17. Ownership of the continuous fold or
universal surface project, however, was
doubly freighted precisely because its
manifold homogeneity and collapse of
distinctions berween wall, floor, and ceiling
planes made it a perfect seamless amplifier
for all varieties of distortion. See Neil
Denari, Gyroscopic Horizons (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1997) and Greg
Lynn, ed., Folding in Architecture (London:
Architectural Press, 1993).

18. And, not coincidently, they tend

to identify with the next generational
cohort more than the baby boom - see,

for example, Alejandro Zaera-Polo, The
Sniper’s Log: Architectural Chronicles of
Generation X, ed. Gavin Keeney (New York:
Actar, 2012). For those hoping to sort out
the “contemporary” in architecture, there
is little choice but to note these fast-
changing technological birthrights. Both
the view and the tools on arrival count, and
while recent digital generations are coded
in ever-tighter intervals by software and
gaming platforms, similar rifts shaped their
analogue elders and seem to surface, as it
were, retroactively.

JoE Day DEsIGNS AND WRITES IN Los
ANGELES, WHERE HE LEADS DEEGAN-
DAY DESIGN AND TEACHES AT SCI-ARc.
THIS YEAR HE IS COMMUTING FROM
JakarTA. HE wAS BORN IN 1967.

All of which might sound a bit precious to Diller’s rivals
and Gordon’s bandmates born just a few years later. For those
“Thurstons” coming to their art later in the 1980s, there is
very little pop valence left in the ironies and juxtapositions
of the as found. Distortion — how you modify, adapt, undo,
and reconfigure things — is a much more pressing question
than what it is you’re reworking or where it originated. The
battleground — whether sonic or scopic — lies in elaborations
of the project and its representations, not in the selection of
surroundings or precedents.”

For the late ’50s cohort, one’s “sound” — defined as much
by the detuned reverb of Moore’s guitars as by signature
deployments of various fillets, benday dot screens, or tints
of Pantone — takes on almost existential import. The crucial
view, built to fortify and promulgate one’s sensibility against
both prevailing circumstances and all-too-numerous peers,
is the constructed perspective. Line weights might as well be
guitar strings. Denari has called the many projects echoing his
early mechanistic scenography not plagiarism but “bootlegs”
and seems to wish they were instead covers — that is, novel, or
at least retooled, interpretations.

Despite their internal tensions, the boomer visionar-
ies of the early and late ’50s are more united than opposed
in the Kim and Thurston theory. Though some borrow and
others bastardize to find the new, those art-worldly girls
and guitar-hero boys are together the last Western genera-
tion shaped in an age of mechanical, as opposed to computa-
tional, reproduction. Immediately in their wake, the ebbing
boomers born between 1960 and 1965 — including Patrik
Schumacher, Alejandro Zaera-Polo, and Greg Lynn, as well
as Charles Renfro — heralded the sea change of the digital,
and an era less of appropriation or of distortion than of deliv-
ery.18 Iterative and parametric design methodologies favor
neither source material nor singular sensibilities, but options
for optimization.

Though its veil and other features required momentous
digital development and resolution, The Broad is no more
(and no less) an exercise in advanced technology than is the
Disney next door. Instead, The Broad shows DS+R trafficking

in originality and thievery, as the best of Diller’s peers always
do. Eli and Edye Broad have built an aptly thousand-eyed
pantheon for the luminaries of America’s megageneration,
How many, I wonder, will come dressed as Cindy Sherman?
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1. Gabriele Mastrigli, “Commanders of the
Field,” in Pier Vittorio Aureli and Martino
Tattara, Dogma: 11 Projects (London: AA
Publications, 2013), 110.

How Soon Is Now?
Ten Problems and
Paradoxes in the

Work of Dogma

What befalls us is but another name for the way our circumstances
press upon us — so that an account of what befalls us is an account
of our circumstances.

