Theorising the Project






Theorising the Project:
A Thematic Approach to Architectural Design

By

Michael Tawa

CAMBRIDGE
SCHOLARS

PUBLISHING



Theorising the Project:
A Thematic Approach to Architectural Design,
by Michael Tawa
This book first published 2011
Cambridge Scholars Publishing
12 Back Chapman Street, Newcastle upon Tyne, NBEG, 2)XK

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available fritra British Library

Copyright © 2011 by Michael Tawa
All drawings and photographs © 2011 Michael Tawa

All rights for this book reserved. No part of thisok may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval syste
or transmitted, in any form or by any means, etegtr, mechanical, photocopying, recording or
otherwise, without the prior permission of the aogiyt owner.

ISBN (10): 1-4438-3296-0, ISBN (13): 978-1-4438-82D



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Showing the WOord ... ii.v
Paul Carter
[[a) o]0 [UTo3 1 o] o NP 1

What this book is about. Who this book is for. Whatame of this
book. Acknowledgements.

(O 0= 1 1= S © 1 - SRR 11
What is Theory For?
Default theory. Theorein. Eidos—poiesis—techne.dR@awriting
theory. Translation and representation. The Archital as such.
What's the use of theory?

Chapter TWO ..ceeeiiiiiiiee ettt 29
Framing the Project
Projecting frameworks. Starting over. Framing thejqct.

(O g= 101 (=] B 1 ] (=TSSR 49
Resourcing Themes
Words, whorls and worlds. Oppositional frames. Wjyestion?
“What | want...”

1O o= T o1 (=] g o 11 | PP PPPRPUTTRR 73
Theorising the Project
Projecting theory. Keywords. Line of inquiry. Thetiina
framework. Program. Site. Mapping, implication, ideam. What to
map. Producing the already-there. Technology. Rspration.
Precedents.

Chapter FIVE .o e a e e e e e e 149
Reading Precedents
Precedence. Reading-for. Theorising the edge.



Vi Table of Contents

CRAPLEE SIX .. 209
Devising the Project
The makeshift. Potentiality. The unprogrammable.rnkure.
Emergence. Devising the project.



SHOWING THEWORD

Michael Tawa has written a book about teaching of architectural
design. In relation to the material thinking it @nj, it displays the
possibility of ana-materialistic thinking, the reeoy from the materials of
thinking certain immanent structures or tendentiegards higher levels
of self-organisation. These “assemblages” are $anabusly associations
of ideas and the “existential infrastructure fde.ll They are disposed to
join together in new ways that are conducive tadpoing the conditions
where life is lived twice, constructively and restmctively, actively and
reflectively. His ana-materialism can be charaststias a marriage of
phenomenological principles of analysis to the ieheindeterminism of
complex systems whose behaviour is—like the apprdwcrecommends
to design—non-linear, that is, both scripturallydaethically, open,
unfinished, receptive to innovation. The grounds lfwinging out the
immanence of dwelling do not reside outside thédfigf reflection - in
some kind of etymologicalrsprache. They lie—and this is the poetic
brio as well as ethical concern of his pedagogy-the pathways
discovered between different semantic and phoncdbgiuances: perfecting
the process of pathfinding is the aspiration ofgnigpaedeutic.

To think is to construct possible connections; heaveto build is also
to show that these stand up. The identification of leagrpnocedures with
the materials needed to build a house goes bdeksttto Francis Bacon'’s
suggestion that “prenotions” are needed to makedibeovery of forms
possible—topics, what Tawa calls “themes,” are Basaid, like angles,
doorways and staircases, that already indicatétiiiding. Yet, with the
example of Heidegger in mind, Tawa gathers rathan tcollects; more
radically, because of his commitment to holdingfet#nt meanings
together, he does not lay concepts side by sidsuhjects them to a prior
scrutiny to determine their fithess for being jalntogether—to gather
implies what Tawa takes to be the fundamentalfjostion of architecture,
the fact that human being is “being-in-common” and the design of
dwelling together—the bringing out of the potenfainture of things—
that permits this to be.

At the heart of this meditation is Tawa’'s conceonrécuperate the
Western clearing of thought for a new, more suatalim ecology of
dwelling with and alongside. His pathways into thiek of things look for
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what is suitable or well-fitted to be gathered; fhece of gathering is one
of adornment, not stripping bare. The art of areangnt reflects a

propensity of ideas themselves when their powesetffreorganisation is

admitted: in this case there is no violence in dirig the unrelated

together. Discovery is the immanence of matterasad through its

recollection. As an art of teaching, it is the desiof the frames, the
delimitations of the matter to be considered amdpérspectives in which
they are placed. Rarely has the teacher prepaeedvdly so effectively

through the staging of his own deliberation. Thestdes owns the shadow
cast ahead.

Yet the achievement of this book is not to giveeavncontemporary
vitality and relevance to an ancient trope—the fifieation of architecture
with the arche of truth. It is to use an extraordinarily bolddapoetic
technique of reading thought to show forth the éeckure in ideas. In
this, etymology does not descend angel-like torihecour confusion with
geometrical order: it originates instead in a pneonderment at the
givenness of the world and its inherent capacitysati-organise. If the
students who have had the extraordinary good fertton experience
Tawa’s tutelage enter professional practice wellygoed to ameliorate
living conditions for being together, it is becautey understand the
design of thinking, possessingeghne that fuses the manipulation of the
material world to what might be called an ecologly intellectual
emergence. Not everything is relevant; nor nedxtitTo be learned is to
be a good carpenter.

