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Universitas Symposiym: Thi ; :
Sunday, ] anu%z,rypg, e ird Working Session,

Editor’s note: The third session was chaired by Arthyr Drexler, and incly
Christopher Alexander, Hannah Arendt, Erich Jantsch, Arnold Kramish
and Rexford Guy Tugwell. Other speakers were Emilio Ambasz
Goodman, Gyorgy Kepes, and Denise Scott Brown,

ded panelists

ARTHUR DREXLER: Good morning, I'd like to begin by introducing the panelists
this morning and by making a few, I hope, brief remarks, intended to locate

the subject of the Symposium. This morning, we have with us Mr. Erich
Jantsch from Austria, who is consultant to the organization. . . .

EricH JANTsCH: All wrong; not any more.

Drexter: Well, we're off to a good beginning. Mr. Jantsch, will you identify
yourself.

Jantsch: Yes, I am actually without a job now; but in ten days I will be Visiting
Professor of Systems Science at Portland State University, and, after that,
Visiting Scholar of Public Health at the University of California at Berkeley.
That is all now.

DREXLER: Good. Mr. Kramish.

ARNoLp KrAMish: I represent the United States science community at
UNEsco and the National Science Foundation and other United States sci-
énce organizations; previously, the founder of the Institute for t%1e Fl.lture,
and previous to that, with the Rand Corporation and the University of

California.

: ; . in
CHRISTOPHER ALEXANDER: I'm Chris Alexander. I'm an architect. I work i

Berkeley, California.

Epbwarp J. Locue: I'm Ed Logue and I'm president of so@ethingl.cailedh'the
New York State Urban Development Corporation, which is a new little thing
the governor created a couple of years ago.

DRexter: Mr, Tugwell.

» i ion that {}
RExForp Guy TusweLL: Well, I'm afraid that you'll get the impression At

this is an entirely California morning,

and I'm a Californian, too, so we re in
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a majority, you know. I'm from the Center for the Study for Democratic
Institutions in Santa Barbara, at the moment.

HANNAH ARenpT: Well, I'm not from California. I teach: my name is Hannah
Arendt. I teach at the Graduate Faculty of the New School for Social
Research, and my field is rather something like political philosophy.

Drexter: This will save me the problem of eulogies, and is probably the neat-
est way to do it.

Yesterday, I think we had some extremely interesting discussions on a
fairly abstract level, and I found myself paraphrasing their content more or
less like this: that it seemed to me that by the time I left yesterday, I had, on
the one hand, the picture or, rather, perhaps, the proofs that action is indeed
impossible; life itself is called into question; and the possible first subject for
a curriculum of the new Universitas is removing the sting from death. We
invented, my colleagues and I, the title of this program, and we thought
perhaps “Thanatology,” and then “Prospectus in Thanatology” became a .
better title.

On the other hand, at the other end of this, was the admiration of the
Bauhaus. And, I found this, personally, very problematic because, of course,
anyone who has had experience of trying to teach architecture, much less
practice it, understands that the deficiencies in the formulations of the
Bauhaus and, on a larger scale, of the modern movement as a whole, are, of
course, what have contributed so much to the present impasse in the practice
of architecture and, for that matter, design. The problem, it seems to me, the
subject that I think we are trying to find, is how to reconcile the formal prob-
lems of the discipline of architecture, planning, and design or, using design
as the broadest term, how to reconcile the formal problems of that discipline
with the ethical implications.

The Bauhaus, as we all know, attempted to avoid the ethical implica-
tions. That is, I think, however, that that is only a very partial statement of
what the Bauhaus assumed it was doing; and certainly some of the people
from whom the Bauhaus drew its ideas conceived of their work as having
very substantial ethical implications. The outcome of all that, however, is
something very tangible and very much in evidence; it was cited yesterday, I
think, by Professor Schapiro.

Now, behind me—you can all see it—is the new Avon Corporation’s
skyscraper going up on Fifty-eighth Street. It is a new and ingenious effort
to shape a product, namely, a package of space that has commercial value, to
give shape to that product according to a legal configuration, a legally
defined p.hysical configuration. Further downtown, in almost exactly the
same position on an east-west axis, is another version of the identical build-
ing, by the same architect. It is not without significance that the architect,
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Gordon Bunshaft, whom I happen to admire ver
age of space as a three-dimensional security. If
clearly associated with this kind of work and mos
professional competence, himself, thinks of it a
than a three-dimensional security, it tells us some
architecture, and we can also draw conclusions

Y much, refers to thig pack-
the architect, who is most
t admired for his enormous
$ nothing more significant
thing about the condition of

. : about the problems of train-
ing people to continue this work. Not only is it almost im

to persuade youngsters to take up this mission, it’s rat
suade Gordon Bunshaft to continue doing it.

The talk this morning, I hope, will be, at least to some extent, on what
the mode of operation might be for a Universitas concerned to reconcile
problems of performance and ethics that baffled Plato and Aristotle but
should not hinder us. And, I thought we might best begin by asking one
member of our panel, who is very directly engaged in trying to cope with
this, and I mean, of course, Chris Alexander, who has a very interesting proj-
ect in the works; and I'm going to ask Mr. Alexander to speak on that first,
and then, after that, I hope other members of the panel will pitch in.

possible now to try
her difficult to per-

ALEXANDER: I've been a bit baffled by some of the discussion yesterday, so I'm
going to start by just restating what I understood to be the problem of this
conference. The way it was explained to me was that there was an intent to
create a community which would address itself to the problem, How should
we live? And, it would function as a university in the sense that all the intel-
lectual resources of this community would be constantly concerned with
that question and would be making experiments, and trying to implement
the conclusions that were drawn so that this whole community would be an
evolving experiment dealing with that question. I did not understand it to b.e
a traditional university, in any sense, and my remarks have to do with this
problem as I've now defined it.

I have, possibly, two things to offer. One of them I could offer to any
community, and an extension of it, which I'll explain, is particularly appropri-
ate to a community that is going to bring this much intellectual pressure tf)
bear on its own nature. Now, first of all, I'd just like to talk about the archi-
tecture of communities: as I understand it, what 1 believe would be necessa.lt'})i
in any community, not particularly the Universitas Project. Afxd, I s.tart t\:lb .
the assumption that it is absolutely essential for all tht: people “l‘ so[mcrtge e
shaping the environment for themselves. That is, I reject comP e );ake o
that a few professionals called architects or planners are gomg}::ﬂc s
this function; I regard it as an intolerable abrogation of liberty. It :

\ ; 2 s actical and as a sym
making of one’s own environment is as important asa pr n history, up
bolic act as the act of speech is; and for just about all of hu:ﬂn:h il
until the Industrial Revolution, this was commonplace z heir users. Of
Revolution, all towns and buildings were in effect made by t
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course, there were specialized craftsmen involved in many cases, but the
organic and living character of preindustrial human settlements, is largely
due to that one fact: that the fabric of variety created there—literally, if there
are ten thousand people in a community—is the variety created by ten thou-
sand people, and it lives for that reason: it is not created by ten people or a
hundred people.

Now, this is a pretty difficult problem: to try and re-create this in the
modern world. Most of us have been taught that these matters are so diffi-
cult that only architects can tackle them, and the publications, first of all of
the architects themselves, and more recently of the popular press, Time, Life,
and so on, have impressed upon everyone the fact that this is a matter for
specialists, that you can’t hope do it for yourself, and so on. And, it is also
true, I mean, that is, that the practice of this kind of thing is so remote from .
most people now that if a person were asked to take part seriously in design-
ing his own house or to take part in designing an office building where he
was going to work, he would hardly know what to do. He would throw in a
few casual suggestions, feel extremely insecure, be willing to bow to the bet-
ter judgment of the architect at all turns, and not really be able to take
charge of this process.

Now, as I say, it’s a very, very difficult question: How can one create this
situation? My colleagues and I have been working for almost ten years on this
and have recently, in the last year or two, I think, finally managed to solve it,
at least in a rudimentary way. The solution hinges on a device called a “pat-
tern language,” which is a combinatorial system of images. I simply don’t
have time to explain what it’s really like, but it takes the form of a loose-leaf
book, if you like, which one can leaf through, write in, and do many things
like this. Anyway, this language, which is based in its nature on the similar
devices used in traditional cultures by people to design their own environ-
ments, allows a person directly to create a building, a part of a building, a part
of a neighborhood, according to the principles present in the language and
according to that person’s own judgment and feeling for the immediate con-
text he’s dealing with.

I must be brief, but just to give you examples of what we’ve been doing:
we've reached the point now where, for instance, a housewife can come
into our office, knowing that she wants to build a house. She can sit down
with this material, assuming that she has a site in mind; within about two
days of hard work, she has produced what one would have to call a beauti-
ful, organic, subtle, buildable design—somebody who didn’t know any-
thing about ‘architecture before. We have recently been working with a
psychiatrist,’ some miles east of Berkeley. He and his staff, using this
process, have designed a mental clinic for themselves, There was also some

small involvement of the patients in this. And that is going ahead to con-
struction now.
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We have, in the last few months, been workin
Oregon at Eugene, and have initiated a campus-wide
is now understood that all future construction on this ¢ i
hands of the students and facul i : ampus will be in the

: faculty acting as designers. And, only [ast
were helping the people in the music school design about g
million-dollar extension to their present facilities: they were : t:;f e
do this. Just, again, to give you a feeling for what it was Iike'p iet s
of representation, of course, there were the dean of the sc:h'oolwaS ] ;mtter
members, and two students. The five of them and two of us s e;:wo .
the site designing the building right there, and by the end ofpthe : Wt;:khon
had produced a wonderful extension of their building. T

I'm on my way to Swed i .

believe, to tryyand )i,nitiate thiesnpzzrclz:ilsni'nv:h;r: a1 [he' i

by w Town outside Stockholm,
wh’ere, again, if we succeed, the understanding will be that—in this case,
we're talking about forty thousand people building a growing community,
between now and 1985—if it works out, we will put the same tools into the
bands of this community as it grows, so that this town will be a living town
in the same sense that the towns of the past have been living towns, not a
dead thing made at the drawing board: now, so much for the practical side of
the matter. I believe it is essential that this community represented by the
Universitas would handle itself in the same way.