— Henry James

1

The most important characteristic of the work of Dogma is an
almost impossible love-hate relationship with architecture. On
the one hand, the projects made by the Brussels-based office
led by Pier Vittorio Aureli and Martino Tattara are the result
of an absolute commitment to the possibilities of architec-
ture; on the other, they show a total absence of illusion about
the majority of present architectural strategies, habits, and
methods. In the catalogue collecting Dogma’s early work, 17
Projects, published in 2013, Gabriele Mastrigli gives a definition
of architecture as it is produced by Dogma: a “discipline that
synthesizes a variety of themes (social, artistic, political), so
as to represent in the clearest way the ‘character’ of a histori-
cal period.”1 Mastrigli suggests that this concept of architecture
originates from the fact that Aureli and Tattara followed, in the
early 1990s, Manfredo Tafuri’s courses at the IAUV in Venice.
However, there is an important difference between the position
of Dogma and that of architecture’s most critical historian; not
surprisingly, this difference is historical in nature. Tafuri — to
roughly summarize part of his intellectual project — criticized
the naive ambitions of postwar architects, claiming not only
that they should in no way pretend to influence contemporary
societal conditions but also that the expression of these condi-
tions was futile, since it would never be heard by society in
general, let alone understood. Trying to understand, commu-
nicate, or fight the facts and the circumstances of modern exis-
tence by means of architecture had become, after the demise
of the Modern Movement, a rather silly undertaking. Quite
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3. Hans Ibelings, Modernism without
Dogma: Architects of a Younger Generation
in the Netherlands, trans, John Kirkpatrick
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sarcastically, then, and to give only one example, Tafuri wrote
how the work of such divergent architects as Peter Eisenman
and Robert Venturi and Denise Scott Brown proclaimed a

real event: “the war is over.’? Dogma endorses this pessimism
about the possibilities of contemporary architecture; the dif-
ference is that they realize this absence of hope has become a
commonplace, either cynically shared by global architecture
culture or contested by falling back on such humble aims as
phenomenological pleasure, an ecological ethos, indeterminate
and imprecise research, or a “bottom-up” destruction of the
architect as author. The task Dogma has set for themselves is
clear: as architects, they want to go to war again. The question,
of course, is, how can this be done?

2.

The widespread conviction that architecture has no social role
worth speaking of is illustrated in a curious document from
the heyday of late 20th-century Dutch architecture culture —
a culture that has been crucial in the formation of Aureli

and Tattara, who were students and educators at the Berlage
Institute in Rotterdam before it was closed in 2012 due to gov-
ernment budget cuts.

In 1991, at the Venice Architecture Biennale curated by
Francesco Dal Co, the Dutch Pavilion presented a new genera-
tion. These young architects — including Ben van Berkel, Wiel
Arets, and Willem Jan Neutelings — were not only working in
the tradition of Rem Koolhaas and the Office for Metropolitan
Architecture; in some cases they had worked for OMA during
the ’80s, and all of them profited from public investments in
architecture and the growing Salonfahigkeit of Dutch archi-
tecture. The curator of this exhibition was architecture critic
Hans Ibelings. In the introduction to the catalogue he writes,
“There is a renewed interest among younger architects in the
intellectual tradition of modernism, an interest legible in their
attempts to uphold certain principles. No one, however, har-
bors the illusion that it is possible or even desirable to revitalize
the societal program to which these principles were originally
linked.” He concludes with a statement that would prove pro-
phetic in the decades to come: “[ These architects] articulate
the sentiment that modernism is a valuable source from which
inspiration can be freely drawn, with no concern for the ide-
alism attached to it by the first generation of modernists. The
result of this liberal and unencumbered involvement with
architecture of the recent past is a modernism without dogma,
inventive and with a tremendous richness of form.”}
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4. Brete Steele, “Dogma Squared: Architec-
ture and the City,” in 77 Projects, 2.

Modernism without Dogma served as the exhibition title.
There lies an important irony in this formula. As Tbelings
unwittingly but succinctly described, in contemporary archi-
tecture one major ideological dogma became all the more
huge precisely because it was never expressed as such: that
architects have no use for ideals, nor for explicit or societal
programs that contradict or confront the way of the world.

The name Dogma, chosen by Aureli and Tattara, can be
interpreted in this sense: their projects polemically address an
architecture culture that is dominated by one dogma, with a
working and production method that is no less dogmatic —
but it is a dogma that, on the one hand, is put in a theoretical
and self-willed pole position and, on the other, uncovers and
reverses many of the fetishes and doxas of 21st-century archi-
tecture. The work of Dogma is — to borrow from Ibelings’s
catalogue once more — not “inventive,” and it does not boast
“a tremendous richness of form.” Invention and formal rich-
ness are, on the contrary, considered as the true, self-con-
suming problem of architecture and, as such, are annihilated,
not least by the use of one formal dogma: the square. This is
the conceptual basis of their approach, and it has often led to
bewildered reactions, comic and sad at the same time: How can
they be serious? Is that all there is? Squares, lines, and ladders?
Shouldn’t architects be at least a bit creative? Dogma shows
that in order to be surprising, architects today can only sabo-
tage the very notion of surprising architectural invention.

