger
Scharoun
Van Eyck
Neutra
Team Zo
Behnisch
etc.

+ you include?
Examples will range from (you alternate) 
small - domestic to large - institutional, and from
urban to ex-urban

2. (Re-)Design projects:
A. Redesign of (environs of and) Boston Public Library Philip Johnson 

addition &/or
B. MIT Student Union
Each (concurrent) project will be reconsidered and/or extended (in terms of):
use (program)
site (region of continuity “built”)
etc. 
Particular emphasis will be on topics 8, 9 , 10, 11, concerned with the form + 
extent of
habitable / territorial building / structure systems.

At least 3 (in addition to “surfaces of closure”) will be deployed. Viz:
1. appropriate for “open” / “public” / “multi-fl oor” “collective” continuity
2. (at least) use-fl oor depth “building”/habitable long span (folded wall)
3. “self-stable” / “built” screen
in addition to
4. “open frame” (not-“normal” skeleton)

Each system will be deployed when/where appropriate rather than extending 
automatically throughout entire project . . . . this latter is ONE major contribution 
to the 
demise of / nihilism rampant in
structural / built defi nition.

additional text for
Studio Level 2 Spring 1995

The Form of 
Habitability
Habitation

[addtl. comments on the 4 Cs]
continuity: esp. “common” / “public” access
containment: esp. “privacies” at various sizes
completion &/or “changes” or modifi cations
collage of (physical) systems as well as “uses” / “program”

[addtl. architects:]
Schindler
John Yeon
Giancarlo de Carlo
[Hiroshi] Hara
Otto Steidle with 
Ralph & Doris Thut
Carmen & Ellen Corneil
Hassan Fathy
John Habraken
Juha Leiviska

Each for specifi c system
Santiago de Compostella
Monsaraz
Jaisalmer
Malta
Procida
Obidos

Studio method:
A. Redesign - design “existing” known projects of 3 very different sizes, 
densities, etc., i.e./viz. 
block size “building”; extensive complex; and separate / free-standing 
“house”.
B. As advocate of “access,” then building system 
-- before generating [a] proposition for McDonald’s block in Central Square. 
Housing for students and citizen others + food facilities etc.

In addition to local, site-specifi c information + context, 
How can selective, positive, qualitative, habitable attributes of (positive) 
environments elsewhere be relevant & apply to proposals/principles [of] design 
for say, Central Square; i.e., what is generic?

“Everything that is absorbed and registered in your 
mind adds to the collection of ideas stored in the 
memory: a sort of library you can consult whenever 
a problem arises. So, essentially, the more you have 
seen, experienced and absorbed, the more points of 
reference you will have to help you decide which 
direction to take: your frame of reference expands.”
--Hertzberger, Lessons for Students in Architecture, 
p. 5 (foreword)

“(The subjection of the parts to the whole. Yes, but 
when each part is a creature, an individual: tree, 
animal (man), or word, or sentence or chapter--then 
it becomes dramatic!)
Their assembly also pretects them from the wind and 
cold.
Alone, it would have been all or nothing, or perhaps 
successively one then the other: perfect development 
up to a certain point--or atrophy[] hindrance from 
growing due to contrary elements.”
--Francis Ponge, Things.



Systems (and design) of  form 
organization
behavior
attributes

form of ACCESS, form of OPEN FIELD:

01. Directional fi eld:
 demarcations v. subdivision
03. Registration
 edge + displacement v. center
02. Open fi eld
 light/”space” as (public) continuity v. shell v. plane v. line v. point
 v. “dark” / “closure” as private dis-continuity
15. Containments, “use U”
 (partial) continuous surfaces

form of LIGHT:

06. [form of] Light / “space” as
 continuity / surround / “joint” v. mass / material “attacked” / reduced
07. Light at center of gravity is = 
 virtual structure
 “(horizontal” zone etc. v. cellular packing
08. Light at corners etc. is not ≠ 
 virtual containment
 (external v. “solid” / continuous surface
14. Territorial structure
 horizontal alternations v. “vertical” continuity
20. “Slack” v. fi t & boundaried topology

form of STRUCTURE: habitable

09. “Habitable” structure claim
 maximal dimensions, subtend v. “mass”
 v. min. outreach v. “skeletal”
10. Light = 
 center of gravity / “structure”
 material “doubling” and refl ection
11. Screens
 “habitable” v. “skin”

form of SELF-STABILITIES:

04. Pi: fi rst “self-stable” form v. minimal shell
16. Self-stabilities:  dimensional / use



Architectural Design Studio
Level 1

Spring 1994

with T.A. Dan Gorini

From mid-term:
2 projects (alternating in time) + “domestic” / institutional : similar form / 
organization issues : viz: (see subject description)

Habitable / built growth-form continuity : public/private:
Directional fi eld systems: organizational + (raised major) access: alternations in 
all methods/systems;form
Open fi eld distribution of continuity + privacies:
Form/territory & range of light and presence of structure / building system:
Optional claim/extent of fl oor bays / use levels
Independence of closure / weather screens / garden walls / etc.
  privacy / interior
Materials, survaces, in/out, color, etc.