To try and make the connection between the practical problems and the
ethical problems, I want to talk a bit now about the nature of these pattern
languages. The content of this language, or these languages, consists of con-
cepts dealing with the organization of space, of human groups, which are
highly concrete and which embody value. I'll just give an example, a very
small example: if you ask yourself how a group of this size, all of us sitting
in this room together, could best have the kind of meeting we're trying to
have, you would see that there is, at the moment, quite a bit of difficulty cre-
ated by the fact that there is almost no eye-to-eye contact between the peo-
ple in this room. There is a little bit, of course, between the panel stting here
and you, but between you and you there is none. And, it is rather difficult to
hold a communal meeting under these circumstances, and, to make that km.d
of thing work, what is needed is a room not much different in size from thls
one, perhaps slightly different in shape, essentially a bow-shaped room with
essentially, tiers of seats so that each person is looking at most of t.he Ot:“
beople. If there are people who start the discussion off as we ar¢ doing, then
We could be sitting somewhere near the middle. e

Now, I just want to talk about this example for a MRIEEK l:’ecauseom.
fact that this works, what I just described, of course, is partly based 03 [C oihie
Mon sense, partly based on what you could, if you wante . to.pre::t And,
Sophisticated, call psychology and anthropology and things e ts c;f this
you can draw evidence from various fields to bl

g for the University of
process there, where it

substantiate con¢
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sort. Apart from being a practical solution to a problem, it is actually a value,
in the sense that it embodies a new institution in a very physical way; very
simple, but if the room were like that we’d all feel differently about what we
were doing and it would, to that very, very tiny extent, change the culture
that we were a part of.

Now, these languages that I speak of, that allow people to design their
own buildings, contain hundreds of concepts of this kind at all scales, rang-
ing from details of windows and doors up to rather large-scale questions
dealing with transportation, distribution of work, and families relative to
each other—all kinds of questions of that order. Now; under normal circum-
stances, in the projects we’ve been doing, we have not been able to get the
people concerned with their environment to play a great role in the develop-
ment of these patterns. In other words, it is quite hard work, it takes a good
deal of experiment, empirical investigation to establish even one of these pat-
terns. As I say, there are hundreds of them at stake, and in the normal kind
of time pressure that people have, they just don’t have that much time to
devote themselves to elucidating these things, to challenging them, modify-
ing them, doing critical experiments that will find out whether they really
work, or whether they’re not working so well, and all this.

I believe that the Universitas, in this sense, has a unique opportunity
because not only could it take charge of its own environment in the way I've
described, but its function could be the continuous evolution through exper-
iment, discussion, and observation, of the language which they themselves
are using to build their own environment. And that fascinates me very much,
simply because (this is extremely important at the moment) we’ve been in
the position that a relatively small number of people, drawing, of course, on
whatever we can, in many, many fields, are providing this material to a very
large number of people. Now, I don’t object to this, but, at the same time, it
leaves it rather impoverished. We don’t know that much, we don’t have that
much opportunity to find out things, and so on. So that, by opening it up in
this way, and allowing the evolution of the languages to be themselves part

and parcel of the communal process, then this thing is going to become enor-
mously enriched and very much better.

AReNpT: I don’t know; it seems that Mr, Drexler knows I came here entirely
unprepared. And, now, listening to Mr. Alexander was very interesting. I just
want to make a few remarks on what you were saying,

Number one, you compared, quite rightly, the way we live in our envi-
ronment, and expect experts to deliver us, so to speak, prefabricated [build-
ings], as against a traditional way in which communities shape their
environments, and how this, of course, came about because these communi-
ties had something in common and, therefore, shaped it. They didn’t do it
consciously. You seem to me to reverse the whole process, namely, by some-
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how persuading communities to e i i
engaged before but which was narzijff‘:elfsoi:et}ﬁng e
by no means think it’s impossible—whether (; e ethe'r g
seerrrlrshto me quite open to question. -
e second thing that I would li i
You very nicely pointed out the si:;l:ze;? tr}?:l :c:k ot
w?ly we feel'in space; our spatial feeling, if I ma e
with how we relate to each other, and' there’s )r(lzag Soybhals Somf’-thiﬂg e
gave us an example that we have a certain relat‘ou }txabour Pz
v.vhereas this community has none. Now; if we tallim'1 i to‘ i
tially, not psychologically, then I would s:; that wh Bt
first of all, spatially, the table. Take the talz,le aw 4 MdgatherS s e
::lso t:;'leparate us from each other and we wiliylzxsle,tslfato“srl})::: l:%lactlwm
ogether, and this seems to me quite im i o
i portant. And, if we take this now one
& thisgtf;ili"; tht;r:l tI \.Nould say: yo.ur chance t? b@d up this community would
: is, metaphorically speaking, it is the same concern. X
w01'11d have to have people, and what really brings them together w uid (;Ju
El;?r c?mmon concern with this kind of environment, that if, that th:y wani
5 :stlr:v erl;ht s :?Sh :i :ilﬁsllgipzd environment. ThF extent to which pe.ople
B o dec)(;ramg 2’\sfc;lem}s1 to me to lie les's with the archlteft
that people would hire an interi : d e always' et muc}.l g
o R _nor ecorator to design the way they are going
il il urniture. .It never occurred to me before I heard
) erybody doing it.

Now, one of the reasons why this can be
lS)C;et.O ;:lt:-, kt}rllzcl)tw th?;l do not think of their envirox}ment as s.ometl.liﬂg reall ;
o k . ave great sympath).' for this th.ree-':hmensx.onal security
Wi o n a}t this whole question of shaping the environment 'has
- ng t.o d.o with the simple fact that man is @ temporal being and i
thei,; certain time on earth, and during this time changes 3 great deal A,
v oFe, because he is such a futile, temporally limited being, he needs

omething that is more permanent than he himself, And, only under these
-Conditions, it seems to me—that is, if you can arouse in PCOPI" the old feel
ing that, because they are unstable, they need some scability in the objective
l\;vorld——that this is the real difference between objective and subjective,
; }t::ause our subjective feelings are by no means permanent; 0 the co.ntrar}"
cany are the most unstable thing there is. And, the only. thing by which a;vﬂe
' s0 to speak, recognize ourselves and acquire 2 - ot 49 t
sii,nl : Ithat we have the same chair, for so many years wind no!.th;:::;“c.
bOdp y becalixse one of the legs is no longer s0 80 od, but e jent our-
sel‘,y to fix * because that is our chair, and that is the W& el
: Fs. That- is, what is really involved in this whole busm'ess =
eeling, fecling for objectivity, and a change in these exclusiely =

done is, of course, or it seems
y sta-

5 .
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directed ways in which we think or act about these things. If we think about
objects—and I've heard much said here about their functional use, and sq
on—even those who are most outspoken against the consumer society are
not even aware that they talk about all objects as though they were consuiner
objects, that is, as though they have only a very short life expectancy in the
world. For instance, if I make an omelet, the life expectancy of this omelet,
as every woman knows, is very short; either it’s being eaten right away, or it
goes into the garbage can. Whereas, even the most flimsy pair of shoes hasa
much longer life—if I leave it alone it will survive. That is, it is a use object
and not a consumer object, and this permanence goes in a direct line up to the
art objects whose permanence, as we know;, is almost unlimited. I mean, we
all can still appreciate the Parthenon, no matter what our philosophy may be.

So it seems to me that all of this is involved here, and it would be nice if
one could startit, so to speak, from the architecture, or the designers, and get
people again to have this community feeling. But, they will only have this
community feeling if they are really interested in having this kind of environ-
ment, which you cannot throw out of the window and don’t want to throw
out of the window every five years or so.

TueweLL: I have great sympathy with what Mr. Alexander has to say; I'm old
enough to have grown up in a village myself. On the other hand, I don't
know of any surviving villages at the present time which are like the onel
grew up in, and probably happily so. And, I'm afraid that he’s ignoring some
institutional problems, which I wanted later to call attention to, and particu-
larly economic ones.

I can’t imagine, for instance, what he has to say to the eight million people
of New York City or the ten or twelve million people of Tokyo. It seems to
me that most of them are doomed by the institutional situation that we've
inherited, to live in apartments; and apartments are not something, which,
from their technical quality, can be very much interfered with by the people
who are going to live with them. They’d fall down, or something. And] thi“?‘
that the economic problem we’ve inherited in this country is especially sert
ous, that is to say, the speculative ownership of land, and the difficulty of
finding space in which to do planning, and so on, but this is somethin_g I
wanted to get to later, I'm afraid, Mr. Alexander, that what you're talking
about is a wonderful thing for a few people.

Drexter: Well, I'd like to ask you a question about this, precisely. Ms. Arend:
used the metaphor of the table as the thing that defines this group, by el
and the same moment uniting us and separating us. Throughout history ! .i
table, 50 to speak, has normally been provided by architects, as the pub l.
place in any community. The nature of that public place (I think, and e\fer:'e
one will correct me if I'm wrong) has historically been indicated by—1hesit?
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to use these phrases—a ruling caste; but the nature of that place has been
provided, or indicated, or proposed, either, it seems to me, by a priesthood or
by those who lead the society, or who are at least capable of articulating its
aspirations. How, in the effort that you're describing, is the table prepared? Is
it prepared? Are you getting at a society thatis “tableless,” or is there the hope=~
of eventually producing it as a collective effort? i

Secondly, on another level, not the level of metaphor but on a purely
practical level, who provides the infrastructure of services? To what extent
is there self-determination, even on the village level where Mr. Tugwell is
assuming it can still operate, perhaps, if not in the urban?

TueweLL: Well, that’s the way Mr. Alexander described it.

ALEXANDER: May I? What I would much prefer to do is perhaps to answer some
questions after everybody has had a chance to speak. I'd like to hear what all
the other kinds of things are and then try and make more of a mélange.

KrAMisH: I think I'm in the happy position of agreeing with both of you. Idon't
see how we possibly can enlarge the decision and implementation processes to
include all of the people, each individually taking a hand and shaping the com-
munity. You made a reference to this in your first point. Whether you like the
terminology or not, I think this still has to remain the responsibility of a
responsible, hopefully, small group of elite people, in a sense.

So the question resolves as to how this elite shall responsibly carry out
their tasks. Unfortunately, there are lots of elites, who are still fractionated
into humanists, technologists, scientists, etc., and I don't see much progress
in maintaining that fractionation. Each group is now gaining an awarenes's (_)f
the other group; they're either sympathetic to them or they're antagf)msnc
to them, but at least the awareness is growing. Now what do we do with the
awareness? So far, after awareness, this subjective feeling Ms. Arendt talks
about takes over, and the technologists attempt to rationalize wh.at they are
doing, by throwing in a few humanistic parameters, and. the humar.ust:hvlvlalll; to
get back to nature, reject technology, etc., andit’s essenuall).r an an:tef L ology
stance because they experience pollution, noise, €tc. They're aﬁ‘abl ]0 cle~ e

When we worry about all of the people, when we “'Y:ﬁ s _;:ﬂe‘s o
parameters, obviously a balance has to take place .e\'_enmdiﬁir:m i
thing that says technology is the answer.) Let me put ‘Eh‘“ i—leisenberg s
let me put it in the context of being a physicist, of the

tainty principle. At a technical level, the with extreme precise-
says, essentially, that if you attempt to measure energy

A ) 3 mpt to measure
hes then you can't know anything abou time; 0% ytol‘;t:f a:ything about
Momentum with extreme preciseness then you i

Position, and vice versa.