It is also to be a good physician for, although @adffers the designer
(conceived in the broadest creative terms) a progfar architectural
wellbeing, we cannot fail to read what he writesiagt a background of
dis-ease: the urbanism of the megalopolis, thetestheds purlieux of the
political, the environmental and the economic refugnd the distress of
the soul-warped provide the background to whatgsied, proposed and
committed to. A circumambient psychic dishevelmégnids his ana-
materialism its urgency. The project is to recupeethe word (the idea,
logos) through a steady showing of its application te timprovement of
practice (building design). “If misdirected emotioror ideas can be
transformed into illness, why could not illness agipear through a
transformation into an idek*attempted is anode of logophania, the
appearance of a coherent “assemblage” of direcfimndesign serving to
liberate the collective imagination of its illness.

The method is to expose the poetic scaffolding thirms the built
world: to delineate the frames that make good Ingldpossible. The
frame is something we grow from; it is the tooltbé one who leads out,
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the educator. But it is also the stencil of thedraf what is already there,
the potential future found in retracing the unfired paths of the past.
Hélderlin imagined Freedom as a city dedicated tmeMosyne:
transforming a theory of community and communingp ia practice of
place-making, Tawa’'s luminous exegesis translates goet's double
innovation into a program of applied creativity.cAitecture also shines
forth, mouthing truths, as a cluster of words Ifeee, phania and phemi
suggest. This is the extraordinary poetic econofryi® writing: to house
ideas in their rightful places, to build for reasl@rith designs on the world
new patterns of inhabitation that are familiar tohecause they come as
echoes from a primary architecture that is artietanot defensively self-
explanatory but reunited with its logophanic ponits power to create
existential infrastructure, giving shelterless thbua role and voice.

A book of scaffolding, of footholds and handholéshibiting a lover’s
sensitivity to the relationships that make sensthefworld, provisional in
so many seemly and instructive ways, it is unpional in its generosity.

—~Paul Carter






INTRODUCTION

“To go to the limit is not only to resist but alemlet oneself go. | need to
sense my self as the sense of what exceeds mmettistes need to write
things which in part escape me, but which are atteroof of that which,
in me, is beyond me'”

What this book is about

This book is about architectural design. Thatgssitbject matter. Yet
in its handling, the matter extends beyond architecand design—into
philosophy, etymology, cinema, music, literaturimefart, architectural
theory and built environments. Architecture is tature extended across
multiple registers. In the sense that it providesiisgs for humarbeing
which is foundationallybeing-in-common architecture must engage a
wide range of conditions and questions: what te pprovide, what is it to
set or situate, what is it to be human, what i® ibe, what is it to be-in-
common or to be-with-others, what is it to dwelhatis a world, how are
worlds set up, why are some worlds disabling anderst enabling?
Responding to such questions requires at leass-cligsiplinary if not
trans-disciplinary engagement, eclipsing the cadiand capacities of any
single discipline or group of disciplines.

The subject matter is also architectudasigning Its focus is not
artefacts, works and buildings as such, but onlyoiiar as each conveys a
way of making-a way of conceptualising, resourcing, investigatin
assembling, deferring, reflecting, deciding and lemgenting. There are
innumerable ways of designing, numerous ways otgeding, multiple
kinds of design processes. This book promotdeematic approach to
design whereby design is considered to always take plaaelation to
ideas, concepts and themes. ‘Theme'—from the Gnerllthema means
a proposition, subject or thesis; something thdpuig-down’ or ‘placed’
there before us. Its etymological root is *DHE,guot or place, aleed
somethingdone to do. The word is cognate with theory, theorem and
thesis—words which, through the Greétea share a notion of viewing
or seeing.

A thematic approach to design is therefore necigsdueoreticalin
the sense that, like theory, it provides a manfidwaking at something, a
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way of framing and understanding it, an attitudelisposition towards it.
In these semantic associations, one can equally épistemological,
aesthetic and ethical registers. Design is neVetysartefactual or merely
utilitarian. It invariably engages knowledge, foramd ethics. But this
sense of ‘looking’ and ‘framing’ are not limited foassive seeing of
something beyond the se@heais not mere looking-at something outside
of us. The looking involved in fact produces andates the thing being
looked at. How we frame a way of looking—by wayawicepts, ideas,
themes and theories—is fundamentally propositidhakoposes a state of
affairs, a world, a cosmos. Theorising is therefareosmogonic (world-
forming) as much as a cosmological (world-structgyiundertaking.

Because of its attending to the production of aldyodesign must
concern itself with solicitude and care. It mudtet@are in setting, then in
managing the conditions in which design emergestakes place. This
caring is whatsolicits design ‘out-of’ a given circumstance. Hence
design—orthe designed—is essentially what, in a situation,dgeptially
always already-therbutnot-as-yetactualised.

This critical condition of thealready-thereis investigated across
several registers in this book. Primarily it lies the semantic, hence
linguistic dimension of themes. This is why the kade replete with
etymological and metaphorical allusions. | havettemi at length about the
importance of this for design elsewhéra. thematic approach to design
requires the construction of an extensive, complnd resonant
assemblage of ideas which can drive and resouecaitidertaking. The
possibly excessive lexical fascination and wordy @aident in the book
have two major functions. One is to show how theessary lexical
assemblage can be built and woven. The other iizdioate the necessity
of entrancementlt is only by a genuine entry into this disorigng
world of deferring sense that an indefinite divensiry excess begins to
conjugate and coagulate into patterns, which in fanovide thinking and
practice with initial footholds and trajectories.

Other registers of thalready-therewhich derive from project specific
conditions such as program and site, are dealt sé@parately in the
book—as is thalready-thereof extant works and precedents. But in the
final analysis, such conditions are effective otdythe extent that they
supply thematic material that can be folded batk the design process
and further investigated by conceptual/thematic &mtonic/architectural
diagramming and modelling.

