
Congrats Paprika!
Here’s your slice!

In celebration of the centenary issue of Paprika!, everyone is invited to a pizza 

celebration. To join the party, follow the steps on this slice.

Step 1
Draw a slice of Paprika! pizza.
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A variety of strange sub-

stances are left to off-gas in the 
spray booth, and the back alley 
dumpsters suddenly become a 

popular spot for model 
documentation.

January 13

“We need to have 
a kitchen advisory 

board.”—Scott Simpson, 
M.Arch I 2021

“Absolutely.”— 
Phil Bernstein, 

probably
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It’s 
not Paprika!’s 
birthday. 100 issues is big, but 
we’re a bit hesitant to celebrate (or, maybe 
we celebrated enough at last year’s “Paprika! 
turns 5!” party). And so, instead of cake, 
we’re passing out a slice of reflection: looking back
to look forward.

We would like to take this issue as an opportunity to evaluate and celebrate 
Paprika!’s output as a publication since its creation in 2014. As a steady voice 
since, Paprika! has been a place for everything from theoretical analysis to school-
specific reporting and cultural commentary, all of which are collecting dust in physical 
archives, and/or taking up space on server farms. With this sizable repository of writing 
at our fingertips, what do we do with it?  In an effort to re-engage with these relics, we 
asked our contributors to somehow respond to a past piece of writing from Paprika!’s 
archive—arguments against, commentaries on, and wholehearted endorsements 
were all welcome.

As the tenth group of Coordinating Editors, we wanted to learn how we 
can make things better, hear more voices, and reach deeper into 

our own community while also extending our reach beyond 
it. So, in conjunction with this article specific dialogue, 
we surveyed Paprika!’s readership in search of more 
granular and direct feedback. We see these parallel 
explorations as complementary to one another: 
the former zoomed in, the latter zoomed out. 
This is not meant to mark the end of this 
dialogue, rather to suggest that its pipeline 

is always open.

Biggest thanks to all who came before 
us, and whoever might come after. 
Here’s to the next however 
many. 

Angela Lufkin, 
Adam Thibodeaux, 
Sarah Weiss and 
Max Wirsing
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e t
hose 

ro
les

, ta
ke

 up th
e r

ules
 of t

he B
ato

n, a
nd 

ass
em

ble 
a t

ea
m of w

rit
ers

, e
dito

rs,
 an

d desi
gn

ers
, th
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r d
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e o
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e d
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e l
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ng.

Jack Self is an 

architect in London, director of REAL and 

editor-in-chief of Real Review. He graduated from 

the Architectural Association in 2014, where he started the 

student publication Fulcrum
.

Angela Lufkin: What motivated you and your co-founders to start Fulcrum at 

the AA in 2011?  Jack Self: Fulcrum was founded as a vehicle to explore the zeit-

geist, and with some hope of trying to shape it. I first became interested in capturing 

the spirit of our times shortly after 9/11. The mood in society shifted so rapidly; I had 

never experienced such mass hysteria or paranoia capable of permeating every aspect of the 

public and private spheres. The period following 9/11, the so-called War on Terror, was the first 

paradigm of my adult life. This ended in 2008, when the Global Financial Crisis cut short the ecstatic 

hedonism of the boom years and exposed the extent to which neoliberalism had radically reshaped wealth 

in society. 

Between 2008 and the end of 2010, there was a kind of paradigmatic pause—
a kind of slack water be-

tween two tides. The twentieth century was now definitely over, but the new century had not yet taken shape. 

There was a general hope for profound and systemic change to our economic and social models (perhaps 

best symbolised by Obama’s first campaign in 2008).

Naively, I truly believed we were on the brink of pruning back the excesses of capitalism. But 

by around October 2010, it had become clear to me that we were entering a new paradigm—
and 

not the one I had expected. Fulcrum—
which literally means a pivot or turning point—

emerged 

out of a realisation that the change I had hoped for was not imminent. In this sense, 

Fulcrum was founded out of frustration and anger. Issue two came out the week 

Mubarak was toppled in Egypt and the Arab Spring really kicked off.   

Over the next two years, every week Fulcrum tried to reflect and 

precipitate the changing attitudes in society towards wealth, gender, class, 

race and other structural social inequalities. For example, we became very 

involved with the Occupy movement and the anti-austerity marches. 

How did the identity of the graphic design play into the conception of the 

publication and its content?  Graphic design is the discipline of visual 

communication. You can express an idea through words or an 

image or a building—
but graphic design is the most powerful 

means for mainstream or popular communication. As a 

publication, Fulcrum tried to precipitate a tipping point 

in architectural culture. Graphically, we tried to 

communicate that idea through the format: two 

authors writing on the same topic every week, 

which shows that there is never an absolute 

or universal truth on any subject. All 

perspectives are relative. Eventually 

we worked out how to present this 

relativism through a graphic 

fulcrum—
a thick line drawn 

down the middle of the 

page, a pivot around 

which the two argu-

ments revolved.