Heisenberg uncertainty principle
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It seems to me there’s an uncertainty principle involved in what we're
attempting to get at. If we follow technology with extreme preciseness, then
we have to give up all humanistic considerations. If humanistic considera-
tions, which are extremely subjective, are dominant, without taking into
account what benefits technology can bring, then you might as well stop
doing technology. So, what we have, then, is some equation which is a prod-
uct of these two parameters, which are inverse to one another, and we have
to find the means for carrying out this process. The science people lately have
become intoxicated by a new science called “technology assessment.” This
implies not only the assessment of one technology versus another, to see
whether one technology can do a job without polluting, or with less pollu-
tion, or one technology can do a job cheaper than another. It also involves the
interjection, presumably, of the humanistic values.

Now, what I'm pleading for is not an exercise in technology assessment
on the part of the technologists or the part of the humanists alone, but that
same sort of exercise, which I would prefer to call “value assessment,”
because there are many things besides technology and humanism in the val-
ues, which would incorporate the kinds of techniques you've hinted at: the
table techniques and the special design configurations, so we can go about
this technology assessment more reasonably.

And, I also urge that this so-called elite, which is working on these prob-
lems, continuously changes; even though we can’t include the entire popula-
tion of a city, or whatever we’re trying to include, we have to be sure thatit
is continuously sampled. These types of groups, think tanks, or whatever We
call it—if we call it “technology assessment institute” in the future—tend t0
become inbred and incestuous, and this is one thing we would certainly have
to avoid. I'll have some other comments at a later time.

Jantsch: I think, perhaps, I'd better speak now, because I feel some aggres
sions mounting in myself; I felt it throughout the symposium, actually And
this has to do with the fact that I feel that the issue of design is either not at
all addressed or addressed at a very low level and with very small scope. It
Was practically only during the discussion yesterday when Ms. [Denise] SC_‘:;
Brown brought up, also in a slightly aggressive way, the same problems whi
bother me. I think we have here a split into, perhaps, two or three types ©
discussions, with no, or very little, link between each other. One is an old-
style disciplinary discussion in sociologists’ language, city planners’ lang“ag}f e‘
architects’ language with a very nice French Cartesian framework and :
terminology which is cast in disciplinary terms and which—without goi"&
into details here—I would brush aside as irrelevant, readily, for probler'ns o
design, because we are not dealing with science here in an old perspective
My feeling, by the way, is that science is design, but we have t© gezheir
new culture to get this through, because scientists today try to stipulat¢
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activity ir? scier?ce as being the opposite of design. Now, this old disciplinary
type c'»f discussion I felt also present in the presentation of my friend Arnold
Kramish, and I would say that his way of putting C. P. Snow’s two cultures
together in an uncertainty principle alienates me very much because it is inte-
gration between the two, which we ought to look for, and I do net think that
we should perpetuate this type of separation between technology and
humanistic attitudes, as it would imply. Also, I would say (and this is just as a
side remark), that the mentioning of one of the more recent fads which are
on in America, technology assessment, is I think regrettable here, because
technology assessment is nothing bur a very small sector of a planning
process which has been elucidated and developed in theory much further
than the National Academy of Science and engineering have been able to
grasp. There are some very prominent committees which have cast the name
of “technology assessment.” So I think we ought to speak of planning, of the
full-scale normative planning process, in which technology assessment is a
part of technological forecasting at a strategic level, to put it precisely, and we
have to deal with design. And I think there is a framework developing which
makes it unnecessary to go back to C. P. Snowish types of terminology, and
this is what some of us call a “systems approach.” o

The systems approach, like the word systems, and like other words which
are in some circles considered good, is at last getting into the terminology of
very narrow-minded disciplinary people, such as economists and sociologists.
But I would say that the systems approach, to me, is, first of all, an approach
to designing human systems, and, in a moment, I'm going to say what I S
by that; and it is about the self-organization of human systems, self.-Ofg‘m‘z““on
in two ways: Self-organization internally: how does a community, for exam-
which is one of Chris Alexander’s themes. But
also, how does it organize itself externally, thatis, how does it want to inter-
act with the environment, with the world of which it is part. Bot.h aspects are
very important. I have commented on some of these things in ;ny P;Ii;‘;
which almost nobody has received and almost nobody has rez;h Z ano ;
copies are, anyway, so pale that wouldn't be temp.ted to reald Sl; ? ;uz;m

But, let me say, at least, that we should recognize three levels ohem .
systems. The lowest level is human relations, and I do not mean

ith this , but our
interpersonal relations which are normally address:df;l"d‘li ;l;ls“ f;:?c;;) e
i 1d, our way 0
e s At the higher level, we would have

Vickers calls a “represented context. - in their totalities can form

social systems, in general, social systems which in t e] i

civilization, and with which we are dea.ling at theule;e f(:“i]e 3 ;ve g

and so on. But at the highest level, this would & h‘eh are also subject t0
; systems, Whic

address at the same time our cultural sy canted here, and

e fi
design. 1 have the feeling that the culture is being f::kena:;g. We cannot put
we have to conform to it, that values ar¢ taken for gr

ple, organize itself internally,
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them into play—whether invented or not; this is another question. But, we
cannot bring them into play willfully, and this means that we do not function,
that human systems, viewed in this narrow perspective, would not func.
tion as purposeful systems; they would function as anything lower which
could be mechanized, in a way. If a human system is really operating as a self-
organizing, purposeful system, it sets its own dynamic principles, its own
rules of conduct. It forms its own ethics, not out of a blue sky, but out of a
cultural system, which is also subject to a learning process.

I have gone, in my paper, into some detail, describing what I see as
important learning processes at these three levels—and, by the way, also
using notions from Chris Alexander’s book and from Geoffrey Vickers's
book—but using them at all levels.

At the human relations level, I would say that this learning process,
which I will not describe in more detail here, is such that measure evolves.
That s all that we are talking here about: architecture. I'm interested in archi-
tecture, but I'm not interested in discussing design, and the design of human
systems in the terms of architecture. This would be a sectorial approach,
again. But to me, also, I think it is a theme Ms. Arendt brought up, namely,
the theme of human measure, is one of the crucial themes here at this level
of human relations, at this human systems level.

At the social systems level, is where, in a learning process, norms evolve.
Norms: this means our own ethics of how to conduct and how to regulate
our own systems. And that is the subject, by the way, of the normative plan-
ning theory of which Hasan Ozbekhan is one of the foremost exponents and
which will, hopefully, become the core of a normative theory, of which only
a few elements are gradually taking shape. One of the most important prob-
lems here is one of the unsolvable problems, but really not a problem, buta
human condition; here, at this level, is a dichotomy between individual ethics
and what [C. West] Churchman called ethics of whole systems. And right up
to now in intact cultures, cast in formal religions or ideologies, we have been
given a set of norms as a more or less rigid set, to apply in such a way that
we can apply to our individual lives, so that we did not need to question what
is good for the whole social system and what is not.

If we take our role as shaping our own system, the self-organiZir.lg B
tems, with man as a cybernetic actor in it, really, if we take this Seﬂoudﬁ
then we must question also the subject of the ethics of whole systems an
Fhis, if you just start thinking—nobody has developed this in detail—if yo!
Just start thinking along these lines, it probably makes you awar¢ that thc}l":
are vast differences between the individual ethics by which we live and t )
ethics of whole systems. You can't, for example, make the thought' ‘foer;
TENts to say: people whom we regard as great people, great pf’]m.c m:r);
great artists, people who have done something which is recorded in hls;olc
books, were their ethics personal ethics or were they an ethics of the W
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system? I wou'ld think that many of the great politicians would probably
not be rec.ogmzed as so great from this point of view. I do not say that we
resol've this to one side. It is one of these tensions, bipolar ways of making
our life more dynamic, that we will constantly be moved either to the indi-
vidual or to the system’s side, and we have to live in between, we do not
have to resolve it, we should not resolve it, but we should live in between
and gain a source of energy by it.

And, at the highest level, the cultural systems, which is really the thing
we ought to address most clearly in design, is where values evolve. And there
we have to ask ourselves, in what ways can we guide, can we design this evo-
lution of values? And I have heard here in this symposium several times that
institutions, by which some people meant, obviously; organizations, which is
a lower level of institutions, find values, or institutions as expressions of, or
crystallizations of, value patterns, find a place in a static society; we have to
develop the theme in a quite different way. We have to see how institutions,
and by this [ mean the institution of business, of government, of higher edu-
cation, and so on, how they develop their roles, their role playing, just as in
the way in which Geoffrey Vickers describes it, and thereby build these cul-
tural systems, build these values, bring in the values, become the motorof it,
you know. This is a nonphysical type of human system and institution, which
is actually the active element in building the culture. I think this would be the
most important, the core theme of any full approach to design. Well, I think
I'd better stop here (I could go on).

Locue: Well, Arthur [Drexler], I think you've got a problem. You've got six
people here and they all want to talk about what they want to talk about, not
what Mr. Alexander wants to talk about. I'd like to say just briefly, however, I
the material on [Mr. Alexander’s] work, I feel
n involved with working with communities
em, 1 like to think, a real partner-
ke plans a hell of a lot better, and
would have been. To

feel that not having read any of
teased. To somebody who's bee
and urban renewal projects and giving th
ship, I've seen community involvement ma :
a hell of a lot more acceptable, than they otherwise woule in
carry that one step further, and say that, for examp!e, in buxllt;-up‘)l th::Cll =
ties, that you're going to allow them to design, that,s vfrhere k:]:;w ey .if .
like to know: Is the product very much different?. Ird hk‘e,to i )th i
housewife can design a house in a week, why it takes ar; in;i e
months? There’s something not quite fully stated th,el‘tf.. an : 0’5 i
there’s time to state it this morning, S0 I think what I'd h?cc taorc }:;tlec[ e
Alexander’s permission to send 2 couple of people, 0“"“‘:‘:;“ g A
very definitely not an architect, out to Be_rkel_e)' o 5‘: o uchabaa B
new twist to me on the community participation S eard claims made for it
I'd like to be sure that it is better and that the rather broa

this morning are, in fact, borne out.
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ALEXANDER: Let’s arrange that. I would prefer not, at the moment, to answer
all the detailed things that were raised about my remarks, because one hag
come up, which is so fundamental that, unless we address it, I don’t think
we’ll be able to get much further. And that is the question of whether there
should be an elite doing this, or whether there should not.

Now, I oppose absolutely, the notions expressed by my friend here (or]
shouldn’t say my friend). It is, of course, central to the whole process of soci-
ety today, and if we could go into this matter as to whether planning is to be
done by an elite or whether it can, in fact, be done by everybody, we might
get it straighter.

