hitecture houses and holds human beings
o intimate way, enframing them in a
anner not unlike clothing (although admit-
1y less. intimately). It thereby mediates
'people and their wider environment,
o 'a membrane that protects bodies
ntruders and climatic incursions such
rain;or cold. It also gives them a symbolic
res._e_ncé,; at opce internal and in terms of the
eiworld, in which variations can have

aces can sustain, question or modify

and. social structures of power.
Spatial patterns interact with existing cultural
.Sl.mﬂ.tid_r_ls of gender, class, race, geography
tatus; usually upholding established hier-

those norms. This introductory chap-
plores how such issues have given rise

Introduction: Shifting
Paradigms and Concerns

Hilde Heynen and Gwendolyn Wright

to consecutive and overlapping strands of
theoretical explorations. By doing so it frames
and positions the next three chapters, which
analyse some of these issues in greater depth.

Theories about architecture entail self-
conscious analyses about underlying sys-
tems, influences, intentions, conditions and
changes over time. If Western theories have
evolved and altered considerably since anti-
quity, the pace and passions of change during
the second half of the twentieth century
seem unprecedented. Moreover, whereas the
centre of gravity in earlier periods was
clearly Europe. American voices have become
more prominent (Maligrave 2005; Mallgrave
and Contandrioupolos 2008). The intellec-
tual horizons of architectural theory have
also shifted. If in the decades before 1970
practising architects. focusing on aesthetics,
set the tone {Ockman 1993), since then the
advent of post-structuralist literary theory
and the emancipatory goals of political/
social radicalism brought in other voices
with concerns that were quite distinctl from
design processes as such. These new influ-
ences altered many fundamental conceptions
about architecture and its effects. Some
people have criticized this intellectual stance
as too distant and abstract, too far removed
from the actual practices of designing and
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-1t shared nevertheless with philosophical
' 'postmodernism a suspicion of presumptions
about ratjonality and transparency. It became
increasingly difticult to simply presume these
were stable guiding principles in architecture
(as they had seemed to be within the Modemn
mMovement). Architects now had to confront
the power relations inherent in all such
_language systems.
I. post-structuralism, postmodernism  and
deconstruction thus taught architectural
theorists to question the logocentrism that is
e_‘ntrem:hed in Western thinking. The Purism
sssentialism and universalism that had domi:
p_atg(;.. modernist architectural discourse i'dr
th better part of the twentieth century gave
way o hybridity, constructionism and ;ela-
gmqm Feminist and postcolonial theories
gpg__r_opriated these concepts and gave them a
more direct and activist meaning, emphasiz-
r:rhow difference is embodied and thereby
ed to separate people according to gender.
c_[qszs and ethnicity. A growing literature 01;
! .h._i_técture and gender raised fundamental
questions about the literal and symbolic
embodiment of architectural values and
iases. Postcolonial critiques highlighted
thf;m_es of difference in ilI‘Ch;LBCEUE'B’S
geographical and cultural hierarchies — both
ltgral differences to respect and inequali-
ties to expose.
. hese volatile forces have constituted
th. _m(?st visible currents in architectural
cory in the past few decades. Although they
> by no means the only viable way to ‘do’
Chlté_s:tural theory — as will become clear in
the o_ther sections of this volume — they con-
ite. pf':rLinent challenges for architecture
_ __ch1tects. Hence we begin this volume
th-an extensive discussion of recent para-
gms. and concerns related to issues of
power, difference and embodiment. k

himself insisted that no architectural form
could be inherently oppressive or liberating,
cince human actions were the critical factor
{Wright 2005}, not all his lollowers have
taken this point to heart.
Post-structuralism, which challenged pre-
inherent gualities or
flourished in

Nonetheless, this more

using buildings.
intellectualized mode has reset the tone of

architectural debate that emanates from pub-
lications, conferences and courses (Nesbitt
1996; Hays 1998). The intensity and the very
nature ol the issues have opened new direc-
tions in the last decades of the twentieth
ng in a fluid and diverse field
incommensurable

vailing concepts ol
simple binary relationships,
Paris from the late 1960s onwards, with, next
to Foucault, writers such as Julia Kristeva
Jean-Frangois Lyotard. Roland Barthes and:.
Jean Baudrillard. Deconstructive philosophy.
Lused on the writings of Jacgues Derrida
soon formed one particufar strand tha
emphasized the instability and defensiv
gelf-regard in all forms of language
Architectural theory absorbed these influ
ences and applied them to visual languages
This absorption oceurred with a bit of a tim
delay, since literary theory and criticist
mediated the impact of continental Frenc
theory, especialty on the American intelle
wal scene (see Bloom 1979, At firstiit
seemed as if semiotics, the study of lan
ms of signs, would reinvigo
the wane Of;
d George Baird

century, resulti
of multiple, sometimes

theories.
The new theorists looked beyond the

themes of individual originality, harmonious
composition and phenomenological reso-
nance which had up until the 1960s defined
architectural discourse. Concurrently, the
figure of the theorist became increasingly
detached from the practising architect, and
architectural theory evolved into a full-
fledged, full-time academic discipline. The
shift began in the 19705 when neo-marxism
provided a widespread critical perspective.
Authors such as Alexander Tzonis (1972)
and Manfredo Tafurl (1976} introduced a
theoretical framework that confronted the
link between architectural developments and
their socio-political context. They questioned
whether an architect’s good intentions indeed
(ranslated into socio-political benefits, given
that the demands of capitalism played a sig-
aificant role in architecture’s history —and its
present {sce alse Aureli 2008).
Michel Foucault, especially in his writings
on the hospital (1973) and the prison (1977),
provided the next major influence, taken up
by Tafuri in his later years and taken to heart
by a whole series of architectural scholars in
{he late 1970s and early 1980s. Foucault
explained how expert knowledge affects
the social workings of power, and thus how
cerlain architectural configurations (such as
the famous panopticon) can play a role in
disciptining people’s minds and bodies. He
opened the way for a series of studies that
investigated how diverse buildings and social
patterns interact. Most architectural theorists
helieved that spatial configurations could
embody and reinforce human attitudes and
interactions, albeit with diverse interpreta-
tions of the specific role. Whereas Foucault

guages as syste
ate architectural theory at
modernism. Charles Jencks an
(1969) explored the concept of meaning
architecture, followed by pther authors W
iried to develop more systematic reflectio
on how architecture worked as a medium
communication (Eco 1972, Norbcrg—SchﬁI

1975).

Miscomm
the critiques of technocracy and top-do
during these same years. The s¢
oon tied in with a criticiso
ect

planning
otic focus s
the theoretical foundations of archit
modernism, leading Jencks to annod
the ‘Death of Modernism’ — and hence’
arrival of postmodernism (Jencks 19
Architectural postmodernism was not: {i
in line with postmodern philosoph
described by Lyotard, since it relied upt
teleological understanding of architectt
course, putting postmodernism chrono
cally ‘after’ modernism which was &
with how Lyotard saw the relation!
between both paradigms (Lyotard 19%

ARCHITECTURE AND POWER

t;mPOI‘ﬂI'y architectural theories often
asize how buildings and physical
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settings reveal. accentuate or challenge vari-
ous structures of power that are ol;erwiqe
difficult to discern. This extends from ha
global realm of economies. ecologies and
cultu.ral dominance to the particul;riti.es of
spe(.:xﬁc groups and even those of individual
su‘bjectivities. If the theoretical frameworks
of neo-Marxism and post-structuralism first
addrx?ssed the macro-scale of how societal
refationships intersect with architectural
movements and discourses. later approaches
nal"m‘wed the scope to scrutinize specific
b_Lu]dmg types or spatial configurations in
circumscribed times and seltinﬂsu. 7
An early example of this [;ighfy focused
work can be found in Reinhard Bentmann
and Michael Miiller’s study of the villa
pubiished in German in 1970 and Erans]atéci
only in 1992 as The Villo as Hegemonic
Architecture  (conspicuously wilh;)ut the
chupt*.er on the Israeli-kibbutz ideology). This
Marxist study embedded the anzflysis oLf
ﬂrc.hileclural sources (drawings, manuals
buildings) within a broader conrext that drev\;
upon ‘political, social and economic history
effectively showing how this buiidinu-type‘
ha.s, embedied particular power ref&tion-
ships that endure and others that change
over time. i
Tlmrpas A. Markus andertook a similar
enterprise two decades later in his Buildings
an-d Power (1993), which focused on n(.:x:.f
bm_lding types developed between roughly
1750 and 1830, notably schools, pris?ms
public libraries, museums and faclorie;
Rather than appropriating an overtly Murxi:q;
or Foucauldian theoretical [’mmework
Maris:us‘ used Bill Hilller and Ju[ienné
Hanson s space syntax (1984) as an over-
arc@ng analytical instrument. Space syntax
claims to be a specifically architectural
theory, based on spatial/architectural param-
eter.s rather than imposting philosophical or
SOC{al- theories from other disciplines, Its
basic idea is that spatial configurations ]uw;:
an ordering impact on how social relation-
Sh‘lpS unfold and that it is possible to unravel
L!ns connection by studying underlying spa-
tial patterns, such as ‘depth’ (the num;e} of




thresholds to cross before reaching the inner-
most space in a building) or ‘uxiality’ (the
presence of a long visual axis). The core
users of space syntax — Hillier, Hanson and
their students — have elaborated this model
into computational software that is being
applied in a variety of historjcal and geo-
graphical cases, albeit with mixed results,
Space syntax tends to be used in an abstract,
universalist way that does not take account of
cultural or social differences among people.
Authors such as Markus or Kim Dovey
(1999} couple a basic version of the space

syntax toolkit with other interpretational

frameworlks = social history, art history,

social theory, hermeneutics which allows

them to deploy it without overly reductive
effects,

These various studies have expanded the
purview of architectural history and theory
away from a few iconic monumental bu;ld-
ings towards a wide range of modest, indeed
ordinary and commonly used structures, Few
contemporary architectural scholars would
agree with Nikolaus Pevsner's infamous
dictum that ‘a bicycle shed is o building, bur
Lincoln cathedral is a piece of architectyre’
{1957, 23). In traditional scho]arship, as
Markus correctly observed (1993, 26),
researchers treated buildings as art, as mate-
rial objects or as investments, but rarely as
social objects. These eurlier architectural
historians tended to adopt methods and tech-
nigues from art history, relegating the study
of technical or financial aspects to engineer-
ing and real estate. The emphasis on build-
ings as socially relevant objects, however,
requires an interdiscip]inary perspective, one
that intertwines architectural analysis with
methodologies developed in fields like
anthropology, sociology, psychology or geo-
graphy (Lawrence and Low 1990, 2003).
Architectural theorists and historians have
gradually integrated such parallels, becoming
far more precise and refined in the process,

Social and cultural geographies have had g
major impact, often emphasizing the effecis
of imperialism and colonialism on urban
Space. Brenda Yeoh's book an colonial
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hanges through specific local in.ler-
- -Wﬁereus these issues ha\{e had ]1tt‘le
ns(;nn the most visible theorists (e.g. in
allf?d ‘post-criticality” debate}, they
svertheless taken up by several more
ally oriented ail_th(?rs. ;
a¢ of citizens’ rng-lts hz_lve recently
o the fore. especially in terms of
r the poor, the powerless fmd other
= einalized groups in specific settmg.s, bot.h
o d rural. [See discussions in this
o a?Clmpter 3} but also in Sections 5
iar 24) and 8 (Chapter 38), as.well as in
Chapter. 40 on housing.| Provo.catl'rfe rec.ent
< have emphasized a spatial dllmensmn
nship. In principle, a nation-state
itizens as those people who are blor.n
ive within its borders — thus privi-
sging a'space—bounded view on cmzensh‘lp.
he fluidity of globalization encompasses
'}ia..ti'onal movements of people and inter-

