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AI7: Ibegan considering the building envelope as a sort of post-
=tonalization of the work that we have been doing in the office over the
‘==t six or seven years. After finishing Yokohama we entered into a phase
o intense production and did not have much time to theorize about what
we were doing, and the envelope offered a theoretical frame to evaluate
== work done during this period. The choice of the envelope as a subject
wzs almost inevitable: most of the commissions had to do primarily with
e envelope, so it was more of an automatic result than a choice. The
“hoice of this topic was therefore opportunistic: identifying in the practice
something to theorize, that could ultimately ground a more precisely

czlibrated future practice.

Focusing on the envelope revealed an interesting phenomenon: the
Suilding industry seemed to have been carved out by different specialists,
such as cost consultants, engineering consultants, shopping experts,
office experts, residential experts, etcetera, and we were finding that the
envelope was the last redoubt of the architect. It was the only domain
where we were given some sort of credibility and some power to make

decisions.

There were other aspects of the envelope as a theoretical problem that
were related to an observation I had been developing vis-a-vis issues

that had dominated our field in the years before 9/11. Architects from

my generation had been primarily interested in dealing with flows and
movement; Transport, migration, and comimunication were our favorite
subjects and the world of globalization was the most attractive field to
explore as an architect. After the events of September 11th, however,

we were faced with the reality that this naive picture of the world as a
seamless, mobile space where everything communicated with everything
else was anything but seamless. In short, an important hypothesis
underlying this research is that flows and continuities have ceased to be
the most crucial (or even relevant) topics for architecture, and what we



are witnessing today is in contrast a global reconstruction of borders: the
Berlin Wall has been replaced by the Palestine Wall, the class divide by the
division between production and consumption, and issues like security,
protectionism and environmental concerns are only contributing further
to this reconstruction of borders.

If we look at the history and geography of building enclosures we find
that their evolution reveals a sequence of stages where politics, climates,
environments and ecosystems are embedded in the envelope’s technical
capacities. Understood as such, these technical capacities can then

be reconsidered as possible sites of agency for affecting all of these
overlapping spheres. Certain theorists, like Peter Sloterdijk and Bruno
Latour were also important references during the articulation of this
research (Sloterdijk’s very graphic depiction of the contemporary world as
a constellation of spheres and Latour's notion of Atmospheres). I became
interested in the idea that those atmospheres described by Sloterdijk and
Latour could be best synthesized at the very moment of their borders,
which necessarily recognizes architecture as a powerful transformative

agency.

The background to these questions is ultimately about the relationship
between the practice of architecture and its relation to larger regimes of
power, which is a subject that has been present in my theoretical work
for a long time, but I have never known how to engage them productively
until now. The practice of architecture is in this sense akin to the
practice of fashion design in that we are dealing with problems of both
homeostasis and representation. If you look at how fashion designers
work, there are two ways in which they attain authority: either on the
grounds of sensibility, glamour and charisma, like boutique designers,
or on the grounds of accountability, knowledge of the production and
market typecasting. The first group of practices, both in the fields of
fashion design and architecture is over-subscribed and there is nota

~

lot of room left to practice. So, it didn't sgem to provide a particularly
promising model to reset the relationship between architecture and
power. And the second model seemns to lead only toward a perpetuation
of the status quo and so it simply cannot offer productive fodder for an
experimental practice. And yet, if we continue the analogy, looking at it
in the context of clothing, the models that have evolved the fastest and
have had the biggest impact in the social and political realms would be
companies like Zara, Muji, Topshop, etc. These companies have entirely
redesigned, for example, the relationship between fashion, geopolitics
and consumption patterns. In a similar way in which no-frills airlines had
an equally revolutionary effect by for example, suppressing classes in the
cabin and making long distance travel affordable to the middle classes. So,
if the high-end boutique model is empowered by proposing new visions,
the no-frills model is totally enslaved by typecasting and accountability.
This observation leads to the hypothesis that there is a rich niche for a
new type of practice of architecture capable of engaging with a growing
middle class that is increasingly hungry for performance and design

but without the resources or patience to consume starchitecture, This
possibility avoids the typical pitfall of most visionary projects, which are
all too often tautological and voluntarist, thereby missing the chance to
give expression to certain efficiencies that may produce a more broadly
accountable project.