An important characteristic of this thematic appto#s that it is not a
one-way process from theme to artefact—as is dftercase with design
that considers itself to be ‘conceptual’ or ‘thema.’ Initial themes might
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be assembled into thematic frameworks then expldhedugh formal,

tectonic, material, technical and representationadstigation. But themes
arrive for design from multiple directions and sms. They can be
produced by free thinking in advance of a desigdentaking. They can
equally be produced out of a purely technical itigesion—the use of a
particular graphic medium for example, an impustonuse a specific
building material, a certain attitude to the crasxtional profile of a
structure, a process of geometric manipulation graduces surprising
patterns or an obsession with an infinitely smaliadl in a room, a text or
a film. The main task is to bring thematic materi@lowever infirm,

fragmentary or peripheral it might seem—genuineli ithe gamut of a
broader design undertaking, and to render it privgeicwithin the

assemblage it will join.

Who this book is for

This book is for designers. Design has come to peohlematic and
contested term; and the field it covers has be@mogpiated by so-called
‘non-design’ disciplines such as engineering andiri@ss. It commonly
refers to multiple endeavours—from urban and aechiiral design to
product, industrial, graphic, fashion, digital agdming design. Various
professions claim and reinforce distinctive teréb and procedural
boundaries. Yet building designers, organisati@majovernance network
designers, facilties managers, genetic enginestseroetic and robotic
engineers are all designers and their respectitigitas all involve an
element of speculation and creativity.

The meaning of the word is simple. Design is desiigm. Anyone
who designates is a designer. Designation literalgans to ‘mark’ or
‘sign-out.’ It involves a process of signalling amdlicating. The Greek
work for sign issemeionseme Design is therefore fundamentally semiotic.
It constructs sense. Semeiotikosvas one who interpreted signs, or the
significance of signs—what they are the mark ofwiat they demarcate.
This may be too irrelevant or simplistic to be wseAfter all, architects,
artists, economists, politicians, engineers, marketindustrial designers
and the like all produce designs. They all havégihssrelated to what they
imagine and what they produce. They have desigrthe@mvorld in which
these things are imagined and produced. And theyale designs on
those who use such things. To design, to desigtmteave designs on, to
signal, to indicate, to read the signs (of the &jresuch various and
variable meanings are not so far apart.
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The critical etymon in design is *SEG/SEK, whichane ‘to cut'—in
the sense of setting-apart, cutting-off-from, remmeexceptional (section,
segment, sequence, consequence, secateurs, swird, dissect, segue,
secret, sacred, saint...). Cutting marks and gets-aomething out from or
over-against its context; or it distinguishes a neovk in relation to what
it reworks. But *SEK also means to connect, to bifsgcure). The
‘sacred,” for example, simultaneously consecrated desecrates—hence
the constitutive correlation rather than oppositioetween sacred and
profane, sanctification and profanation.

By designating, desigiseals When wesign-off on something we
definitively fasten it (close it with wax). We exge it and seal its fafe.
We effectively put something into train. We namd anstall it. We
activate its consequences. Whensign-out we release ourselves from a
given circumstance and free ourselves from its rdétéeng conditions.
Designation is therefore always a matter of linofssetting and articulating
boundaries, of negotiating and manipulating boides!.

While this book is evidently focussed @mchitectural design, the
concept of design adopted is broad. Design is moplg directed at
achieving an outcome. It is as much a matter afdexy the conditions of
design as it is of designing an object, a buildinga place. Design must
first of all be framed in a particular way. Thisifning establishes rules
and protocols that will be implemented throughdwg design process.
Design is therefore projective—it send-forth or signs a situation, a
milieu and an ambience. This procedural aspectesigh is generally
overlooked in favour of the artefactual producttthall satisfy a given
brief. But design is always contextualised by iettlal, subjective,
situational, epochal, political, financial, techai@nd material conditions
in which it takes place. A major objective of tlieok is to foreground
such conditions and indicate some of the waysriwt or less conscious
default assumptions might be noted and therefoberbg genuinely and
creatively taken into account.

The focus of the book is specific to architectuowever that
specificity has been conceived in terms of its &timal potential for
other creative endeavours. The thematic approadkesign assists this
objective by referring design thinking, irrespeetiof its register and
domain of implementation, to general concepts whife readily
transferable across multiple diciplines. The precesSunpacking themes
to unfold the conceptual potential of apparentiye ideas is one way of
enabling transferability and transactional practiRecurrent themes such
as limit, memory, ambiguity, complexity, assemblagenergence and
representation are not limited to architectural igles They have
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implications for other creative endeavours and hdythat to activities not
normally associated with art or design.

The invitation of this book is to open thematic gibdities for anyone
involved in making. Since everything made by humbeings is
necessarily multiple, making necessitates jointd articulations. Hence
every maker is by definition an artist and evenythmade is by definition
artefactual—that is, made by joining. There is eglént artfulness in
assembling phrases to construct an eloquent expnessomposing
cinematic scenes to convey a narrative, manipyatte spatiality of a
room to evoke the timeless, stressing the acouséiterial of music to
express the uncanny, organising the combinatiamakrin a network to
maximise its emergent properties or shaping a kinifsuch a way as to
amplify its adaptation to multiple conditions oftting.

What became of this book

How the book came about is really a matter of vihatbook became
during its writing. It began as a desire to takecktof my architectural
teaching—in particular to transcribe lectures giatrthe Universities of
New South Wales, Adelaide, Newcastle upon Tyne Sydhey between
1990 and 2011. In twenty years of teaching somegthihave shifted
significantly and others have remained constant.ceRdy, my
involvement in teaching final year architecturahgmation design studios
provided one element of constancy which has sesgealgeneric setting in
which the book was initially intended to functiomhis setting is one
where students are required to devise their owrdugion project,
determine a functional program, select a site, uale research and
design a persuasive architectural proposition sadisfies a given set of
educational criteria set by the profession andcattalemy.