3.
One of the unresolved tensions in the work of Dogma owes to
the singularity of the architectural object. In 17 Projects, Brett
Steele begins his introduction to Dogma’s work by stress-
ing the dominance of singularity in contemporary architec-
ture: namely, “the intensified attention directed in theory as
well as i practice not only toward the architectural object
but also, and more significantly, toward a highly individu-
ated, decidedly episodic accounting of architectural proposals
and interventions, conceived no less than received as sin-
gular architectural undertakings, whether they are build-
ings, structures, installations or even larger urban spaces.”d'
According to Steele, Dogma tries to overcome this dominance
by returning architecture to more fundamental tasks, not at
the scale of the building but at the scale of the city.

The concept of singularity is essential for modernity in
general and for modern cultural production in particular. The
idea, or the expectation, that one work or one event is new,
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5. Jean Baudrillard and Jean Nouvel, 7he
Stngular Objects of Architecture, trans.
Robert Bononno (Minneapolis: University
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’

different, and singular, and that it has a valuable transforming
and critical effect, is rooted in an old tradition with religious,
anthropologic, and ritualistic aspects. Contemporary archi-
tecture thrives on this expectation, and no matter how absurd
it has become — one need only think of the more than 1,500
entries to the Guggenheim Helsinki design competition in
2014 to understand the implications of being exceptional and
different — it is not easy to imagine how it can be overthrown.
In a conversation with Jean Nouvel published in 7he Singular
Objects of drchitecture, Jean Baudrillard considers whether
there is an alternative to critical singularity: “I think that each
of us can resist,” he said. “But it would be difficult for such
resistance to become political. I don’t get the impression there
could be any organized political resistance as such. It would
always be an exception, and whatever you do will always be
‘exceptional’ in that sense. . .. We are definitively immersed in
the order of culture, that is, until the apocalypse arrives.”’
This word apocalypse is strange, and in a sense it is not cor-
rect. The immersion in culture, the world system, can easily
be swept away by an apocalypse. But there is a more posi-
tive idea of an apocalypse as a complete and total change not
caused by nature but organized and willed by a large group of
people. The “singular objects” of architecture can be replaced
not only by an apocalypse but also by a revolution. The work
of Dogma asks us to reconsider our options. What would it
mean if architects produced not beautiful singular objects
and exceptional new places but rather urban environments
in which singularity is no longer the norm? What can replace
singularity? What is the opposite of singularity? The opposite
of a singular object is a replacement of the totality: instead
of piercing the bubble to let light and air in, you take the
bubble away; instead of confronting the city with “acupunc-
ture with a big needle,” as Elia Zenghelis described it,° you
cut open the body of the city and replace its vital organs. This
is a much more collective and indeed revolutionary change:
as an individual, you can take isolated critical actions, but if
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you want to change the totality of the conditions we live in,
you will not succeed on your own. In texts both by and about
Dogma, three words consistently pop up: politics, capitalism,
and the city. There is a danger of indistinctness and tautology
in this insistence, but what it boils down to is that the archi-
tects of Dogma go looking for a client that is neither simply
an individual commissioner nor a society in which exchange-
able individuality and commercial singularity remain the
norm. The result is a hypothetical practice vulnerable to the
reproach that they ignore the reality in which architects have
to perform their pragmatic duties.

4.

In a 1926 letter to Gershom Scholem, Walter Benjamin
expressed an uneasy conscience with regard to the society of
his day — a conscience that would steer him away from the reli-
gious influence of Scholem and toward the communist practice
of Bertolt Brecht: “Anyone of our generation who feels and
understands the historical moment in which he exists in our
world, not as mere words, but as a battle, cannot renounce the
study and the praxis of the mechanism through which things
(and conditions) interact with the masses.”’