The idea is that we may be able to tap into this potential market, or as
Latour would say ‘develop attachments,’ by withdrawing temporarily
from the ambition of producing new architectural effects in order to
establish legitimacy and agency. There is obviously a complex trade-off
between empowerment and attachment that is difficult to delineate in
the abstract, but I believe that a new model of speculative practice that
is more connected to the market and the construction industry may
create opportunities to produce new expressions and effects from these
materials.
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eloping attachments and making design accountable is what will

ble us to discipline our intuitions. This is what I have theorized

in the past as the discipline of the excuse, which is a protocol that I

have systematically used in my practice, which basically states that

no matter how convinced you are that you need to do something with
your project, you have to find the excuse to do it. Otherwise you are

not allowed to do it and you should not succumb to your architectural
desires, In our experience, this protocol guarantees the most interesting
effects. The best example I can think of is when we did Yokohama: there
was a moment when we had to decide whether the organization would
become symmetrical or asymmetrical. We wanted to do an asymmetrical
organization because we had been told that symmetry is dumb and
asymmetry is cool and complex. But we failed to find an excuse, so we
ended up with a symmetrical structure that was slightly deformed so as

= count of an asymmetrical foundation, In retrospect, settling

wmetry was the most progressive decision because it took us off the

m=Srrable path.

f=s, our entry was symmetrical as well!

I believe that after Yokohama Greg Lynn referred to it as the ‘new

=ity of symmetry’.

The idea of the excuse is whart links expression - material expression

the context of a pragmatic practice, and this is an interesting

on for those of my generation generally labeled as pragmatists. It
.
frustrating to see that certain people assume that once you use, let's

2y, factual data, you renounce volition, as if pragmatism and agency




were incompatible. What I find interesting with the excuse is thatis a
mechanism that accepts desire, sensibility and intuition without making
them into a sufficient cause for the project, as they can only survive when
they project themselves as attachments.

For example, we are now developing a project for Birmingham New
Street Station, one of the busiest train stations in England. The project

is a redevelopment of a truly unfortunate 7os building, in a bad state of
decay, right in the middle of the city, The station is surrounded by holes
that cannot be covered for technical reasons. The competition brief was
aimed at the cladding of the volume, expressly forbidding any design on
the inside with the exception of a new atrium that will be opened in the
building’s center. So the question was how to design a new fagade for the
building that would perform beyond mere ornamental effect.

So we could not use the interior of the building to construct the ‘excuse’
for a cladding whose primary function is to offer a crucial public
infrastructure some degree of excitement, to produce, yet again, the
desired Guggenheim effect, but without the costs associated to do the
whole building. Birmingham is actually a city that is in the center of the
country and has been formed by the crossing of roads and canals, so, it
does have a certain tradition as a transportation hub, and that was the
story, or excuse, that we used to construct the project: the new cladding
was not used to provide an identity for the Station but for Birmingham as
awhole. Rather than determining the facade from the inside, we decided
that what the envelope would do is actually to refer to the outside, We
selected a number of aspects of the surrounding field that the building
would render visible, quite literally, by reflecting a number of latent
presences around the station that we thought were quintessentially
Birmingham; the city used to have a famously black sky from the steel
industry but today it is a service economy, so we could celebrate the new,

clean sky in Birmingham. The trains pass underneath the station but

1y point they become a part of the building’s expression, providing
Zmother opportunity; the site is a beehive of commuters coming in and out
=% the station from all directions, but you never see them. Additionally,

w= envisioned a number of media display boards iround the station that

—=n be used for broadcasting different content.

= short, all we needed to do was to literally reflect all these in the facade
22 the building, and we would get an interesting image of the city and the
siztion. We started looking at the different positions the public spaces
=round the station created, and tried to shape the envelope so that, if

suilt with a reflective surface, it would reflect the tracks, the commuters,
znd the clouds, or launch a media screen, as if we were making a sort

= Koyaanisqatsi movie of the centre of Birmingham. We studied the
Zepth of field of public spaces around the building and calculated the key
sections so that certain reflections would be included or excluded. We then
morphed those sections into a warped, polished stainless steel wrapping.