After several iterations of that process acrosaelinstutions it became
clear that the educational setup was problematia foumber of common
reasons. It produced recurrent procedural issues students were
regularly obliged to confront. Dealing with thessn® issues year after
year compelled me to imagine a kind of referencd gunide for the
process. The framework of that guide was determirtsd those
problematic issues and arranged in a roughly cHogical manner
beginning with project formation, then moving on ttee research and
propositional phases of design.

Since my teaching approach has always shuttled degtwthematics
and precedents, or between ideas and artefactse theo feature
prominently in the makeup of the book. Devising esign project in
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relation to a thematic framework or in relationatget of consilient ideas,
enables a designer to engage theoretical matehat wmplifies
engagement, ultimately enriching the work at evkyel. Casting the
process in relation to a set of precedents enabkesvork to develop
within an extant, shared intellectual and tectameironment—a kind of
designing-with-others or designing-with-the-alredkgre which removes
design from the gamut of an individualised underngkand recasts the
notions of authorship and innovation, if not geniwihin a communitarian
register. This approach adopts Martin Heideggedstention, reprising
Aristotle, that human being is zoon politikon(political life), a being-
with-one-another constitutive of thmlis and characterised bypmaxis of
concerrT. Concern is a disposition of being-in-the-world dreing-with-
others whosedelos or end is to accomplish such being, to bring itato
genuine end. This ethicptaxis parallels the practice of design conceived
here as fundamentally theoretical or world-formiragnd proceeding in
relation to the always-already-there of other bgjnigleas, places and
things.

The framework for the book was established in i@tato specific
stages of the design process, shadowing the pralilestages in students’
pathways through that proces&hat is Theory forengages a series of
recurrent and tacit questions: Why theorise? I®rthenecessary? Why
obfurscate what could be a straightforward undergk Why seek ideas
outside of architecture? Does not architecture ycedts own theoretical
agendas and trajectorieBfaming the Projecbutlines a way of setting up
a theoretical, thematic or conceptual agenda fa& design project.
(Re)sourcing Themeshows how to determine ideas relevant to a project,
how to productively unpack them and how to map thetr implications
for architectural design and tectonic manipulatibheorising the Project
follows the entire thematic design sequence—frotaldishing a line of
inquiry and framing themes to determining a funedioprogram, selecting
and mapping a site, chosing and analysing precedant drawing
implications from technological and representatiotianensions of the
project. Theorising each of these stages enablsigrdéo draw thematic
material and opportunities from apparently prosaiaditions of a project.
Reading Precedentsutlines a manner of analysing extant works stoas
unpack their thematic and adaptational potentialdisign.Devising the
Project shifts the emphasis away from procedural concenwsbroader
thematic and philosophical registers around thasdef assemblage and
emergence—ideas that made themselves known ontpheabook was
being written but that were in fact present from tlutset.
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The process of transcription was revealing. | beg#h a full set of
recorded lectures for each semester of teachingmalby eight lectures
of 90 minutes each. These were delivered over appedely seven
academic semesters, so that there were at leash s@vrations of each
lecture needing transcription. The lectures wericsently different to
warrant at least comparison, if only to captureriast effective wording
of key ideas. | began with word-for-word transdopt expecting a text to
emerge directly from the lectures. With certaingaaes this did eventuate.
But on the whole, as | began transcribing words phrhses, they led
away from recorded speech into speculation, eléiborand ornamentation
of themes implied in what | was saying. | was moisuch transcribing a
text as writing into and excribing it; undoing betsame time as remaking.
In this way the text developed as an unpredictaigrgent entity within
the interstices of what was already announced. piusess produced the
substantive material of the book, which was thehjestied to a long
process of editing and refinement in structure exgression. | found that
the book’s mode of production began to parallel whaas advocating as
a thematic approach to design. Earlier structures tables of content
became entirely provisional and mutable, servingefgeas armature and
foothold for an undetermined and undeterminablecgse that in time
began to yield new structures, content, figureghoiught, themes and
words.

Beyond the book, the process was implying somethirgstantive for
architecture itself. Two main lines of inquiry imgedl themselves. The
first was the notion ofassemblage-a heterogenous context of extant
conditions that enables multiple possibilities obmbination and
conjugation, none of which can be explicitly desigu in advance. This
led to the allied concepts of theetwork—the relational field of
conjugational potential that Manuel De Landa callpossibility space’;
and emergence-that is, the unexercised capacities that consdiglign
arrive in the network by networking its relatiompaltential. In this context,
design becomes a matter of constructing produgdssibility spaces that
unclench and enable emergence.

The second line of inquiry impelled me to contrasb different
perspectives on architecture: what it is, how ipieduced, how it works
and what it does. The first fermal andrepresentationallt encompasses
anything from sacred and symbolic architecture tHaims to represent
transcendent realities in built form, to the biopitic and orthogonal
geometric predilections of nascent modernity, wpehsist in the recent
obsession with parametric modelling and digitakifation in architectural
speculation and production. In one way or anothieofathese practices
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seek architectural identity and validation througictonic means. The
second perspective on architecture isfrastructural and non-
representational This too has its early technophilic formulation i
modernity—for example through the speculative wofkArchigram and
Cedric Price. But rather than focus on formal ctiads, this perspective
adopts a notion of architecture as ‘enabling apgparaor ‘adaptational
framework’ for emergent systems and patterns of iosggatial
appropriation, inhabitation and use. The objecisvaot to produce more
or less fantastical or restrained, static or tuehul compositional
arrangements, but to make possible relational systand transactional
opportunities in which the formal can only ever &eprecarious and
provisional condition that is always yet-to-come.