 

     

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
What influence do you feel Fulcrum had on the student body of the AA? More broadly, 

what role do you believe student journalism plays in the academic environment of an archi-

tecture school?  It is not for me to assess the influence of Fulcrum. But I can say that it 

was much more widely read outside the AA than within: we used a neglected Risograph 

to print 500 copies each week, at a school that then numbered 700 students. Most copies 

ended up in the trash. I reckon on our readership being about 300. Yet the scanned PDFs were 

downloaded 5,000 times each week. As is often the case, it was only when Fulcrum ended that the 

school body reacted. Before Fulcrum there hadn’t been a student publication for twenty years. After it, 

there was an explosion—
about half a dozen, two of which are still running. So I am proud that if nothing else 

we contributed to a renewed interest in writing. Though probably Fulcrum is just a reflection of the trend, rather 

than a driver of it… 

More generally, student journalism is extremely important. Architects rarely write well, and the 

discipline suffers from a lack of rigour. So a healthy culture of writing is central to producing better 

thinkers and better architects. It is also even more crucial now than last decade, because the common 

forums for debate and discussion are in decline. Student journalism forces people who don’t agree 

with each other, and might have little in common, to acknowledge and engage the relative 

strengths of their positions. W
hat scares me the most is a rise in silence: a generalised reti-

cence to contribute, a hesitance to express an opinion at all...

What motivated your decision to end the publication at its 100th issue?  I graduated, 

so I killed the publication. Fulcrum was never an institutional publication—
it was 

a constant struggle to get it recognised and supported by the AA. So the idea of 

passing it on to someone else was anathema; every generation of students 

must create their own means of expression.  

What are you up to now?  Today I am finalising a new issue of 

Real Review, a quarterly contemporary culture magazine dedicated 

to “what it means to live today” —
I founded this in 2016, and in 

many ways it is the continuation of Fulcrum. 

Do you have any advice for Paprika! as we continue into 

the unknown?  Reflect deeply on why you write, and why 

you edit. W
hat is your social agenda, your driving 

mission? Your readers are giving you the most pre-

cious and valuable thing they have: their time. 

A publication must not abuse that gift, but 

rather ask how it can improve the lives of 

its readers.

January 24

In Renaissance and 
Modern II, Kurt Forester torments 

Peter Eisenman with a slideshow of 
early 20th-century expressionism, 
highlighting a familiar, phallic tower 
by Mendelsohn. “This is a side of 
you I’ve never seen before,” Peter 
responds.

Also of note: Peter’s obser-
vation that “buildings aren’t 
meant to have wings.” His 

stance on silkworms is 
unclear.
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I was running in circles 

about how to title this piece, and 

quite honestly, how to write it. Should it be 

funny? Should it even try? By “it” I mean me, of course. 

W
ill fumbling jokes detract from my point, the gravity of the 

problem I am here to address? Probably. My Hanukkah safari was 

fantastic by the way, thank you for asking.

I’ve decided on an approach now: pure and utter sincerity. We’ll see 

how this goes. I’m here to confront a serious problem in “our” field, as writing this 

for Paprika! assumes an audience of aspiring and established architects, historians, 

critics, what have you, granting me the permission to use the royal “we.” I’m here reporting 

live from the echo chamber of architectural thought, and no one is laughing. This is the prob-

lem: the absence of humor in this very. Serious. Field. (Practice?) 

I debated circling this piece back to the intentions of post-modernism. I turned to Lani Barry 

and Jeffrey Liu’s piece edited in 2017, which cried out for a post-ironic approach to architecture, a 

practice that would allow the designer to be both visionary and self-critical, mitigating the self-seri-

ousness imbued in all things architecture. I think they had a good point, but I also think there is 

a way to approach this matter without over-intellectualizing it.

 “We” like to think that architecture affects Everyone, its scope being part of 

what makes it  incredibly serious. Decisions we make directly touch the daily expe-

riences of those who inhabit the spaces we help create. (I think? We hope? We 

prefer to believe?) Therefore, architecture can have no sense of humor…? I just 

don’t understand. I asked some people what they thought of this, simply out 

of curiosity: why architecture can’t be funny. Dearest Kevin Steffes said, 

“because if it’s funny, then it can’t be taken seriously, or it’s just too 

expensive to be funny. The joke becomes too expensive.” This was 

an idea I loved, 

a joke that was too expensive to 

be funny. 

Kind of like... The Vessel! 

Don’t be 

mistaken, though. 

I am not asking 

for architecture 

to be a series of 

jokes with coded 

punchlines. W
hen 

I ask for architec-

ture to have a sense 

of humor, I am also 

not asking the build-

ings to make me laugh, 

or the architects for 

that matter, for that 

would be the real 

nightmare. It’s 

something 
more along  

 

 
 the lines of Michael 

Meredith’s plea for a manifesto 

titled “Absurd Realism!” in which he writes, 

“Architecture’s self-serious tragedy has been written 

and rewritten ad nauseam. I’d prefer something else, some-

thing I can relate to. You know what I mean.” 1 

	

To me, this is it. In fact, it’s almost too on the nose, because I 

could have just submitted that quote instead of this article, and it probably 

would have been more effective. But no, I will see this through to the end! 

