Archetype

T'vvolKeLlEC PWDEC KO
APYLTEKTODIKEC OVAAOYLKOTITEC
IV: Lacol

AAe€dvopa BoOyla - 18/05/2022

Zelpd Zvvertediewp tncg Adelavdpoc Boovyra

Ot «'vvaikeieg Pwvéc Kot APYLTEKTOVIKEG ZVAAOYIKOTNTEG» €lvat Pl 0€1P& OLVEVTEDEEWD JIE DEEG
APYLTEKTOVIO0EC, IOV H1EPELVOVY TOV EMAVATIPOTHOPLONO TNG TVYYPOVNG XPYLTEKTOVIKNG WC PM1AC OVAAOYIKNG
Opdong. Zto mAaiolo Twv oLINTACEWD KLTWD, 1) APYLITEKTOVIKN CUUIEPIAAPIBAVEL TPAKTIKEC OV EETACOVD
EVAAAAKTIKEC, UN-lepapylkéC Hopég Katolknong Kal (wng, Ywplkd (NTARATH OV ap@LoBnTOOD TN CLOTNILKN
IATPLAPY LA TOV YWPOL TNEG TOANG KAl TOL OIKIAKOD, KAOWE Kot Tr 00vdean ToL apylTEKTOVIKOD meGiov pe Tov
YWPOo Tov akTIPLop0v. OAa avtd Ta (nTAPATA TIPOKDIITOLY aIId TN PETAPAOT O MO TLVEPYATIKA POVTEAX
IAPAYWYNC TNC APYLTEKTOVIKNC, ad Ta omoia EEKIVAEL 1) aPloPriTno” Twv Kuplapywy daypappdtwy
e€ovaiag mov 1 APYITEKTOVIKT avaIapdyet.



2D TETHPTN OLPEVTELEN NG 0e1PdC piAnoa pe v Cristina Gamboa, 16pvTIKO péAog Twv Lacol, Ty nuépa
IOV APAKOWWONKE 6T N opdda kEpdioe 1o PpaPeio Emerging Architecture twv 2022 EU Mies Awards ylax To
KT{plo oLveTaploTKAC Katoiknong La Borda. Eiya v toyn va emoreptw to La Borda pali pe v Cristina
kot Tov [TAdtwva Hoata tov NoéuBpn tov 2018, étav Eekivnoar va Si6dokovw pali, otny RCA akdpun, Kot To
KT{p1o NTaw vId KATaoKeLY. HTav plo 0LYKAODVIOTIKN gpmeElpia, Kot opoAoyw 0Tl elpat diaitepa yapodpevn
mov elya ™Y evKapia v PARoW Kal MAAL ylo (NTARATA IOV PG KITAOY0A00D Ao Koo oTa mAaiola avThg
™G 01p&C OLPEVTEDEEWD.

Ot Lacol elvan gl opyttekTovikn Koonepatifa mov 16p00nke to 2009 oty meployt de Sants tng BapreAwvng.
H opdda opapatiCetot Kot dnuiovpyel ywpoug Katoiknone Katl cLAA0YIKNG (wNg, oL ap@lofntoidv Ti¢
ovoTNUKEG Hopég mov opiCovy 0 KamTaAlopdg Ko 1 matplapyia. Avtifeta, ot Lacol oyedialovy Prwotpa
neppdAlovta Katoiknong, N «habitats», 6nw¢ ta amokdAcoe Ko 1) Cristina, w¢ MOATIKG KAl KOWWD1KA
nepBdArovta, w¢ ovoTApata virodopwv dnAadi, MOV AVATAPEYOLY TNV AVEKTIKOTNTA, TNV 100TNTA KL TN
ovumepiAnym. EXtog ammd v avdAvon e Evvolag NG apyLTEKTOVIKNG mapaywyng, n Cristina pov piAnoe ywa
TO OLDEPYATIKO, GLUDETAIPLOTIKO HOVTEAO 0pydvwaonc mov dopel Tovg Lacol, Tn onuaoia Tov meEpapatiopon je
EVAANNKTIKA POVTEAX KATOIKNONG ONPEPQ, KaAOWC Kot ya TN Srapopd peta€d Epevvag Kal oyeblaoion.

Lacol. Credit: Lacol.

AV. As always in this series of interviews, I like to begin from the way the practices I interview identify
themselves. Is Lacol an architecture collective or a collective of architects? In the English translations from
the original Catalan, I came across both.

CG. I think that ‘architecture collective’ is more accurate as in the second rendition the role of the architect is
very dominant. In any case we are trying to shift from the term ‘collective’ to the term ‘cooperative’. A
collective is inherent in a cooperative, but there are explicit and implicit values in the latter.