These words resonate with Dogma’s project Live Forever:
The Return of the Factory, created for the 2013 Tallinn Archi-
tecture Biennale. The topic of the biennial was “Recycling
Socialism,” or the exploration and study of socialist and mod-
ernist spaces and ideas, but Dogma did not recycle an existing
socialist utopian project. For them, the first task in the develop-
ment of a social dimension in architecture today is the forma-
tion and definition of a collective; it is a task handed to them in
part by Italian philosopher Mario Tronti, who wrote in 2008,
“We must start speaking about workers again, with programs
and projects that concern them directly, existentially."8 They
thus proposed the construction of a housing block for 1,600
inhabitants next to the train station in Tallinn. The building, a
large slab consisting of nine floors and a basement, has a single
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symbolic function: it gives an architectural form to the mass
of creative workers currently living not only in Tallinn but in
Western Europe in general. As such, the project responds to
an existing reality: it gathers together young people who exist
in similar conditions — in coffee shops, shared atelier spaces,
and small apartments. The project does not alter these condi-
tions: inside the building, the rooms (based on a modular unit
of 6 x 6 meters) are adapted to the life of 20- and 30-some-
things who have to work hard, without long-term prospects,
with the continuous threat of change, without a house of
their own, and without a clear division between work and
“free time” (after all, you can send and receive emails every-
where, 24 hours a day). Dogma’s project gives these activities
a large-scale material presence in the city. Hence the return of
the factory as an impressive, threatening volume in the urban
skyline — a building where people work and dwell, an architec-
ture that makes its inhabitants, as well as the rest of the world,
conscious of the collective that was already there, dispersed
throughout the city and only visible virtually on social media.
Why? Wherein lies the merit of this architectural articu-
lation of “the mechanism through which things (and con-
ditions) interact with the masses”? The hope latent in this
project, as in the entire work of Dogma, is that by reflecting
back a part of the world through the mirror of architectural
form, the inhabitants of this world and of this architecture
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will be able to see not only what is happening to them but also

how it could be changed. Rather than thinking that everything
is perfect so long as we all keep working hard enough or nihil-
istically acquiescing to the futility of every undertaking, it is
possible to try to understand what is going on and to imagine
collectively how it can be changed. This hope is also present in
the 1994 song “Live Forever” by the British rock band Oasis,
from which Dogma borrowed the title for the Tallinn project:
“Now is not the time to cry / Now’s the time to find out why
/ Tthink you’re the same as me / We see things they’ll never
see / You and I are gonna live forever.”

S.

An archaeology of Dogma’s method can be found in the aca-
demic projects called Capital Cities that Aureli and Tattara
conducted at the Berlage Institute at the beginning of the
century. Rather than engaging the contemporary city as a glo-
balized condition, Capital Cities focuses on the historical city
(Tirana, Brussels, Moscow, Rome, Brasilia, and Seoul) and
history in general. The method in each of these cases is similar.
A study of the way in which cities have changed during con-
secutive periods of political power (in the case of Rome: antiq-
uity, early and late Renaissance, the rise of the modern nation
state, fascism, and postwar postfascism) leads to the conclu-
sions that history seems to have ended in the 1970s and that the
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city is no longer the artifact that expressed society for more
than 2,000 years. In the absence of a government or larger
power (other than that of uncontrolled, often immaterial eco-
nomic development), the teams led by Aureli and Tattara came
up with large-scale projects that group middle-class citizens
into collectives represented by architectural form.

To analyze what happens in these projects, we can return
again to Tafuri’s critical analysis of the historical role of the
architect in the city, or rather the separation between archi-
tecture and the city. In his introduction to The Sphere and the
Labyrinth, Tafuri writes about the task of the architectural
historian and the important questions he must ask himself
about the division of labor: “When and why did the auton-
omy of techniques define itself as a permanent crisis, a con-
flict among languages, and even among the various dialects
found within one language alone? Does it help us in some
way, in the field of architecture, to recognize its increasingly
radical fragmentation, from the eighteenth century on, into
disciplinary areas that only a regressive idealism today wants
to re-establish as operative unities?”’

The Capital Cities program and Dogma’s project as a whole
are attempts to reestablish the fragmented field of architec-
ture as an operative unity. To use Tafuri’s term, this is indeed a
matter of “regressive idealism”: it returns to historical periods
in which the immense complexity of the city, the atomization
of society, and human thought in general were not yet a hin-
drance to imposing on the urban fabric material changes based
on explicit ideas and ideals. One can argue that this impossibil-
ity is what constitutes, or even guarantecs, modern life in an
open society: the certainty that no one will be able to impose a
form on the city and thus on life. The classic critical rejection
of this liberal argument is that form is constantly imposed, day
by day, in a fragmented and insidious way — not by architects,
religions, governments, or institutions but by private initia-
tives, developers, and commercial entrepreneurs. The idea that
this is the price we pay for living in “a free world” has led to
frequent misunderstanding and occasional intolerance of even
fictional speculation about giving form to ideas of large-scale
collective living in the contemporary city.