Humor can be used to escape the vacuum of architectural discourse—
any 

discourse even. Humor allows us to reach larger audiences, and provides a platform for 

honest self-awareness and criticism. W
hy shouldn’t we be allowed to joke about this thing we 

all obviously take so seriously? Are we scared that if we joke about it we will be accused of not 

taking it seriously? That to me is more delusional than thinking architecture has the power to save 

the world. Architecture can be the most serious thing if we want it to be, but in the end it’s per-

petuated, perceived, and experienced by humans. We as humans rely on humor, specifically 

satire and more self-critical forms of humor, because it allows us to, at the very least, take 

things that may have high stakes less seriously if even for just a few minutes. You know 

what helps us hear and understand things we wouldn’t otherwise want to engage 

with? Humor. It cuts through emotion, “silencing at once our pity and affection,” 

as Henri Bergson put it. It appeals to some deeper desire with ourselves to see 

reality in a different light, at the very least through a different lens for a very 

short amount of time. Sure, it can be a coping mechanism, but it can also 

be an extremely powerful tool. 

Architecture does itself a disservice by not having a sense 

of humor, and more importantly, it reinforces the impenetra-

bility of the field from those who believe they exist outside 

of it. Aren’t we tired of singing at a pitch so low only 

architects can hear?  Therefore, my cry for humor is 

to be served with a needle, to burst our bubble. 

So, please, architecture, I beg you, lighten up 

once in a while. 
 

(to be continued…) 

1(Log No. 22, The Absurd (Spring/Summer 2011), 

pp.69-73)

M
ichael Gasper

M
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 Rem
em

ber M
ad-Libs? This is one of those.

1 _______(D
escriptive Adjective)  2 _______(Verb ending in -ing)  3 _______(Vessel)  4 _______(Basic Brand N

am
e)  

5 _______(Beverage)  6 _______(D
eluxe Beverage)  7_______(A piece of inflated jargon)  8 _______(N

oun)  

9 _______(Em
otion)  10 _______(N

oun)  11 _______(N
um

ber)  12 _______(Philosopher)  13 _______(Adjective)  

14 _______(Adjective that is the foil to #1)  15 _______(O
ccupational field)  16 _______(Adjective)  17 _______(D

esign M
ove-

m
ent)  18 _______(That obnoxious girl from

 Elem
entary School)  19 _______(N

am
e of a periodical)  

20 _______(Feeling state)  21 _______(Another feeling state)  22 _______(N
oun)  23 _______(Verb)  

24 _______(Adjective)  25 _______(Adjective)  26 _______(Verb)  27 _______(Adverb)  28 _______(Period of tim
e)  

29 _______(Verb)  30 _______(N
iche G

roup)  31 _______(Adjective)  32 _______(Adjective)   

33 _______(N
oun)  34 _______(Verb)  35 _______(Adverb)  36 _______(Adjective)  

37_______(Alternate spelling of #5)

I’m
 not sure I’m

 the right person to be    2_  on the    1_  as it’s not really m
y    3_   of (   1_     4_ )   5_. I’m

 m
ore 

of a    6_  person. I’m
 m

ore interested in the    7_  than the    1_ . For m
e, the    1_  is just    8_ —

nothing 

special (by definition), but it does its job of preventing    9_  w
hen I get hom

e. O
ne can, of course, 

m
ake claim

s that there is actually    10     in the    1_ —
as has been done in architecture    11    tim

es 

a century since     12   —
but if the everyday is    13   , it w

ould no longer truly be    1_ .    1_  is often 

synonym
ous w

ith    14   . And one cannot, by definition, be both    1_  and    14   . It’s a contra-

diction in term
s. And so this argum

ent becom
es a redefinition of the term

 “   1_ ” rather 

than an argum
ent about    15   . Today the term

 “   1_ ” in    15    is also confused w
ith “   16   ” 

or a type of m
inim

al effort.   17    is a style and I’m
 not particularly interested in style 

argum
ents.