Singapore (2000} has been influential
showing how British and Asian concepti
of the city contributed to and clashed Wit
one another, a tension that has uffec[e
Singapore’s present shape. Jane M. Jaco
study on posteolonialism and the city reveale
how different spatial interpretations leagd
volatile social geometries of power, si
cation and contestation in every part of
world (1996). :
Blank: Architecture, Apartheid and Af
(Judin and Viadislavic 1999} was one
the first books on architecture to fully int
grate a broad-based socjal perspective in
discussions about contemporary architecty,
without neglecting historical legacies. T
very layout of the book Jjuxtaposes divers
perspectives among South African architec
activists and theorists, some of whom lam
bast the spatial legacies of racism in citie
and townships, while others explore alterna
tive possibilities for reconciliation. In a sim;j
lar manner, Eyal Weizman's Hollow Land
Israel's Architecture of Oceupation (200
deftly interweaves military and political
history, astute three-dimensional mappin
a deconstruction of archeological discourse
and a wry disquisition on the Israeli milj
tary’s appropriation of Situationist theorie
Weizman uses the word ‘architecture’ ip a
double sense, indicating both the built strug:
tures that sustain the occupation (wall
bridges, tunnels, settlements, checkpoint
and watchtowers) and a metaphor for th
constructed nature of political issues, _
To some extent the widened scope of wha
constitutes ‘architecture’ connects to a desir
to side with or at least stand up for the power
less that first emerged in the 1970s. Initially
united under the rubric of advocacy, some
radical architects and plarners had worked
closely with impoverished and disempowi
ered groups in American cities, rural areas
and other sites throughout the world, such as
‘informal” urban settlements (barrios, bidon-
villes, favelas, etc.) in the fast-growing Third
World cities. The ongoing interest in David.
Harvey, Manuel Castells and the legacy of:
John F.C. Turner reaffirms a vision of radical

pate divergences from ‘formal’ and
antive’ citizenship for those who seem
outsiders’. Even long-time residents
be able to claim the privileges that
sedly go along with that status (hous-
cial security, etc.}. Demands for tlfese
in cities and rural areas have given

itizenship’. The inverse is also true in that
'mth'y. foreign investors, producers and

¢ urban spaces, even when they are
-neither citizens nor residents.

All these explorations have brought repre-
tation to the fore. Key questions e?;tend
rom:'_visual modalities to the subjectivity of
ser responses and on to political 1'-1361aphors.
Section 5 will discuss the effects of computer
drawings and models of future b‘mldmgs.
Here we are principally interested in repre-
3 fation as it relates to subjectivity and to
-political issues. Recent cognitive and psy-
t:Hological theorists, notably Jacques Lalczm,
elate representational images to COBCBp[lOH'S
of subjectivity. Reflecting on such proposi-
ons might lead us to emphasize the role of
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representational spaces in Stlbjf':Cl formation _
arguing for example ihat- gl.rh_/.bedroom.s
help construct female subjectivities or that
master bedrooms support heterosgxuzlhly as
the norm. Given these interrelatlorlls, how
might we best think about the stfb_]ect tha;
creates and the subjects that inhabit a space?
Do certain representational techniques t'end
to reinforce norms, generate alternatives
and/or sustain other critiques? .
The early dominance of psyc[_u?analyuc
theory has now extended from.;rfqu;rles about
the architect’s individual creativity and a sup-
posedly collective response of the publz&_: -
both of which have multiple and competing
dimensions. Some theorists have questt.oned
the interactions between architectural inno-
vations and various understandings of domes-
ticity (Heynen and Baydar 2005)’011 the
impact of urban renewal on people’s sensc?
of home (Porteous and Smith 2001)..Others
have focused on incentives for daring innova-
tion or the individual’s role in the rapld suc-
cession of transformations in generic types
like housing or infrastructure (Bell 2004,
Varnelis 2008). Still others have asked how
physical spaces affect conce.pts of gender and
sexuality; race and ethnicity; (?r Flass and
status (Rendell et al. 1999; Wilkins 29()7;
Zukin 2009). This leads in turn to quesiions
about the avant-garde concept of estrange-
ment, hisorically considered E_il?er.aiory. gnd
the parallel disdain for familiarity, which
seemed an inevitable constraint. Sor‘ne theo-
rists are now pointing out that certain forms
of familiarity might be a necessary base for
innovations and comparisons, as is the case
with laboratory experiments (Picon anc_l Ponte
2003). Established patterns may reinforce
‘traditional” expectations but they .also allow
a platform for exploring uitematwes,‘even
transgressions of established norms, as in the
sciences or indeed in legislation. -Recent
interest in the work of Pierre Bourdieu has
brought new subtleties to the': ck?bate abm}%
cultural capital and discrimmagon that is
fundamental to architectural ]udgem.ent.
Bourdieu’s notion of the habitus u-iso ahg.ns
the structure of architectural settings with




THE S£._ < HANDBOOK OF ARCHITECTURAL THEORY

INTRODUCTION: SHIFTING PARADIGMS AND CONCERNS 47

that of more practical activities that effect the ~ conditions which they can negotiate b - it have come to the fore,
power of invention (Pinto 2002; Lipstadt  cannot overcome. In a similar way, archi and: embodiment 1k i £ of power rela.
2003). lects (and theorists) are agents whose ideg Thesf: are the warp an [“:O(:l f s}:)me differ

Many recent theorists continue to explore about creativity, reception and effects ar tions; one might eva_nds abe mn Some differ:
the political implications of representation in likewise conditioned by their time and ciy ences are ‘produce g t]l m, ¢ ollz)m al-
the sense of representative democracies,  cumstances, although they too can choos relations. Patriarchy, dlmpc.ma és ; colonl
community participation and the hierarchy  to emphasize or ignore a particular topic g smt and economic nmm;nlc_l P Ii-
of architecture firms. The 1960s to 1970s  audience. artieular characteHStlLSl e ercl”xfgtl:;l;
encompassed active political involvement Ole Fischer’s chapter on critical between, re‘sp;: ““.Ye yr T[e? Im- ed. cit
along with critiques of good intentions by ~ (Chapter 2) deals with many of these issues st and Bast, €0 mzzgr o L ,O domz lﬁ' - \i
Manfredo Tafuri and Michel Foucault. New focusing on a most interesting debate thd d country. T‘he?e. 1h:rer'1cus Obzg-ezx?
strategies for ‘participation’ and public debate  unfolded during the vears since 2000. In the ar-abstract way: € ;y lri:n: d l; reqr;
about architectural design — especially the  wake of Tafuri’s and Foucault’s analyses of ersons who can be subjected to res

loci of a place now encounter criticisms
that they unintentionally encourage unequal
hierarchies, eco-consumerism and tourism,
In sum, it is no longer possible to claim that
architectural practice or theory can bracket
out the complex distinctions and intercon-
nections, both global and focal, at the core of
environmenta] issues.

Even without resorting to post-structuralist
theories, therefore, the notion of difference
has taken on a primary role in many architec-
tural discourses. Engagement with the work

need for choices — emerged in the 1980s. The
1990s then imported ideas about hybridity
from Néstor Garcfa Canclini and Homi
Bhabha. criticizing purity as exclusionary.
Several key questions have emerged. Does
the public have a right to good architecture in
addition to the architect’s right to explore
new ideas? To what extent and by what crite-
ria do non-architects — clients, users and
various members of the public, often compet-
ing with one another — judge architecture?
How can we distinguish between differences
based on culture or group preferences and
others that constitute inequalities? If we
acknowledge that architects can produce set-
tings geared to rigid discipline and oppres-
sion, which may not be immediately visible,
how might we conceive of an architecture of
resistance (see also Chapter 5)?

All these questions draw upon post-
structuralist theory in that they refuse to
acknowledge a privileged position for
Western man as the subject of a teleological
history, as centre and reference point for
notions of progress and development. And
yet, if the earlier concept of ‘modern man’ no
fonger holds, no adequate substitute has
emerged. The individual ‘self” can be vari-
ously understood as a heroic author/architect,
a narcissist or as a person who may want to
resist or at least question what is imposed,
however inarticulate or frustrated those reser-
vations might be. Post-structuralist theory
considers afl these selves as ‘agents’ rather than
‘subjects” since they are clearly conditioned
by and responding to secietal and spatial

architecture’s interconnection with power
dominant tendency within architecture
within architectural theory has espous_
criticality: the desire to relate critically-
hegemonic societal powers, either by expo
ing manipulative societal conditions throu
formal language - sometimes denounci;
the very powers that brought a building in
being — or by positioning planning an
design interventions in such a way that th
benefit or at least take the side of disadvay
taged social groups. Both kinds of criti¢
architecture have recently been taken to tas
for being too convoluted, too intellectual:
ized, too difficult and distanced or simply to
boring. In unraveling the intricacies of thes
debates, Fischer points towards hidden geogr:
phies (notably Europe versus North Ameri
Like other cohorts, he draws on Br
Latour, especially his emphasis on ‘connec
tions’ rather than static space and muta
‘aggregates’ with open borders and relativel
fixed agents such as ‘the architect’ or ‘archi
tecture’. Fischer thus pleads for a mon
honest self-reflection in which architecture
not just a matter of interest, but also a matte
of concern (Latour and Wiebel 2005; Lat
2007; Graham and Marvin 2000).

POWER AND DIFFERENCE

Given that power has become a major iss
in architectural theory over the last sevel
decades, it stands to reason that differen

discrimination.

“Whareas the heroic generations of mod-
telieved they could wipe away all
erences based upon class, ethnicity or

ces among people and plac.es are pro-
iid persistent, Likewise, assertions of

mentai prawmdnst% to some of the pleas for
‘new urbanism’. Landscapes are no longer
resumied to be bucolic; they can be danger-
3: vulnerable, urban and even conceptual.
an'interventions can take many forms.
es about ‘critical regionalism’ that
egan ‘with Tzonis and Lefaivre’s analyses
post-WWII Greek modernism in the 1970s
¥panded with Kenneth Frampton’s call
orabstract expresstons of local tectonic and
actic conditions. In contrast, explora-
ns of the distinctive modernist idioms of
Atin: America, Southeast Asia, the Middle
‘and other regions now emphasize the
ncorporation of “traditional’ climactic adap-
ations together with modern technological
novations (see also Chapter 34). Here, oo,
those who argue for the essence or genius

of authors such as Derrida, Lyotard or
Foucault has given philosophicul depth to
these issues. For Derrida, differance — a play
upon the French words for ‘differing’ and
‘defering’ — 18 an inescapable feature of lan-
guage: language is built upon differences
between words, the meanings of which can
never be fixed but are always subject o fur-
ther clarification. There is no ultimate guar-
antee that words mean what we want them to
mean, since this chain of signification can
never be anchored in a transcendent entity
(such as ‘God’) accepted by all users of the
language. Lyotard takes this idea one step
further by exploring its social consequences.
His book Differend {1989) investigates situa-
tions in which a conflict arises that cannot be
resolved because there are no rules of judge-
ment that both parties accept as applicable to
the case. If parties do not agree about the
rules of the game. the game cannot be played
in a fair way. Lyotard argues convincingly
that this situation often occurs because lan-
guage produces different genres of discourses
which are not always compatible with one
another. Rather than ignore this differend —
whether by subsuming everything under
the same denominator of money (capitalism)
or by playing one’s own game as if it is the
master game ruling all others (academia) -
he insists that philesophy must bear wit-
ness to the differend. Lyotard’s ‘language
games’ resemble Foucault’s ‘discursive for-
mations,” indicating a loose constellation of
interconnected theories aboul what can he
spoken and comprehended in a given histori-
cal context. Foucault suggested that such
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discursive formations may determine what in the conventional historiography of the
kind of ideas can gain foothold, and hence Modern Movement. :
which ones are closely related to regimes of Iyoti Hosagrahar discusses these themes
power. Not incidentally, he insisted that in Chapter 3. She acknowledges that pos