Implied in the second perspective—tentatively vigkxt in this book—
is the strange notion that architecture only commés its own when it
effectively withdraws; and only when its formal citions no longer
impose but instead depose themselves in favouheouhdesignated, the
unprogrammed and the makeshift.
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CHAPTERONE

WHAT ISTHEORY FOR?

“The ninth book of Paracelsus’ treati®a the Nature of Things entitled
De Signatura rerum naturaliurfOf the signature of natural thingsThe
idea that all things carry a sign which manifestd eeveals their invisible
qualities is the core of Paracelsian epistemolddgthing is without sign
(nichts ist on ein Zeich@nhe writes inVon den naturlichen Dingen
‘because nature lets nothing of itself go, which dibtes not sign’
(Paracelcus, lll, 7, 131). ‘There is no outsideakhdioes not announce an
inside,’ affirms theLiber de podagricisand it is by way of signs that
human beings can know the mark of every thibgl(, II, 4, 259). And if,

in this sense, ‘all things, plants, seeds, stomek raots reveal in their
qualities, their forms and their figureG€stal) what is in them,’ ‘if they
are all known by theisignatuny then, ‘signature is the science by which
we find all that is hidden and, without this arttiming profound can be
made’ (ibid., lll, 7, 133). However, this sciend&e all knowledge, is a
consequence of sin, because, in the Garden of Bdlam was absolutely
‘unmarked’ (nbezeichngt and he would have remained so had he not
“fallen into nature,” ‘which leaves nothing ‘unmaudk ™

Default theory

By default, theory operates as a source, resourdeumdation from
which architectural design draws its meaning. Aigter will claim
allegiance to a theory which will be said to mak&ise of a spatial or
siting strategy. A building will be made to embaalyincorporate a theory
which will be said to justify an architectural asgdy or a choice of
materials. In every case, reference is made to tomge outside or
something other than the designer, space, sitddibgj assembly or
material.

This is what is thought: something comes to dmbeddedin the
architecture—to enter, possess, invade, convigt egually loaded terms,
to inform it. Architecture manifests theory and the procefsdesign
consists in the incorporation of incorporeal ideassemewhat magical
sleigh of hand at work in the mysterious alchemyles$ign. Architecture
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actualises the virtual and realises its poteriidltings it across to the here
and now. In doing so, architectural design esthbisor installs a world—
it is fundamentally a world forming, cosmogonic .adtheory gives
meaning to architecture and architecture receiveaning from theory.
Architecture needs theory to be meaningful; andch@eds meaningful
theory since it does not in itself possess the me@arthe resources to be
So.

What follows from this is the need for mediationivieeen theory on the
one hand and practice or architecture, on the ofttex lexicon is familiar:
convergence, transition, connection, translatielationship, correspondence,
integration—betweentheory and practicdhetweenideas and buildings. In
a curious reverse magic thistweerhaunts and burdens design practice. It
haunts and burdens representation. It sets uprdesidg the designer for
irremediable failure. The first characteristic bifstsetup iglichotomy The
dichotomy is between two opposed domains—the teardent and the
contingent, the ideal and the real, potentialitg actuality. The second
characteristic is theingularity of the concepsince the idea’s role is to
unify the parts, make them whole, harmonise or Hesil fractured state.
The third characteristic imtentionality One starts with an intention. One
intends a meaning, which meaning the job of archire will be to
enunciate and represent. In fact one always stadnds with tautology.

In this setup, the bridge demanded of design mretthe motif which
will bridge this gap, resolve the dichotomy, hariiserthe parts and install
meaning—is the concept, the idea, tiaeti, the diagram, the organizational
blueprint. We know the phrases: ‘what libshind your design,” ‘what
underpinsyour scheme,” ‘what is theonceptof your proposal,’ ‘do you
have arationale for this plan,” and so forth.

Theorein

In Western epistemology, visuality—associated watimetaphor of
light—is the privileged mode of apprehending andiemstanding trutf.
The word ‘theory’ is from the Greekeorea ‘speculation,” andheomaj
‘| see.’ Theoreinis ‘to look at,’” ‘behold,” ‘view.’ Theorosis a ‘spectator,’
theoremaa ‘spectacle’ andheatron a ‘theatre.” Martin Heidegger read
‘theory’ asthearthoran, from thea—‘the outward look or aspect in which
something shows itself,” anbdorao—'to look attentively at something,
look it over, view it closely.” Hence theory wouhldean “to look attentively
on the outward appearance wherein what presenassnies visible and,
through such sight—seeing—to linger with it.” Inosh theory is a
“beholding that watches over truth ikewise, the word ‘idea,” from the
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Greekeidos derives from the etymological roiok, ‘to see.” Consequently,
the act of knowledgegidenaj is the act of an eyewitness—‘one who has
seen.’

Theorising a project is not intellectualising itdrpure abstraction and
rarefied, radical inaccessibility. Neither obfurtsma nor pretense, theorising
a project simply means ‘seeing a project.’ To de® project we must
assume a position, orientation or perspective tdsvir We must stand in
some relationship to it. This also means that what see of it is
necessarily limited and partial. We do not seewhele of it and never
can. What is more important is the character of g8tanding-towards.
Seeing it we also regard it, we must have somerdefga it, for what it is
and what it can become. This is the ethical dinensf seeing as
theorein as theorising. The project that we see is notedfentity but one
in the process of becoming. The regard we havé fermnot only a regard
for its appearance but more so for its emergenieat design is araxis of
observing and serving the project in its own comtogpresence as a
project and eventually as an artefact—as somethiage and therefore as
something technological—is a foundational premise this book.
Regarding the project we project a seeing. Whas dlo&t projected seeing
see? Precisely thimok of the project, its aspect, its own looking and
projecting in return. Theorising the project we a@ only throwing a
kind of seeing, we are also attending to a seemgepted back towards
us. We are eye withesses in the midst of an exehakg Jean-Luc Nancy
has it, in relation to the idea of landscape:

“The landscape contains no presence: it is itgel§gnce itself. But this is
also why it is not a view of nature opposed townaf and forming with it
some kind of relationship (of work or rest, of opjtion or transformation,
etc.). It is a representation of the country assiiility of a taking place of
sense, of a localisation or a locality of sensectvtonly makes sense by
paying attention to itself, making itself ‘itsel's this corner, this angle that
does not open upon a territory or upon a prearcrggectacle: but an
angle open upon itself, making an overture and thaiking a seeing not as
the perspective of a look upon an object (or agw)sbut as surging,
opening and presentation of a sense that sendsotiting but this
presentation... That is why the landscape is nag\a which ‘looks out on’
some perspective. It is on the contrary a persgeethich comes to ug.”

Theory, or the manner in which a project is enwshgbecomes a
device for seeing, an apparatus for registering@fipearance of a world. If
| have a ‘theory’ about the world, | am simply sayithat | have a way of
framing that world to make it understandable angpeehensible. | have a
way of seeing that world, a way of looking at it,|l@oking out into it, of
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envisaging it so that | might be able to existtinand of regarding it so
that | might have a way of being with it. When waim to be theorising a
project what might we mean? Simply that we are agno develop a way
of seeing the project, a way of envisaging or asng it, a manner in
which that seeing or that sighting comprise a wayooking out at the
world, an attitude towards it, a way of engaginghwibeholding and
facing out towards it, a countenance, world viewcosmology. A way,
therefore, of speculating or contemplating; a manok framing and
preparing for a looking. Hence theorising the prbgso means framing a
way of being in the project, a way of behaving,ge®ding and operating
as a designer in the midst of design.

Clearly this must apply in reverse. Since the cptioa and design of
buildings is inseparable from a world view and &mcal disposition that
produce them as figures of thought and configunatiof space, time and
materiality, buildings in turn frame ways of seeegd speculating on the
world. They promote certain ways of regarding anehaving in
relationship to the world. They make certain kind$ooking possible and
disable others. They are world-forming in the setigd they not only
frame a seeing but produce the conditions of thaing, and in so doing
produce the seen. Seeing is never merely aesthHetiery manner of
seeing implies a manner of being. Seeing, and wittheorising, are
fundamentally ethical, and in addition creative gmdductive—that is,
poietic

Significantly, the Greekthe, cognate with the Indogermanic root
*D(H)E = bind, put in place, set up, establigihee—'god’ or ‘deity’—is
allied to the root *DEIW = what is brilliant, whahines and by extension
what is divine, heavenRy.In this register knowledge is not simply
associated with seeing but with seeiigarly. In Classical poetics and
aesthetics, clarity is a function of representatioor mimetic accuracy.
Clear figures of speech or thought, clear confiioma or shapes are those
in which the essence or idegido9 shines-through or radiates. ‘One who
knows’ (Greek:gnomon is also ‘one who articulatesg¢nu, ‘one who
joins and connects.” A more significant alliancérough *GEN =
generation, production, is that between knowledg®gid and existence
—coming to be, arising, becoming assembigiddma).® Hence ‘to know’
is ‘to see clearly.” To see clearly is to know. Wilarity we understand
what shines-through and shows itself articulated aonjoined. This
clarity of articulation then becomes a measuraguthful and unconcealed
existence.

As Giorgio Agamben has put it, this supremacy o$ion in
epistemology conditions authenticity as what ise§ant before the looK.”
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In the very wordheoreinis played-out a problematics of the idea, the look
and the image; as well as the destiny of the iniag&/estern thought—
which is to present the silence of this imposdiailof this irreconcilable
gap between language and idea, the sensible andtétiegible, multiple
and the one. Agamben and Nancy make of the landszagene in which
this irreconcilability plays itself out:

“the landscape becomes the setting wherein is septed what, in man,
cannot be said, his ineffable... the mystery ofiape is to preserve intact
this dimension in which man is always in the midétlosing himself
outside of himself in this too luminous sphere loé Wivine or, within
himself, in the obscure dramaturgy of sentimentb @risions.®

The question must therefore hinge arowmdo sees,how they see,
what they see and what evades that seeing. It is atigonesf veracity,
verisimilitude and truth applying in particularttee regime of the image.

Eidos-Poesis-Techne

The Platonic concept of art (Greekechnd, still widespread in
mainstream ideas about design and design educdt@s,to do with
installation and representation. A design re-prissem paradigmatic
concept or archetype—the idea (Greeldos, Latin: forma—which it
installs here and now. It represents it by trarmtabr imitation (Greek:
mimesi¥. The closer an art work imitates the idea theanbparticipates
(methexi}in that idea; the more it discloses it the moeefgrct, beautiful,
true or unconcealedlgtheig it is, since “to admire a representation is to
admire the original upon which it was made.”

Good art—or efficaciousechne—depends on mimetic correctness. It
is a technology of similitude geared to identity bedgweriginal and copy.
Similitude is conceived not as reproduction or alsuesemblance
(homoiote¥ to theeidos—which is in any case invisible—but as adequacy
(isoteg and correctnesskdtorthosi3, which are a matter of accuracy
(Greek:orthotes Latin: integritag.™® Similitude depends on the successful
reproduction of the characteristics and proporti(@seek: analogig of
the eidos. Techné&ecomes a practice of proportional transpositiofciwh
harmonises and integrates part and whole. Sucseasasured not by the
aesthetic pleasure given by configurative orgaiomabut by the accuracy
of mimetic representatiof.