I just w
rote about this as a response to M

ichael    18    in the m
ost recent issue of    

19   1 on m
inim

al design effort and “   20   ” as a position. I believe the pursuit 

of the    1_  in    15    is a form
 of political    21   . As if you’re doing w

ork that 

supports the    22    of    1_  life, as it exists today (and every day), you are 

offering nothing to    23    it. That m
eans your    24    efforts are politically    

25    . You can either design for the    1_  in w
hich you    26   , and solve 

its problem
s to keep it running    27   , or you can design for the    

28    you w
ant to    29   —

w
hich explains m

y involvem
ent w

ith    30    

philosophy. I am
 invested in a project of speculation about    

31   , and m
ore    32    social realities—

as I’m
 not satisfied 

w
ith the current     33   . If today’s reality is the reality 

you think w
e should    34    in—

then, by all m
eans, 

design for its propagation through producing 

its    1_     15   . O
f course, I think w

e can do better 

than today’s    1_ —
architecturally, politically, 

culturally and    35   . N
ow

 back to m
y cup 

of very    36       5_ . M
y special​-  37  , as it 

w
ere…

1 (   19    39, W
inter 2017: Obser-

vations on Architecture and the 

Contemporary City.)
O

riginal text: “An 

Argum
ent Against the 

Everyday,” written by 

M
ark Foster Gage 

for Issue 3-04, 
“Everyday”.

In
 re

ce
nt h

is-

tory,
 th

e d
ev

elo
pmen

t o
f t

he n
ati

on 

sta
te 

has 
led

 m
odern

 bord
ers

 to
 m

an
ife

st 
an

d 

str
en

gth
en

 th
em

sel
ve

s t
hro

ugh
 heig

hten
ed

 so
cia

l 

divi
sio

ns b
etw

ee
n an

d w
ith

in co
mmunitie

s. T
hese

 re
nd our 

co
mmon human

ity
 al

ong l
ines 

of r
ac

e a
nd re

lig
ion, c

las
s a

nd gl
obal 

iden
tit

y t
o es

tab
lis

h id
ea

l c
ultu

ral
 boundari

es 
that 

so
on m

eta
sta

siz
e 

into co
nten

tio
us g

eo
-politi

ca
l re

ali
tie

s. H
owev

er,
 fr

om th
ose 

rig
id cl

ass
ifica

-

tio
ns a

nd th
e h

ard
 lin

es 
that 

hav
e s

plit 
the A

meri
ca

n co
ntin

en
t b

etw
ee

n th
e U

S 

an
d M

ex
ico

 on pap
er,

 a 
more 

fluid im
ag

e o
f t

hat 
co

mmon bord
er 

beg
ins t

o em
erg

e. 

Fro
m th

e s
hift

ing f
orce

s o
f n

atu
re 

go
ve

rn
ing t

he t
ides 

of t
he R

io G
ran

de a
nd th

e b
looming 

biodive
rsi

ty 
that 

nav
iga

tes
 its

 sh
ores

 to
 th

e fl
ow of t

hose 
indivi

duals
 w

ho hav
e w

alk
ed

 betw
ee

n 

the l
ines,

 th
e b

ord
er 

joining t
hese

 tw
o nati

ons b
eg

ins t
o ap

pea
r a

s n
eit

her 
ab

so
lute 

nor s
tat

ion-

ary
—

a fl
uid en

tit
y, c

onsta
ntly

 in
 m

otio
n. F

or t
hose 

who gr
ew

 up in
 its

 sh
ad

ow, th
e c

onseq
uen

ce
s o

f 

the b
ord

er 
are

 of t
he u

tm
ost 

im
porta

nce
. It

 is
 not ju

st 
the d

ivi
de b

etw
ee

n a 
co

mmon la
nd, b

ut a
 

ca
tal

yst
 th

at 
draw

s t
oge

ther 
the p

eo
ple,

 go
ods a

nd natu
ral

 w
ild

life
 ar

ound it.

The T
rea

ty 
of G

uad
alu

pe H
idalg

o’s p
lac

em
en

t o
f t

he b
ord

er 
alo

ng t
he c

en
ter

lin
e 

of t
he R

io G
ran

de R
ive

r in
 th

e a
fte

rm
ath

 of t
he 1

848
 M

ex
ica

n-A
meri

ca
n W

ar 
is 

the p
rim

e 

hist
oric

al 
an

tec
ed

en
t f

or t
he l

oca
tio

n of t
he m

odern
 U

S-M
ex

ico
 bord

er.
 H

owev
er,

 

natu
ral

 bord
ers

—
part

icu
lar

ly 
wate

rw
ay

s—
are

 nev
er 

sta
tic

 an
d te

nd to
 sh

ift
 an

d m
e-

an
der 

due t
o hea

vy
 ra

in, d
ry 

sp
ell

s, s
oil e

ro
sio

n, e
ase

 of fl
ow as

 w
ell

 as
 deli

bera
te 

en
gin

ee
rin

g a
nd te

rra
form

ing. 
Ove

r t
im

e, 
differe

nt s
ec

tio
ns o

f t
he R

io G
ran

de 

beg
an

 to
 ex

ten
d fu

rth
er 

north
 an

d so
uth, ta

king t
he b

ord
er 

alo
ng w

ith
 it.