: ~who work in and for places where  right to make architecture productive and

\ i y 3] 3 g 3 AL AT
hoﬁe 12 of social responsibility, sustainabil- meaningful on their own terms. These i.(,r
e s Uo?j multiplicity require new kinds of rains include leminist collectives working
SfyFan

Hection and new forms of architectural to protect women aga-inst male Yio]enc‘e,
power did not radiate out from one person or  colonial perspectives in architecture ang ee' ivity. subal?ern practices s‘eekmg‘ o Fedeh‘nev\\;hdt
one centre {a king or a government); it is an urbanism do not comprise a well-defined . Difference i also a crucial term for femi- f:onsntutes hen}age, [1:11[!01‘ des}‘%?efbfip OIj-
ongoing process in which finely dispersed body of knowledge, although they do sha ‘<t theories, as Jane Rendell explains in ing the flesthetlc le{*rams ctf t-;peu.lf.l-%l.onhf:
structural forces regulale everyone's behav- an intellectual starting point in what she cal § Chapter 4. Feminist architects began to and \'VI'II.B{S mupfln.n‘g lhc.. 1lntcr%tcclllor1%.)[(‘}‘
lour, including those who exercise consider- ‘intelfectual decolonization’: the active reje svelop gendered critiques of architecture auto_blograpl?y. crmcu‘] \\{mm‘g :m.‘ p(l)a l!(.,
able power over others, in a continuous  tion of spaces and discourses based in hege-. it the 1970s. This was at first inspired by an spatial practices. Tl?e.se dt\fc?rse \plujs have
concatenation of actions and reactions, monic dualities (modern versus traditional : tivist; political mood that aimed to break n-oi achteve'd i profo_u‘r-tci. Lllm'n{_ge in u;)]nven-

Postcolonial theories have used these ideas  centre versus periphery, universal versy o i the barriers for women in the architec- tional practices and dl.&it.:lpi-lils‘l’ly .|J_0U11‘ iillCh,
in order to unravel how colonialism used local, Western versus non-Western). Pog alprofession and. simultaneously. to but they have had a significani impact on
speciatized or expert knowledge production  colonial thinking explores multiplicities an.

xpose and alleviate gender discrimination in architectural theory, in that they show how
and how colonized people negotiated, con- hybrids, studying precisely those spaces an
tested and twisted colonial spaces. Edward practices that cannot be qualified as eithe

man-tivade’ built environment. Feminist convemi‘onha] understund.irl'gs of architecture
arns: gradually shifted towards a critique are - w1.ttmgly or unwittingly — bound up
Said’s Chrientalismr (1978) has been a major ‘modern’ or ‘traditional” since they occupy:; £ ¢onventional understandings of architec-  with patriarchy and cultural .hf:g_emor.ly. -
reference. Said argued that imperial practices position in between. Such an approach raise .mre.bziéed on monumental buildings and the The language of‘ these crm.cal voices has
were closely intertwined with modes of  questions about the conventional calegorié: er works of canonized male architects.  become more precise and pointed since the
knowledge production that looked back to and narratives in all aspects of architectura rchlt ctural historians began to study 1960s as analysts h.ave drawn upon _broader
the Enlightenment project of modernity. history. (Why is Europe almost always th ;omen - architects and the role of female intellectual tenden{:le‘s. Recem.iheorics hzl:ve
Indeed, colonial discourse was intrinsic to  focus of general histories of architeclure ‘patrons:in the production of architecture. incorporated a revived t".-ﬂVll‘OnmEHiE.lIVISt
European self-understanding since knowl- Why do we presume that innovations alway' fhinist architects developed new forms of  movement and new conceptions ubqut cities
edge about foreign peoples and territories  radiate outward from a vital centre to periph: rdisciplinary praxis that questioned the  as dynamic, heterogeneous ecologies (see
(two closely linked topics) allowed Europeans eral hinterlands that can only copy and, often '

to position themselves as modern, civilized, as not, ‘misinterpret’ that modernity?)

ounddries of architecture as a discipline, also Sections 7 and 8) in guestioning estgb-
;Dlﬂ’ére’nce and location became central con- lished canons, hagiographies anfl teleologies
superior, developed and progressive while Postcolonialism thus provides insights into ems as these theorists insisted that knowledge that had 10.ng b?en taken for granted.
local colonized populations supposedly pos-  the mulhple ways that archiecture is impli- ys situated, and so one must always  Architects 1ntent10ns' are suddenly less
sessed none of these qualities (Venn 2000).  cated in the socio- political processes of ¢r the standpoint from which insights  important than other 1.nﬂuences, l?oth new
Said’s Orientalism refered specifically to a nation-building and the ecoromic geopolitics are beirig developed. Knowledge is not free- and established. conscious and unintended.
body of scholarly knowledge and practices  of globalization, in the present as in the pas ting; it is embodied in persons, who are  Even specific words have changed. Whereas
that characterized the Orient as the ‘other’ o How do we Judge improvements that may differently situated in lerms of class. race.  early verbs asked how architecture and
antithesis of the Occident, roughly equating benefit local populations, even as they endar=

it with the mysterious, the exotic, the exces- ger environments and entrench dominant

cultire and gender, These circumstances are urban spaces reflect, support or modify
sive, the irrational, the alien. This ‘other’ was powers? This dilemma, so conspicucus i

not-in¢idental; they directly affect the kinds  political and social struclures of difference,

owledge that are produced and dissemi- other more nuanced terms now ask how
seen as the negation of everything that Europe  colonial and neo-colonial settings, underlie
imagined or desired itself to be. Since every architectural intervention. We see th

:Converging with postcolonial perspec-  they intimidate, divide, buitress. efrhan-ce,

HVBS and other analyses of power, feminism  challenge and destabilize - allE Ot. ‘x‘vhach
Europe’s *modern’ virtues would continue to the history of architecture is also inscribe and ‘gender studies have radically altered the can be positive or negative in different
progress, the differences would always in the trajectories of ‘minor’ architects wh parameters of architectural theory. circumstances. - -
remain intact. Historians such as Gwendolyn  negotiate between the requirements of pow: ‘These intellectual explorations have thus The appropriation of l.nnguages.outmde
Wright (1991) or Zeynep Celik (1997b) have  erful political authorities on the one ham broight the stability of ‘architecture’ as a  of architecture has thus shifted considerably
brought these topics to the fore in architectural  and the specific local realities of materials concept into question. Architecture is shown  in the past 40 vears. To some extent the dis-
history and theory. Yet even today few accounts skills and cultural traditions on the othe '
of modernity and modernism acknowledge This in turn calls attention to the challenge

to.be'a contested territory, no longer the  cussion has touted the signif?cunce of archi-
disputed legacy of ‘the canon’ ~ whether  tecture and spatial configurations. both urban

this crucial role of colonialism in the self-  and accomplishments of contemporary drchl

understanding of Western culture. Although tects and urbanists who ‘design from th

¢ the chronicle of *masterworks’ running and natural, not just within the discipline
some ‘alternative modernities’ have been margins’, those who practise on the edge:

frﬂ.m the Egyptian pyramids to the Seattle  but in the world at lzu:ge - includ?ng other
Public Library or the privileged terrain of  academic disciplines from the sciences to

introduced in recent years, the pivatat role of the places where avant-garde architectura, '

of colonialism has been conveniently ignored  culture is produced and promoted, especially

white males who have defined avant-garde  the humanities. Architectural analogies 01'.the
cllture, Diverse groups are asserting their  1960s continued to draw from the biological
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spatial configurations (Van Schaik and e dlscus:,mns of scale, as a vulnerable body and that architecture, one way or another
Macef 2005), A fascination' with techu_olotry i negd of physical and symbolic shelter, as a is involved in this mattering. ) .
ol: guve rise 1o multlsp!e. t.ixpe.l-l‘IElElliS that inve eristious body that perceives buildings in Architecture s not thg onty discipline
new language that could assure a building’s  tigated the possibilities of megastructures; sisual but also in haptic ways, as a working  to explore this fascinating if tangled phenom-
‘fit’ in modern societies. The rise of the inflatables, domes, spaceslaips. underwater dy. that requires functionally apt spaces, enon. Cultural geoqrup[?crs al:o argue éhat
Nf:w Left Fhen unl.easvhed vehfm?em crltzqtles worlds and desert cities, 1f these. expe s a comfort- -seeking body that desires ‘bodies and places are woven L:Ogelher
of‘ the de&‘:]gn Protcssmns._ refuting promises men.ls barely touched upen mam:ﬁt-ream tempered environmental conditions or as a  through intricate webs of social and ;patiai
of amelioration as empty metaphors. architectural culture and remained politically sody with special needs that necessitate pros- relations that are made by, and make, embod-
Architects and theorists alike evoked the ineffective (Scott 2007), they help explain fhetic help from technology and from archi- ied subjects’ (Nast and F:ile 1998 4) What
people. the public, the social and the the simultaneous neo-colonial export of : acture (Rylkwert 1972: de Sola-Morales m‘chilec:‘mral theory can add to thiese .under-
comumunity in beginning to acknowledge  high-tech infrastructure and manufacture g97; Hauptmann 2006). All these aspects  standings is a more specilic analysis of how
diverse. even competing needs or desires.  housing systems that would supposed body have given rise to an extensive  spatial articulations contribute to thi; making
While an.activist trajectory continued. taking transform and ‘solve’ the plUblBI}lb of t 1ter‘1 yre that will be further explored in of subjects. Going further, it asks 110\3
new paths, architectural theory in the 1970s Third World. eotiong 2 dnd 6 of this Handbook. However, architectural L[iSCULTL'SE is im’plicated lin the
often converted politics into more abstract By the 1980s and 1990s. the very idea’ fhis literature often posits an unmarked, production of differentiated spaces that shape
intellectual concerns, as explored by Ole utopia seemed compromised beyond redem pasi-ideatized body as the subject of archi- differentiated  subjectivities kExar‘ﬁp!Eq
Fischer in Chapter 2. The idea of an opposi- tion. Postmodernism presented itself as rei a body without a sex, a gender, include Beatriz Colomina’s alialyqi‘ﬁ of th;z
tional strategy of negation emphasized words down-to-earth architectural strategy that W kin colour, an age, a language, a culture, sendered architectural Spucés (ﬂ' L(;L); and Le
like difference, rupture, fragmentation and — more interested in salvaging elements of t physical defect or even a class. Even Corbusier (1994}, Leslie Kanes W(;isman’q
past than in discovering possibilities for { 'y',:"the bodies in architectural theory are explanation of ‘discriminutinnh by aesinnh’
native utopian possibilities. Familiar archi- future (Jencks 1977; Klotz 1984, Iame__s:q ‘too. often — unconsciously and therefore {1992) and Zeynep Celik’s .writinm; :;bgut
tectural analogies were scrutinized, especially ~ 1989: Ghirarda 1996). ‘Post-humanist” the mmarked — presumed to be male, middle-  colonialism’s fundamental role in climdem-
terms like snucture or stabiliry, although  rists repositioned the architectural aval ed; ‘middle-class, white bodies that strug-  ism (1997a; 1997h). This type of scrutiny
clever language games sometimes became  garde, deriding efforts to improve conditig e with anxieties about cars and computers.  also interrogates the implicit ré]utions
Facile. Recent interests have shifted to theo-  as naive and futile. Yet here and there, uto utknow next to nothing about child bearing,  between “architecture” and “race’. For exam;
ries about translation/bilingualism and ver-  re-emerged, often bound up with the nott acial:profiling, social exclusion or cultural  ple, Darell Fields (2000) mines tile aesthetic
of difference itself: something chfterenth '-Siibordin'aﬁon. discourse of G.W.F. Hegel to undérs‘tund
life. Through these debates the term dis-  to be possible, something more than jus The contributions in this section insist that ~ how ‘blackness’ and ‘nrchcitecture’ are inter—
course often replaced that of language, again repelition of what already existed, someth ecognize how physical spaces inscribe twined, (Fields contends that Hegel put
encompassing various meanings from a  that harboured 2 promise that could no wer: constellutions and  differentiations  architecture beneath other forms of The [Ene
distinctive internal ‘jargon’ (as Adorno used  be articulated. One group of authors ¢ nto human bodies with consequences that  arts because of its associati(;n [through
the term) to Foucault’s ideas about culture/  up with the term Embodied Utopias 2 irectly affect everyday practices and experi- ‘Eeypt'] with ‘blackness’.) Lesle)f Loki’o
power, Lyotard's fascination with discursive  way 1o think the Future — or re-configure. ces. The institutional realities of architec- (2600) examines the metaphor {.)f ‘lght’ in
genres and Habermas’s theories about  past - not in an abstract, spiritual-.w ral‘education, the structuring of the — Western discourse: light as the v.ou?ce of
conversation. but rather as social and corpereal practic rofession and the organization of architec- vision and unclerslanc?tinu as thé medium