AV. So if we are to begin from these two terms, what do these mean for the organisation of Lacol and how do
these frame your production? I'm mostly interested in the word ‘cooperative’ then and how this mode of
collaboration brings together the members of your practice and, of course, influences your thinking and



design.

CG. I will begin answering this question with a mention to Stavros Stavridis’ book Common Space: The City as
Commons. There, Stavridis says that to produce something different, the thinking about the ways of producing
this is equally important. Our case was something similar. What brought us together was a persistent search
for an alternative to the discipline. Lacol emerged from a group of students that were renting a space
together. This became a space where we could think about architecture as an overall discipline but also its
pedagogy in academia. When we were finishing our studies, we found ourselves in the middle of the economic
crisis. This was a moment when there were few options for us: you either had to leave the country or try to
find another way of relating to each other to create something. So, the question for us was not what type of
architecture we wanted to do, but how can we relate with society and understand the role of the architect in
this context. We all agree that we need each other to evolve, no? For us, this was our response and a truly
political statement. The idea of what can help and support the development of architecture in a decent way
was essentially a critique of the dominant forms of producing architecture at the time. Architecture was a
matter of exploring how we can work together and of understanding that it cannot be limited to the work of
our cooperative - i.e. our work solely as architects - but a broader collaboration with a range of different
disciplines, with the neighbours, with certain communities, etc. This is a more complex practice; it takes the
focus off the object of architecture and puts forward the idea of architecture as a process.

Coopolis BCN. Zyebiaopdg ywpov KOWWDIKNG, CLDEPYATIKAG OIKOVOPiNG PEow TNG ENavdypnong KTIPLaKW Hopwy 0To
avtodiayelpilopevo Can Batlld. Credit: Lacol.

AV. Indeed. And perhaps this is why Lacol is not a cooperative of architects, but an architecture cooperative.
The issue at stake is not the collaboration between architects as figures but, as you just mentioned, it is about
architecture as a cooperative process. Architecture is wider than the production of architects; it includes
collaborations with other disciplines, agents, communities, individuals, etc.

CG. Yes. And this is equally true for us. We think that there is a certain level of complementarity between us
in terms of both skills and interests. In an architecture collaborative there exists a range of approaches rather
than a singular perspective. This makes us more powerful and confident. And this idea of confidence is an



important one, to know that you have the support of others at any moment. So, this framework was a strong
tool for us to set up Lacol at this difficult time in this difficult context. And I always support this approach: if
you come together with others everything is easier, isn't it?

AV. Yes, for sure.

CG. Now, regarding the ways that this mode of collaboration and cooperation brings together the members of
our practice and influences our thinking and design, there is this urgent need of decoding the values that we
have. We all had a certain type of formal education in the university, but, at the same time, we were exposed
to other types of input from our neighbourhoods, discussions about cooperativism, etc. In our minds, this very
strict triangular hierarchy of values is now dominant. In this always the ego of the architect comes on top. To
overcome this scheme, we went through a process of understanding how important every task, every skill,
every moment in the architecture process is. The way we work values the latter; we work based on different
teams that always change to transfer knowledge horizontally, while during the development of a project, we
have what we call ‘workshops’, which are moments when everybody contributes to the project, moments of
sharing and recognising that the project is not lead by one or two or a small group of people but is a product
of a cross-section of the office. Similarly, when we need to collaborate with someone specialised in certain
topics, they are involved from the beginning, so their input is constant and consistent throughout.






Tuvetaiprotikn Katoiknon La Borda. ZvAhoyikég Ynobopég. Credit: Lacol.
AV. I guess then that the issue of scale is also important in cooperative schemes such as Lacol.

CG. Yes. This is interesting as this is also a process that is not static. While you are growing as an office, it is
important to adapt how you work, take decisions and organise. In the beginning, we were always involved in
everything. But now, we have cultivated trust, the idea of self-management and co-responsibility or even other
ways to achieve horizontality in a larger setting. When you are growing in scale you must be conscious not to
fall back into more hierarchical structures. Instead, now we divide the tasks in ways that can achieve
autonomy and give responsibility to the members, and this means that groups work in parallel. Our process of
working has changed a lot and that is something interesting, I think.

AV. This point is a nice bridge leading to my second question about the overall structural conditions of the
discipline. How can this cooperative framework interrogate existing, more canonical ideas about labour in
general and the production of architecture more specifically? It is not only the object of architecture that a
cooperative group as Lacol explores but is also how you can rethink the way architects work.

