THE-BESTRUCTION OF THE BOX

Frank Lloyd Wright

think I first consciously began to try to beat the box in the
Larkin Building—1904. I found a natural opening to the libera-
tion I sought when (after a great struggle) I finally pushed the
staircase towers out from the corners of the main building, and
made them into free-standing, individual features. Then the thing
began to come through as you may see, 4

I had felt this need for features quite early in my architectural
life. You will see this feeling growing up, becoming more apparent
a little later in Unity Temple: there perhaps is where you will find
the first real expression of the idea that the space within the build-
ing is the reality of that building. Unity Temple is where I thought
I had it, this idea that the reality of the building no longer con-
sisted in the walls and roof. So that sense of freedom began which
has come into the architecture of today for you and which we call
organic architecture. :

You may see, there in Unity Temple, how I dealt with this great
architectural problem at that time. You will find the sense of the
great room coming through—space not walled in now but more or
less free to appear. In Unity Temple you will find the walls actually
disappearing; you will find the interio ace ggé%%mé% 1%%116 o
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Drithitive sénse of shelter s a quality architecture should al-
ways have. If in a building you feel not only protection from above,
but liberation of interior to outside space (which you do feel in
Unity Temple and other buildings I have built) then you have one
important secret of letting the interior space come through,
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4 THE DESTRUCTION OF THE BOX

Now I shall try to show you why organic architecture is the ar-
chitecture of democratic freedom. Why? Well . . .

Here—say—is your box: big hole in the box, little ones if you
wish—of course.

What you see of it now is this square package of containment.
You see? Something not fit for our liberal profession of democratic
government, a thing essentially anti-individual. Here you may see
{more or less) the student architecture of almost all our colleges.

I was never ambitious to be an engineer. Unfortunately, I was edu-

cated as one in the University of Wisconsin. But  knew enough of en-
gineering to kno Sy Qh SR
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short cantileverage to the corners that lessens actual spans and sets
the corner free or’open for whatever distance you choose. The cor-
ners disappear altogether if you choose to let space come in thére,
or let it go out. Instead of post and beam construction, the usual
box building, you now have a new sense of building construction
by way of the cantilever and continuity. Both are new structural
elerpents. as they now enter architecture, But all you see of this
radical hberanonL f space all over u:tkhgg ;gv ﬂ;é
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. From this point we can go on to talk about organic architecture
instead of classic architecture. Let’s go on. These unattached side
-walls become something independent, no longer enclosing walls.
They’re separate supporting screens, any one of which may be
shortened, or extended or perforated, or occasionally eliminated.
These free-standing screens support the roof. What of this roof?
Overhead it becomes emphasized as a splendid sense of shelter, but
shelter that hides nothing when you are inside looking-out from the
b}lilding. It is a shape of shelter that really gives a sense of the out-
side coming in or the inside going out. Yes, you have now a wide-
spreading overhead that is really a release of this intetior space to
the outside: a freedom where before imprisonment existed.

You can perfect a figure of freedom with these four screens; in
any case, enclosure as a box is gone. Anything becoming, anything
in the nature of plan or materials is easily a possibility. To go further:
if this liberation works in the horizontal plane why won’t it work in

“sense of enclosure whatever at any
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the vertical plane? No one has looked through the box at the sky up
there at the upper angle, have they? Why not? Because the box al-
ways had a cornice at the top. It was added to the sides in order that
the box might not look so much like a box, but more classic. This
cormice was the feature that made your conventional box classic.

Now—to go on—there in thez]d ou catch no

gle, top or sides. You are
looking at the sky and feel the freedom of space. The columns are
designed to stand up and take over the ceiling, the column is made
a part of the ceiling: continuity.

The old idea of a building is, as you see, quite gone. Everything
before these liberating thoughts of cantilever and continuity took
effect, wasqosrAnEBRARTCORSHIEGHon: superimposition of one
thing upon Eniother and repetition of slab over slab, always on
posts. Now what? You have established a natural use of glass ac-
cording to this new freedom of space. Space may now go out or
come in where life is being lived, space as a component of it, So
organic architecture is architecture in which you may feel and see
all this happen as a third dimension. Too bad the Greeks didn’t
know of this new use for steel and glass as a third dimension. If
they had known what I am trying to describe here, you wouldn’t
have to think much about it for yourselves today, the schools
would long ago have taught these principles to you.

Be that as it may, this sense of space (space alive by way of the
third dimension), isn’t that sense - for architecture, an
implement to chiFiezC e irecdont _g:;%" al? I think
so. If you refuse this liberated sense of building haven’t you
thrown away that which is most precious in our own human life
and most promising as a new field for truly creative artistic ex-
pression in architecture? Yes, is there anything €lse, really? All
this, and more so, is why I have, lifelong, been fighting the pull of
the specious old box. I have had such a curious, controversial and
interesting time doing it that I myself have become a controversial
item. Suspicion is always in order.

Now to go back to my own experiences: after this building of
Unity Temple (as I have said) I thought I had the great thing very
well in hand. T was feeling somewhat as I imagine a great prophet
might. T often thought, well, at least here is an essentially new birth
of thought, feeling and opportunity in this machine age. This is the
modern means. I had made it come true! Naturally (I well remem-
ber) 1 became less and less tolerant and, I suppose, intolerable. Ar-
rogant, I imagine, was the proper word, I have heard it enough.!