Gradually the modernist idea of utopia as recognizing the importance of bodies th adia ali share in the disparities and through which urchitectu;; is. imagined and
a brave new world underwent significant  ethnically, sexually, culirally and soci: criminations described in these pages: experienced, which makes iththe o;poqiu; of
inscribed (Bingaman et al. 2002} _ ey rivilege middle-class, Anglo-Saxon, ‘dark’, ‘black™ and ‘night’. The 'funclm;mntul
pQ(}in, white males while making it role of both me[uphor;in fanguage and expe-
eil(ill;:zlslttcl)mbse Eackm% lone 1or'm?re of  rience (ranging from tropes of rationality
ese e successful in their chosen and Enlightenment to practices of slavery),
ENBODIED DIFFERENCES el _(?Ssuming for a moment that ‘choosing  makes it difficult to coniirucl alternate arcii)-
. - _ _ would be a concept applicable beyond tectures that might overcome these inherited
Architecture’s engagement with the bed o.confines of global middle-class econ- associations, This 1s nonetheless the chal-
a much more ambivalent place to be than the ~ be traced back to antiquily. Western cld my). If (posticritical positions (Fisher), lenge facing arcﬁitects and th‘e‘oristq who
Radiant or Broadacre City. Superstudio, cism envisaged the orders as emulatin : tcolonial perspectives (Hosagrahar) and seei to art‘igculate an m‘chilecture. tént is
Archizoom or OMA used architectural tools ~ human body. Recent architectural the feminist critiques (Rendell) have something  meaningful from the point of view of ;rh .'
(drawings, models, mappings} to investigale  have reconfigured the body as a mods common, it might be this insistence that traditions and other collective memo "’L‘
the liberatory but also oppressive forces of  rhythm and proportions. as a reference pe fferences matter in everyday situations  For Lokko, the question‘i% ‘how ta ‘;lr“:;:

and social sciences. Christopher Alexander
initiated the use of compulers to apply math-
ematical set theories, hoping to extrapolate &

radical heterogeneity as ways to sustain alter-

nacular or local languages for everyday

changes. Whereas architects such as Le
Corbusier or Frank Lloyd Wright had no
qualms in depicting idealized versions of the
future (Fishman 1977), the utopian impulse
bore itself out in the 1960s, giving way to
dystopian scenarios that saw the future in
terms of loss and catastrophe — or at least as
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these traditions [e.g. those associated with
the body and with orality], interpreting them
in ways that not only satisly the “past/
present/future” dichotomy “solved” by the
tradition of orality, but offers something new,
something to enable to process of “becom-
ing™ (Lokko 2000, 33).

Some authors have adopted the term
‘heterotopia’ to describe such alternate modes
of architectural thinking and practice. They
take the word from Foucault who described
heterotopias, somewhat enigmatically, as
‘real places. effective places, places that are
written into the institution of society itself,
and that are a sort of counter-emplacements,
a sort of effectively realized utopias in which
the real emplacements, all the other real
emplacements that can be found within a
culture, are simultancously represented,
comtested and inverted’ (Foucault 2008, 17).
He suggested that such sites can accommo-
date, albeit briefly, practices that one way or
another fall outside the dominant culture.
This notion has been taken up in very differ-
ent ways in a fast-growing lterature on
heterotopia (see for example Dehaene and
De Cauter 2008) that usually emphasizes
a subversive and emancipatory potential but
sometimes warns of a disciplinary — even
oppressive - condition. Craig Wilkins (2007),
who writes on space, architecture, race and
music, wants to go beyond the latter aspect,
which he feels Foucault overemphasized.
He proposes instead to think in terms of
‘celebratory heterotopias’ where people act
collectively to resist cultural alienation and,
in the process, produce euphoric spaces
and empowered subjects who actively and
continually rencgotiate differences among
themselves (Wilkins 2007, 108£F, 111). This,
for him, is the architectural/urban equivalent
of bell hoolks™ ‘choosing the space of the
margin’ (hooks 1989b). Both authors call
for rethinking the experience of space in
ways that are closer to African-American
bodies.

The workings of the body are evoked
not just by Wilkins, but also by many others
discussing how spaces can accommodate

reality. They emphasize the role of interp
tation in understanding all aspects of hem

historically contingent, socially construc
categories that rely in part on performan
which leads to a political activism tha
often aggressive and confrontatiopal, Las
queer theorists refuse to discuss sexll
behavior from an ethical point of view

il consensual sex is good and every
attempt t0 restrict it should be seen as pmmi‘
ggemonic force that keeps the idea of
41" intact. As a mode of thought, queer
“therefore encompasses a4 wide range
tical practices and priorities which
ze ‘queer” as a verb to unsettle assump-
“about sexed/sexual being and doing
o 1999, 40). Given these assertions,
iieer theory might well challenge architec-
fhieory to confront the spatial paradigms
's'éé'r'n to reinforce the robustness of
sipce architecture solidifies
ms and institutional regulations
toreArchitectural theory has not
irect] envaﬂed this challenge. Although we
WO books (Betsky 1997; Bonnevier

id & couple of illuminating articles

99; Reed 1996) that explicitly
architecture from a queer point

practices related to power and differenc
Important in this respect is our choice
the term ‘embodiment” over ‘body” in {
title of this section, This choice is theoret;
cally charged. because it implies that w
understand bodies not as given objects b
as entities inscribed by structural differenti
tions, by social and cultural imprints suc
as gender, race, class, ete. Indeed, no one
body is ever ‘just’ a body, completely dete
mined by histerical and cultural circum
stances. The fact that bodies act out:
‘perform’ the differentiations of gende
ethnicity, class, etc., means they can il
subvert these labels and explore alternatiy
(Thrift and Dewsbury 2000). For exampl
women are never ‘just’ women since they’
choose and ‘perform’ versions of femini
in which shifts, ironical gestures or parod
allow them to undermine the very norm
femininity they are embodying (Irig
1985b; Butler 1993). In a similar way, col
nized people and racial minorities have so
leeway in how they act out the roles soc
has assigned to them, such that mimicry:an
exaggeration can parody and, to a certai
extent, resist derogatory labels (Taus
1992), '
As Jane Rendell argues in Chapter
the ‘performative turn’ in architecture
architectural theory has lagged behind othe
disciplines (she names art and literatu
A similar statement can be made ab
the impact of queer theory — a collective
used for studies based on lesbian and-
sexualities. Queer theorists. according
Kathy Rudy (2000), share some asserti
that open up exeiting ways to rethink so

mittedly, one must first ask whether or
' ertain-‘space’ is ‘queer’. Architectural
exammes the articulation of physical
3 rooms, buildings, streets and city-
manstrating how these seemingly
ble spatial entities shore up ‘normality’,
it1s difficult to recognize ‘queerness’
ssible attribute of any of these spaces,

‘gueering’ means subverting nor-
e Chauncey in Sanders 1996).

!thbugh Betsky starts out by affirm-
tq eer spacn is ‘a misuse or detormd—

life — hence questioning and challeng
what is usually faken to be ‘normal’. Sex

identities and gender are uaderstoo
oman baths to Bavarian fairy tale
that he feels exemplify queerness.
nierpretation thus oscillates back and
between characterizing specific spaces
‘and recognizing that only certain
fes.make a space queer, usually just for the
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time of those uses. Christopher Reed tackles
the problem head-on by stating that ‘queer
space may be a contradiction in terms’, He
opts out of this contradiction by adding the
qualification ‘imminent’:

Mo space is totally queer or completely ungueera-
bie, but some spaces are queerer than others. The
term | propase for queer space is imminent: rooted
in the Latin immiinere, to loom aver or threaten,
it means ready to take place. For both advocates
and opponents, the notion of queerness is threat-
ening indeed, More fundamentally, queer space
is space in the process of, literally, taking place, of
claiming territory. {Reed 1996, 64)