In Brussels, A Manifesto — Towards the Capital of Eurape, a
Berlage Institute project, book, and exhibition in 2007, large
parts of Brussels are destroyed and replaced by what could
be considered places in which the inhabitants of Brussels are
invited to become part of a city reimagined as the capital of
Europe. A good example is the Carrefour de 'Europe at the
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center of Brussels, the result of postwar infrastructural work
near Central Station.!® In the 1970s, a group led by Maurice
Culot and Leon Krier opposed selling out the urban envi-
ronment to developers, arguing for the right to dwell in the
European city in a neotraditionalist architecture while pre-
tending the Industrial Revolution never took place. By the
'90s these actions had culminated in the current historicist
architecture at the Carrefour — alas, an architecture not of
houses but of hotel chains. In Brussels, 4 Manifesto, all of this
is demolished so that Carrefour can be recast as “the main
gate to the city as the seat for the regional authorities” and
“a series of urban balconies that will accentuate the descent
from the upper to the lower city.”11 In a review of Brussels, A
Manifesto, Isabelle Doucet criticizes these proposals for not
presenting “a concrete and operative redefinition of ‘citizen-
ship’ and for “creating an illusion of an all-solving archi-
tectural answer to our urban})rohlématiqum”u In a way this
is true, but one should not confuse cause and effect. In the
current absence of European citizenship, Brussels, 4 Manifesto
uses architecture to create a city that, rather than arising
from citizenship, offers itself as the incubator of a new one.
A scene at the end of Balzac’s Le Pere Goriot comes to mind:
Rastignac looks down on Paris from the heights of the cem-
etery of Pére Lachaise and cries out to the city, “A nous deux
maintenant!’ (Now it’s between the two of us!) Brussels, 4
Manifesto invites us to imagine life in a European capital that
not only is formed by real political power but also stages, in a
grandiose fashion, daily confrontation with it.

6.
In his review of the exhibition Dogma: 11 Projects + 1 at the
Faculty of Architecture of Delft University in November 2013,
Hans Teerds writes about Frame(s), Dogma’s contribution to
a competition organized by the Belgian government architect
in 2011. Teerds stresses how this project for 44 social houses
in the suburban town of Westerlo is “nothing but a little fluff
on the wall” compared to Dogma’s usual “megalomaniac”
oeuvre. “Here,” he writes, “Dogma leaves the domain of
architecture theory, and the office could, just like that, start
bringing architecture into practice.” Teerds concludes: “One
can wonder, however, whether you really need this history of
large-scale structures in order to work out, in the end, an all-
too-practical commission in this Way.”“

Teerds seems to accuse Dogma of pragmatism and com-
plicity for devising a project that, in stark contrast to the
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majority of their work, could be executed immediately and is
therefore not a stubbornly critical “grand gesture.” The oppo-
site is true: although Dogma’s proposal for group housing in
Belgium may seem completely acceptable, it is not. Rather,
the project again reveals the dogmatic habits of its immediate
surroundings and of the context in and for which architects
must work if they want to build.

Two elements are crucial here: the installation of a com-
mon garden and the interchangeability of every housing unit.
The exterior of each of the 44 houses is indistinguishable
within the larger whole. The site — a triangular open meadow
surrounded by typical Belgian suburban villas, each with
its own small private garden — is respected as much as pos-
sible: the proposed houses are arranged inan L shape along
two edges of the site. The resulting open area is a common
garden, separated ambiguously from the houses by strips of
open verandas and allotment gardens. This spatial organiza-
tion elides the strict division between public (the infrastruc-
ture) and private (the house), a division that is central to
Belgian suburbia. The interior plan of the houses complicates
this strict zoning: a service wall runs the length of one side
in each unit, and more than a third of this wall runs outside
along the veranda. This, together with the large window that
frames a view of the garden, has the strange effect of blending
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inside and outside and of emphasizing the presence of the
common garden without impinging on privacy. The view of
the outside world, the “perspective,” is always the green of
this common garden. Looking out the window;, the inhabit-
ant does not see the suburban houses or his own small private
garden but rather a shared space, almost idyllic in its natural
character, undisturbed by the usual chaos of urban sprawl.
Frame(s) provides every assurance to the inhabitant that he is
not alone — with all the liabilities and opportunities attendant
on social existence.

