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1. Towards deconstruction in architecture
Introduction
1. Deconstructivism in architecture was a transient phenomenon related to the period of several years before and after the exhibition Deconstructivist Architecture at the Museum of Modern Art in New York.
 That it passed extremely quickly seems to be confirmed by certain commentators who are of the opinion that it never actually existed.
 The ephemerality of this phenomenon was also emphasized by Mark Wigley, one of co-authors of the exhibition catalogue, who stated that “the deconstructivist architecture is not an -ism”, and architects, who take part in it, proceed from different assumptions and “moving in different directions.
 He further comments “This episode will be short-lived. (...) This is not a new style.”
 Such reservations did not prevent the emergence of numerous buildings the most common motives of which were solids broken into pieces, with sloping walls or window frames laying diagonally on the façades.
 Even if we overlook those “simulations of deconstructive work”, as Wigley called them,
 the question of what true deconstructivist architecture is still remains open.

2.
The study of this issue opens with the question of identity or difference between the terms ‘architectural deconstructivism’ and ‘deconstruction in architecture’. The first should be understood as a specific set of theoretical issues and a way of presenting them in the form of repetitive formulas of this style, while the second should contain the permanent, though previously not taken into account, instability of the metaphysical basis of the art of building which was revealed mainly through theoretical statements in the 1980s. In the activities of architects of this trend the traditional distinction between theory and practice, and the custom that theory precedes practice, have been questioned. Their views, as well as of those who advanced the idea of making the architecture into a text or at least bringing it closer to literary fiction, were characterized by the need to erect buildings. Their completed works, however, were thoroughly saturated by theory and difficult to read for anyone unfamiliar with related publications.

3.
The problem is a complex one, so we should begin by defining the purely philosophical deconstruction. It is, nonetheless, difficult, because this practice consists of many strategies which avoid preconceived assumptions and do not set defined goals. Attempts to specify deconstruction cannot ignore the fact that actions described by this term have questioned the fundamental principles of thinking and have weakened the system of conceptual distinctions, thereby undermining the possibility of formulating definitions.
4.
The observations, made thus far about the nature of deconstruction, affect the possibility of situating it in any timeframes. On the one hand, the structural imperfections, described in the philosophy of this trend, are a constant condition of all its metaphysics, and thereby are timeless, as it were. Conversely, their existence is inextricably linked to observations and statements motivated by historical circumstances. The philosophy of deconstruction not only revealed its fundamental uncertainty, but also expressed the current state of doubt in many final conclusions and contributed to the replacement of respect for stability by a kind of cult of the groundless. What can be associated, then, with the rebuilding of metaphysics is a situation which exists at the same time as actual, past and constant. Similarly in architecture, violations of principles proved to be its most permanent foundation. In deconstructivism, while there was an increase in its visual qualities, it did not participate in the fashion of discussion and display. 

Three kinds of relationships between architecture and deconstruction
5. While determining relationships of architecture with deconstruction, it is important to note that some of its concepts are primarily philosophical, although using architectural metaphors such as basis, structure, building or house. Jacques Derrida himself used such metaphors (or analysed them) before turning his interest towards contemporary architecture, and having cooperated with some critics and practitioners of that field. Thus, the first possible relationship between deconstruction and architecture is a situation in which philosophy utilizes a vocabulary related to architecture, while yet maintaining superiority over it and ignoring its real manifestations. 