This imminence brings us back to the topic
of performativity. The geographers Thrift
and Dewsbury (2000) discern four current
manifestations of performance: the work of
Judith Butler, non-representational theory,
the discipline of performance and the rework-
ing of academic practices as performative.
All four, it seems to us, offer useful insights
for architectural theory. Judith Butler argues
that gender is not inherent to bodies, but
acquired through repeated performances of
femininity or masculinity (Butler 1993),
a recognition taken wp by architectural
authors such as Dana Arnold (2002, 129-31).
Non-representational theory, exemplified
by the works of Gilles Deleuze, emphasizes
the flow of everyday life as embodied, con-
textual, technolegized and creating affect or
emotions. This outlock valorizes an everyday
set of skills which are highly performalive, in
that they allow something that exists or is
tatent to become other than what is expected.
The influence of non-representational theory,
mediated through the works of authors such
as Elisabeth Grosz, is very much present in
architectural theory, as becomes evident in
Section 6 of this volume and in a book on
The Body in Architecture (Hauptmann 2006),
The discipline of performance, the third
manifestation, has deepened the recognition
of theatricality as a metaphor for all kinds of
human behaviour, The metaphor provides
architectural theory with a means to grasp
and perhaps utilize the mubltiple kinds of
resonance in a term like *authenticity”, rather
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than insisting on one inherent meaning  demands for equal accessibility and the
{(Verschaffel 2001) or as a way to frame ability to enjoy all types of services and ) .
. - . . . - . s in architectural theory all share
diverse interactions between architectural spaces. The adagio of universal design ._R'_?_f-eﬂ_t urns l'nqtmm[i o anal se); whether
spaces and social patterns (Harris 2003;  states that, since good design practices ; ?dC“D“‘lé‘}]f_{m or theémndgmist et
Heynen and Loeckx 1998). Lastly. some  respect the diversity of all human beings in they be ]\}/I{ml?l;maq tos called it Giv]zenjthe
architectural writers and practitioners are  terms of spaces and objects that are accessi- _'_'ESEIE* as b Bn . Lof tI‘1e Frank ﬁ;n School’s
reworking their own teaching, research and ble and useful to all, they will enhance the .8 .1'.“3_" dommaﬂ;s trend is some\time% labelled
preseniations towards more performative overall quality of design. Accessibility, safet C“t‘?ﬂl_ﬂ,ﬁ{ﬁ’ (;33 Chapter 2) Arcflitecturdl
. e T ality (s : 2). :
methods. convenience and satisfaction are the '.P.U_.._Crmc‘“y oomizes giversii disconting
But then, architects’ presentations have  terms in this discourse, which is increasing theory now recc i m{ i.hevigdblbyi-f u}; o
. . . .. . . . T oe i aple 11 -
always been highly stylized performances, gaining a foothold in architectural and desi 1ty ‘f‘_‘.’ntm‘:‘“no{mr iime. Many peo i seem
. N . . B . g anar . y
typically using a multitude of seductive curricula. ble_?hcm;csmese unlities aﬂ;);niergn{l lib
images to construct a narrative of inspiration, The universal design discourse may see a cglebr’;le. < Iikce} ender ;ace and cjlturc
conceptualization, reworking and materializ-  like a belated offspring of modernist fun "'_'ﬁoféfctjmm 0° oqiti‘o_nal dichotomies
ing, barely supported by words. This assem- tionalism, one that replaces the able-bodie ave, d----e 4 mbrf?ci ‘“ ecteum of di ffer\
blage of revelations then magically coalesces white, adult male as the subject of archite 1_:11_6111I E't an stein [ities aid i .['115
B . . . . . ‘ere Clles - JICS tH
into architectural designs that become build- ture with a more diverse but hence rath . ere =
ings. The evident theatricality of this kind of  enigmatic character that is supposed
performance is transformed and radicalized  encompass all types of human difference;
in what Jane Rendell calls ‘site-writing’, =~ Because this discourse rarely engages the
which turns lecturing (about} space into -~ retical issues, it tends to come across:i
literally — ‘spacing’ a lecture (lecture under- undertheorized and even simplistic. To som
stood as a combination of reading, writing degree, universal design doees share modet
and performing/creating), where words as  ism’s laudable emancipating objective
spatial inscriptions gain dominance again  together with the beliel that architecture c:
over images (Rendell 2005). change the world, without acknowledgi
Tf embodied differences thus gave rise to  how these convictions are bound up with']
critical interrogations about all kind of archi- forces of cultural hegemony and benevole
tectural and academic practices, there is paternalism, such that any improveny
another strand in recent architectural dis- will have some unexpected repercussior
course about the body that seems strangely Even more important is the basic assum]
remote from the heavily theorized endeav- tion that it is possible to ‘design for al
ours that inform postcolonial and gender  As we have seen, architecture and des 1 historian of science. Latour was thinking
studies. The propagators of universal design interventions always embody difference iCiobes or inforn;ation but this ¢ ";
adopt 2 more upbeat, seemingly self-evident  accentuating, reflecting, framing, installing alvsis can clearly be ’ut o \vc;rl'}ifg())r
and straightforward tone that raises new cri-  or transforming them in myriad ways. Th hit"ec:};urLe as well ’ ’ \
terta for an inclusive approach to architec- seems highly unlikely that we can simply G ) .
. . . R - L e Architectural theory continues to evolve.
tural design (Preiser and Ostroff 2001). This away with them. As some protagonists thig S - . . .
" _— . s . . nere 18 growing attention to praxis, materi-
field arose from a double motivation. Onone  selves admit, the word ‘universal’ in unive lity ind hvbrid processes rather than fixed
front, the fact of an increasingly aging popu-  design is an ironic choice (Pedersen ”tions'yWhi!i this section hishkieht
lation, especiatly in Western couniries, poses  Crouch 2002). Recent theoretical analy . : o=
; - S £ ntellectual debates, we are also drawn to the
a challenge in terms of the suitability of con- should make us wary about goals that seel wavs that theory has hecome more
ventional homes and other environments for self-evidently beneficial for everyone: veys Saeoty Ha .
. . . - . . . ected to real life experiments, especially
people with weakening physical capacities, about strategies that claim to be universal i ' ;
Al = . = . mall: incremental changes, and to the exi-
which in turn challenges designers to develop valid. Yet, all the same, as architects an il . e .
oy =, . . . - -géncies of practice. If an earlier generation
new building typologies and spatial strate- theorists, we should never let circumspec i , S
. = . .. . . B sed on exposing the negative effects
gies. On another front, political assertions lead us to abandon aspirations for a more degii L = =T
.. . . . . 0L architecture, thoughtful architects and
of rights have extended to disabled people’s  inclusive and, yes, a more beautiful world o ’ ©

_ ¢ONCLUSION

8). The present condition js often
ribed as an archipelago or a patchwork,

ragmatism has re-emerged as one sign of
ffort to take account of diversity, ‘things
‘making’ over time, and experimenta-
_ within a system (Saunders 2007). As
"W_1 am James put it in 1907: ‘Pragmatism
ffens all our theories, limbers themn up
and: sets each one at work.” This trend also
aws from other more recent sources, includ-
g Bruno Latour's Actor-Network-Theory
hich traces the multiple, mostly unantici-
ated “associations between humans and
gs’ as agents in the world {Latour 2007).
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intellectuals around the werld are now com-
bining various theoretical concerns to sug-
gest creative new forms and strategies,
respectlul of histories and cultural diversity,
cognizant of the myriad interrelations
between power, difference and embodiment.




ecgss'll’lly connected and engaged with
. on multiple levels, and therefore
ably affirmative and contiguous, or in
ih words of Koolhaas himself: it is the task
rehitecture ‘to reinvent a plausible rela-
..gﬂ iip between the formal and social®
(Kooihaﬂs and Whiting 1999, 50).
critical apalysis of the 1960s and
19705 Jaid hare architecture’s deep involve-
mer with order, control, power and hierar-
oy (for instance Foucault 1977) und it
debiimked architecture’s official history as
religious, feudal and bourgeois representa-
s.capitalist distribution. and as politics
of the body — in short: as am ideclogical
nent in the service of the ruling classes

Architecture, Capitalism
and Criticality

Ole W. Fischer

jons seem to be far more dialectical
itical” in regard to the material basis
uliural superstructure of architectural
antions than the search for a ‘critical
project’ within the discipline might imply.

Fmally, the questioning of the ‘critical’
ial of architecture and the provocative
plea for affirmation, surrender and opportun-
by:Koolhaas has to be read in relation to
specific historic context and its ‘hidden

ON THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF BEING
'CRITICAL’

Architecture is slow in realization. it resists
change — in spite of the constant talk abo
dynamics, flexibility and variation — and.
proves 1o be long-lasting. The complexity '
architectural projects demands a high degré

In 1994, at the ANY conference in Montréal,
Rem Koolhaas raised fundamental doubts

abo.ut .thg critical potential of architecture as  of specialization and division of labour, whic
a discipline: ‘The problem with the prevail- 4

: i leads to hierarchical structures and blurrin
ing discourse of architectural criticism is  of distinct authorship, which are typical o
this inability to recognize that there is in the contemporary service and the administratio
de_epe&r motivations af architecture soine- sector. However, this is also true for othe OPPDBEHL - that is the author, text or dis-
thing that c_amzotbe critical’ (cited in Kapusta collaborative cultural productions, such se to which the stalement tacitly refers:
199-4). This slateme’_’t. a short objection  music, theatre or filmmaking, which does n this: case the group of architects and
against the ({oncepi of autonomous architec- necessarily inflect their ‘cr;ticul’ content ¢ . involved with ANY magazine and
ture unc'l against theory as a form of intellec- function in society. ject of “criticality’ in architecture that
tual resistance could be seen as a prelude of A closer look at Koolhaas® remark mas hey propagated.
the ;eal:st cynicism of S, M, L, XL (Koolhaas yield results at another level of architectural .
a‘nci Mzﬁu 1995) and the subsequent publica-  discourse — at the uncertain state of archit
tions of QMA—if it would not have triggered  ture between engineering, service indus
an ongoing debate on the disciplinarity of  and art. The concept of autonomy as a ]:‘JI'E
arch}tecture! and thus the question as to  condition for the critical function of the ar
the.mterrelationship of theory. practice and  derives from modern aesthetics from Kant to
saciety. . . Adorno, but is limited in architecture by c
Taken literally, Koolhaas is right, of course, teria such as satisfying needs, utility function
because the realizations of architectural or programrne, if not to speak of con'struct
projects consume large investments of capi- technology or economy. Therefore the co
tal, material and labour, and the architect hasa  ment of Koothaas on the ‘deepest motiv
clear-cut commission from his client (private tions of architecture’ might be a reminder of
or corporate), cooperales with enginecers and  its specificity to relate and integrate thei
cc?r_ltr.aciors and collaborates with government  internal and external factors of th::: discipli
officials (including building inspectors). in a productive way, which means arciiilecmr'd-

“RITICALITY, POST-CRITICALITY,
POST-THEORY?

Critical architecture” has played a major role
the debates of architectural theory in the
ast:three decades, at least at the influential
miversities on the east and west coasts of
North: America (see for instance Lillyman
1994 Gckman 1985; Speaks 1996).
Un er the banner of ‘criticality’, the theory
rchitecture was recognized and profes-
ionalized as a regular academic discipline,
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with its own programmes and chairs. with dis-
tinct “critical’ magazines such as Oppositions,
ANY or Assemblage — reflected by such
European platforms as AA Files, Quaderis or
Archplus — and with a series of publications,
exhibitions and symposiz, all of which lead
to the effect that ‘criticality” became a syno-
nym for the theory of architecture. The cur-
rent questioning of ‘criticality” by a yoanger
generation of architectural theoreticians
addresses the ‘critical theory® of K. Michael
Hays and the ‘critical practice’ of Peter
Fisenman, who, in analogous relation to
minimalist and concept art. set out to reposi-
tion the discipline of architecture on explic-
itly theoretical foundations. Here, the term
‘theory” refers to a conglomerate of philo-
sophical, sociological and linguistic texts
mainly by European authors — such as
Althusser, Barthes, Lacan, Adorno, Habermas,
Lefebvre, Foucault, Baudrillard, Derrida
and Deleuze — that, through the agency of
comparative literature, were transformed in
a process of selection, fragmentation, trans-
lation and re-interpretation into an instru-
mental and operative meta-criticism that is
suitable for a ‘critical reading’ of a wide
range of social, cultural or artistic phenom-
ena, including architecture.