“A really skilled craftsman or guardian in any flemust be able not
merely to see the many individual instances...)(lté single central
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concept... (and) put the various details in theapgr place in the overall
picture.?

This is problematic for a number of reasons. Thiopbphy installs in
every art or design process, and in every reprasent a practice of
deception. Theeidosis original, the representation is a copy—an iofer
and inauthentic simulation of the superior, perfacdel. The metaphysical
discontinuity between these two states, and theutecigit status of the
product, haunts and consignimesissimultaneously to craftiness and
imperfection™

It follows that the more pure a reflection is thermperfect an image
of the eidosit will be. In order to produce the purest reflenta work
must efface itself so that it totally withdraws ftche equation. The most
perfect mirror is one so materially homogenous polished that it bears
no blemish that would obscure or distort the rditec It must bear no
trace of its material reality or its making. Toadtt genuine semblance a
work must be seamless. Likewise, the perfect makene who interferes
least in the process of making. The maker mustxbaguished or effaced
S0 as not to jeopardise the reflective capacitthefwork. Imperfection is
therefore endemic to the process since identitwéen work anaidosis
structurally and logically impossible. The procdsstherefore always
subject to inadequation and the maker always-ajrababtined to fail.
Evidently this inadequacy becomes grounds for atireempolitics of
judgement, criticism and control—intellectual, prsdional and pedagogical
—nowhere more palpable than in the undergraduategelgury and the
backroom deliberations of appointed design panels.

Techneis then the artfulness or craftiness of art—its denoof
operation; that through which an immaterédosis transmitted, worked
and incorporated in sensible matfBechnes instrumental. It is a mimetic
apparatus. But Heidegger's reading te€hnecontests this instrumental
function. For himtechneis not a tool for achieving representation,
representational accuracy, or mimetic correctneBschne is about
production—poiesis It is about presentation Vérstellung, not
representationdarstellung. Techneis a way of presencing, coextensive
with what presents itself. It is the coming to el dhe taking place of a
being—its advent and eventErgigni§ of arrival. As a ‘mode of
presencing,techneis not the installation of a being as an objeether, it
is the way a being appears, looks, demonstratestamas itself showing.
An art work, as a product, is not other than oeraifis production. It does
not arrive to be after its presentation. Ratheis the presentation of what
presents itselifh andasits presentation.
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In the mimetic representation of te&los art presents the idesyain
The idea is cast as a copy and reiteration offjtaslother than itself It
comes to stand there in the work in its own sté@astead of itself. In a
curious way, then, in standing in for the idea, Wark declares that the
idea isnot there—that the idea is absgthat it has been replaced and
therefore displaced into the lost or forgotten. Téal sense ahimesisis
that at the moment of representation and instatiatihe idea withdraws.
Representation is the presentation of absence iohwdnd as which the
eidoswithdraws and conceals itself. Or else represiemtas this double
gesture—the forwarding-retreat of tk#dos in its simultaneously both
presenting and absenting its¥lf.

One of my objectives here is to question the penste ofmimesisn
an architectural design practice whose significarscelrawn primarily
through modes of signification. Is design—as indigant, or as non- or
anti-significational—viable? Can design be thougbtde frommimesis
and from all its attendant motifs of translatiomitation, resemblance,
illustration, exposition, reproduction, represeiotatincorporation, and so
forth? Can design do without the thought of cordding predictive ideas
and concepts? Can it do without participation ageqgaiation. Can design
survive its own deception and displacement?

Thinking aside froomimesid would like to sketch the outline of what
might be termed a presentational rather than reptasonal practice. That
is, an essentially anti-mimetic, productive poietic practice that is
simultaneously fictioning and fabricating. Here,oguction—that is,
thinking, reading, writing, designing—circulates time interstices and at
the limits of mimesisitself, interminably displacing and dis-installing
familiar, normative processes of signification.

Reading, writing theory

By default, theory is read for content. A text @nsidered to contain
meaning, which reading intends to uncover and neafdicit. Textuality
occludes and conceals meaning, which normativetipescof reading are
geared up to clarify and reveal. Meaning is sedret@ay and hidden in
thought and language. It is the function of readind of art generally to
reveal, expose and secrete that meaning. Thisdfinglading assumes that
the primary function of language is representatiovibords represent and
communicate meanings. The more explicit the reptesien, the clearer
the expression, the more effective the communicagind the better the
text. Mimesis again. The representational function of langudwereby
assumes a pre-suppositional character. That iguége, speaking, writing
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and reading are all made possible by pre-supposeégie-existing ideas,
concepts and motifs which may be spoken of, to whkey refer and
which they seek to communicdfe.This communication operates by
imitative mediation. A word imitates its presuppt$gea and in so doing
mediates between two domains—incorporeal and cegbounarticulated
and articulated, silent and spoken, inner and oMtgiting is the cipher of
representation. | write so as to communicate megariirdescribe, or |
summarise, or | interpret what an author has thboghvritten. | mediate
between an author and a reader. | translate arprdatintention and
explain the contents of their thought. These repriadional practices are
passive in relation to their object and promoteaaspre reception by a
subject.

To contest this approach to theory and design iiowa design courses
| have taught, | ask students to develop theirkihimand work in relation
to a selection of texts. The selection primarilyaleles engagement with
processes, practices and techniques of writingikithg and reading—
rather than with specific theoretical content.ib\yddes a range of themes
with numerous possibilities for resonance in temfighe projects and
practices of the design studio—themes such as, liejiresentation, place
and mapping. The texts are a disparate set of gtecéom a wide range
of literary and philosophical sources. The collettresists any cohesive
reading across individual excerptswhich together present no consistent
or homogenous ‘theory.’ They are intentionally inecent and constitute a
fragmented, de-contextualised framework. Yet thkction is a region of
sorts—contextualising and situating a displaceneénhinking, ideas and
sense.