6.
In the second case we can address common motives or concepts of deconstruction in philosophy and architecture. In 1985, there was a series of meetings between Derrida and Peter Eisenman, as well as his contacts with Bernard Tschumi during the design of Parc de La Villette in Paris, summarized in the volume Chora L Works (an effect of the Derrida-Eisenman cooperation) and the article Point de folie — Maintenant l’architecture (a result of Derrida-Tschumi’s cooperation).
 During the first of the above mentioned attempts by Derrida to cooperate with those architects, Derrida proposed to make chôra, from the Timaeus of Plato, the starting point for their mutual debate. The suggested topics for their discussion referred to fragments of Plato’s texts, which for many centuries have been problematic for philosophers, and which up to that time had never been used in discussions on architecture. Despite this challenging situation, architects and critics gathered around Eisenman took up the thread and attempted to adapt it to a specific task, i.e. the Parisian park project. At the same time, both on this occasion and in their numerous publications, the designers pointed to a number of their own strategies, including some which clearly did not delight Derrida. He disliked, among others things, the use of the concepts of absence by Eisenman and of void by Libeskind, as well as the too strong emphasis on disjunction by Tschumi.
 Therefore it is difficult to determine the common points of their philosophical and architectural discussions. However, the theoretical writings of Eisenman and Tschumi, as well as their completed works, show that philosophical deconstruction was not merely an inspiration for these architects, but was further developed in their works. Thus we see that there was a sort of balance between the influence of philosophy and a creative response on the part of architecture. It is therefore possible to consider the third situation, in which architecture took a dominant position in using deconstruction.

7. 
Architects such as Eisenman and Tschumi, as well as Libeskind, the Coop Himmelb(l)au team, Rem Koolhaas or Zaha Hadid, became famous primarily for their texts and their original programs of teaching in schools of architecture. Moreover, in the first realisations of their ideas the value of the ‘built theory’ (according to the definition used by Wigley) attracted attention. The term used by the curator of the exhibition in New York suggested that built objects were understandable only in the context of philosophical discourse, had a different status of being, and rightfully belonged to the theory — and thus should be evaluated in terms of visual objects. Together with published texts (aspiring to the status of works of the real architecture) and material realizations (disavowing their own reality), a number of procedures appeared which complemented strategies of the philosophical deconstruction. Buildings erected by the above mentioned architects gave additional sense to considerations on relationships such as ‘interior/exterior’ or ‘structural purity/impurity’ and increased the resource of meanings of the metaphorical virus which makes the organism feverish, bringing it to the brink of stability.
 In the architects’ writings, and in their buildings and their own or critical comments concerning them, we can also find considerations, specific to the philosophical deconstruction, on the whole and the parts, on rationality and madness, on borderline states or situations of being ‘in-between’. In all these applications of architectural deconstruction, architecture has gained an advantage over philosophy by taking deconstruction beyond its purely intellectual capabilities. Although an overly unequivocal recognition of deconstruction as a mere polemic with Western metaphysics may be a mistake, if we tentatively accept such an approach as legitimate, it should be concluded that it exists in the very field of architecture where we have managed to make a departure towards radical ‘otherness’, to move outside the established habits in metaphysics, or in thinking in general. 

8. 
While studying philosophical texts, Derrida discovered in them ‘points of resistance’, in which disorganization of opposite concepts occurred, thereby revealing difficulties in reaching the definitive observation.
 The discover of all sorts of ‘the undecidable’ (l’indécidable) has not only weakened the ability of philosophy to exercise hegemony in other areas of culture, but has drawn attention to the role of art as a field of liberation from the rule of philosophy. It has already be seen as a polemical force against aspirations of reason, although with the reservation that philosophical discourse is distinctive not only for texts, but is also included in works of art.
 The arts are only seemingly ‘mute’, because they also use spatial articulation implying their textuality.
 Such observations prompted Derrida to extend his research into areas previously considered as non-discursive, and furthermore to recognize some artistic practices, including the works of Eisenman and Tschumi in particular, as parallel to his own interventions to stratify and rebuild logocentrism. Derrida wrote about deconstruction: “that gesture consists of finding, or in any case looking for, whatever in the work represents its force of resistance to philosophical authority, and to philosophical discourse on it”, and about ‘spatial arts’ — that the opposition to logocentrism has a chance to appear just in them.
 

Difficulties in defining deconstruction 
9. Though deconstruction has been described in countless publications,
 it is impossible to give it one harmonized definition. Its phenomenon could be explained just by analysing its concrete manifestations. Derrida himself, due to the diversity of approaches that could be called deconstruction, was willing to talk about it in the plural.
 Relying on concepts of Martin Heidegger, he drew attention to the type of thinking that was ‘on the road’ and could not be reduced to any method.
 