36
I think that we won the competition not because we had the most 3

beautifully accomplished envelope but probably because we had the most
convincing excuse of all the entries, the story that could allow people to
enter into the process. As we could not use the interior of the building

as an alibi, we resorted to the outside as the engine of faciality. There is
no subjectivity of the station in this face. It has become a mirror of the
surroundings, capturing different lights of the day, clouds, commurters,
rains and messages projected onto the screens; it has dissolved into

the matters, the flows that constitute Birmingham’s DNA. At least

in principle, we were not necessarily inventing new effects, we were
disciplining them. We knew from the beginning that a Guggenheim-like
aesthetics would be well received and we found the way to explain how
to do a Gehry-like building with an automatic technique simultaneously
capable of drawing attachments for the project.



of that as a political project: The false Utopia of total connectivity. This

force

tomess our attention from continuity to stasis, towards paying attention

o the envelope as a boundary and looking at the power of political
relationships and the condition of the boundary. It seems to me there's
another thing that’s implicit, and that that you didn't talk about so
much, which leads me to my question. In that shift, let’s say broadly from
2 kind of horizontal orientation to the verrical orientation, the question
of content, iconicity and even the semiotic returns, but it also returns in
a way that is not the semiotics of the 1980's. You could claim that under
the semiotic project of the 80's there was a sort of disconnect between the
material condition of the building and its signifying capacity. Necessarily
when you talk about the contemporary condition of the envelope, you
can’'t detach those two,

AZP: Exactly, you cannot detach those two. I believe one of the tendencies
that characterize the most interesting contemporary experimentation
with the envelope is a sort of transfer of semiotic performance from
language and iconography to becoming an intrinsic part of the matter
that forms the envelopes.

SA: Well they're bound with one another in much more intricate
relationships. I wondered if you might talk a little bit more about your
artitude towards this question of iconography, and signification. Does one
still hold the semiotic at arm’s length?

AZP: One of my seminar sessions is on semiotics. After years of denying
the relevance of semniotics, I am actually interested in exploring how
meaning can be actually become a material texture. The envelope is

the primary site of any building’s identity. And whether we like it or
not, identity is formed by a complex variety of inputs. I am particularly

—rerested in Latour's idea of things, where objects or sub-human entities

uire meanings, rights, and political roles. One of the problems Latour

==s been working on is that of iconography. For him, representation is

= cultural trait that guarantees democracy: if we barggepresentation, as
c=rtain fundamentalisms do, it is because we believe it provides direct
zccess to the truth. It is precisely the metabolism of icons that guarantees
caltural progress and democracy. The question of how the building’s
iZentity is constructed and how this construction interferes with physical
comstruction is a fascinating question that you can see unfolding in many

o7 the current experiments with the building envelope.
"¥: Is that photograph a fabrication, is this metal? The reflective surface?

AZP: Polished stainless steel. At some point we considered ETFE for the
=nvelope but we discarded it because it was not permanent enough for

2 building that had to attain a certain monumental quality: It had to

De steel-- formally extravagant, and representing the movement and 38
dynamism attached to its transportation function. It was clear that 39
Birmingham City Council wanted a landmark building with a ‘wow’

effect.

JK: Stainless steel, okay. I'm trying to figure out what's the excuse and
what'’s the problem. The excuse is the reflectivities of what you consider to
be the quintessential Birmingham as a kind of phenomenological essence.
Reflect Birmingham's essence back to itself and you're going to use that as
an excuse to produce the pseudo-indexical form, which was a part of the
vocabulary of instantiating flows through architecture, but is not a part of
flows, So the profit is flipping the bird to all of us indexical folks, So give
me an example, I don’t understand what the accomnplishment is in the art
community? I get the excuse, What if it is the form you were really after?

AZP: I believe the building will be interesting once is completed because
it will produce a mixed image of the flows on the site. Even if the initial



S=mmemil sefesence Is the Guggenheim, the surface will have a very

i Sesems construction and a very different effect, as it will be much flatter
=0 ==ch more reflective. It will hopefully perform more like one of
#5552 Kapoor's clouds in Toronto, distorting the image of the crowds, the
T=ins and the sky, as a contemporary triptych of Birmingham.

JK: So you detected anticipation and as you detected those desires, the goal
was to win a competition.

AZP: Yes, winning the competition is what makes the project real, but

by constructing the narrative, the excuse of the project, we produce the
argument that will sustain the development of the project and establish a
ground of reference for future discussions with the different stakehalders.