It is almost an overstatement to suggest that Frame(s)
goes even more against the grain than Dogma’s programmatic
Stop City (2007). While Stop City rather drastically (and
iconically) shows a strong willingness not only to criticize but
also to obstruct continuous urbanization (and more particu-
larly, the architecture’s role in it), Frame(s) can be read as a
more subtle and seductive attempt to overturn residual social
and architectural habits that further fragment, individualize,
and thus squander space.

Frame(s) had its defenders, but in the end took second
prize in the competition. It is revealing to compare it with
the winning project by Plus Office Architects, also based in
Brussels. Unlike Dogma, Plus Office did everything that was
expected. They introduced the project by stating that their
design was anything but “definite” and that “all kinds of
options” would “still be under consideration.” The maxim
behind their design, as they wrote in the project book, was
“the recognizability of one’s own house,” which resulted in
a chaotic overall appearance that hardly differed from that
of the “unplanned” suburban parceling and met the general
public’s desire for materialized individuality. Instead of pro-
posing a large and common garden where people could abide
together, Plus Office cut up the open space to create “special
public places,” suitable as a “meeting point” or the “start-
ing point of a walk,” and adapted “to bear the identity of the
neighborhood.”14

7.

“Who really wants to know the reason?” Irénée Scalbert asks
about the work of London architects 6a. “Who wishes to
observe and to interpret [an architectural] statement? How
often does the public scrutinize architecture in the same way
they do works in the art gallery? Are the attitudes and the
values that buildings make manifest necessary to the experi-
ence of architecture? Has not ceci — literature, the press — long
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ago killed cela - architecture’s didactic Capacity?”15 While
Scalbert’s rhetorical questions are part of an argument spe-
cific to 6a, they are also worth considering when thinking
about the work of Dogma.

It is hard to name a more didactic architectural practice
than Dogma — in a literal sense, as Aureli and Tattara earn
their living as educators, and in a figurative sense, since their
projects are in every way presented as worthy of imitation.
Dogma’s work is ceci — literature and the press — rather than
architecture as a “mute” three-dimensional space or con-
struction. The work consists of texts, references, and ideas
about architecture — it is made up of sentences and words
rather than bricks and mortar. These words are accompanied
by images, drawings, and architectural projects, often over-
whelmingly beautiful and fastidiously detailed. Paradoxically,
the nonfigural architectural language Dogma deploys rejects
every possible meaning, yet receives and retains the social
meaning addressed in the accompanying texts.

As such, text and project cannot be separated, and if they
are, the drawings may lose their meaning and their intended
force. When presenting Live Forever: The Return of the
Factory in Tallinn, Dogma was reportedly asked by the audi-
ence if the proposal was simply a standard industrial loft.
Maros Krivy, in his account of the presentation, went a step
further: “To what extent is the success of making social con-
tradictions of the day explicit dependent on how the archi-
tecture is read and used? And can this issue be resolved on
architecture’s terrain?”! The answer is simply no, although
again everything depends on how architecture is defined.
Dogma makes clear that every plan, drawing, and building
must be accompanied by clearly defined intentions. By doing
50, they seem to annul the division between design, theory,
history, and criticism. Of course, in the process each of these
activities is redefined in a condensed form. But when con-
fronted with the work of Dogma, one gets the impression that
something is happening on a large cultural scale, that one is
witnessing an almost crazy attempt at investing architecture
with relevance, meaning, and power. Scalbert’s questions
about who wants to observe and interpret these statements
and whether the public has the energy or the means to scru-
tinize this architecture is, when applied to Dogma’s worlk,
justified but superfluous. Similar to the way it creates com-
missioners, inhabitants, and collectives for its own projects,
Dogma aims to create an ideal audience for literary and intel-
lectual architecture, This results as much from what it does as
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from what it doesn’t do: instead of trying to find out modestly
and opportunistically what the public wants, Dogma con-
fronts its audiences with what it considers their most pressing

needs and desires.

8.
Archizoom, Ludwig Hilberseimer, and Mies van der Rohe

are the influences, examples, and points of comparison most
often cited by Aureli and Tattara and by those discussing their
work. A more recent and revealing comparison can be made
with the work of OMA and Rem Koolhaas. Dogma shares
with OMA a definition of the architect as a cultural producer:
an author who offers autonomous, or at least polemical, intel-
lectual statements and who combines history, theory, and
criticism by means of words and images that analyze or reveal
current conditions while expressing them architectonically.