I was frankly astonished by what you said. It seems to me that in order
to take the position that an elite is to do this, you have to assume that you
have the right to certain pleasures and liberties, which you specifically want
to withhold from others, and that is a rather far out state of affairs.

Locue: May I suggest that it’s an argument without meaning, a discussion
without meaning, because it’s impossible in the United States today to pro-
ceed in that matter; it just can’t be done. Maybe it could have been or should
have been done, but it can’t be done any longer.

ALEXANDER: But, that’s a different question. The question of whether it’s fea-
sible is something else. He actually said that he didn’t like the idea and that
he thought it had to be done by an elite.

LoguE: No, I didn'’t say I didn’t like it. I'm saying the planning process of an
elite doing it is not a relevant thing; it’s impossible. It is not longer possible in
the United States to have an elite do the planning, whatever kind of planning:
your kind of planning, my kind of planning, anybody’s kind of planning. Its
no longer possible.

TueweLL: Can I offer a possible illustration? My wife recently redesigned e
kitchen in our house, and I tell you, I'm almost afraid to go into it, becali®
it’s so complicated, and I'm sure that if I touch anything it'll go to piecc® Shlj
did the arranging, but practically nothing in it was invented by her, it was ik
brought in from outside. It was the product of factory technology, wnde
of that, of course, a great deal of science and research, and so on. Nowj }1;0";
must be counting on a great background of technological material, “{hlc_ !
not known to the people you're talking about, who are doing the dCSlgnmtg(;
And this is the structure of our society today. These are the things we ha®
do with. Isn’t that so?

ALEXANDER: One can make all of this available to people in a very, jics
ple way; this is the whole point.
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TucweLL: Yes, but all of these things are available now; more will be available
in the future, and who will invent them? Who will produce them? Not the
people you're talking about.

DrexLER: May I interpose something? It seems to me that underlying Mr.
Alexander’s effort is the assumption that, if people who have no special train-
ing and no demonstrated special ability are somehow enabled to manipulate
the givens of technology, that new configurations will emerge that somehow
bear a closer relationship to what those people would, indeed, prefer to have
as their how-to-live arrangements. Is that reasonably accurate?

ALEXANDER: Yes.

Drexter: All right. One could add to this the observation that among the
existing elites, each one believes in the efficacy of the others. It is only within
a given elite that its own efficacy is questioned. And I'm using the word elite
as a very unsatisfactory term: what I mean by it is simply people who have
been trained to do something. =

Locue: I wouldn’t say that is true.

Drexter: Well, I think it is true, to the extent of a trained group that I'm
familiar with, that is, architects.

Locue: I don’t feel that way about architects.

Drexter: You don’t, but architects feel that way about architects.

Locue: I question the efficacy of the practice of architects—and lawyers.

Drexter: Oh, you do question the efficacy of architects, then you know
enough about the discipline to be able to question its efficacy: Well, the ques-

3 i it is not too
tion—since the elites lose confidence in their own efficacy, then it

i mething
i _ Alexander’s impulse that one has to turn to somett
e the question is, Is it really possible?

else in order to let something emerge—ti*
Does it, in fact, yield anything in any Way different?

i ith this
ALExaNDER: May I give an example of the qu.esnon that has toI '(]l;)-:lsl:};eu :
elite /not-elite matter? I'm really addressing it to Mr. :,‘(;g::d : wjith e
story about one thing that happened up i1.1 Oregon. It ane pesihasineat’
thing that is still happening. When we arrived on the scene,

ildi here
:on building, at somew
posal to build an extension to ion &

the student un ;
: ilding which was
between two and three million dollars, a large hunk of a building W



386 | SYMPOSIUM PROCEEDINGS

going to be added onto the existing student union. Now, one of the patterng
that came out of our work and that was then reviewed by the campus stu-
dent-faculty committees that were working with us, essentially made the
statement that centralized student unions were extremely bad for the campus
community on the grounds that they established a particular piece of terri-
tory as being student territory, and, by implication, created at least the feel-
ing that the rest of the university was not student territory, and that in order
to bring these matters to rights it would be advisable to distribute the same
facilities for coffee and snacks, recreation, and things like this, all over the
campus, so that there’s ready access from different departments and that
there was some of it everywhere.

Now, we got into a fairly drawn-out political battle, because this three-
million-dollar building was in the works (it was not under construction).
And, then, the following kind of thing happened: it so happened that this
building had been designed actually by a group of, well, the administrators of
the union, of course, and a couple of architects, and quite a heavy represen-
tation of students. So that we were told that this was outrageous for us to be
questioning this particular project, since this, of all projects, was the one
which had had tremendous community involvement, represented the wishes
of the people, etc. We doubted this, went into the matter, and found that the
students who had been involved in this project were a particular, minute, spe-
cial interest group attached by bonds of common intercourse with the peo-
ple who were most anxious to push for this three-million-dollar building.
They were representing themselves as spokesmen of the fifteen thousand
students, but when we presented these notions to a small sample of students
atlarge, we found that students by no means wanted this centralized student
facility, and, in fact, thought that the plan that we had proposed was a much
more sensible idea, which they wanted to do.

Now, at that point, tremendously hairy meetings were held, we were
accused of trying to take three million dollars away from the university by
threatening the project, etc., and what is now happening in order to settle the
matter is that a very, very large random sample of students is being con-
sulted, with the idea of ultimately having a student referendum on this mat-
ter. This is going on right now, and I'm quite confident that the results of this
thing will be entirely different from the so-called student involvement in the
earlier project.
~ Now, I'think Mr. Logue is right, that there is a temper of the times whid.h
in faﬁ'ect, insists that there be some form of representation of users, and this I
quite true. But, my story illustrates the fact that unless this matter is taken sert
ously, wholeheartedly, and pushed all the way, you don’t get the same results.

T.UGWE“-: Could you tell us how the referendum is worded; what's the ques”
tion that’s asked?
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ALEXANDER: It’s been a very, very delicate matter. Roughly, what's happening
is that the two opposing views are each being given about three pages to
explain themselves, and there is an exchange of views being held by the
opposing parties, if you want to call them that. We’re looking at one
another’s material, until we feel confident that they’re adequate representa-
tions of what we believe. And then, it’s being done first as a random sample.

TueweLL: Well, I'm just interested in the parameters; this raises some very
interesting questions, I think. What students are there for is an education, I
suppose, and I think there’s grave doubt being cast on the question of
whether a campus is the right kind of thing to get an education from. And I
suppose those are the questions that don’t get asked at all. The institutional
questions seem never to get asked; everybody assumes that the institution is
there and it can’t be questioned.

ALEXANDER: | think that one can easily make the mistake of taking every lit-
tle question back to apple pie, god, and country, but the fact is, that there is a
day-to-day reality in the matter.

TueweLL: In other words, you do accept the conditions that are set.

ALExANDER: No, I think it’s perfectly proper to question the existence of the
university, I think it is perfectly proper to question everything about the way
it functions, but it is also sensible to question the construction of centralized
student facilities, which are plainly going to do nothing but elaborate the pre-
vious order.

TueweLL: Well, I don’t think you've answered my question, but I know what
the answer is, I think.

h
DRrexLer: What would you do if the result of the referendumw\evraesc:) ne-
demand, or a demand, for a procedure that you thought, that Z:cuomplish?
vinced, was inimical to precisely the thing you were trying to

Avexanper: What sort of procedure?

o jon of this
Drexter: Well, you have a concept of what the physical configurabon

should be. You have some guiding idea about it.

; en interested
: { we're not eve
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that this concept is actually more sensible than the one that is being pro-
posed, then I think it should go ahead.

Drexter: In other words, you're ready to sacrifice twenty-five percent of the
student community? Well, I'm trying to get at something, that, at some point
along the way, you are declaring prior rights, and you’re doing it on a quanti-
tative basis, not presumably on quality.

TueweLL: The real question is that they may not be able to have what they want.

DrexLer: Well, evidently. But what I'm questioning is the mode in which the
decision is arrived at. It apparently is being arrived at democratically, which
means that it is a quantitative decision.

KraMisH: No, I think this is a very, very crude technique. In this particular sit-
uation, I'm wondering whether the decision taken in this manner, for this
body of students, this year, corresponds to the will of the body of students
four years from now, and their thinking, the temper of the times, etc. After
all, this is a more or less permanent institution, or at least something for
twenty or thirty years, which you're setting up.

PERCIVAL GoopMAN: Mr. Chairman, you know, I don’t think we're here to
debate whether Mr. Alexander’s pattern language is a correct method of han-
dling the particular subject that we are here for. And I think that we’re wast-
ing a lot of peoples’ time in quibbles about what Mr. Alexander’s idea is
about. His theory, whether correct or incorrect, will be demonstrated by the
kind of proposals he makes, notably, to try them out in practice; and I think
we ought to discuss what this conference is about, and we have very little
time, we have just a little over an hour left to get down to some brass tacks.
And I see great guys, like Tugwell and Logue, and my dear friend Hannah
Arendt, here, and I think that they have a lot to say, and I think I'd like to hear
what they have to say. And I'd like to say something.

DREXLER: | am sorry if we've seemed to focus too heavily on Christopher
Alexander’s work, but it seemed to me that he is involved in the ethical con-
frontation that we’re trying to identify, as, indeed, is Mr. Logue, and every"

one else here. Percy, do you want to ask a specific question of members of

the panel?

Goobman: I didn’t want to ask a specific question, I wanted to give a specific
recommendation.

Drexter: All right. You want us not to talk about Mr. Alexander’s work.
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Goooman: Well, yes. It seems to me that we are gathered here for the pur-
pose of discussing what kind of new teaching methods would be usabli in
our time, because apparently the present teaching methods for teaching
about the environment, and how to solve the problems of the physical envi-
ronment, are unsatisfactory. Otherwise, none of us would be here. We all
agree with that. Both teachers and practitioners agree with that. I think that’s
what we ought to talk about, and not talk about a whole set of rather vague
principles, when we are, in fact, in a rather desperate situation. And I think
it’s a desperate situation—unless we're all just twiddling our thumbs—that

has led many people to give up a weekend when we don't have too many
weekends to give up.

DrexLer: Does anybody on the panel want to address himself immediately to
that formulation of what this discussion is?

LocuE: I'm sure Mr. Tugwell does, and I know I do.
DrexLER: Fine.

TucweLL: Well, I guess so, but you and I are the voice of experience, perhaps,
or something like that.

JANTscH: I've certainly come here to discuss the Universitas Project, whxc?x is
supposed to be something different from existing architecture and city-
planning departments.

Drexter: Well, gentlemen, Mr. Tugwell, will you lead off onit?