JK: And from a cultural perspective, this is like a2 Matthew Barney in the
sense that it appears to be the result of a process, but the narrative is
actually a raiser of the process. Though it’s not an indexing of forces, it’s
simply the producing of the figure from actual forces. It’s a production

as opposed to a process, through a kind of systematic cinematic. I think
that's really interesting, but I don't understand why that’s not married
to your interest and to figure out why there isn’t an invention in the form
that takes that to another step beyond simply a kind of irony of process
work?

AZP: I think the difference between art and architecture is that
architecture deals with a much longer, more complex and more mediated
process, and there are many things that happen through the process that
are difficult to predict. You cannot close down the project as quickly as
an artinstallation, and I think it is more difficult to predict the effects

of the building and to forecast the processes that mediate or interfere in
the construction of something like this. I would even say that it is maybe
not very interesting to close the potentials of the project at the onset; you
need to give the project enough space to keep evolving, and be strategic at

=wery phase of development to ensure T—hit the project remains alive. And I
2im==4y can see where this project is evolving away from the more cynical

mz=tegic departure.

- Sovyou're saying once you know you've got the competition nailed; the
“o=t iob of the architect is to get the job. If it had that dimension, then
=== piece would be a sort of culturally poignant piece. It just basically
sopped. Stopping short of a kind of irony of an ugly form of index turned
=702 machine of representation to produce a kind of...what’s the word
“= looking for? A disingenuous commitment to the phenomenological

sssenice of Birmingham.

%o, Iunderstand and this is familiar. This is a prerogative’s audience,
they're going to have expectations about this which are poor, and

thar makes this interesting. You thwart the expectations of what the
“ustifications of process are, but basically it seems to be ending there.
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FZ=m Cehry's process is to make small deformations in the field in

“ULET T make tmoreasing numbers of subtle connections to the contextual
TE=Tomstoos Every project is about looking at the local relationships and

—~—#T=g the surface so that it actually joins ontology in the locality like

-2 ===mple the hills in Bilbao to the water, So it’s not so much different.
ATP: It's not so different.

JE: It's not so different at all. I believe Frank when he said that he didn't
mean to do Fred and Ginger and that at some point in the process, he
identified the figure and said that it was interesting, but that’s actually
really simple. 1t’s a real piece of Czech contextualization. He has those two
window echelons and two constructions and he basically figures out one
system to bring coherence to them. I'm sort of curious about the profit. Is
it this sculptural desirability and monumentality of the form?

AZP: Yes, except that this is a type of monumentality that operates by
reflection, which is different from what you can see in Gehry's work

which always operates as a solid form with certain material qualities.

JK: Why would you float a mountain on a sea of glass? You've got this
stainless steel mountain and it's floating on a sea of glass, it doesn't ever
get to the ground.

AZP: It doesn’t touch the ground because it can't touch the ground,
because of retail and the other things that need to have an active frontage.
The active frontages are not even part of our budget or our remit and they
are off limits from our mandate.

- fyou go back to Stan’s question abo.\ug the icon and the semiotic,
wich strike me as the relations you can add to a building, like clocks,

= “lock tower in Boston right? This thing tries to disappear in a sense

¢ reflectivity and offer some sense of confusion where the sky and the
szildings blend into one reflection. It has a very clear ethnicity through
seing a tower so you can still mentally hold onto that icon but what
swrikes me here is that you have a sort of messy icon. You know, you can't

22 z little cross deck sketch of this being, you know, two mating turtles,
==n they? It's visually difficult to apprehend this as an object despite your
Zesite to make it a monumental object, but you maintain a very clear
Zistinction between the reflecting parts. And so you did. There’s a horizon
“ne that's maintained that you see, especially in the animation between
the sky and the trains below. So, it's a funny play between the desire to

k=ep things very clear and distinct and also mesh things into something

that's indecipherable. Can you talk about that in terms of the desire for a

nal

new kind of monument or is this an issue of semiotics?

A7P: The building is so large and it's so embedded into the fabric of the
sity, that you will never see it as an object. You will only see sections of

it as you walk around. Maybe there are some places where you will, but
these comprehensive views we constructed for the project are really mostly
fctitious. That is one of the reasons why the strategy of trying to apply

z figural idea did not fly already from the beginning. What you say is
plausible; at the moment one surface is reflecting the sky, and the other is
reflecting the flows of people and trains. One possible development would
have been to try to tangle them more but for some reason the scale feels

right.
Audience: It's going to cause a car wreck.