It is no coincidence that Aureli’s first published text, in
2001, was a scathing attack on the late work of Koolhaas, his
growing elusiveness, and the deadlock of OMA’s over-
identification with commercial evolutions and the entrepre-
neurial spirit.17 Dogma has learned a lot from OMA and the
rise and fall of Koolhaas’s metropolitan project during the last
two decades of the 20th century. Also in 2001, Koolhaas wrote
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what remains his last great text: “Junkspace,” one of the most
depressing pieces of writing ever published on the role of the
architect and contemporary life in general. With its lesson that

“Junkspace reduces what is urban to urbanity,”18

the essay can
be read not only as Koolhaas’s farewell address to architecture
but also as the starting point for the work of Dogma. That
urbanization has been completely out of control since the turn
of the 20th century, that it has become nearly impossible for
an architect to defend or intensify metropolitan conditions

or to search for valuable delicacies and small gaps within the
system, seems for Koolhaas an endpoint, a resignation. But
for Dogma it is the starting point for a new project on the city.
Instead of surfing the waves of the metropolis, Dogma wants
to erect breakwaters that halt the ongoing flood of inter-

changeable architecture and an ever-individualizing society.
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In Dogma’s work, the realism of Koolhaas is replaced by
idealism about a possible collective and political existence -
about a better life and a world that is more just. But at the
same time there has always been an idealist side to the archi-
tecture of OMA and to the writings of Koolhaas. Both contain
a critical dimension that urges architects to engage actual
social problems that tend to be overlooked, not in the least by
the often naive, unworldly, and even hypocritical human-
ism of Dutch structuralism. It is easy to forget today that
Koolhaas’s theories in the 1970s and ’80s were born out of a
genuine desire to liberate architecture from its social isola-
tion and from the resulting irrelevancy of postmodern archi-
tecture.” This too is a point for comparison with Dogma: no
matter how redeeming the realism of OMA seemed when
it was first posited, in our historical moment architecture
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has been rendered irrelevant precisely by this kind of real-
ism. According to Dogma, it can only be saved by an idealism
that does not follow the expectations that are projected onto
architects. Yet it is also possible to associate their idealistic
approach with a strict realism, concerned not with the con-
temporary tools of architecture but with the material, eco-
nomic, and spatial conditions in which people live and work.

9.

Given the discursive complexity and restrained formal lan-
guage of their work, it seems as if everything Dogma does is
extremely serious, absolute, and severe. This is true. Yet this
rigor never becomes pathetic or unbearable thanks to their
profound yet good-humored self-consciousness. This does not
mean that Aureli and Tattara ironically try to defend them-
selves against the possible failure of their project by suggest-
ing it should all be considered a joke. Rather, the humor is
born out of amazement and shame about the extreme posi-
tions Dogma seems forced to take, and thus about the absur-
dity and madness of architecture in the 21st century. What

is both funny and devastating in Dogma’s work — to recall
aline from Gramsci — is the ineluctable gap that it reveals
between “the pessimism of the intellect and the optimism of
the will.”?° It is the sad and apologetic smile of someone who
knows both his findings and his desires are as justified as they
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are extreme — someone who is surprised and almost embar-

rassed to admit that this is the way things are.

Dogma’s use of the square is essential to conveying this.
The project A Simple Heart, developed between 2002 and
2010, is, together with Stop City, a clear declaration of intent:
22 inhabitable units are spread across the European North
Western Metropolitan Area: “Each unit is defined by enclos-
ing an 800 x 800m portion of an existing tertiary district with
an inhabitable wall. Twenty stories high and 25m thick, the
wall contains 860 hotel rooms per floor, each measuring 19.2 x
2.6m and accommodating one or two persons.”21 Each square
acts as a kind of boxing ring for the activities that not only
fuel the current cultural, scientific, and academic industries
but also coincide with the things most of us do all of the time:
talking, teaching, learning, commenting, e-mailing, phon-
ing, ordering, texting, researching, targeting, marketing,
Skyping, updating, booking, cancelling, arranging, down-
loading, uploading, assessing, evaluating, peer reviewing,
editing, outsourcing, congregating, workshopping, exhibit-
ing, and designing. The proliferation of squares is aimed at
the impossible: materializing places for immaterial labor to
take place. The square embodies this impossibility, a per-
fect industrial ready-made without a clear origin — a design
by Dogma that is not designed. The humor of an architec-
tural office that presents square after square after square as
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new formal elements in an urban environment — not only in
A Simple Heart but in other projects too — is similar to that