TuswetL: I don’t know that what I would volunteer would l?e of ic nature of
what you're talking about, but it does seem to me tha.t this Umver;:[als ::‘c:e-
posal, from its very name, carries a very large clonn(.)tauon. N;w' :vof e
to say is, perhaps, irrelevant to what you have in mind as a schoo

ironment
gt e ; son ict at unless the environ
or a university of design, but it is my conviction th

i _made strictures (not
is freed. far more than it is at the present time, from man mad i
’ have always had to accept

those imposed by nature because designers 25 & community
nature imposes and to work with them); but we o_urse Vi 'm-selves i
as a civilization, have imposed unnecessary restrictions o ;iz ehp ;nd. hall
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years ago and don't have to go through it now, because I don’t think I'd make
it, and maybe some of the rest of us wouldn’t. But some will, and they’l]
work with this great structure of technology which has come down to us,
and which we now have to work with.

And it’s a very bad thing, I think, a very dangerous thing, to have stupid
people working with this, because they can be very dangerous. They can be
very dangerous if we give them the technological results of what’s been
done over the past, and allow them to arrange it the way they want to and
to do the things they want to do with it. And I think this is, perhaps, our
chief problem at the present time. Our elite that you talk about is working
for people they ought not to be working for. And it’s very dangerous, very
dangerous indeed; it’s so dangerous that it involves cataclysm. And we all
know that now, and yet we don’t change the institutions that have allowed it
to come about. So I would plead for more freedom to arrange resources, to
plan resources, the developing resources, the new technologies together
with what nature gives us and is giving us, in ways that will contribute to,
shall I say, social utility, or the kind of life that we would like to have. And I
think that we can gain that freedom, but we can only gain it by changing
some institutions to which we have very great attachments, and sometimes
don’t realize how they constrain what it is that we ought to be doing at the
present time. Well, I do not want to develop this too far, Mr. Chairman, but
this is my thought.

Drexter: Could you identify some of the institutions you’re referring to that
ought to be changed?

TueweLL: Well, they go to government, of course; they go to economics. We
have, for instance, if we talk about the city and architecture, the architect
works within constraints, which he ought not have to work within. Suppose,
for instance, in your imagination, that land was not controlled by people who
make a speculative profit out of it, but was controlled by the public. I don’t
necessarily think that the public ought to own it, but the public ought to have
the say about what it’s to be used for. And if it did have that say, and if we had
equalized values, we could then look forward to the planners using resources,
or allocating the resources, to use that land in ways which would contribute
to the kind of civilization we want. And the designer could then make the
kinds of things that we would like to live with and in. That’s only one illus-
tration, but you can think of many others, of course.

But, think of what this implies for government, for instance. It impliffS
that government shall do a great deal more and, perhaps, a great deal less 1
some ways, than it's doing at the present time. The cities would have t be
freed from the constraints that they have now from overhead. This runs, I
think, to no less than the abolition of the states, as we know them now. The
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only source of funds for the purposes that we have in mind comes from the
nation as a whole. They come from what we call the federal government
That’s where the tax powers lie; that’s where the representative governmen;
has its center. And we decide that those people who g0 to Washington shall
be able to lay our taxes and to distribute them. And they ought not to go
through several layers of bureaucracy in order to get to where they’re sup-
posed to be used. And when they do get to where they can be used, there
ought to be freedom for the designers to use them in ways which we’ve
decided we’d like to have them used.

Locue: First, I would like to agree with Mr. Tugwell on the really extraordi-
nary importance of institutional and organizational change. I don’t happen
to agree with him that planning should be separated out in the way he has
proposed so eloquently and for so long. But I think we have adequate exam-
ples of the kind of institutional changes that can be made in the United
Kingdom, where they’ve just, in this past year, created a Ministry of
Environment, which I would suppose everybody in this room would think
would be the finest thing that could happen in the United States if we could
do it tomorrow, and I don’t think we’ll get to that.

JANTscH: No, I don’t.

LocuE: Well, we can get to that. Now, what they’ve done in the way of reor-
ganizing London into a two-tier system, a lot of people feel 'would be a great
thing for the City of New York. And the way they have public control of land
without public ownership would do an awful lot—they have a lo‘t to teac’lixl lus
But I'd like to speak from another perspective, if I Todgs o, lf you will, 2
potential customer or employer of the graduates of this institution. I some-
times feel that if we ever create this institution it will only ‘
students who will become part of the faculty and not go out and wor 5
But, over the last fifteen years or more I guess I’ve. hired sor-'ne, a.to j:'olf
five hundred professionals, and for most of that time,l ve been luo:;ao 4
the fact that they’re inadequately educated, and they v g0; to ie Aot
job, whether they come from architecture 0f, parnculalj Yo 'Ct)[’ign i
schools, or law schools. Now, 1 think we havea need foran msmu.[
kind, and I'd like to make some very pragmatic comrflfents about 1n 3 ot
I can’t resist the comment that after, 1 gue.ss it's sevt;n’t?sr ti;e it
this business, the idea that design and construction a;e l::a[)her R
technological society seems to me stretching the fac;sd;'ling g o
gin. And, I know that after three and a half years 0 uscrial sociexy:
and contractors in New York, we're now

have a faculty and

here near the in

TueweLL: Not to mention the unions.



392 | SYMPOSIUM PROCEEDINGS

Locue: Well, we right now pay a thousand dollars per dwelling unit more
than we should because Local 3 of the Electrical Workers Union will not
allow us to use BX cable. It’s a very pragmatic problem, and they tell you
what they’ll do to the BX cable if you try to put it in anyway.

But, I said in my paper, where I obviously had a difficult time making
the transition to the somewhat rarefied atmosphere here, that we had to be
wary of discarding established concepts like urban renewal and public hous-
ing just because they’ve made so many mistakes, particularly in the area of
design. I tried to suggest that most of those mistakes were made because
design was rather low on the priority list. And then I used, as I've done
before, the example of three people: the late A. Whitney Griswold, the
President of Yale, Richard C. Lee, the long-time Mayor of New Haven, and
myself, as three ignorant people coming to power, you might say, in New
Haven at more or less the same time. And, I can show you in New Haven the
three different buildings that each of us was first responsible for, and they’re
awful. Mine is the Southern New England Telephone Company, a gross
building. But yet if you look, somehow or other, Griswold, clearly an edu-
cated man, Dick Lee, clearly not an educated man, and me, a lawyer, we
somehow, I like to think, learned. But, there was no formal process for that
learning. It’s quite obvious that whatever process there is, there’s nobody in
the telephone company anywhere in the United States who’s ever been
exposed to it. I can tell a telephone building in any state in the union with-
out having it identified to me.

Now, this does suggest, not that we somehow try to identify decision
makers and the power elite in their graduate and undergraduate years, but it
does suggest that we ought to be able to find a way to train people in an inter-
disciplinary way so that they’ll be available for these decision makers in a sig-
nificant way. And 1, therefore, am inclined to think that this university
shouldn’t focus only on design, it should focus on what Time called “arbanol-
ogy.” I get a little bit frightened at the tendency here to reach out into all of
the disciplines so that this educational process would never end. I get con-
cerned about the notion that somehow we can begin somewhere other than
now and somewhere other than here. We have to begin here and now.

I get concerned that there’s a discussion about whether we begin with 2
power elite, because, in fact, only the power elite has the resources to provide
the salaries that will make the faculty come here instead of somewhere else.
But we also have to consider, in a way that we haven’t, so far as I am awar¢,
the powerless. This is the first meeting I've been to in a very, very long time
where there hasn’t been a single Black face. And I think their involvement and
the involvement of other minorities in other parts of the country, is some-
thing that needs to be part of this institution.

Finally, it seems to me that if I were to take [as an example}—because I
don't deal as easily in abstractions as examples—we have a very extraordinary
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institution in Berkeley, and this symposium, somehow or other, reflects that
beca.luse more pe‘ople come from Berkeley, from the College of
Environmental Design, than from any three other institutions represented
here. If we can get the superb preparation that is being given to students at
that college, in all of its disciplines, and we can somehow or other marry it
with the discipline that’s provided at the Harvard Business School, because,
finally, these things do get settled on the way you raise and spend money, and
if we can somehow or other add to that, if I may pick my own favorite school
of public affairs, the Yale Law School, the people who make things happen in
government, we could turn to people like that: we who are in this business
in the public sector, could turn to people who had that kind of training, with-
out it taking them ten years so that they’re useless for productive work, they
would find ready employment very quickly.

I would hope that it would be a problem-solving institution, and I take
the trouble to say that because I tried for many years to work with the Joint
Center for Urban Studies at Harvard and MIT, and I found that they were a
problem-creating institution not a problem-solving institution. I think they’ve
now tried to turn that around.

Finally, I suggest, and I might as well say it bluntly, that I hope it will be
the hallmark of this institution that it has the ability to communicate, not one
faculty member with another in esoteric language that is not used in deci-
sion-making chambers, but the ability to communicate with decision makers
who can make these things happen. :

It’s interesting, again, Mr. Tugwell, thatas we think about all of this, th'at
there is an institution like this, somewhat like this, at Jeast, as I understand it,
in the process of formation in the United Kingdom; it’s the Staff 30111“%"'
being created for the Ministry of Environment. So maybe we should be in
London and not here.

JANTscH: I would like to attack Mr. Logue onat Jeast three of the non.ons .t.hﬂf
I found so wrong in his speech. And the first one is tl.lat the ;Jnol\fe:;l;is
Project should be problem solving. I think this technoll(’g1C211 il ;[h .
ing is about the most dangerous you can find in dealing today wi <o [-(;
and, as far as I'm concerned, it has broken down. There are no prlo d so on
be solved, once and forever, as there are in planning by rfc::}?:kr.:a‘::rial, Y°‘-;
for technological products: where you bR problen:i “,m o on to the next
develop the material, then this problem is solved, and you g
problem. In society it’s quite different than thz'lt. :

And, as Hasan Ozbekhan once said—he ‘Sn,t G ic situation evolv-
tique, which is something quite different, which isa dyn::: on the surface,
ing that has such characteristics that, from time 10 T

u can
omes up, and yo
something you might identify as a [emporallpro.blem : .

) it.
do something about it but you can never solve

there is a problema-
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The second notion I would like to rectify here, and this same notion has
been brought up by our chairman before, is that you should train people.
Training people means to me you duplicate existing skills or you stuff them
with accumulated knowledge. And, Mr. Logue said that you should train
people for interdisciplinary work. You cannot train people for interdiscipli-
nary work; you can stuff them with various disciplines, but not for interdis-
ciplinary work, because interdisciplinary work is organization toward a
purpose, and that means you have to make these people creative, you have
to make them designers. You have, also, to make the scientists into interdis-
ciplinary designers, and that cannot be done by training; that can be done by
work and stimulation.