AZP: This is one of the problems we have now. We have to do a reflection
test for the trains, not the cars because the train drivers may be blinded.
This is now becoming a part of the project because you can manipulate
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== tlss so that all of these things are now bei
2o the form,

SA: Your description’s i.nl:eresr_ing, because of the building exists in a
specific urban context. The aerial position is cinematic, but it’s really a

kind of metropolitan experience of Teconstructing the subject out of these

fragmented moments, right? To that degree, the project of a coherent
totalizing object is also called Into question here. It is a project that
anticipates being understood as a series of fragments,

AZP: There is actually an antecedent to this competition that is relevant
o mention now, which is that there was a previous design for this
building done by John McAslan, His was a glass schemne hanging from
the building; it was simply a curved scheme Wrapping the form. The
competition was actually called in because the CABE, the Commission
for Architecture and the Building Environment, criticized the scheme
because it was not sufficiently differentiated and itdidn’t establish
any local relations to the surroundings, There are 19,000 square meters

of stainless steel in our Project. So it is quite a large object, and we

knew from the very beginning that whatever we produced, it had to be
differentiated. That was one of the desires expressed by CABE in the review
that sunk the previous proposal.

Interestingly enough Ben van Berkel’s eNtry was very similar to ours in
identifying the basic strategies to follow: it was also stainless steel, it was
curvy and it reflected the public realm. The main difference between UN
Studio’s and ours was that he Played with tilting the steel in the entrances
toreflect the public space below and the people entering into to the
station. He tried to regularize the form by having a Systematic flip of the
surface, which instead of referring locally to the depth of the field in front
of the station, had a kind of internal logic. It was also a differentiated
surface unlike John McAslan’s. Itis amazing how we both identified the

Same strategies: both of us used a reflective metal cladding, light and
dynamic,

ng calibrated and embedded

~

=== To what extent do you consider yourself responsible, not

“we— =y so much as conceptually, for the residual space that Vou’end
g : the disconnection of the box and the new envelope? You're
s = rremendous amount of space between the building and the new

WaSSies. Does that factor in?

W5 v==_well, the cladding is actually a rain screen. So that .space is not
m;;::ed it’s not waterproofed, and it’s not insulated. It’s just a face to
= "1"_—ﬂmg We create a poché space and have a little more surface, butI
o mor think that that is an important economy in the project and we we.re
someraged to tamper with the inside of the building. We knt::w tha:t tl‘flsd
w=s primarily a monumental project, so we did not mind having this kin

of wasie.

“uiience: No, I wouldn't expect an argument that accounts for cost or
maretial efficiency, butI find it interesting that your stre?tegy.ver'sus .
“icaslan’s strategy obviously creates that new space, which didn't e.xzst )
= some other proposals and I was curious if you saw that as some kind of

sppoTTunity?

AIP: No, we discarded that possibility early on the grounds of coslts aI;:.
s=curity concerns. In some places the rain screen beco.mes an enclosu h;ve
=zt those are difficult moments in terms of construction because you )
o shift within a rain screen type to a waterproofed, insulated facade, an

that is not an obvious problem.

=4: Iwonder if there's a follow up question to that whlich is not specific to
this project because you've accepted the constraints glvz?n here. You werzrl
limited to the skin. Iwonder if you could further describe what ya.u r.ne
with the difference between envelope and form; even if you sf:ay within
the parameters of only the building envelope, there could be 1%15tan.ces .
where the potential of the building envelope might be to fold in on itse

and create new relationships of interior and exterior.
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AZP: 1 think ‘form’ and ‘envelope’ are very different things. Form is a
much more general term. What I like about the term envelope is that

it talks about a very specific set of techniques and relationships that

had to do with the specific construction of a building. I believe form is

a very general term and that is why I find it less precise as a grounding

of a discipline. I find it very difficult to elaborate a discourse about
architectural form because it is inevitable that it derives philosophical
questions. By addressing the envelope specifically I am trying to construct

a more disciplinary discourse,

PA: Aren't you afraid that by placing too much emphasis on the envelope,
the building will be further diminished or undermined to the point that
another screen might arise? Can we call it exterior design as opposed to
interior design?