The ‘critical” edge of this ‘theory’ stems
from the linguistic, psychoanalytical and
neo-Marxist origins of these texts, which,
in different ways, follow the traditions of
progressive thought since the Enlightenment.
These include the Critigues of Kant, who —
in the literal sense of critique as strict self-
examination or separation — defined the
limits of the human faculty of cognition to
create a new foundation of philosophical
thought and help people achieve a freedom
of reason. Marx’s critique of ideology sought
to expose the contexts of delusion of society
and culture by attributing them to conditions
of domination and production to help people
achieve an economic-political awareness. In
addition, Freud’s analytical criticism described
the limits of individual and collective con-
sciousness so as to emancipate people from
the power of the subconscious, the repressed,
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and compulsion. Always, criticism manifests
itsell as a clash between the established,
dominant status quo of culture and society
and divergent possibilities, deviant latencies
and the excluded other as a search for
enlightenment, alternatives and changes.
The question facing ‘critical architecture’,
however, is: ‘critical — of what?" {Martin
2005). Strictly speaking, there are at least
two divergent approaches within this aca-
demic debate that call themselves ‘critical’.
The first endorses the idea of the autonomy
of the discipline with regard to external fac-
tors such as society, function or historical
significance, and hence a reduction' to- the
formal manipulation of the internal elements
of architecture. The argument for autonomy
is based on a linguistically post-structuralist
model that interprets architectural elements
as self-referential signs whose differentiation
commences a process between figuration and
abstraction (Eisenman 2000). The ‘criticism’
consists precisely in repudiating previous
systems of legitimization toward uncovering
a generative process between sign and form
that leads to the (architectural) sign ‘hecom-
ing unmotivated’, a resolution of established
meanings and thus an opening up of the
architectural discourse. The concept of
autonomy is disassociated from modern con-
cepts such as technological progress or social
interaction as well as from postmodern
notions of interdisciplinarity between the
humanities, presenting itself instead as ‘inner-
architectural” criticism, as a methodical-
critical analysis of the architectural structure.
The second argument opposes reification,
mediation and fetishization of architectural
objects. and searches for strategies designed
to evade the pressure of visual commodifica-
tien of the ‘late capitalist’ culture industry
(Hays 1984). On the basis of a Freudo-
Marxist analysis of post-industrial consumer
society — in the footsteps of Walter Benjamin,
Theodor W. Adorno and Jacques Lacan — we
see dialectical-critical positions that claim
that a critical architectural practice is possi-
ble within the prevailing social order by
opening up an ‘in-between-space’ in which

architectural forms are more than just the
result of market forces. The strategies of thj
cultural and social criticism by architecturs
comprise a deceleration of perception, j
silence of architecture, a refusal of pILtOﬂdl»
ity, staging and branding, an uncovering of
architecture’s staging devices as in Brec.bis
theatre, and the demonstrative exhibition ¢
social constructions, conventions and neg
tive effects such as objectification, alienatian
or discrimination. Both these academ
strands of ‘critical architecture’ share th prefer-to draw attention to shapes, images
constant indexing of their ‘critical’ sta andi the performative qualities of built objects.
against the discipline, their ‘critical’ inte Diderams, slogans. logos. and new media are
tions resist dominant social, economic an deplgyed as a kind of *mental PowerPoint’ to
cultural forces, and the generative proces thie complexity of architectural projects
ality of form by means of a complex syste ‘Tecognizable icons, core messages, or
of references from the object to theory an ands;and thus to promote a fast, approx-
vice versa. imative’ perception and an intensive experi-
After pop and media theory and (neo grice: or atmospheric ‘feeling’ — particuiarly
pragmatism (Ockman 2000} had alread w1thr ard to a broad audience of vceupants.
questioned the idea of ‘critical architecture sonsiumers and clients — as a deliberate con-
in the 1990s, the current debate abou trastito  the strained ‘critical reading’ of
‘post-critical” stance was kicked off by a advanced, complex theoretical texts and built
essay by Robert Somol and Sarah Wh;t[nn1 fragmients of thought that, in terms of their
Perspecta (2002}, in which the two autho; Ot piion, refuse to bow to emotional appro-
distinguish between a ‘critical project — her yriation, everyday use, visual representation,
linked to the indexical, the dialectical ang or edsy consumption, and require an ‘expla-
hot representation” and an ‘alternative gen nation’ by the professional eritic.
alogy of the projective — linked to the d In-addition, as the common reproach of
grammatic, the atmospheric and coo ost-critics goes, ‘critical architecture’,
performance’. Somol and Whiting’s critigie wh;ch ket out to question authors, power dis-
of critique was taken up, augmented an rses, and social constructions, has itself
expanded by other theorists of the same ge _ WhlIB become a dominant instituiion,
eration, such as Michael Speaks (2002 her'than producing unexpected interpreta-
Sylvia Lavin (2003) and Stan Allen (2004 »tjons; 'new perspectives and alternative con-
and yet it is concerned with more than sifor action. Since, in this ‘regime of
academic generational conflict or a ne criticality”, theory plays a determining role in
style: the revision of the ‘critical” tradition esign, it reduces the architectural project to a
theory concerns the relationship betwee sample’, ‘illustration” or index of the theo-
architecture and society, or, to be precis etical concept. The ‘critical” author-architect
between architecture and power, capit ‘ifiscribes a theoretical derivation into the
and media. Realism, pragmatism, and profe: . Project and limits the role of the occupant,
sionalism appear as the new subjects iewer or critic to a ‘reading” and ‘reproduc-
‘post-theory” ~ proactively challenging th 10n°of this architectural ‘text’. If, for exam-
utility and efficacy of critical though le;: we refer to such prominent ‘critical’
intellectual resistance and elaborative the chitects as Tschumi, Eisenman or Diller and
retical constructs in a competitive globs . Stofidio, we see a significant extent of coher-
market of architectural design. To ‘solve! nce in the arlicles, reviews and publications

to problemmi?e' marks the new ‘post-
not i approach: the ideal of autonomy as
Cm[cetondlt:on of architectural ‘criticality’.
hlrch distances itself from building, is
: laced by an immersion into practice. As
. .reresult the relationship between theory and
proJELE geems to be reversed: whilst the ‘criti-
“enl' discourse favours theoretical writings,
: abstract conceptual models, and varlously
srimposed, textually based graphics (like
pallmpsest) the ‘post-critical” protagonists
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on their work, because they regard them-
selves as ‘conceptuat architects’ they view
‘theory’ and “critical content” as essential fac-
tors of their design production. Yet this self-
referential  fatlacy between academic
discousse and ‘critical practice’ threatens to
become inappropriate for architectural topics
that go beyond the realm of established
‘critical’ themes, which, inversely, implies
that ‘critical architecture’ degenerates into a
style. What is more, the ‘eritical discourse’
over the past thirty years has experienced an
accelerated race for ‘new’ theories that, in
view of its fast changes, give the impression
of arbitrariness and fashion. Even ihe most
severe critics of ‘the system’ have had to real-
ize that criticism, revolt and subversion are
part of the stabilizing repertoire of ‘late capi-
talism”: critical gestures have quickly been
internalized, commodified and recycled for
niche products or muarketing strategies. In
many respects, established academic criti-
cism has proved to be an ineffective tool of
resistance, liberation and change.

On the other hand, the leviathan of mono-
lithic, hegemonic ‘critical architecture’ drafted
hy ‘post-critics’ seems to be a phantasmago-
nia itself, the projection of a great antagonist
onto a small group of academic architects and
theorists with limited influence on the disci-
pline at large. This common ‘uber-opponent™
obscures the considerable differences between
the various positions in post-criticism. rang-
ing, as it does, from first: an atfirmative post-
theory geared to performance, implementation
and operationality that analyses future fields
of design activity as a kind of neo-liberal
think-tank and develops strategies of worlk
organization, architectural intervention, and
marketing, to second: a post-critical stance
that progressively banks on the digital revolu-
tion, new materials and media, to third: an
architecture of ‘new sensuality’ and aflect
{(compare Deleuze 2003), focusing on staging
moods, immersions and atmospheres.

In a sense, the ‘post-critical’ involves a
repetition of the phenomenon of transatian-
tic cultural transfer: whilst under ‘critical
architecture’ European philosophical texts,
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political hypotheses. and linguisiic methods
were fed into the American academic dis-
course, laler to be re-exported as ‘theory’,
now the oeuvre of individual architects, such
as OOMA/Rem Koolhaas, MYRDV. UNStudio,
FOA/Alejandro Zaera-Polo, or Herzog & de
Meuron, serves ‘past-critical” authors as evi-
dence of a contemporary ‘projective’ prac-
tice. Since the fall of the Berlin Wall, Eurcpe
has seen the emergence of & generation of
architects who have proactively embraced
the changed political and economic condi-
tions in the deregulated markets of the EU
and the iransition countries, seeking to rede-
fine the profession in terms of production,
organization and effect. In different ways
they have allowed architecture to benefit
from IT, processing technology and material
sciences, corporate managemernt, marketing
and consulting, combining them with strate-
gies from art, media and fashion in order to
position the strong architectural object as an
event and identity-forming experience, thus
lending added cultural value to architecture
in the eyes of the public and decision-malers.
Compared with these new operative instru-
ments, the ‘critical” apparatus proves to be
inefficient in setting itself apart in an eco-
nomy of attention and gaining a competitive
edge over ‘anonymous’ investor architects and
epigones by means of a politics of the proper
name. In addition, the collapse of actually
existing socialism and the crisis of the
Furopean left have created a general suspi-
cion of ideology and any kind of ‘theory” and
‘criticism’. The conseguence is a widespread
weariness towards theory among staunch
European architects, particularly those who
had direct dealings with representatives of
‘critical architecture” such as Herzog & de
Meuron with Aldo Rossi, Rem Koolhaas with
Peter Eisenman, or Alejandro Zaera-Polo
with Michael Hays. What leoks like smart
European ‘post-critical’” pragmatism from the
vantage point of American post-theorists is
often nothing but indifferent scepticism,
entrepreneuriat realism, or & rhetorical retreat
to seemingly impartial objectivity, profes-
sionality and ‘architectural expertise’ — in
other words, a severe disenchantment with
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criticism that extends into the academic dis
course of Buropean universities and trad
journals (Van Toora 1997).

s capitalist society in order to change it as
3 yhole. The core presumption of ‘criical
thaory’ is the fatlure — in consideration of
{he totalitarian ideologies of Fascism and
Stalinism — of bourgeois enlightenment, whose
winanices of knowledge, self-determination,
and eational analysis of nature and myth are
‘uid” to have dmlecugdlly transformed into
hstrumental reason’, into an economic-
chiniological system ot rule in which the
rationality of the myth returns as ‘positivis-
‘affirmation of the existing (Adorno and
orklieimer 1972). Nevertheless there is
slicormmon ground between socio-political
ntléal “theory” and ‘critical’ literature/
théory, ranging from the choice of
¢ to mutual borrowing of methods, texts
nd authors who may be counted among both