A.
Project: “Domestic” open site
“French Farmhouse”
Reorganization of “found”/directioned  use-“U”s etc./containments/cellular 
closure (masonry)/continuous surface
(released by separations of as-found windows/doors/etc.)
Retain/modify props/posts of porches/under manger parts > walls now 
concrete or plywood box beam can now span
On/for student identifi ed/recalled site/program reassemble “parts” adding
Floors/roofs/post-beams/built (str.) light screens / closure/garden walls/etc.
 Inside/out

Recommended! At

Site size:
Directional fi eld-/growth- form (with contours) access system and “structure”
(in “open” site, building/shelter > reach out – versus/not recessive entry)

Building size:
Landscape / public use / access  continuity / similarity
Light/screen zone/closure extend/more generous (than) partial containments
Sectional light/levels continuity; both accessed (towards/with light) horizontal/
vertical & cf. “outside” (esp. corners)
Directional/sloped roofs not continyous cover to facilitate
exterior (fl at) fl oors/decks/etc.

required at ¼” scale: plans/sections/models/assemblage vocabulary

B.
Project: institutional semi-urban site
Redesign MITs Hayden/Music Libraries etc.: Building 14 complex, retaining 
14N / much of

At site size, recommended as before plus access continuity upper level directly to 
Walker Memorial
(Positive relationships to / continuity with adjacent/adjoining buildings / 
landscape/courts /river etc.
Total form: partial courtyard: parallel to fi eld/river
Or
“pi” multiple normal to 14N

Building systems as before plus permutations of bay / multiple bay “fl oor” / 
“occupation”
Closure interior/exterior optionally/partly independent of structure for light/space 
continuity

Required model at 1/16”=1 ft. complex size model showing extent of fl oors / not 
“massing”/”use”
 ¼”=1 ft. representative local section: show building systems/organization 
int./ext. closure/weather screen
Drawings 1/16”=1 ft. plans; fl oors particular
Sections: at least one in each direction – use territories + int. elevations
¼” = 1 ft. representative sections as before/above and building/assemblage 
vocabulary



65 66

Form Language Workshop
Spring 1994

Association, Selection, Transformation, 
Generation, Assemblage of 

FACTS OF FORM

In the house of words was a table of colors. They 
offered themselves in great fountains and each 
poet took the color he needed: lemon yellow or sun 
yellow, ocean blue or smoke blue, crimson red, blood 
red, wine red . . . . --Eduardo Galeano, The Book of 
Embraces

. . . attempted will serve as instance, without 
prejudging all the qualities on which I count although 
the contemplation and naming of extremely different 
objects will make me really become aware and fi nd 
joy afterwards. --Francis Ponge

The real secret of the contemplator’s success is in his 
refusal to consider as an evil the encroachment on 
his personality by things. To avoid this turning into 
mysticism, one must: 1st, realize precisely, that is to 
say expressly, each thing that is made the object of 
one’s contemplation; and, often enough change any 
object of contemplation, and in short keep a certain 
measure. But most important for the well-being of 
the contemplator is the naming, as he goes along, 
of all the qualities he discovers; these qualities that 
TRANSPORT him must not transport him beyond 
their exact commensurate expression.--Francis 
Ponge, Things

The precise contemplation of objects is also a form 
of rest, but a privileged rest, like the perpetual rest of 
adult plants that bear fruits.-- Francis Ponge

. . . of the growing number of sciences, we are lost. 
The best thing to do then is to consider all things as 
unknown and to walk or stretch out under the woods 
or on the grass and to start all over again from the 
beginning.-- Francis Ponge

We do not live for idle amusement. I would not run 
round a corner to see the world blow up.--Thoreau

Our tepees were round like the nests of birds, and 
these were always set in a circle, the nation’s hoop, a 
nest of many nests, where the Great Spirit meant for 
us to hatch--Black Elk

Asked why the Shakers, who expected the end 
of the world at any moment, were nevertheless 
consummate farmers and craftsmen, Thomas Merton 
replied: “When you expect the world to end at any 
moment, you know there is no need to hurry. You 
take your time, you do your work well.”[--Sven 
Birkerts, “Looking the Technological Gift Horse in 
the Mouth,” in Wendell Berry: Life and Work, ed. by 
Jason Peters, pp. 239-240.]

1. Recognition of Formal Attributes

A. Form sphere / families (cf. Munsell’s color sphere):
Around the equator, “pure” geometric defi nitions (& near relatives): 
point, line, branch, triangle/pyramid, “square”/cube, circle/sphere
Surface tension ORGANICS toward N. Pole à & [Alexander] Cozens 
[English painter, 1752-97] “blot” 
through LANDSCAPE, “geometric” clarity lost (hand writing), thro’ 
crystallines
to S. Pole, GEOMETRIC clarity retained (machines, architecture, etc.)
“Form-sphere”: morphologic groups recognize some 30 “pure” 
(diagrammatic) morphologic/geometric defi nition-groups located around 
the “equator” in generative transformation.