AZP: On the contrary, one of my hopes is that by doing this investigation
we can find opportunities for using the envelope as a site of agency. The
massing and shaping of the envelope immediately organizes force fields
inside of the enclosed volume. One of the ideas that we are starting

to use in some of the prototypes that we are producing in the studio
understands the envelope as a body without organs. It’s a body which you
can manipulate to produce certain intensities and gradients. By starting
from the envelope we can question the grain of those organizations that
are given systematically by shopping consultants, office planners and

all these people who already set up the grain of how the space is going to
operate in a building. If we are able to find arguments in the shaping of
the envelope powerful enough to challenge those other typological forces
at play we will be better prepared to project the discipline into a position
of power.

SA: But there's another aspect to that simply has to do with situating
this particular project as one incident within the larger investigation
of the envelope. That is to say that this is a really thin envelope. The

things that it's doing are partof a relati_{ely small category of things an
=nvelope can do, right? As Andy Warhol liked to say, “There’s nothing
Z=sper than surface.” That would certainly apply to this project. It’s all
=bout thinness of the envelope in a way but it seems to me that there’s
=nother component of the larger envelope project which has to do with a
«ind of thickening of the envelope and the treatment of the envelope as
enhancing its performative capacities. I mean certainly in the work that
Marc Simmons and Front Inc. do, it seems to me it's more about claiming
the envelope as a properly architectural problem that can do many things
Zeyond functioning as a static boundary for the inside and outside.

TK: It’'s making the role of the architect more precise in relation to the
other forms of expert practice, which gives us the increasing ability to
make consummately a more successful project. For example, I'm glad
“inematographers have arisen as a separate profession from directors
Secause to have the director be the one who wrote, direct, act it in, shot,
—lick the camera produced less interesting results. I'm not really worried
220 much about the increasing expertise in the world of architectural

practice,

DLP: Your research argues for a renewed focus on the building envelope

n response to the role of the architect becoming increasingly reduced

o working with the building envelope. 1 don’t have a problem with
developing expertise, but I wonder if you can reconcile the claim for
specialization within that of general practice. If you start by saying

that there are a number of fields of expertise in the project, leading to
specialists or consultants taking over, is the amount of design work left for

architects more and more limited to the design of the building envelope?

AZP: No, you lose those areas of expertise. The projects come to you done
by other experts, When we did the project for the John Lewis Department
Store in Leicester, we were issued a set of drawings thar described

with great level of precision the prototype. It was incredibly difficult to
convince them to move from a straight box to a slightly kinked box.
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JK: Well you can't lament for a specific client to form a building type
expertise and know for a fact that they can better produce the effects

that they want to produce in their building, than you might be able to
imagine, that is not a problem. The problem is to convince people that
architectural intelligence, which is not a form of service of building types,
can produce effects that they don't know to imagine which will actually
augment their condition. You will never do a better job at planning a
shopping mall, or planning an airport with a shopping mall or an airport

near a shopping mall.

SA: It doesn’t have to be an either/or condition. I think part of the point

is that the organization of space of structure is a very long standing
traditional part of architectural expertise. Because you turn your attention
to the envelope doesn’t mean you essentially give up on structure and

space.

JK: What about the boutiques specialization based on building types? That
is where we’re losing our power. Are we only going to be able to retain our
relationship to power by retaining our traditional relationships to power?

That’s not true?

SA: Precisely from the educational perspective, you want to teach a broad
notion of expertise that includes the traditional structural and spatial
organizational capacities of the architect. It's not a zero-sum game; it's
not like you're no longer an expert in space and structure because you
started thinking about envelopes.

JK: I think architects have to be able to sit at a table today with the budgets
expert and when they go around the table, what is it they’re going to
bring to the table that no one else can do? If that architect says he’'ll be the
general contractor or he'll be the synthesizer, he's dead. He has to be able
to say, here are the things thatI can do that you don’t know how to do and
it’s not going to come out of the service, it’s going to come by learning
that history. I don't think it's nostalgia for the romantic tradition just like

= =n'tbeinany field. You can’t play chess today on the base of romantic
“==s3; you can’t play chess today without knowing. We can’t claim that

=wvelope. Tunderstand that you're not usually explicit in saying you are

=loping an expertise that has to do with the building. You don’t forget
t the quality of the structure or the fact that it might have some

ormance that changes the inside or the outside. You know it does have
= 22s toward the building and for example some might say that actually
“=ere are kinds of fields like interiors or for concourse design inside of
s=ilding that are completely forgotten by architects, or for example
=="ings. You know, suspended ceilings, they're kind of whole areas that
<= not programmed to certain kind of degree.

“IF: Yes, but I'm not claiming that architects have to do only envelopes,
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