'CRITICAL THEORY' VERSUS
'CRITICAL' THEORY

Ensconced in the ‘post-critical” project lies;
double strategy: on the one hand, it is an
attempt to overcome the schism betwe
academic theory and design practice and:f
make contemporary architectural objects
phenomena and strategies accessible (onc
again) for reflection: on the other Hafi
‘post-critical’ theory hinges dialectically o
‘crisicality” and attempts to set itself ap
from it antithetically, as the prefix ‘p
already suggests. However, as already stat
in ‘critical’ architectural theory, two differ
concepts of criticism overlap. One historice
vector comes from the realm of soc
psychological philosophy and neo-Mar
criticism of society and culture, as espou
by the ‘Frankfurt School’, who coined:
concept of ‘critical theory’ as opposed
the ‘traditionat theory” of scientific posi
ism and orthodox Marxism (Horkheir
1937). This is the vector that informe
‘critical architecture’ opposing reificati
mediation and fetishization of architect
objects. A second epistemological trail le
to the theory-based textual criticism of ct
parative literature, which refers back to p
nomenological, hermeneutic, semiotic

structuralist models, and later also.:
structuralist, psychoanalytical and fem
reading strategies (such as deconstructi
This second trail inspired the ‘critical an
tecture’ based on the autonemy of arc
ture and the enhancement of the statis
theory. While this mode of criticism:
to analyse, interpret, explain and po

subvert human sign systems (henceig
ing cultural artifacts), socio-philoso
‘critical theory’, on the other hand:
to accomplish a self-reflective analy?
‘societal totality’, hence a criticism
preconditions of science, culture and p

anfredo Tafuri, the Marxist architectural
ttoriai from the ‘School of Venice’, played
‘major ‘role in the construction, in this
blewsense, of a ‘critical’ archilecture/
ory insthe 1970s. On the basis of the cul-
| ¢riticism of the Frankfurt School, par-
larty Benjamin and Adorno, he defines
story of architecture as part of a broader
ialist historiography as much as archi-
ctoral:’ theory as a critique of ideology
s‘not limited to the formal analysis
ndividual objects or designs but rather
ses architecture as the obfuscation of
conditions. At the same time, however,

enman. For them, Tafuri’s artalytlcal
of language, his negative dialectics of
ly and his philosophical scepticism
) ds-ginan societal realities and utopias
eminently suitable as a theoretical
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legitimization of ‘critical” architecture, dis-
seminated by the TAUS magazine Oppositions
{Hays 1999) and pursued in the projects of
the New York Five (Drexler et al. 1972).
Tafuri’s interest in the concept of autonomy
met with that of architects like Aldo Rosst,
Oswald Mathias Ungers and Peter Eisenman,
albeit from a different perspective: these rep-
resentatives of ‘critical’ architecture/theory
consider autonomy on the level of form and
structure, as a challenge to the function,
meaning, construction, visuality and media-
tion of architecture. They framed architecture
linguistically as an ‘autonomous language’ or
as a culturally ‘given” artifact independent of
the author’s intentions. Tafurl uses autonomy
against the background of the Italian ‘anttono-
mia’ movement of anarchic communists and
actionistic groups of the 1960s as a demand
for socio-political engagement and economic,
cultural and political participation, in opposi-
tion to the raling capitalist system outside the
established (and thus already compromised)
institutions, such as the state, political parties
or trade unions — indeed as an extension of
class struggle. Ultimately. ‘aironontia® meant
literally the seif-organization of tenants in
building cooperatives and the direct action
of do-it-yourself and urban squatting, in
shert, the strive for ‘architecture without
architects’ (Rudofsky 1964). For Tafuri, with
reference to Horkheimer and Adorno, any
Kind of production within the capitalist order
is always already contingent. collaborative
and instrumentalized, which is why he insists
on the autonomy of architectural history/
theory from design practice (and thus con-
straints of justification) and on the eritic’s
detachment from the object - very unkike
the ‘operative’ theory of the ‘critical” archi-
tect or the ‘post-critical” version of ‘engaged’
CrIticism. o
The misunderstanding between formal lin-
guistic self-criticism of ‘critical” architecture,
and Tafuri’s critique of ideology founded on
economic, political and cultural arguments,
could not be grester. The fact that Tafuri,
who diagnoses the historical failure of
modern architecture (o enter into & critical
relation with capitalism, has been used to
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legitimize American ‘critical’ architecture/
theory seems to be one of history’s ironies,
as Diane Ghirardo (2002) has already
observed. And yet the protagonists of ‘criti-
cal’ architecture even hijacked Tafurl's
resigned assessment regarding the ‘end of
architecture’, using it to justify the autono-
mous, abstract, absolute operations with the
drained architectural elements, finally pro-
claiming with Derrida the ‘end of the end’
{Eisenman [984). Still, in the early 1970s
Tafuri had made a full-scale attempt to clar-
ify the role of criticism (and language) in
architecture on the IAUS platform Gppaositions
{1974}): there he distinguished, firstly, between
language as technical neutrality (functional-
ism) and, secondly, the emptiness of signs
after the dissolution of meanings (Rossi),
and, thirdly, an architecture that sees itself
‘critically’, ironically or as a mass medium
reduced purely to ‘information’ — and this
category encompasses the projects of Stirling,
Venturi and the New York Five, which he
criticizes as subjective experimentalism,
cynicism, or hermetic ‘language games’. The
fourth position espoused by Tafuri claims the
interchangeability and futility of positions
one to three, as “criticism’ remains inside the
‘language of architecture’, merely endlessly
reproducing what has been said and what
already exists® instead of analysing and
realizing the underlying principles and
possibilities of architectural and critical
‘production’ within the existing societal
structures. To him, it is the task of architec-
ture to change the reality of society with
the “plan’ (urbanistic as well as political) to
reorganize the production and distribution
of labour and capital, which at the same
time, however, implies that the architect
must cooperate with public decision-makers
and integrate into economic-political and

administrative processes as an ‘engineer’ or

‘producer” (in compliance with Benjamin’s
1934 formula of *the author as producer’).
In a way, it is the European developments
in architecture of the 1990s, as outlined
above, that confirms the path of political,

economic, administrative and technical

integration predicted by Tafuri, albeit under
contrary political circumstances of globaliza-
tion. And whereas in the early 1970s Tafuri
prophesized the imminent end of architec-
tural avant-gardes as a result of the disill
sioning effect of ‘critical theory” — with the
impossibility of a ‘critical’ project having
been proven {Tafuri 1980, 91} — today an end
of {critical) theory would appear imminent as
a result of an operative practice that, ironi:
cally or ignorantly. embraces progress and
technology, pursues instrumentalization
through marketing and mass media, and flirt
with its status as a commodity. spectacle,
fashion — giving up in the end any attem)
to criticize capitalism. Despite his utt
resignation, even Tafuri betrays signs. o
admiring the discreet charm of omniprese:
adapiable and excessive capitalist productio
But the decline of a culturally and political
critical consciousness in architecture is n
caused by the ‘temptations of the mark
alone but also by the historical evolutio
‘critical” architecture/theory: besides arcl
tectural formalism, post-structuralism ch
lenged neo-Marxist ‘critical theory’ as o
out of numerous political ideologies -
demystified the autonomy of the cri
vis-ii-vis social conditions as a theorstic
construction, What remains is a postmode
relativity of ‘everything goes’ and alsot
dominance of the linguistic analogy in
academia of the 1980s and 1990s, who
degree of abstraction is responsible for:
loss of sensorial, material, atmospheric, te!
poral, aesthetic, emotional and performatt
qualities that are today being re-addressed
‘post-critical” authors. :

AUTONOMY, CONTIGUITY AND
NEGATION

George Baird (1995) has argued for ackn
edging a more parallel and continuous d
opment of modern, postmodern, structur;
and post-structuralist tendencies in arc
tectural theory, rather than framing it:as

b 'olutmnary process of paradigm  shifts.
Exemplary for this complexity and ambigu-
ity might e the position of Aldo Rossi. Seen
fiom a Buropean perspective, he is a left
mtgileatual — a member of the Partito
Comunista Haliano as well as one of the pro-
fe ors of Politecnico di Milano dismissed
-his support of the student revolt of
/1970 — and father figure of neo-classi-
ostmodernism. From a North American
serspective, he belongs to the neoc-avant-

de of the 19705 1ooeiher wnh Eisenman,

"E_chal_' ved in the continuation of the

Ciry (1984) he wanted to reconstruct the
discipline by proving ils foundations in
ghtenment rationalism, combining an
oumaI critique of history with a typo-
Uica critique of architectural forms of the
at he considered as its fundamental
Therefore Rossi insisted on the auton-
omy of¢ architecture — in the double sense of
re-existing historic fact of monumen-
perm_anent primary elements and struc-
ral residentinl areas of the city detached
functional, technological. societal or
i¢ determination, and second, a spe-
of architecture as such, as a form of
ntlf" i¢. knowledge. This self-reflection of
itecture on its own history, formal logic
typological ideas enabled a revision and
assessment of Ttalian rationalism of the
130s: that impied the purging of its Fascist
ical.content, especially with regard to
Giuseppe TTerragni, an interest Rossi shared
enman (Eisenman 1998).
s autonomy project seeks to
onteéxtualize the architectural object
in the (European) city and the ‘collective
ry. of its citizens, but at the same time
de-contextualize it from political, economic
_ yeietal reality, even from contempora-
it_ as Rafael Moneo noted, who went on,
th-reference to Tafuri, to sketch out the
er. for architecture to be reduced to
0Pe tive parameters’ and ‘pure game’
oneo 1976, 18). But Rossi’s attempt to take
!tl_%cture away from the heated political

ermn projéct_. and with the Architecture of
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discourse of the late 1960s and early 1970s,
which risked the discipline dissolving into
soctal work, functionalist technological posi-
tivism or technocratic instrumentalization,
is driven by the melancholic insight that the
critical alternatives of the modern movement
are no longer available. Neither the utopian
project of the radical avant-garde nor the
emancipatory social reformist practice seem
an option because both have been proven
to be either ineflective or complicit with
capitalist instrumental access 1o world,
labour and humans. From this dystopian per-
spective of the impossibility for architecture
to picture or produce an alternative reality
within the existing societal relations, the
Rossian project of autonomy — as a process
of disciplinary separation, typological
abstraction and archaic reduction — opens
a fallback position of architectural practice
evading social reality, a reality that force-
fully returns back into these formal manipu-
lations and poetic analogies, as Rossi's
work demonstrates,? but an evasive position
that aligns with the philosophical concept of
negation, as introduced by the Frankfurt
School ‘critical theory’ and transferred to
architecture by Tafuri: ‘This {simple] truti is,
that just as there cannot exist a class political
economy, but only a class criticism af politi-
cal economy, so too there cannot be founded
a class aesthetic, art, or architecture, but
only a class criticism of the aesthetic, of
art, of arclitecture, of the city itself (Tafuri
1976, 179).

Within the capitalist regime Tafuri
(1980 denies any possibility of envisaging
the ‘architecture for a liberated society’ or
maintaining a critical stance within design,
but he emphasizes the negative aspect of
ideological critigue for the history and theory
of architecture. This is a clear reference to
the Negative Dialectics of Adomo (1973},
whao conceptualized the task of philosophy as
to unmask societal contradictions and to situ-
ate these as historic products in notional
mediation, though with the important differ-
ence that Adorno concedes for art an autono-
mous space beyond the instrumental rationality
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of capitalist production (Aderno 1984}, Art
gains autonomy through its negation of oper-
atiopal ‘use’” or ‘function’ as well as its dis-
tance from societal reality, yet al the same
time art remains for Adorno a social practice
or a product of societal labour and therefore
determined by history. production process,
techniques, influence, context, etc. Because
of a historic split between signs and images,
they have become operational in modern
society, but Adorne proposes a reconstruc-
tion of their independence with the dialecti-
cal concept of mimesis. The resemblance of
art to itself evades the identity thinking of
linguistic categories and enables genuine
experiénceé’ of ‘otherness’ within modern
instrumentalized society — what makes art
‘critical’. On the other hand, art relates
mimetically to society and recognizes soci-
elal reality — what makes art similar to the
criticized. While the similarity is necessary
to enable involvement by the observer, it is
the formal autonomy that exposes the con-
cealed social reality (repression, exploitation,
estrangement, etc.) and puts art in opposition
to and in negation of society (Heynen 1999,
174-192). This dialectic renders modern art
abstract, dissonant, discomforting and anti-
utopian; o picture a positive image of soci-
ety (like socialist realism) has grounds in
false premises just as much as ‘committed’
art, since the representation as much as the
‘message’ demand complicity with the audi-
ence. Adomo excludes affirmative, contin-
gent, tangible art from his aesthetics, for
without the distance of autonomy they turn
into reified, popular, conformist commodi-
ties of ‘culture industry” that reproduce the
manipulative contexts of delusion.