“. . . instead of inventing he simply chooses/makes/deploys . . .”
1. point(s)
2. line
3. branch
4. arrow
5. triangle/pyramid
6. square/cube
7. circle/sphere
8. peaked wave
9. squared wave
10. step
11. earned step
12. candelabra
13. rectangle
14. hexagon/polygon
15. cross
16. two arrows [asterisk?]

17. star [overlapping double 
arrow]

18. U [j]
19. L
20. T
21. hat [inverted U]
22. pi
23. Z
24. half-circle [dome]
25. [circle] sector
26. [circle] segment/chord/arc
27. arch
28. spiral
29. parabola
30. anti-clastic

1. microscopic
2. fi nger
3. hand
4. personal
5. room
6. collective

7. access
8. building
9. site
10. landscape
11. telescopic

in POSITIVE + NEGATIVE in
B. Sizes (11):

C. Categories (13):
Natural form

1. Landscape
2. Continuous surface

Organic forms:
3. Animal
4. Vegetable

Mineral forms:
5. Crystalline forms

Man-made form
Non-habitable / objects

6. Tools
7. Machines
8. Furniture

Mathematics, graphics
9. Written
10. Printed
11. Typographic

Building
12. “High” [“professional”] 

architecture
13. “Low” [“vernacular”] 

architecture

D. Media:
drawing
1. painting
2. sculpture
3. photography & fi lm
4. + (many) building materials

E: Time + Place
1. here & now!
2. historic periods 

+ many
3. countries
4. cultures

2. Behavior / Organization
1. Field organization: three variable territorial “packings” (subdivisions):

A. Directional
B. Multi-directional [including orthogonal grids]
C. Uniform (including uniform grids)

2. Territorial control: three references, intensifi cations + hierarchies:
A. Centers: points + lines (centrisms)
B. Edges:

1. registration
2. mirroring
3. lateral displacement

C. Open fi eld: deployed containments (“rocks in the sand”)
3. Alternations / self-stability: fi ve methods:

Active:
A. dimensional equality: directions normal, form (in)complete
B. reciprocity: directional edge(s) displaced
C. light-dark: reversals
Passive:
D. proportion: fractals, Golden Mean
E. balance: “composition,” resolved “weight”

The most habitable / associative (built) environments in 2: Behavior/
Organization include / exemplify 1A [directional], 2B + 2C [edges, open 
fi eld], 3A, 3B, 3C [active alternations].            

3. Interpretation / Selection / Projection:
Intention this term is to cover/present as much/many instances as possible 
toward both exhibit + publication.
Begin (almost) immediately in presentation mode:
A. drawn instance 
B. & diagrams 
C. & full (written) description

N.B. work is at  collective meeting
Students / instructor present & critique / “lecture”/discourse

Method:
1. Student selects / is assigned 1 or 2 each from [sections] 1: + 2: / 
A+B+C+D+E 1+2+3
2. draws / designs / builds / MAKES (produces: (many required for section 
2) in common CODE
e.g., agreed size, range, color for inside/out
for 
3. collective assemblage/display/exhibition (2 or more students combine 
section 2’s
4. collect/retrieve writings re: specifi c/particular form & color for mounting 
on studio standard 5”x7” cards (also for display)



Small Built Collage
1997

Open + directional fi eld organization: /registration /displacement / reciprocity etc.
    Alternation light-dark / reversal polar / pi / doubling etc.

Exercise 1:

Flat board assemblage / collage?       Given:  A: 4” sq. clay tile to break/cut up
      B: raisin cylinder yellow plastic lid to cut up
      C: directional narrow strips metal/card/paper

Exercise 2:

Re: Built Surface
 Drawing through
    A: bandaging / additive  stepping
     Given: Paul Klee drawing (nautical)
       Line    → open directional fi eld
    B: color system

Exercise 3:
“full” range of collage / processes  all planes are

A: ply base
surface to relief . . . “multiple” direction fi eld; both ways equivalent of n/s e/w orientation

B: inhabit / intensify surface both directional (strip) and non-directional (square or disc) units
including “bandaged extended territories” . . . and “real” (3D) “stepping” (see Scarpa’s concrete stepping 
sections)

C: “earned” / from relief   vertically displaced “horizontal” /&or surfaces/fl oors/channels (directly ex. Relief)
D: re channels

“beams” & “slabs” extend beyond variable 
? independent esp. multiple/doubling (?)

E: “displaced” partial surfacing of all “earned” horizontal slabs . . .
F: from channels displace earn variable distinct planes in espace
G: from planes displace directional elements / sticks
H: soak color paint stain in ?tion B and E
I: screens from G maintain passing v. subdivision

open “end” at least 2 “planes”   fi y/fi y one plane 

Exercise 4: Installation at café Building 7