of the painter Titorelli in Kafka’s The Trial. In the novel,
someone gives K. — convicted of a crime without knowing
the charges — a letter to give to Titorelli, who will explain

his predicament and tell him what to do. During the visit no
such thing happens. At the end, Titorelli, like every good art-
ist, tries to sell his work to K. “Sunset over the Heath,” he
says. “Good,” says K. “I’ll buy it.” Titorelli offers to sell him
another, saying, “Here’s a companion piece to that picture.”
K. notices at once that the companion piece is exactly the same
picture as the first. Nevertheless he says, “They’re beautiful
landscapes, I'll buy both and hang them in my office.” Titorelli
manages to sell K. a third identical painting, concluding, “I'm
delighted you like the pictures, you can take all the pictures I
have under here. They’re all of the heath, I've already done
lots of pictures of the heath. Some people reject pictures like
that because they’re too gloomy, while others, and you’re one
of them, are particularly fond of gloominess.””” Commenting
on exactly this scene in The Trial, Walter Benjamin writes,
“The ‘modern, the time of hell. The punishments of hell are
always the newest thing going in this domain. What is at issue
is not that ‘the same thing happens over and over,’ and even
less would it be a question of eternal return. It is rather that
precisely in that which is newest the face of the world never
alters, that this newest remains, in every respect, the same.”?
The squares of Dogma are the result of a belief in the renewal
of architecture against all odds, of knowing that the new is
always the same but keeping on, offering the repetitive slap-
stick footage of someone slipping on a banana peel, standing
up, slipping again — ad infinitum.

10.

Does the work of Dogma confront us with a utopian vision of
the future? In a certain sense, yes: to use a line from Roland
Barthes, their projects “press incessantly against what is not
possible in the world.”** Yet this impossibility is not to be
located in the existential or social circumstances expressed by
this architecture but rather in the imagination of their archi-
tectural expression. Many might find this imagination not
only utopian but ridiculous: instead of searching for workable
methods for architecture in the expanded ficld of its worldwide
success, Dogma performs as a team of somewhat aristocratic
hunger artists, doing things that would lead any viable archi-
tectural firm in the world to bankruptcy. This isolation seems
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to be the price they must pay in order to fight for what they see
as architecture’s ability to make visible what befalls us all.

Their method is combined with a kind of three-stage
rocket of historical progress, leading to an imminent explo-
sion. This can be deduced from the way in which Dogma
has appropriated projects from the 20th century, including
Archizoom’s No-Stop City, Cedric Price’s Potteries Thinkbelt
(in A Simple Heart), and — in a recent article by Aureli® —
OMA’s entry for the Parc de la Villette competition. The his-
torical scheme is similar: these three projects express a last
phase of the postwar Fordist economy, of material labor and
of the late modern metropolis. Dogma interprets them as
preparations for the advent of the current post-Fordist econ-
omy, of immaterial labor, and the complete urbanization of
the Western world. The drawings and writings update these
projects by expressing contemporary conditions without pre-
dicting what is to come. Instead of showing the future, they
create spatial and theoretical conditions in which the next
historical phase can finally take place. By expressing the now,
the architect acts as midwife of the future.

Gramsci also wrote about this hope for a better future at
a time when improvement is almost unimaginable: “The cri-
sis consists precisely in the fact that the old is dying and the
new cannot be born; in this interregnum a great variety of

726 1n the projects of Dogma these

morbid symptoms appear.
symptoms are translated into architecture. They show what
is happening now by means of an architecture that is not yet
possible because it also tries to create the conditions to over-
come the current situation. Dogma often borrows titles from
late 20th-century pop and rock in naming their projects —

the song from Oasis, references to the Ramones, and singles
from Morrissey and the Smiths (“Everyday Is like Sunday,”
“Barbarism Begins at Home”), a band critical of the Thatcher
era and the kind of politics and “lifestyle” that have become
the norm in Europe over the last decade. Another song by the
Smiths, from 1984, expresses both desperate resignation and
ardent impatience. It poses the question that Dogma’s projects
leave us with: How soon is now?
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