And, the third thing is that Berkeley would have such a fine College of
Environmental Design. I am in a position to comment on that because I was
a faculty member there last year. And I can tell you Berkeley is a very fine uni-
versity in one thing: because there, as in no other university I have seen in the
world, the thinking of the students has split from the thinking of the faculty.
The students are the ones who are motivated and purposefully oriented in an
interdisciplinary way. They know what they want, they go around and use
those faculty members who are willing to play with them, in this way. They
use them as resource persons. And, I must say, I've learned more from them
than they have from me. And, they were all very happy in this. But you have
in the faculty this rigidification, this establishment of rules, the compulsory
establishment of methods, even. If you don’t use, in several departments,
Berkeley’s method of statistics you are not considered qualified to teach at
Berkeley. If you do not express your papers in applied behavioral science
terms, which is one of the most dangerous fads around in Anglo-American
countries, I think, then you are asked to leave, whether you have tenure or
not. So I think the same, by the way, also holds—these old stereotypes of
decades ago, you cannot use them anymore. You cannot use the Harvard
Business School anymore, the Harvard Business School is gone, you know;
there are a few intelligent students there, who know what to look for and
how to apply it, but for all those who study the case method—what has been
done and the idea of applying the same cases in the future—it’s utter rubbish.

We have to improve, and we have a new challenge before us, and we have
to live up to that challenge, and I thought the Universitas Project was about
that challenge and not using the “fine examples” of this or that existing school.

LosuE: May I comment? I think it's interesting (I, of course, don’t agree with
any of that), it has been true for at least forty years, I guess, that the cream of
the applicants for law schools in the United States, deeper than any other
institution, have gone to Yale and Harvard. And there are many people, and
when I was a student at Yale I felt it; we thought we were the reason, a5 stu-
dents, for the greatness of the institution. Somehow or other, the students
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remained great, and the faculty, maybe they’re just a convenient reason for
the students to gather. I think there’s more to it than that: the same thing is
true aF the Harvard Business School. They get the pick of the students inter-
ested in that, and maybe the faculty are all old fools, but somehow or other
they must perform some function and teach some classes. It may also be true
that, and as far as I know it is true, that the students are what give distinctive
quality to the College of Environmental Design, but the fact that the faculty
are there must bring a few of them. I think that is nonsense.

Second, the notion that you can't train people interdisciplinarily, and that
they have to come to work situations half-prepared, I think is nonsense. I
know it’s nonsense, as someone who has to take untrained people and make
planners understand something about law, and make lawyers understand
something about finance—that they would be more useful public servants if
they had a more full education. And, I think this urban problem in this coun-
try is in such a mess that we need as many fully trained possible people as
quickly as we can get them.

And, I realize that one can make a distinction between research of vari-
ous kinds, but I do think that there is merit in a problem-solving approach. I
do think, for example, that if the systems approach, if you like, were applied
to the problem of abandonment in New York City, a serious and growing
problem, with the same level of resources and commitment that some of the
NAsA problems were dealt with, that that would be useful, and I would hop'e
that we would not try to do that with inhouse government staff but that this
Universitas would do that. If it was to be just another place for scholars to get
together and talk to one another, I, at least, don’t think it would be usef}ﬂ,
and since I happen to know that there isa Jimited amount of resources wth%l
can be employed in this area, I would hope that if this ever got to be a dea;
sion that I could persuade people that you were WIong, and that we expec
useful work out of this outfit.

.o k"’
JANTscH: Don’t tell me that, because I never said “no useful wor
Locue: Immediately useful work.

JANTscH: More useful work, then.

; y rhaps this
Locue: There are problems that government IS not solving that perhap

institution could solve, or suggest a solution to-
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to dominate our curriculum. It seems to me that you’re asking that you be
allowed to determine the kind of education that people have that you hap-
pen to want.

LocuE: Excuse me, that’s true of everybody on the panel here.
TueweLL: Would you deny that for me, please?

Locue: No, I won't deny it; furthermore, I think it’s true of everybody who's
spoken. But, that, perhaps, is why what I really want is something like the
Ministry of Environment Staff College. Because, after all, the Yale Law
School is not going to shut down when this thing opens up.

TueweLL: I just don’t think that’s good enough. I don’t think any of you peo-
ple who are operating ought to determine what kind of education the next
generation has.

Locue: Who should?
TueweLL: If you want to train them, you train them after you get them.

ALExANDER: This is just getting extremely confusing. I'd like to ask Emilio
Ambasz to clarify the following point, please. Are we talking about a univer-
sity whose function is to define a new way of living, or are we talking about
a university which is going to provide professionals for unc? Now, these are
totally different ideas. I'm getting absolutely confused, one moment I think
I'm talking about one, then the other. Please clarify this point.

EMILIo AMBAsZ: America has given a great contribution to surrealism, and I
don’t see why this project should not be seen in that light. The intention of
the Universitas Project was certainly not to produce a situation where there
would be a production— understanding the Universitas in terms of partici-
pants in a production system as established. So, therefore, it was never
intended to be producing people that would be serving the present needs.
If one were to define the specifications as to what institutions need, I think
they wouldn't be asking for that because then they would have to assume
the responsibility of those they trained for their own performances. After
their functions or their needs become obsolete in five years, are you going
to become a patrician, and sponsor all your peasants, while they walk
around? You have the responsibility of having asked for them, so you have
to assume it.

As for the Universitas, it was first seen, of course, when it would go int®
the implementative the stage, there are three or four different ways of going
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about that. One simple way would be to say, fine, the sun is rising in Peking
we can all go there, and this is one proper context for total participation,
indeed, there is one system there. The other one is to say that, indeed, wé
want,a university that has no place. It is everywhere, and perhaps one can use
the example of the uNEsco or a center for information, which is constantly
exchanging communication, and that there would be another type of model.
A third model that one can have is to say, indeed, if we have to wait for a total
set of social structures to be changed before the Universitas comes about, it
will not come about; the intention of the Universitas was that it should, per-
haps, participate in the changes through its actions.

Asto how you would define the context, how it could operate, I can only
give a private opinion, and it’s not the institution’s opinion, of how we would
go about it. After all, the Museum can only initiate a thing like that, present
an idea, in terms of its responsibility in the forefront of institutions con-
cerned with the creation of the man-made environment. It cannot assume
the responsibility for implementing them.

But, if one were to assume the responsibility for implementing it here
in the United States, one could say that, perhaps, the only place where it
could be done, and, again, I say this as a guess, would be in New York State,
perhaps because it is the only state so far that has the Napoleonic system,
in the sense that it has an Urban Development Corporation that has the
power to implement some of its decisions. It has a state university system,
which is in the process of growth. It has a Metropolitan Transportation
Authority perhaps in the beginnings of some coordination of its bangee:
tion system. So the problem of where the Universitas could start is every-
body’s guess.

}lr\/lyg:roposal would be that I would start the Universitas in the contaitlof
a new city, and have a real new city, and a situation where we cre:e a Ctlhf)e
with, let’s say, just a guess, seventy, eighty thOUSEtnd PeOPIe.’ L ::" ke
Universitas is, in a certain way, the laboratory. Or, let‘s say the city 1fs § o
oratory for the Universitas—but the Universitas is: in its turn, 50 L:;fef;:;; o
types of functions: one is to be a reflective function, or a re ‘;C “ ho“; e
the inhabitants of the city, the other s to fulfill some afm'e 1:’ ezblic s
inhabitants can change their city. ’I"hat w?uld mean, oi :Ou‘:jarvfmat piece of
ity that owns the land and doesn’t sell it. Whether ctl by il
property without the Universitas, whether it woul 3 ei Bt s
where we have now, in the middle of the city: the 1 nma be seen in that
longer have the boroughs, as it was sai.d yesterday, “s cap);ble of admitting
utopian category. If it is so designed that mfrastruct:;aed‘ the fact that the
certain changes in elements, which can later be S: moved or changed. oF
Universitas is in the middle of it, and it can later be r¢ as a metaphor,
through its action become the Universitas ©

£ the whole city,
it's another thing.
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You were just saying that new cities are to be created. You can then haye
a sort of tactical device: go around the other way, say, well the experience of
the British, as you know; Mr. Logue, has been quite clear. New cities created,
which have not the investment of tertiary industry, in terms of research and
services, have usually become dormitories to the existing cities to which they
were neighbors. In this case, if you were to say, well, a new city has to be
started not as a decision from an educational or social viewpoint but, emi-
nently, as an economical decision, you would have to say that one of the, per-
haps, industries to eradicate would be a university. If you were to say what
type of university you would have,.at this moment, to say as an experimen-
tal situation, then perhaps the university should be one concerned with the
city itself, which means physical design, social and economical design. Were
you to say what type of participation the individuals would have in that situ-
ation, well, you could perhaps go and be relatively strategic and say that
should you be a permanent university, you have tax benefits, as you know; in
a certain way, from a federal source.

So, if I were to strategically take a decision on how you can operate in
the present system and establish it, you can say: fine, seventy thousand peo-
ple can populate such a city, or such an institution. But the fact that they are
students of a university and they have a number of federal benefits, they
would react in talking about a model which exists in an interstice. But the
actions of the members of the city, the production of theirs, is their own life;
that’s the cultural production. They are constantly changing—constantly
changing, of course, assuming that they are students of that Universitas, and
by students I mean participants, I do not mean a situation of the receiving
end. But it was never particularly intended that we should be proposing 2
university to train people to perform certain tasks for already-existing insti-
tutions. That was very clearly the point.

ALEXANDER: I'm not talking about training anybody, as far as I'm concerned.

AMBAsz: Indeed, I am not talking about training. That’s the last thing we're
talking about.

Drexter: Are you assuming that the product of the model that you've just
described has some bearing on the rest of the society in which it occurs?

AMsAsz: Well, yes, indeed. Number one, you should perfectly well make clear
one simple point, that on my head there are several hats. One of them is the
one that has formulated, perhaps in a relatively abstract way, this problem ¢
the Universitas postulated as a set of needs, and then brought a number of pe
ple to help us elucidate what this Universitas should be, and this was the pur
pose of having asked for the papers and also the purpose of having gathere
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pe.ople to dlxscuss each other’s contributions, so we can perhaps arrive at a cer-
tain ret of' ideas; .whether they’re contradictory or not is not the point.

If we’re talking about the Universitas as having a bearing upon society,
perhaps I don’t get your point: what I meant, in this case, when [ was talking
about a product of that city, would be for having in the case of a master
example—getting instructions, being trained, and responding accordingly—
perhaps the idea of creating a seventy- or eighty-thousand-member city in
the State of New York, as an example, as a pilot project—that has a long
history in America. After all, America has been the place where most of the
European utopias have been created, so it’s about time that a certain type
of American utopia be enacted in the United States. Whether, by its type of
actions or by its operations, it would have a bearing on sodiety, I, personally,
would limit it, in the sense that it’s seventy to eighty thousand people, where
the Universitas produces two types of informational roles: it is aware of the
effects of the processes which occur in its city, and, therefore, it evaluates
them, it reflects upon them, and perhaps—with the participation of the citi-
zens—proposes certain changes. And for that I insist the Universitas may
have a skeleton staff of people who are educators and physical designers,
social and economical designers, but they are not the ones that postulate all
things: it has to be done in participation with the members of the city. They
have a second role, which is that of bringing information in from the outside
from other cities, of introducing it, and in that way it has, of course, the com-
plementary role of exporting information and, in that way, the bearing [on
society], if that was your question?