 

This 
res

ulte
d in

 se
ve

ral
 co

nflict
s o

ve
r is

su
es 

of g
ove

rn
an

ce
, la

nd own-

ers
hip, a

nd ci
tiz

en
sh

ip as
 peo

ple 
beg

an
 to

 se
ttl

e a
long t

he s
hores

 of 

an
 ev

er 
sh

ift
ing i

nter
nati

onal 
boundary

. T
o re

so
lve

 th
is 

iss
ue, 

the 

US an
d M

ex
ico

 se
lec

tiv
ely

 ex
ch

an
ge

d nea
rly

 30
,000 ac

res
 an

d 

24
7 s

hift
ed

 parc
els

 of la
nd, k

nown as
 “b

an
co

s,”
 al

ong t
he R

io 

Gran
de f

ro
m 19

07-1
976

.1

Part
icu

lar
 co

nten
tio

n su
rro

unded
 a 

co
mmu-

nity
 ca

lle
d th

e C
ham

iza
l. T

his 
ban

co
 first

 em
erg

ed
 

aft
er 

a s
eri

es 
of e

sp
ec

ial
ly 

hea
vy

 floods s
hift

ed
 th

e 

Rio an
d th

e U
S bord

er 
so

uth, d
esp

ite
 le

ga
lly

 

belo
ngin

g t
o a 

Mex
ica

n la
ndowner.2

  T
he 

sit
e b

ec
am

e s
o politi

ca
lly

 ch
arg

ed
 th

at,
 

in 19
09, it

 w
as 

tem
porar

ily
 dee

med
 

neu
tra

l te
rri

tory 
durin

g t
he m

ee
t-

ings 
of M

ex
ico

’s P
res

iden
t D

íaz
 

an
d th

e U
nite

d Stat
e’s

 Pres
-

iden
t T

aft
 in

 nea
rb

y E
l 

Paso
.3

 Thro
ugh

out t
he 

1920
’s a

nd th
e r

ise
 

of P
ro

hibitio
n, 

the C
ham

iza
l 

bec
am

e a
 

ca
su

al 

bord
er cro

ssi
ng f

or U
S ci

ti-

ze
ns t

o le
ga

lly
 drin

k in
 M

ex
ico

. B
y 

the 1
930

’s, 
Cold W

ar 
pro

pag
an

da w
as 

sp
rea

d 

in M
ex

ico
, e

mphasi
zin

g t
he s

tat
us o

f t
he C

ham
iza

l a
s 

a s
tolen

 te
rri

tory.
 In

 19
64, 

under 
those 

pres
su

res
, th

e t
wo 

go
ve

rn
men

ts 
ca

me t
oge

ther 
an

d ag
ree

d to
 at

tem
pt a

 re
cre

ati
on of 

the o
rig

inal 
riv

er 
path

way
 in

 ord
er 

to re
so

lve
 th

e d
isp

ute 
an

d so
lid

ify
 th

e 

bord
er.

 This 
was 

done b
y r

e-e
xte

nding t
he r

ive
r n

orth
 an

d build
ing a

 ce
men

t 

ca
nal 

thro
ugh

 th
e C

ham
iza

l n
eig

hborh
ood, e

ras
ing i

t f
ro

m th
e m

ap
s a

nd m
inds o

f 

the p
opulac

e, 
all

 w
hile

 fo
rci

bly 
disp

lac
ing i

ts 
inhab

ita
nts.5

As t
he R

io G
ran

de b
eg

ins t
o dry 

up due t
o ra

pid cl
im

ate
 ch

an
ge

, th
is 

natu
ral

 

boundary
 sh

all
 sl

owly 
fad

e f
ro

m th
e l

an
dsca

pe. 
In

 re
sp

onse 
to th

e n
ee

d fo
r c

onser
va

tio
n, th

e 

U.S. a
nd M

ex
ica

n W
ild

life
 Serv

ice
 hav

e p
urch

ase
d la

nd al
ong t

he r
ive

r in
 an

 eff
ort 

to pres
erv

e t
he 

dive
rse

 natu
ral

 en
vir

onmen
ts 

pres
en

t. N
ati

onal 
Fores

ts,
 in

clu
ding t

he C
oro

nad
o, a

re 
now so

me o
f 

the m
ost 

ec
ologic

all
y d

ive
rse

 in
 N

orth
 Ameri

ca
, h

osti
ng a

 w
ide v

ari
ety

 of w
ild

life
. H

owev
er,

 fu
rth

er 

forti
fica

tio
n of t

he b
ord

er 
sh

all
 only 

ex
ac

erb
ate

 th
e a

dve
rse

 eff
ec

ts 
pres

en
t. I

t w
ill 

cu
t o

ff th
ose 

an
cie

nt m
igr

ato
ry 

path
s, i

so
lat

e a
djac

en
t p

opulat
ions, a

nd deg
rad

e t
he a

lre
ad

y d
ep

let
ed

 riv
er,

 

lea
vin

g b
eh

ind a 
deso

lat
e a

nd dusty
 co

rri
dor b

etw
ee

n th
e t

wo nati
ons. A

s t
hat 

tim
e c

omes 

to pass
, w

e m
ust 

ask
 ourse

lve
s w

hat 
we w

ould w
an

t f
ro

m su
ch

 a 
bord

er.
 M

an
ife

st 
wall

s 

built 
on fu

rth
er 

divi
sio

ns b
orn

 fr
om th

e c
ree

ds a
nd priv

ile
ge

s, u
nev

en
ly 

divi
ded

 

unto us t
hro

ugh
 ac

cid
en

ts 
of b

irt
h, o

r d
raw

 upon our c
ommon human

ity
 an

d th
at 

ce
ase

les
s d

esi
re 

for h
ope.