On the basis of these texts | promote a readingtipeathat involves
scanning texts and shuttling between them—rathan tfollowing a
consistent narrative sequence or remaining withirgles text from
beginning to end. The practice follows a framewsKketched by Gilles
Deleuze and Félix Guattari in théWhat is Philosophythrough what they
call the ‘Plane of Immanence'—a region of thouglsdea up of disparate
concepts which are worked for mutual efficacy anddpctivity’
According to this transactional practice, the psgof reading would be
to put into play a scanning rhythm—a relay whichnpies relational and
associative networks to emerge between disparataesits. It is to read
for assonance, dissonance and resonance, ratlmefotheeaning. In this
kind of reading, attunement is not destined for comd but for
discrepancy. Its purpose is to promote and open¢loge a thinking; not
to fix meanings but to produce an environment incWwhsense wanders
and wavers. Discrepancy ruptures the fabric of nmganlt spaces
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meanings apart. It opens charged intervals betwleem and prompts a
practice of deferring meaning out of which senderminably undulates
and concatenates. This eruption of meaning—thiscisgaout and
partitioning of signification—is communication: comnication as the
commutation of sense

In this kind of reading sense does not build teead. Rather, reading
is always beginning to make sense. It is the eswb-hew relay and
linkage of sense. Reading is always “the beginmih@ reading, of an
incipit always recommenced® It is not about plurivocality of sense,
opposed to univocality or equivocality. Instead,ténds towards the
several, one-at-a-time (Latinsingul)), singularities of coextensive
meanings. In this way, reading disequilibrates rregrwhich means that
it works against meaning; that it weighs on meanirtgs weighing is the
bearing and disposition of sense—at the samehatit carries andow
it carries it. Sense unsettles meaning “so as twowror oppress the
communication of this meaning”—which is to say that it keep meaning
in transit and keeps the process of significatiavimg. It intends to be a
playful and light practice, where levity is a maok the interminable
fluxion between the lineaments of thought. Thisitlevmeasures and
weaves thought. It weighs on sense while makingesemd carrying the
gesture of this making. Such a reading is:

“weighty, annoyed, and endlessly engaged in decipiealthough always
beyond deciphering. This reading remains trapped thie strange
materiality of language, and accords with this glagcommunication that
would not be achieved though meaning, but throwagiguage itself, or
rather, which would be nothing but the communicatf language to
itself, without a release of meaning, in a suspensif meaning, fragile
and repeated. True reading advances without knqviirgjways opens a
book as an unjustifiable section through the supgosontinuum of
meaning. It must lose itself on this breaéh.”

By shuttling between meanings, reading producegghb Thinking is
not destined to resolve discrepancies or closenalt® but to keep
meaning in a state of perpetual wandering. Sucépkey’ has the sense of
attending to and keeping watch over its productibeirg with it as it
wanders, being awake to the circuits it descriligsng attentive and
listening-out for resonances as they arise andhltegivaiver. Sense is this
state of wandering. It is thought itself—both whmaakes sense, how it
does so and the sense that it makes.

Writing then becomes the trace of thought—not tlfece of ‘an’
originary or transcendant meaning, but the tradhisfdistraction of sense
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which writing interminably tracks, maps and registeWriting thereby
loses its descriptive function to acquire a perfative, presentational
agency. That is, writing exposes sense. It showspiiocess by which
sense produces itself, shows itself showing andifsg itself signifying.

According to Giorgio Agamben, language is not ppgssitional (pre-

supposing things that may be spoken about) but sitkpoal—that is,

thinking and writing constitute the exposition aa#ling place of language
that is immanent in every utterance.

Thus writing no longer depends on a content whiatould represent,
signify, reveal and secrete; or dissimulate, ercrigsle and keep secret.
Writing is not cryptic. It hides nothing. There ® inside to writing—
nothing opposed to a transcendent reality; no Rigtieg meaning or
concept; no abstract, metaphorical or symbolic nmeasought elsewhere:
outside, above, below, beside or wherever. Writtithe each-time-new
reformulation of several one-at-a-time singulasit@ sense in a constant
and interminable state of transformation. Writifigreby ceases to be a
matter of similitude or adequacy. It converts sitmile and adequacy in
relation to another into similitude and adequacyrefation to the in-
itself—to the thing itself that it is. Abandonints imimetic function and
oblivious to it, writing no longer stands for aniyth). It no longer stands-in
for anything or instead of anything. Neither isnibnsensé’ Rather, it
carries its standing as productive disposition.bkgring bears sense and
carries it to an unbearable exposure of meaning-—eaerturning of
meaning to the obscurity of its source of writif§This writing is writing
at the limit—that is, a limit-writing, a writing ofhe limit writing itself
(writing):

“writing excribesmeaning at the same time as it inscribes sigtifina. It
excribes meaning... (sindbe thing itself everything of which there is
guestion in the text) is outside the text, takes@loutside of writing... this
‘outside’ is not that of a referent towards whiclgngication would
point...this ‘outside’—entirelyexcribedin the text—is the infinite retreat
of meaning by which every existence exists. Notrasg material or
concrete given, supposed outside of meaning andchwhmeaning
represents, but the ‘empty liberty’ by which theistkent comes to
presence—and to absence... In inscribing significatiove excribe the
presence of that which retreats from every sigaiitm... The being of
existence is not unpresentable: it presents iseifibed. ..

What these practices evidently dmt imply for architecture is a
‘theory of representation’ that would produce amtture whose goal
would be to communicate one or several simultan@o@anings. Neither
do they imply, for the tectonics and fabric of aretture, a restless