DREexLER: Yes, it was the question, and I think you have answered it, except fo;
one thing that I'm a little, myself, unclear about. It seerfls to me clear cnoui;1
that nothing in the [Working] Paper, in the formula.uon, suggest.s th:;t toe-
purpose of the Universitas is to simply staff the existing organizationat pr
cedures in order to confirm and reinforce the present methods. At the s:;m:.l
time, if the model of the Universitas, wherever it might be located, if 'm lc;eit
it has a physical location, it seems to me that in (?rder o Perpetuate ise
must, in some sense, be involved in problem-solving. All right. _

Then, on this basis, presumably it does at least connect up wi
and available technologies.
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Locuk: I want to comment on that a bit. I'm sure you're not serious in think-
ing that I have the notion that this whole institution should be created to
serve the institution that I am responsible for; it just happens that there are
quite a few such institutions. If the Universitas is going to come into being,
unless you’re going to propose that a whole new set of institutions be cre-
ated, unless you're going to propose that these people go out and do work
unrelated to their educational experience, I suggest, respectfully, that they’re
going to have to work for existing institutions. But, more important, if they
were better trained than the product we get now, I think they would do much
better work and they’d correct some of the mistakes that we’re making
before we make them. And, then I'd like to make you an offer: it so happens
that the State University of New York at Buffalo is building a new campus
north of Buffalo in a town called Amherst, and it just so happens that we’re
going to build a New Town around it. I don’t know whether we can wait till
you get created, but, in fact, the situation exists. It’s not eighty thousand, it’s
about thirty thousand, and we may have a lot of time to wait because we're
being sued.

We’re being sued for a reason which is interesting, and maybe the
Universitas would help ameliorate; it’s a national problem, which is that sub-
urban people in this suburb don’t like the idea of having as neighbors some
of the Black poor people that we’re going to bring in because they’re going
to work at the university we expect. But when you try to take that specific
piece of land, some three thousand acres in all, and that very large educa-
tional institution, and this New Town planned around it, I respectfully sug-
gest that if the Universitas were in being it would be up to its eyeballs in
problem solving immediately. And I wouldn’t care what you called it, I'd be
satisfied with your nomenclature.

DRExLER: Yes, that’s what I meant about how it would perpetuate itself. Ms.
Arendt, would you like to comment on some of this?

ARENDT: Well, I was struck by a few things, which I will just throw out.
Number one was the business of the elite, which really occurred in every-
thing—in every single one of the discussions. Now, Mr. Alexander had the
question of the elite: it’s of course always the same, namely, who selects
the elite? And Mr. Alexander had a certain proposition of a self-selected elite:
Of course, it would be, as Mr. Tugwell said, a wonderful thing for very few
people, and the question then always is, as in all these plans, whether this will
become an elite. I will, for a moment, disregard that this word has such a bad
connotation, and just take it for what it actually says, because we can very
badly do without it. So either this becomes actually an elite, that is, something
?’Vhid‘ will put certain standards of living, of having an environment, of hav*
Ing communication, etc., on others, or it will become one of the many, many
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little communes :fmd communities which we know from history,
had a very long life to live until it was being absorbed again int
atglarge. We.can, of course, say that the whole crisis today is the crisis of the
elites. That is, that those who are in power and who are the elites and partly
empowere:d by ourselves are no longer recognized by us as an elite, and the
whole antiestablishment mood, which I share, is stll very typical.

Now, the question is, What can one do? And, I also don’t quite know what
one means by training for interdisciplinary work, except that I know that
everybody talks about it today, and it has become a fad, Mr. Logue has lim-

.ited this, and then I would agree that if he says somebody who'’s trained in law
ought to know a little bit about finances, and somebody who's trained in
economics had better know about the law, too. But that is not what is usually
meant by that. What is meant is to educate people in such a way that they
can take part in the whole spectrum of modern life; whether this can be
done, the word interdisciplinary is very bad for that. Actually, every normal
education should enable the citizen qua citizen to take part to the extent of
his ability in as many spectra of public life as there are. So, there’s actually
only an education for citizenship. How can one make this education for citi-
zenship, which must be done at the undergraduate level, because on the
graduate level specialization is absolutely essential, how can that be done
with universities of eighty to one hundred thousand people? I don't. knoW‘:
and I don’t believe that’s possible, and I think all these institutions are inans
sis today, and it’s very, very questionable whether the world will survive this
century—including the university. ;

When this gentleman (whose name I don't know) proposesa model cuv
with a very interesting limited number—you know Plato said '5,{0?—’—15; Zloil;
say eighty thousand, but the notion is pretty much the saine isn't u.h I\;{r
you would do that, it would be only, as I see it, a variation of what Mr.

! fvesy
Alexander actually proposes, that is, to put models according to which living
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tion not even of life or death. I
nce of the city. and 1 thoug



402 l SYMPOSIUM PROCEEDINGS

by and large, I think the great age of the great cities is really over. And the
notion that came up here, of the eighty thousand or Plato’s 5,400, seems to
me very typical, because many people actually think along these lines though
they don’t know to put it as articulately as you do.

DRrexLER: Mr. Castells.

MANuUEL CAsTELLS: [ was very interested by the discussion of this morning on
Mr. Alexander’s thesis, which is, in my opinion, directly related to the
Universitas Project if he assumes that it is not to project on a new profes-
sional situation. And I think this is good preparation for some kind of dialec-
tic between utopia and politics: I mean, the propositions of Mr. Alexander are
pointing to the problem of technocracy and to the call of freedom for the
people to have their own environment. But the answer, the logical answer, is
how can you manage when you have institutions, when you have economi-
cal determination of the world, and, finally, if it is true, that it is just in utopia
where you have it. But, of course, that kind of discussion will continue
always. The point is that social practice in history now is asking this kind of
question in a practical way. For instance, I had a group of students who are
making a study of China, on urban practices of the Chinese revolution. They
were in China this year, and they found that in the Chinese urban communi-
ties, the people are building up their communities in the way in which Mr.
Alexander was speaking about. I mean, they’re using, of course, technicians,
but the division of labor is a technical division, not a social division. And, I
mean that the possibility to change, to adapt their forms and their wills and
their dispositions of the special forms is being done by a continual discussion
between the people and the technicians, who are also teaching the people.
But that’s possible not only because of social and political revolutions, and so
on, but because of continual revolution. That has been possible now, and was
not possible before the cultural revolution of Chiang.

So, I want to say, of course, you have to build, to realize also important
goals; you have to build institutional problems. But, in the meantime, have
we nothing to do? I don’t know, but I think we always have something to do
because we are always in change. But, the things to do are not the same in
the different stages of the process of change. That means that to go directly
to the final goal could be a bit dangerous for the same goals you are trying
to defend.

I mean, more completely, the work done by Mr. Alexander or the work
that could be made by an institution, such as the Universitas Project, has t0
be done as an alternative solution. It can be a utopian project, and that must
probably be quite dangerous because it’s going to be thought of as a proto-
type. I mean it is going to be sold in the same way that the Bauhaus objects
are now being sold everywhere in the world. But the other possibility, of
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course, is to try to do something in the way of disrupting society, and, I think
that the real alternative is not between utopian and ideological, ro';_ct b
between a professional institution on one side and a disruptive inI:titjutiOSn ;l ;
the other side, which means that kind of disruptive institution, that is a th:
oretical problem we don’t have solved. ’

DRrexLEr: Mr. Kepes.

Gyorey Kepes: ' was listening with a certain type of irritated interest yesterday
to many of us, and myself included, and I was very happy when Percy
Goodman reminded us that we came here for a purpose. And I assume it is a
very good idea to remind us again that we try to find some way, a frame of ref-
erence, to place this very complex problem that we are speaking about. And,
as I was listening to the last few speakers, including Ms. Arendr, I felt that we
forget a very essential, embracing variable, which is really our erisis of scale.
When you are speaking about an environmental reduction, when you
have a small city, whether it is an image or model of Plato, or is a new model,
we forget that we are living in a fabric of a total situation. Just to dramatize
it, I was reading recently of pollution in Holland, which is rather devastating,
which has not originated in Holland but which has originated in Western
Germany, and there is a certain unit of the total field where they are com-
pletely undefended against events, processes which are beyond their particu-
lar political system. E
Now, when we are projecting a small city with this absolutely beautiful,
crystal clear Universitas, and, just again to dramatize a point, for some rather
known reasons, we will have some pollution, really on a fatal level, a.nd
invade this beautiful little crystal universe, then we are really Conﬁom_ed mt:
our essential problem. And our major issue, what we all have to 'facey mdm“;
ually, institutionally, and at every level, is this new scale. Am-i, if we trv :
invert the direction of this and assume that we have 2 beautiful prot_ot)p ’
this whole resolution in a small scale, as a model for the fum:le, I think we
have a very dangerous kind of misguided notion about the tot t.wo Ryeri
I think what [Castells] said, I very much agree thakwe h_aviion et fisces
tasks to face. One is really a university of subversnog, an ms}:x’t:lwe e
reality and can be angry, passionately angry about issues tha
angry about. And this anger has to find it - articulate. But
And, yesterday, when I was angry myself, [ Was n;?:s:gl in every stage
what I tried to say is that there are very imp(.)rtant spfo better‘world' During
of history, with the anger of men with the image © rand was first polluled-
the beginning of the Industrial Revoluti?“' o Er;rgom the life of the indi-
and the light, the color, and the space disappear® i
vidual, there was the artist’s imaginative pOwet S

rtist’s imaginauvef
j images 0
Sy ; ected the in
Power—sometimes the anger was not c.\phcxt-—that proj
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light, color, really the most invaluable orchestration of a [J. M. W.] Turner,
[John] Ruskin, or [John] Constable. And when the immense creative power
began to be degraded, it was a [William] Blake image for the creative imagi-
nation that gave the direction of how to look at it. And, if you read carefully
nineteenth-century history, it has just everything that we are talking about.
If you look at the connection, for example, between Turner and [ Joseph]
Paxton: you may know Paxton’s proposal to the British government to fight
against pollution and create beautiful arcades through the whole of London,
where one can still live a human life. I feel, if we speak about what we are
speaking about, without neglecting this tremendously significant ingredi-
ent—the imaginative power of the man who still has within himself the
ability to feel coherently and feel with an intensity, or the glow of this
intensity—then we neglect something, very much so.