    
    

 1 
(Kram

er, 
Paul

. “A
 Bord

er C
ros

ses
” T

he 
New

 Yo
rke

r, 2
1 S

ept
em

ber
 20

14,
  ht

tps
://w

ww.

new
yor

ker
.co

m/ne
ws/n

ew
s-d

esk
/movi

ng-
mexi

can
-bo

rde
r, A

cce
sse

d 1
6 J

anu
ary

, 20
20.

)

 2 
(“D

id Y
ou 

Know
... M

ass
ive

 Floo
d in

 18
64 

Alter
ed 

Cour
se 

of 

Rio G
ran

de 
Resu

ltin
g in

 Bord
er D

isp
ute

?” U
.S. C

ust
om

s a
nd 

Bord
er 

Prote
ctio

n, T
he 

Depa
rtm

ent
 of 

Hom
ela

nd 
Secu

rity
, 20

 Dece
mber

 

201
9, w

ww.cb
p.g

ov/
abo

ut/h
isto

ry/d
id-y

ou-
kno

w/flo
od.

 Acce
sse

d 

16 
Jan

uar
y, 2

020
.)  3 

Ibid
.  4 

(Paya
n, T

ony
. “H

ow
 a F

org
otte

n 

Bord
er D

isp
ute

 To
rment

ed 
U.S.-M

exi
co 

Rela
-

tion
s fo

r 10
0 Y

ear
s.” 

Americ
as 

Quar
terl

y, 

Winte
r 20

16,
 www.am

eric
asq

uar
terl

y.

org
/co

nte
nt/h

ow
-for

got
ten

-bo
rde

r-d
is-

put
e-to

rment
ed-

us-
mexi

co-
rela

-

tion
s-1

00-
yea

rs. 
Acce

sse
d 1

6 

Jan
uar

y, 2
020

.)
 5 

(Staff
, N

PR. 

“50
 Ye

ars
 Ago,

 A Fluid
 Bord

er 

Made
 The 

U.S. 1 
Squa

re 

Mile 
Smalle

r.” N
PR, N

PR, 

25 
Sept

. 20
14,

 www.np
r.

org
/20

14/
09/

25/
350

885
341

/50
-

yea
rs-a

go-
a-fl

uid
-bo

rde
r-

made
-the

-u-
s-1

-sq
uar

e-

mile-
sm

alle
r. A

cce
sse

d 1
6 

Jan
uar

y, 2
020

.)

Ove
r t

he y
ea

rs,
 

sev
era

l is
su

es 
of P

ap
rik

a! 
hav

e a
ske

d 

rea
ders

 to
 dive

 in
to th

e d
ep

ths o
f t

heir
 im

ag
i-

nati
on an

d co
ntem

plat
e a

 differe
nt r

ea
lity

. S
ometi

mes 

these
 th

ough
t e

xe
rci

ses
 hav

e b
ee

n su
btle

 dive
rge

nce
s f

ro
m th

e 

ev
ery

day,
 an

d other 
tim

es,
 th

ey
 hav

e p
ush

ed
 th

e b
oundary

 fu
lly

 in
to 

the u
nknown. W

hile
 th

e f
olds o

n im
ag

inati
on an

d play
fulness

 se
em

 to
 

sta
nd in

 co
ntra

st 
to th

e s
eri

ousn
ess

 of fo
lds r

ela
tin

g t
o so

cia
l ju

sti
ce

, e
nvir

on-

men
tal

 co
nce

rn
s o

r p
ed

ag
ogic

al 
iss

ues;
 th

e i
mporta

nce
 of t

hese
 fo

lds s
houldn’t b

e 

ove
rlo

oke
d. W

hile
 ar

ch
ite

ctu
re 

must 
res

pond to
 th

e s
ometi

mes 
hars

h re
ali

ty 
in w

hich
 

we l
ive

 an
d at

tem
pt t

o m
itig

ate
 th

e p
ro

blem
s w

e f
ac

e, 
it s

till
 st

an
ds w

ith
 one f

oot in
 th

e 

im
ag

inati
on. W

ith
out t

he c
ap

ab
ilit

y t
o im

ag
ine, 

how co
uld ar

ch
ite

ctu
re 

ev
en

 beg
in to

 ta
ck

le 

the p
ro

blem
s o

f r
ea

lity
?