CG. Yes. As I was saying, Lacol came as a response to a specific context. In this certain moment over a decade
ago or so, this mode of producing and practicing architecture became obsolete as it was linked to certain
neoliberal policies that established alliances between architecture and specific sectors and that reproduced
strict hierarchies of labour. Again, for us, one of the most important things since the beginning has been to
understand the limits of our practice because there is always a very fine line between what constitutes
exploitation and what not. In general, there has been an obsession with a limitless effort for a project linked to
an infinite production of models, drawings, images, etc. But when you are trying to establish decent conditions
of labour this method affects the economy of the studio and its resources. I think that we are realistic about
what are these limits for us. We cannot afford certain amount of work, which is invisible and often is produced
by exploiting people, students, and ourselves. For us, this is a moral value and a limit. Probably the
architecture we produce does not have extreme details but is a direct visualisation of our core values. When I
show these photos full of drawings, models etc. in my teaching I always add that this is impossible for us.
Lacol is a studio that aims to provide stable and decent work for us. The challenges that we face are to take
care of our health, protect our family conditions, diversity, etc. And this comes before certain other aspects.
So, the way you transition from theory to practice is an incredibly difficult thing. For example, on the topic of
gender balance, we are not a majority of women in Lacol but we are all extremely conscious about the
inherent hierarchies. Sometimes these are invisible, and, in the studio, we make a constant effort to promote
women's voices and have equality in terms of representation. For me personally, the most difficult place is
construction. The space of academia and even that of the studio are certain areas of the profession that
women are more visible. But when we arrive to the construction, this is really a battlefield and, I think, there
is a lot of work to be done there. This awareness and this consciousness are something that we develop
through time.

AV. Along the same lines, Lacol have a very particular perception of the role of architectural production and
its relation to forms of cooperativism. Could you please expand on this very fundamental principle of your
work?

CG. Well, we understand architecture in a broad way placing our interest in the construction of a habitat,
namely of a political and social environment. Architecture is an expression of values and a representation of
power, so we are trying to turn these towards another direction. I've already mentioned that the values of
cooperativism are the values of mutual health, responsibility, democracy, equity, and solidarity. And I am
using here a quote from Micaela Chalmeta, a pioneer of cooperative feminism, who mentioned that
cooperativism is basically drying up the sources of capitalism. Cooperativism has people in its centre. Along
these lines, our approach to architecture revolves around the people who are going to inhabit these spaces.



Yuvetaiprotikf Katoiknon La Borda. O ywpog tov owklako0. Credit: Lacol.

AV. This particular relation to issues of cooperativism comes across evidently in your work, especially in the
series of projects that relate to the domestic space, whether these are individual houses, projects for
intergenerational or other types of collectives. Why has this space acquired such an importance in your work?
And what about the other scales of architecture, are these able to integrate the principles that we have been
discussing?

CG. Well, when we started working together, we were involved both individually and collectively with fights
for the rights of housing, because this constituted a fundamental need. Access to decent housing and access to
decent work are things that define our work. In relation to housing, Spain is a particular example compared to
other countries. Since Franco’s regime, private ownership has been linked to a particular family pattern to
construct the ideal conservative society and was also linked to the construction sector that became a central
model of economy. Thus, today housing is understood as an asset. We are politically against this
understanding along with its implementation policies and devices imposed by capitalism; here lies the
importance of housing. At the same time, we begin expanding the instrumentality of architecture. Domesticity
has been vital around issues of feminism; for example, the role of women in reproduction is directly linked to
the domestic realm. So, suddenly, housing became the space where all our values came together and recently,
through working, we realised that this space is also associated to sustainability. This is why we talk about
‘infrastructures of sustainable living’, because this is an opportunity to redefine the ways we think about
gender, but also our lives on this planet. Housing is a huge part of our cities. If we establish new ways of
living, of consuming, alternative energy models, this will have a huge impact. So, in our housing projects we
begin with a model of tenancy ownership that goes against the market and produces more equal spaces in
terms of gender roles, family responsibility, etc. These are our main motives linked to housing. Eventually, I
think that this idea of moving through different scales, from policies, to management, to architecture, etc.
helps us realise the role of people in these processes and the potential of their active role in the protocols of
urban transformation and thus the development of cities themselves. We have realised that without control we
cannot have a truly sustainable living, understood here in the broadest sense as a social, economic,
environmental sustainability. I think that cooperative housing has been a way for us to test all these



parameters - along with other ideas as well about energy communities, developing public infrastructure, etc.
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Yuvetaiplotikn Katoiknon La Borda. YAikétnteg. Credit: Lluc Miralles.