If you look at what happens among the young people, the underprivi-
leged, and the artists, there are three issues which come to the fore. One is
the kind of technological fetishism or utopia—Bucky Fuller is a hero with a
big halo, and everybody is dreaming about finding a new system when every-
thing will be resolved. And, again, I have to confess I was listening with great
irritation to the new type of technological fetishism, which is semiology—
which is in our new education industry. And, I fear there are great dangers:
again, an assumption that by having this tool and polishing this tool you can
resolve the essential.

The other major issue, where the young people are involved, and justly
involved, is the social revolution. I do not speak on any political platform or
anything like that, but there is a system, which evidently didn’t live up to the
new demands of the scale. And the system has to be changed. And this
change has to find its tools. Now, until the last maybe hundred years, there
were different proposals to find the technology of change. We have different
conditions now, and we have to find a different technology of revolution.

And the last, which seems to me the most important—it was quite neg-
lected here—is if you look around, almost the most significant part of the
present scene is the young search for a lifestyle. The inner emptiness, the ego
prison: man cannot bear anymore his own prison, and he tries to find a new
community, and his new community has many ramifications, many aspects.
And this one we just neglected, because assuming that if we resolve ade-
quately the environmental transformation, we have still a tremendous major
task to face, the man who is suddenly facing a new cosmos, first with a new
knowledge of science, and second, the new cosmos of this new scale of com-
plete interdependence, but where we have to respect the fact of life. And, |
thiuk, if one could start this conference again, I think we should first outline
the coordinates, survey the variables, and try to work within this clearly

defined territory the issues that we should explore. Forgive me, sir, for taking
too much time,



THIRD WORKING SESSION | 405

Drexter: Thank you. Mr. Goodman. We have about five minutes left and one
other person has raised a hand.

GoODMAN: It seems to me that everything that Mr. Kepes just said I really sup-
port one hundred percent, and what I'm saying, in certain ways, is an exten-
sion, on a different level, of what he said, I think, very eloquently indeed,

I don’t think there’s any point in trying to teach something new unless
you have something new to teach. One of the things I think that we have to
teach is this question of what Mr. Kepes calls a new scale. Now I call it a
change, in the good old Marxian way, of quantity to quality. You know, you
put straws on a camel’s back, at some point that last straw breaks the back.
And, it seems to me that the quality of our life today has become of that sort,
and that the last straw is about to be put on the back. This morning’s Times,
for example, gave a beautiful example of it. The Tokyo metropolitan govern-
ment is considering establishing radio links with most of the city’s schools, to
provide an early warning system against the so-called photochemical, or
“white smog.” Schoolchildren have been among those most severely affected
by this smog, which is produced by the action of strong sunlight and oxygen
in the exhaust gas from vehicles. Many thousands of Tokyo residents were
reported to have suffered from sore throats and sore eyes last year as the
result of this smog.

Now this is a sort of building up of what we all can look forwar.d to.
Now, it seems to me that our job here, at least from my point of view, . the
problem of the physical environment. The problem of the ph.ysical A
ment in our time consists of vast population increases. It consists of' the pos-
sible exhaustion of resources if they are used as they are preser.ltly bex.ng usled.
And it consists of a pollution that Kepes just mentioned. And, it con51sdts. aISOw
of the fact that when the developing countries, as they are called, develop
to the level of the United States or Holland or Germany, what happens to
resources, what happens to the pollution, and the rest of it? et i

Now, we all think we are bored to death with what the CC(L:tg ihe prin-
been saying about population, and the rest of it._ We_ all .knor" :mt P
ciple of doubling is: and the principle of doubling is, simply:

ar 2000,
three and a half billion people in the 'world today, iiiczyt}tl}alte zzmber of
twenty-eight years from now, there will be i number of people-

people, and some thirty years later, ther'e’.ll be twiiz 'l'h“:m will be seven bil
So, instead of having three and a half billion peopie. ollution that

; unt of p
lion, and then fourteen billion people. Now: if the mcl:oolchildmn. I think it
exists at the present time is intolerable to the Tokyo's

will be pretty fantastic by that time. .+ iving this because

Now, I wanted to take up another problem. 31‘::5 Ibteil estigmafed that if
I think it is the background for a curriculum. l,;ld need about ten HMeS the
the developing countries developed, that we Wo
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amount of energy used when they were developed than if they had not been
developed. And, in view of the fact that the United States now uses thirty-
five percent of the world’s energy produced annually, how are you going to
provide for this increase in energy, especially when it has been proven, 1
think, rather dramatically, that our resources are exhaustible, and they will
be exhausted not too far hence. Recently, it was said that by the year 1980 we
will have used up all but ten percent of our oil resources in this country, and
we will have to go to oil resources that are very difficult to get out of the
ground, and the rest of it.

And so we go on. How are we going to provide for the kind of popula-
tion growths that are talked about in the world today, when in order to pro-
vide for a decent standard of living, according to these technological
standards that everyone seems so blithely to take for granted here, if we find
that, for example, in the Netherlands (as Kepes has mentioned the
Netherlands), in 1968, the people in the Netherlands used twice as much tin,
I give that as one example because it struck me as being outstanding, as all
the people of Africa—thirteen million people using more tin than 280 million
people, the population of Africa in 19682 What do you do about a situation,
Mr. Logue, when during the last ten years the State Power Commission has
pointed out that the use of power in New York State increased by ten percent
and the population increased only by .6 percent? Now, this is a fantastic kind
of increase in power usage. What do we do when we have a city like New
York—and it is pretty typical of the rest of the country—trying to dispose of
five pounds of solid waste each day and a good piece of it is not biodegrad-
able because it happens to be plastics, what do we do with all this stuff? And,
we could go on and on with these kinds of figures.

Now, it strikes me that our problem of a Universitas, is to provide
decent environment for people. And if we think, in the United States, that we
can, for example, use something like forty to sixty percent of the world’s
annual production to maintain our standard of living, we are living in 2
dream world, because there are six-hundred million people in India and eight-
hundred million people in China who are not going to be favorably inclined
toward our misuse, to my mind, of the world’s resources.

So what actually should happen? Two months ago, about, or thre¢
months ago, the Civil Engineers Society of New York came out with the re¢
f)mmendation that all new buildings in New York—skyscrapers, office build-
ings—should have operable windows. Now, they came out with that
suggestion for two reasons. One is that we had a bad fire in New York, and 2
1°t' of people were damaged by this fire. And, second, the amount of energy
being used by these buildings for air conditioning and mechanical ventilatio™
and the rest of it, was simply horrendous. Do you people know that the
World Trade Center, for example, is going to use as much energy every day
as the City of Schenectady, which has a ninety thousand population? Does
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Mr. Logue know that thirty thousand tons of air-conditi
thousand tons of air conditioning is required at the Sta
Buffalo, and that this is all going to be dumped into the
pollute the lake? That’s what I was told by the engineer
suppose he knows.

These are the kinds of problems, I think, that we should address onrselies
to. How, in fact, should we frame simple laws, like a law, say, for the preserva-
tion of natural resources? Now, the architects, the planners design a house.
And what is looked at by the building department or the Department for
Environmental Protection—or whatever one pleases to call it—is not only
whether the beams and the posts are strong enough to support the building
but also how much energy is being used. Why do you want an interior bath-
room, which requires mechanical energy, the fan, and the rest of i? Do you
need air conditioning? Is the architect’s real problem now not to turn the dif-
ficulties of architecture over to some mechanical engineers with some gad-
getry that has to be replaced every twenty years? Or, in fact, is the architect’s
problem to so orient his buildings, so gather in solar energy of those buildings
that he can dispense with a great many of the things that are being done today?

This is what I call the humanization of technology, and the humaniza-
tion of architecture, and I think that is what we should devote ourselves to.
Now, I would like to recommend to everyone, to have everyone read the New
York Times amusement section today: this article by Walter Kerr, who asks'the
question, “How live is the live theater?” When you get home, read-that hrtlef
bit. This has an absolutely immediate application to what the curriculum o
the Universitas should be about.

oning waste, thirty
te University up at
lake to thoroughly
of the project, and |

DRexLER: You might have mentioned that the New York Times uses several
thousand acres of trees each week.

% : th or two
Goopman: Well, look, I want to tell you something, _‘hat ‘“:h‘:;: w(l)ﬁ chis
months, the United Nations is having a conference in itfocence is’about i
called “On the Human Environment.” And whz.it that co ﬁ;m I
the very kinds of things that I just mentiorxed in paSS‘;ngn 4, b sis of tying
seem to me that if the Universitas were bexng fol-“"d_e ; e stinking people in
to design a better human environment, not suflply for inking people of the
New York City or in the United States, b“t. for th‘_" :: ossibly, out of it
whole world, I think that the United Nations mlgizat?on-
budget, find enough money to finance such an organ

DREXLER: Denise Scott Brown?
pmicipatof)'

ise here in :
an exerci excitementin

Denise Scorr Brown: If we're undertaking that's why there’s

institis . i Vor,
Institutional planning—an exciing endea
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this room now— maybe we need clarification on three types of questions: to
do with location, content, and process.

Location: Where in this society does the Universitas fit? I think we’ve
been mainly discussing this topic today. Should it, together with the legisla-
tive, executive, and judiciary, be one of the powers of government—what
Rex Tugwell called “the directive arm of government,” or the “fourth arm of
government?” Or an arm of the executive? Or a department within an exec-
utive agency, for example, HUD? Is it a university—a great university like
Berkeley or Harvard, with complex ties to power, action, and organization?
Or is it an institutional gadfly like the Center for Democratic Studies? We
tend to accept that it’s a university, but there is a broad range of alternatives,
including a separate small college. Maybe it is all these things, but there are
more opportunities than we talked about.

Content: Curriculum planning is also very exciting, as many people here
know. What could be the curriculum of this type of institution? We haven’t
really looked at this question, although we’ve brought up various subjects—
values, semiotics, citizen participation. The latter has many models: a philos-
ophy of planning action and citizen participation would be fascinating to
develop as part of the curriculum. Also systems thinking, problem solving,
technology evaluation could be taught in this kind of institution.

Process: What processes will we be learning about, allying ourselves
with, acting within, undertaking? The processes will depend a lot on the loca-
tion. Obviously, a fourth arm of government would operate under entirely
different procedural mandates from those to be followed by an adviser to
uDC. So again, where is this institution?

The issues of location, content, and process can give a sturdy framework
for our considerations. But what more is needed?

As an educator in a professional school, I'm particularly interested in
educating for action. How do you train people for action? Academe trains
people for criticism, which is part of action; for analysis, which is part of
action; but seldom for synthesis, which is the real focus of action. And, par-

ticularly, how do we train people for creativity? That’s an important topic for
a Universitas.

Drexter: Good. I want to thank the members of the panel and the audience,
and we adjourn for lunch., :
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