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The paprika seals disappeared from view as
the bustling audience gathered lor Daniel
Libeskind's lecture “Memory Foundations,”
leading the symposium honoring his late
friend Alexander Garvin (1941-2021). Named
alter the master plan for Ground Zero that
brought Garvin and Libeskind togelher two
decades ago, the talk was the alluring

first act of “What Works, What Doesn’t:
The Planning and Development Legacy

of Alexander Garvin.”

Libeskind opened with an ode lo
Garvin's memory — “charming, well-dressed
prolessor; lover of cities, of Russian
lierature (*Pushkin! The scope of the man!™),
of museums and cullure”— and then
irvited us on a trek through projects dedi-
caled to remembering: museums and
memorials. “Memory,” ha said, “is the ground
on which architecture is held.” The playlul
gl in his eyes, self-assured gentleness and
relared lone, soltenad the uncomfortable
truths and gecmetnes of his subject. His
space-bending was mosl comincing when
glerving the mamaory of horror, He asked
s Lo ook nod only 8t metaphors and “magnil-
weend phays of wolurmes in light,” bul also
{o s Lodloraing tha lunclion of remembrance
i phaces lroon Berin Lo New York.'

*IMamady,” b sadd, " not for the past
st b thes luture.” He posited the recogniz
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able sharp edges and contorled shapes
as choreographies of meanings and exper-
ences: memory constructed. Voided
footprints, shards of histories meant lo be
bodily encountered, and fragmenled
space-lime intent to etch itsell in memory
become manifestalions of sense and
traumatizing senselessness in buill form.
“Pass lhrough and you see the deplhs

of History in crevices of space.”

Pass through and you see the gored
ground of the absent towers.

Ending with his concept for the 9/11
Memorial and master plan for the WTC sile,
Libeskind turned to a ground on which
te build an homage to his “hugely admired
friend and mentor.” The idea is very simple:
“Preserve Lhe slurry wall thal stood there,
silent witness.”

Avery simple idea, he admitted, for
what turned oul lo be a complicated realily
with diverging stakeholders, knotled
infrastructure and polilics, and overlapping
ownership. Garvin's world, yel: "Alex
himsell hardly understood how sucha
project could be done.”

“Benaive,” Libeskind says lwenly years
and many turns laler. *|f you know loo much
you never enter the labyrinth.”

Maive newcomer and knowledgeable
master together in the labyrinth of the plan-
ning game, Lhey shared alove for New York
City, a quest for learning from the past, and
a lrust in people and architecture.
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“What Works, What Doesn’t: The
Planning and Development Legacy of
Alexander Garvin” was convened by
Dean Deborah Berke and lecturer
Antonia Devine (MArch "13) on October
6—7 to celebrate Garvin’s life an-;i
contributions to the fields of architecture,
planning, and urban development.

—

Doborah Borke

that planners succeed most when they

pursue policies desired by the public;

that public officials have an obligation Lo “
deploy the public trust responsibly; and

that planners must seek out consensus, but

not at the expense of being more assertive

in their pursuit of big ideas.

In their intreductory remarks Beckelman
recounted a history of the preservation
movement, Rubin recapped Garvin's contri-
butions as an urban historian and public
entrepreneur, and Rose summarized the
benefits of zoning — it's legal, it's free,
and it works to effect desired outcomes.
The theme that ran through the entire
exchange, however, was a sense that the
public officials engagedin the change
business must respect the interests of the
entire community they service with an
awareness of theimpacts across the spec-
trum of players in the game, as Garvin
might have put it. Rose recalled Garvin's
regular declaration that he was “in the
change business,” but the group's consensus
was that the business of planning 1s nol as
much about transformation or radicalism as

it is about responsible deployment of the
levers of change. Rubin used the expression
“advocacy planner” to capture the official,
invoked by Garvin, who embodies and eflects
the desires of the citizenry. It's a noble
thought certainly, and an accurata way to
capture Garvin's atfection lor the public
positions he held and the influence he wielded
through them.

Inlife and memaory they share the brilliant
gaze of the forlunate who do the work they
love. That is the way lo grow old; the way to
e remembered.

Likeils namesake, “Memory Foundations™
was a compelling introduction to the tedious
and complicated matlers that would follow,
when we delved inlo Garvin's praclice, lhe
ground that helds his legacy.

Ambonin Davendg

Act

It is pretly rare to excite a group of people
wilh a question like, “Why s zoning so hot?"
Yet if there has ever been a panel equipped
to discuss that issue, along wilh a series of
others connected to land use and public
policy, it was certainly Lhat compnised of
Laurie Beckelman, Elihu Rubin (BA'99) , and
Joe Rose (BA'B1), all of whom offered reflec-
lions hied to Garvin's work and legacy and the
dynamics ol public-sector initiatives.
Inawide-ranging discussion that
tocused primarily on the public realm and
the citizens thal drive the regulatory
framework in which it is developed, tha
panelists offered views that were, not
surprisingly, sympathetic to those espoused
by Alex Garvin. As Rose noted, Garvin's
greatest legacy is sending people into posi-
tions where thelr engagement wilh the
land-use process is informed by the key
beliels onwhich all three panelists reflected:

—loana Barac ('03)

Barac is principal of the Mew Haven
practice Atelier Cue.

Actlll

Inwviting all into the labyrinth of planning lor
Ground Zero, Paul Goldberger (Joseph Urban
Prolessor of Design at The New School)
picked up Libeskind's thread in “Heart of the
City: The Architeclts and Planners ol the
World Trade Center Post-9/11,% a ightly paced
saga of multiple characters and lurns ol
aveants he seemed Lo know almost too much
aboul.® Al every bifurcation in the intricate
path, Goldberger illustrated Garvin's “mull
hyphenate”™ motives: his love for New York,
Yale, and teaching; his interast in design,
devalopment, places, and people; his dalight
in the planning gama.
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