AV.Yes, and I think these dimensions that we have been discussing in relation to the domestic sphere are also
related to materiality. This aspect is a characteristic one in your projects as well. And by materiality, here, I
refer to this quality of your work that represents the way you perceive architecture, labour, cooperativism,
sustainability, etc.

CG. I personally think that the detail stems from a discussion about economy and sustainability. For example,
in the case of La Borda, we were analysing ways of building in concrete, in wood (CLT), and even in steel. This
was how it was possible for us to build and was, at the same time, a representation of certain of our values. La
Borda wanted to demonstrate another way of promoting popular and social housing. They wanted to make the
responsibility of the inhabitant visible. It was the first time that a wood CLT project was built or - to be more
precise - the tallest then in Spain, and that was a massive risk. However, this decision came after a collective
discussion with the environmental consultancy, which made us more aware of the different parameters. At the
beginning, the choice of CLT was about a demand in terms of energy, but we understood that the construction
is the fittest in terms of environmental impact as well. Along these lines, our question is always how we can
build in the most sustainable way with a low budget. That is why, I think, the detail is economic and
sustainable because it tries to optimise the resources. In optimising the detail, you understand how something
is built. In La Borda, but in our overall work as well, we are interested in constantly challenging certain
aesthetic standards and existing regulations - both are top-down. We are always trying to find this gap, this
grey zone where we can adjust the regulations and, at the same time, make people aware and make people
critical about it. So, I would say that the collective discussions we held with all collaborators, contractors, and
inhabitants as well is what made this project possible.

AV. And finally, a question about the relationship between research and design. We have already been
discussing some aspects of it and that, during the development of a process, there are many ways in which the
two overlap. However, I was wondering that besides your materialised, completed projects, part of your work



is based on research for exhibition displays, such as for the Exhibition at Carcer Tullianum, that is seemingly
not related to a stricter understanding of architectural production. How does these projects happen for Lacol?

CG. I would say that, on the one hand, all members of Lacol recognise that we have different interests, and we
are diverse; the world that interests us is as diverse. Some of my colleagues were working even before Lacol
in this type of ephemeral architecture, and that is why when we receive certain proposals there exists a real
interest. These types of projects help us understand issues of communication, investigate the smaller scale,
the detail of a piece. So, these are opportunities of testing certain ways of working and ways of thinking
through other expressions of our practice. At the same time, I would like to return to the first part of the
question about the relationship between research and practice. In certain offices there is an important link
between formal research and practice, with architects being active in academia and linking their practical
work to their research, even PhD agendas in an almost parallel brunch to the practice. For Lacol, research is
based on practice. We understand research as something that is inherent in architectural production - of
course, with its limits. Only a few of us are involved in academia. We are critical of the direct impact that
academia and certain ways of researching have on society. This often becomes a critique towards us in the
sense that we should probably dedicate more effort to reflect on our practice, evaluate the work in order to
improve it. However, to achieve the latter we are always open to conversations with researchers to receive
feedback that can retrofit the work. This critical attitude was present when we participated in the last Venice
Biennale. This event was contradictory for us. The Biennale is a quite open event, but still we felt that we were
producing materials for architects and not beyond this audience. We are always seeking social interaction,
inclusiveness and how the broader audience can access architecture. So, in certain moments, we refrain from
these spaces that are basically stages for sharing ideas between architects. Particularly in Venice, but in other
exhibitions as well, the amount of work that is produced is not economically viable; a studio must invest to
participate in certain places. Instead, we prefer investing in other things, and we do this by researching on the
side of certain communities for certain projects.
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Tuvetarprotikn Katoiknon La Borda. H Owketomoinon tov ZvAdoyikoo. Credit: Alvaro Valdecantos.

AV. This is entirely true. These events presuppose a social exclusion, and this is largely true for architecture



in general. For an architectural office that gains their living from practice there is not much opportunity for
research in the more formal way of the word.

CG. Totally. I think that the issue is how we can establish more direct channels between research and
practice. All the research that is done in academia really has an impact on society and allows to support
certain initiatives. It is amazing to see how many discussions about cooperativism and other types of working
collectively, about other ways of managing resources are happening there. There is a huge know-how and
knowledge that unfortunately, however, never inform design. I'm always surprised with that. This is also my
motivation behind my involvement with academia, for example at the AA, because this is a space that, for me,
has a huge impact in terms of thinking about the challenges that we are facing today. But it is difficult to turn
this into a reality. At the same time, of course, it is also a matter, at least here in Barcelona, to become more
inclusive and open up the space for other voices to be heard in the university. Well... but this is an entirely
other matter, probably!