Adorna’s Aesthetic Theory (1984) implies
a selection of specific genres capable of
autonomy and npegation, such as serious
music, dramatic Hterature and abstract visual
art (in short: elitist high culture). Architecture,
however, functional, contingent or operative,
hardly ever conforms to these conditions,
even if it retreats to formal abstraction and
‘post-functionalism’ (Eisenman 1976). Yet
Walter Benjamin — as much as Adorno a

point of reference for Tafuri — scrutinizes th
coneept of autonomy as a relict of prehistory
magic ritual that survived in the boﬂrgeoi:;
cult of the singular, crafted, auratic work o Adorno and Benjamin presentad two alterna-
art — determined by restricted access, priva f'm, 5. for a critical artistic practice within
ownership and authorial authenticity — an capitalist society: on one hand there is the
he contrasts it with the simultaneous colle ndti()ﬁ of resistance embedded in the autono-
tive reception of reproduced artifacts sucly 5is work, and on the other hand there is the
photo, film and architecture, In his famo Lh for concepts to stimulate opposition
1936 essay on “The Work of Art’, Benjamig . contiguous factors of production,
substitutes the contemplative immersion g pr gramme Of USe. From a Marxist point
the individual observer into the work of i of iview, architecture is as much a part of
of idealistic aesthetics with the dispersion s productive forces {(hence its eco-
of reproductions amongst the urban mass ase) as its cultural superstructure
where reception takes place in the state: s reproduction of capitalist hege-
distraction (Bénjamin 2008). It is precise ny). This dialectic was explored by the
the contingency by use and function th French sociologist Henri Lefebvre (1991, 26),
qualifies architecture for Benjamin onsidered “(social) space as a (social)
the ‘prototype’ of ‘tactile’ — in contrast: product’- resulting from productive forces,
‘optical’ — reception of the (new) mediatad modes of production and relations of produc-
art of the masses. The daily, habitual, casi (that is, from human labour and its
experience of reproduced art — or archite dnization, from the instruments of labour
ture — replaces ‘cult value’ with ‘exhibiti respective technology and from resources).
value’, hence transforming art from a ¢ ] ng the theory of materialist dialectics,
modity fetish to an ubiquitous exercise f efined the production of space as a his-
human perception that is able to reconstity torical; process where different societies and
the historic unity of eritical stance 'an efore modes of production crystallize in
delight. Whilst Adorno concentrates on t} rent historical spaces; at the same time
critical role of the work of art, as promisir
a different societal reality, Benjamin’s hope
resides in art’s cognitive role as an exper
mental field for new forms of {aesthe
demand, since he conceptualizes art recei

in distraction as an unconscious training
new skills of ‘apperception’ by the mas
that precede the change in societal relatit
And if Adorno excluded the economy of
from his theoretic reflection in order
emphasize its distance from reification
instrumental adjustment of the world, 't
Benjamin located a revolutionary aspect
the process of technological (re)producti
distribution and mass consumption of art th
constitutes a collective audience, reconcile:
art and science, and restructures human:p
ception, imagination and consciousness. T

is: he differentiated the dialectical relati
between technology, arts and politics alread
laid out by historic materialism.

WITHIN THE INTERIOR SPACE
OF CAPITAL

social relations, he differentiated
en three interrelated levels: first, ‘spa-
ractices” of production and reproduc,—
econd ‘representations of space’, that
co_nceplualued, codified, mental space

‘representational  space’,
contains the life of inhabitants and

ractlce - the individual, imaginary
istoric dimension of ‘representational
: ace! -This reflection on everyday life was
Tmented by Michel de Certeau (1984},
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who pursued the ‘productive’ side of con-
sumer culture existent in the individual
practice of bricolage. deviance and ruses,
Yet, in contrast to Lefebvre, de Certeau
understands ‘practice” primarily as linguistic
termint in the sense of ‘pragmatics’ and
‘performance’. and, following the speech
act theory based on de Saussure, he differen-
tiates between the system of written language
(langue) as hegemonic, institutional and
strategic, and the individual use of spoken
language (parole) as temporal, trickery and
tactical.* De Certeau denies, with reference
to Foucault (1977), the possibility of an
autonomous position within the strategic
system of power, but he concedes the tactical
use of space to create individual freedom
operating within the structure set by strategy.
Exemplary for the transfer from speech act
to spatial practice is the pedestrian walking
in the street as ‘enunciation of the city’
(de Certeau 1984, 97), subverting with the
individual choice of path the dominant
order imposed by planning, though the same
example demonstrates the problematic equa-
tion of practising language (or everyday
activities) with economic production and
political participation — not unlike the mix-up
of formal and political autonomy in ‘critical’
architecture.

This reflection on everyday life, space and
practice is part of the sociological critique
against post-war functionalism and modern-
ist planning methods of the 196(s, which
parallels Lefebvre with Jane Jacobs (1961)
or Alexander Mitscherlich {19635). However,
Lefebvre was not recognized in the English-
speaking architectural debate until the 1990s,
when he was called upon by authars, such as
Margaret Crawford (1999} or Mary McLeod
(1997), who distanced themselves from
paternalistic New Urbanism and formalist
avant-gardes (of postmodern, neo-modern or
deconstructivist fashion). Sceptical of the
dominant linguistic theories in academia
that reduce architecture to questions of signi-
fication and form finding, this sociclogical
critique calis for a return to ‘the real” of lived
experience without being patronizing, o an







THE SAGE HANDBOGOK OF ARCHITECTURAL THEGRY

Precisely because the critical theory of the project, object. questions of form, structure
past three decades has challenged the legiti- programme, construction, materialization

mization of classical concepts of enlighten- image, effect, atmosphere. ete.) and a con.
ment such as ‘truth’, ‘scientific method” or tent-based criticism that reflects on architec: oédi

‘reality’, unmasking them as social construc-  ture as an exemplification of cultural, politica}
tions, it contributes to the relativization and and economic societal conditions has to by
construction of ‘realities” that have led to the  resolved. Instead of going on to separate
perversion of the emancipatory goals of criti- meaning (or aesthetics) from performance
cism, to a loss of meaningfulness, perspicuity (or politics) and mistake one for the other
and reality, and to anti-Empiricism instead of  a new critical theory in architecture wil
a renewal of empirical thought, But if criti- involve reflective and projective modes, con!
cism turps into a critical gesture or, worse, templative critique and active intervention;

17-18).

f

Architecture has yet to take stock of the  itostead of settling for menolithic discour
‘critical arsenal’ in Latour’s sense. Even if  systems and firmly codified disciplinary
we look sceptically at this martial metaphor,  roles. By self-critically reflecting on its ow
critical theory and practice as potential,  status and the conditionality of architectur
enrichment. participation and discourse — as dialectically examining replication and
‘gathering” in a political, spatial and discipli-  autonomy, visualizing the construction - of
nary sense that interprets the contiguity of  ‘reality’ as one of various possible ‘truths
architecture with society, culture, media, this criticism will lift the architectural discu
technology, economy and production as a gift ~ sion above the formal expression of a co
and not as a handicap, in order to progress  temporary mood, above service, fashion'¢
out of this condition to arrive at specific  lifestyle, recontextualizing it in society, cu
architectural interventions and theoretical ture and everyday experience. Critical thoug
concepts — thus displays starting points that  deals with the public sphere, clients and the
must be further pursued. We will then explore  (political) views, production, funding an
how the theory of architecture must be fun-  ownership, questions of accessibility. partic
damentally re-formulated to move beyond  pation, urbanity and public space. It see
the loop of the established academic machine  concurrence, density, engagement, exchang
of the ‘critical’, *post-critical’, ‘post-theoret- discussion and conflicts, and takes part'i
ical’ or, quite simply. cynical, affirmative  negotiating private and public interests, albe
camps and towards constructive criticism. In not in isolation from the search for architec
the redefinition of a critical agenda, the dis-  tural quality and its criteria. In short, it scri
tinction between an operative criticism that  tinizes the plausible relationship betwee
examines the mode of handling the architec- form and scciety, as Koolhaas has alread
tural material (that is, the architectural observed.

4t the mani

theories (that is, into an instrument of disin- will not play such a major role as maintain

formation” political manipulation” of public by Tafurl, for a theoretical text is just ay i
opinion and a product of media consump- much a design and a cultural product, is7ds Hlightenment.
tion) criticism must review its attitude, instru-  involved in interactions and dependenciey, '
meats and methods in order to adjust them  and is as much a part of a market as

once again to its original topics and objec- architectural project.

tives: instead of abstraction, deconstruction Such a conception of criticism will gath

and subtraction of ‘matters of fact’, Latour  and focus precisely these different facto

demands realism, construction and addition ~ levels, and discourses of architecture so that

a critical theory that ‘rakes care of things the naturally ensuing interaction, friction

(2004, 233). and conflicts, arrive at emergent reakiti
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1..'Gebrge Baird goes so far as to talk about an
pal complex of the younger generation, hinting
fold personal links between the authors
af critical and post-critical theory (Baird 2004,

3 The title of the essay should be understood
this sensa: An architecture that locks itseff in the
wndiess loop of language, excluding a_il other Ii_nks
('conti'gur'ry}, that speaks only of itself, is decgratlon.
epresentation and social conversation—UArchitecture
dans le Boudsir — is maximum formal freedom by
imizing rationalistic terrar, a strategy that Tafuri
into arbitrariness, relativity and conspiracy The difference between theory and practice compares to the literature of the Marquis de Sade
- that alfudes directly to the chapter dedicated to
sde 'Exclrsus H: uliette or Enlightenment and
in Horkheimar and Adorno's Dialactics of

3 The well-known 'Monte Amiata’ housing block
& Gallaratese quarter of Milan designed by Aldo
Rossi in 1969-1973 was originally a condominium
nvestar project that referred typologically and spa-
ially fo the access arcade of Italian worker housing
af the nineteenth century. Ironicaily it was seized by
han squatters in 1974 (Fezer 2003)
4.de Certeau (1984, 26) The actual order of
hings' is precisely what “popular” factics turm to
wi ends, without an iflusion that it will change
iny: fime soon. Though elsewhere it is exploited by a
nminant power or simply denied by an ideological
iscourse, here order is fricked by an art. Into the
Rstitution to be served are thus insinuated styles of
f. exchange, technical invention, and mora!
ssistance, that is, an economy of the “gift" {gener-
sities for which one expacis & return), an esthetics
f"tricks” (artists’ operations) and an ethics of
i ify {countiess ways of refusing to accord the
tablished order the status of a law, a meaning, or
fataligy).”
Augé (1995, 77-78): 'If a place can be defined
5 relational, historical and concarned with identity,
hen'a space which cannot be defined as relational,
historical, or concerned with identity will be a
_fon-place. The hypothesis advanced here is that
upermodernity produces non-places, meaning
paces which are not themselves anthropological
: s and which, unlike Baudalarian modernity, do
“notintegrate the earlier places: [...}'
: 6 Hilde Heynen (in Rendell et al. 2007, 353k
he driving force behind this position [projective
-theory} is the indignation cancerning the fact that
g ié_l reality continues to be oppressive and unjust,
andthe conviction that, as long as this situation
femains persistent, the need for critique remains as
raent as ever.'
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