In
 an

 in
ter

vie
w in

 “P
han

tas
y” 

(Vol. 
4 Is

sue
 13

), M
ark

 Foste
r G

ag
e t

alk
s a

bout t
he v

alu
e o

f im
ag

-

inati
on an

d ar
ch

ite
ctu

re 
as 

a t
ool u

sed
 to

 co
nce

ptuali
ze

 poten
tia

l fu
tures

. H
e s

ay
s, “

Arch
ite

ctu
re 

hist
ory 

is 
a h

ist
ory 

of a
nomali

es—
an

omali
es 

that 
sh

ow us a
n al

ter
nati

ve
 path

.” I
t’s

 th
e j

ob of 

arc
hite

ctu
re 

to sp
ec

ulat
e o

n a 
poten

tia
l fu

ture 
rea

lity
 an

d pro
vid

e a
 path

 to
 ge

t t
here

. Y
ou 

hav
e t

o co
nvin

ce
 D

oro
thy t

hat 
the E

mera
ld C

ity
 an

d a 
wish

-gr
an

tin
g w

iza
rd

 ar
e a

t t
he e

nd 

of t
he Y

ell
ow Bric

k Road
 in

 ord
er 

to st
art

 her 
on th

at 
journ

ey.
 In

 a 
pers

onal 
dict

um 

which
 co

uld ea
sil

y b
e t

he m
iss

ion st
ate

men
t o

f a
rch

ite
cts

 co
lle

cti
ve

ly,
 G

ag
e s

ay
s, 

“I’
ve

 nev
er 

bee
n in

ter
est

ed
 in

 th
e w

orld
 as

 it 
is—

I’v
e a

lw
ay

s b
ee

n in
ter

est
ed

 in
 

the w
orld

 as
 it 

co
uld be.”

 W
hile

 fa
ntas

y a
nd re

ali
ty 

are
 se

en
 in

 opposit
ion, th

is 

inter
vie

w to
uch

es 
on how cr

itic
al 

they
 ar

e f
or o

ne a
nother.

Mich
ae

l G
las

sm
an

’s s
tory 

“D
own th

e R
ab

bit H
ole”

 in
 “F

ict
ion” 

(Vol. 
3 Is

sue
 15

) as
ks t

he r
ea

der 
to im

ag
ine a

n im
possi

ble 
work of a

rch
ite

c-

ture:
 a 

rab
bit h

ole.
 The s

pac
e-w

arp
ing o

dditie
s 

at 
play

 ca
ll u

p vi
sio

ns o
f H

ou
se 

of 

Leav
es 

an
d dest

ab
iliz

e w
hat 

is 

an
d is

n’t r
ea

lity
. L

ike
 m

ost 

go
od st

orie
s, t

his 
one 

holds u
p a 

mirr
or t

o 

the r
ea

l w
orld

 as
 

an
 ac

t o
f r

ev
ea

lin
g. 

W
hen

 th
e n

arr
ato

r 

is 
ask

ed
 ab

out t
he 

purp
ose 

of h
av

ing a
 

lib
rar

y i
n th

e p
ro

j-

ec
t, i

t p
ro

vo
ke

s 

the r
esp

onse,
 “[

…] 

the l
ibrar

y w
as 

the 

cru
x o

f t
he p

ro
jec

t, 

the p
lac

e w
here

 

word
 an

d dee
d 

co
llid

ed
.”  

   

This 

see
ms t

o ill
ustr

ate
 th

e 

divi
de b

etw
ee

n en
gin

ee
rs,

 co
ntra

c-

tors 
an

d dev
elo

pers
; a

nd ar
ch

ite
cts

, a
rti

sts
 an

d 

thinke
rs.

 The p
urp

ose 
of s

ometh
ing d

oesn
’t n

ee
d to

 be 

quan
tifi

ab
le 

to hav
e w

orth
. A

rch
ite

ctu
re 

is 
the a

ct 
of a

dding 

ab
str

ac
t v

alu
e t

o build
ing. 

In
 th

e “
Phan

tas
y” 

inter
vie

w, G
ag

e s
ay

s 

that 
he s

ee
ks o

ut s
pac

es 
which

 ar
e n

ot t
he “

pred
ict

ab
le 

outco
me o

f w
hat 

arc
hite

ctu
re 

ca
n be.”

 W
hat’

s g
rea

t a
bout “

Down th
e R

ab
bit H

ole”
 is

 th
at 

this 

str
uctu

ral
 fa

ntas
y c

omes 
out o

f t
he b

orin
g t

rap
pings 

of o
ffice

 lif
e: 

sch
ed

ulin
g, 

su
r-

ve
yin

g, 
an

d rib
bon cu

tti
ng. 

It 
ch

all
en

ge
s t

he n
otio

n of a
 sy

ste
m pro

ducin
g “

pred
ict

ab
le 

outco
mes.

”
Fict

ion ca
n al

so
 be a

 pro
ducti

ve
 w

ay
 to

 en
ga

ge
 w

ith
 th

e p
ast

. “R
itu

al 
Vess

els
 an

d 

Their
 M

yth
s” 

by O
lis

a A
gu

lue (
als

o in
 “F

ict
ion”) 

brin
gs 

hist
oric

al 
an

d ar
ch

ae
ologic

al 
res

ea
rch

 

into th
e fi

eld
 of im

ag
inati

on as
 w

ell
. T

he a
rti

cle
 disc

usse
s t

wo ar
tif

ac
ts 

fro
m th

e n
orth

ern
 C

ongo
 in

 

a v
ery

 m
att

er-
of-f

ac
t s

tyl
e a

nd th
e b

eli
ef 

by s
ch

olar
s t

hat 
these

 tw
o ve

sse
ls 

are
 rit

uali
sti

c i
n natu

re.
 

Spec
ulat

ions a
re 

mad
e a

bout h
ow th

ese
 ve

sse
ls 

were
 used

 in
 ce

rem
onies

, b
ut t

hese
 sp

ec
ulat

ions 

are
 bro

ugh
t in

to quest
ion at

 th
e e

nd of t
he a

rti
cle

, b
ec

au
se 

the r
itu

als
 no lo

nge
r e

xis
t a

nd w
e 

hav
e n

o knowled
ge

 of t
hem

. W
hile

 th
e o

bjec
ts 

ca
n be a

dmire
d as

 th
ings 

in th
em

sel
ve

s, 

an
d w

hile
 it 

migh
t b

e f
air

ly 
ea

sy 
to as

su
me w

ay
s t

hey
 co

uld hav
e b

ee
n used

 base
d on 

their
 fo

rm
s, i

t is
 nea

rly
 im

possi
ble 

to know w
hat 

these
 objec

ts 
mea

nt s
ym

bolic
all

y 

an
d cu

ltu
ral

ly 
to th

eir
 orig

inal 
owners

. H
ere

, fi
cti

on is
 a 

res
idue w

hich
 fills

 in
 th

e 

ga
ps o

f k
nowled

ge
. It

 is
 th

is 
sp

ec
ulat

ive
 m

ea
ning w

hich
 gi

ve
s h

ist
oric

al 
objec

ts 

im
porta

nce
. 

Our u
nders

tan
ding o

f r
ea

lity
 is

 dee
ply 

en
tan

gle
d w

ith
 fa

ntas
y; 

the t
wo su

pport 
an

d bala
nce

 one a
nother.

 In
 a 

field
 su

ch
 as

 ar
ch

ite
c-

ture,
 th

is 
en

tan
gle

men
t is

 vi
tal

 an
d Pap

rik
a! 

has 
en

co
urag

ed
 su

ch
 

a r
ela

tio
nsh

ip th
ro

ugh
 sp

ec
ulat

ive
 th

ough
t a

nd im
ag

inati
ve

 

pro
posit

ions. I
t h

as 
bee

n a 
sp

ac
e f

or e
xp

eri
men

tat
ion, a

 

sp
ac

e f
or a

cti
vis

m, a
nd a 

sp
ac

e f
or im

ag
inati

on. W
rit

ten
 

lan
gu

ag
e, 

lik
e a

rch
ite

ctu
re,

 is
 one o

f t
he m

an
y m

e-

diat
ors 

betw
ee

n th
e w

orld
s o

f fi
cti

on an
d 

rea
lity

, a
nd an

other 
tool a

t o
ur d

isp
os-

al.
  A

s w
e c

ele
brat

e t
he 1

00th is
su

e 

of P
ap

rik
a!,

 w
e s

hould lo
ok at

 

the p
ast

 not ju
st 

as 
the r

ea
lity

 

fro
m w

hich
 it 

ca
me, 

but f
or 

the f
uture 

it e
nvis

ioned
, a

nd 

then
 beg

in to
 im

ag
ine o

ne 

of o
ur o

wn.

January 22

New instagram con-
tender @deskcrit astutely 
illustrates the struggle of 
first year: “when it’s 9 mf 
AM and you in structjres 
[sic] but you still have 
24 inches of your 100” 
biome drawing to fill”

January 16

The surprise appearance of 
live silkworms on the sixth floor 

raise questions about the ongoing 
impact of the revised first-semester 

curriculum.

January 23

Tatiana Bilbao and Wal-
ter Hood’s advanced stu-
dios face off in an all-out, 
gloves-off competition for 
the semester’s largest 
site model.  On a related 
note: anyone looking for 
a 30-foot-long coffee 
table at the end of the 
semester, please con-

tact Andrew Benner. 

January 21

Bernard Tschumi starts following @yale-
paprika on Instagram.  Paprika!’s Coordinating 
Editor team briefly considers supplementing On 

the Ground’s gossip with more theoretical mus-
ings, and then reconsiders after recognizing 

that if the readership wanted more 
theory they would have gone to 

Princeton. 