Since it is not a system, not a method, it cannot be homogenized. Since it takes the singularity of every context into account, Deconstruction is different from one context to another.
 In spite of appearances, deconstruction is neither an analysis nor a critique (…). It is not an analysis, in particular because dismantling of a structure is not a regression towards the simple element, towards an indecomposable origin (…). No more is it a critique, whether in a general or the Kantian sense (…). I’ll say the same thing for method. Deconstruction is not a method and cannot be transformed into a method.

10.
The starting point for the philosophy of deconstruction were concepts formulated by Heidegger in 1920, when he was still an assistant of Edmund Husserl.
 In his first lectures he used the word Destruktion, which over time he replaced with the term kritischer Abbau.
 This term could be understood as ‘critical dismantling’, and in French translations it gained the form of la déconstruction. Heidegger’s views associated with this concept appeared in the book Being and Time from 1927
 and were further developed in his series of lectures at the University of Marburg in the same year — published under the title The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, where he stated that any philosophical considerations, including those striving for its radical renewal, are penetrated by traditional concepts that do not originate from the area of being and its conceptual constitution.
 

It is for this reason that there necessarily belongs to the conceptual interpretation of being and its structures, that is, to the reductive construction of being, a destruction — a critical process in which the traditional concepts, which at first must necessarily be employed, are de-constructed [kritischer Abbau] down to the sources from which they were drawn. Only by means of this destruction can ontology fully assure itself in a phenomenological way of the genuine character of its concepts. 
These three basic components of phenomenological method — reduction, construction, destruction — belong together in their content and must receive grounding in their mutual pertinence. Construction in philosophy is necessarily destruction, that is to say, a de-constructing of traditional concepts carried out in a historical recursion to the tradition. And this is not a negation of the tradition or a condemnation of it as worthless; quite the reverse, it signifies precisely a positive appropriation of tradition.

11.
The neologism la déconstruction appeared for the first time in the French translation of Heidegger’s essay The Question of Being. In this essay devoted to reflection on nihilism, Heidegger opposed superficial interpretations of the concept of ‘deconstruction’ used by him in the work Being and Time.
 He wrote: 

The failure to be mindful [Besinnungslosigkeit] began already with the superficial miscontrual of the ‘destruction’ [Destruktion] discussed in Being and Time (1927), a ‘destruction’ that has no other intent than to win back the originary experiences of Being belonging to metaphysics by deconstructing [Abbau] representations that have become commonplace and empty [geläufig und leer gewordene Vorstellungen] (PM 315= GA 9, 17).
 

Precisely the term Abbau was translated by the French translator as dé-construction. Derrida took up the concepts of both ‘destruction’ and ‘deconstruction’, but also radicalized them. Additionally he used such words as ‘to undo’ (défaire), ‘to decompose’ (décomposer), or ‘to stratify’ (désédimenter).
 Developing his philosophy, he also introduced many terms not associated with the Heidegger’s legacy, using them to explain his own intentions or interpretations. Besides ‘deconstruction’, the neologism différance
 (derived from the same-sounding word ‘différence’, but here differing from it by one letter), invented by Derrida, became particularly famous, as well as la marge (‘margin’), parergon (when interpreting Kant), le trace (‘trace’), and farmakon (when commenting on Plato). Even in the most extended studies of Derrida it is impossible to find explanations for his interpreting strategies, because of the lack of possibility of discovering only one sense in any particular work, or even in one word.
 Contrary to his intentions Derrida was often persuaded to clarify the term ‘deconstruction’. Interpretations of such a conceived reflection, reduced to simple phrases, appeared particularly in interviews, without which it is difficult to imagine a broader understanding of his views. One example is the fragment of the conversation with Henri Ronse, during which Derrida explained: 

‘Deconstructing’ the philosophy is rethinking the structured genealogy of its concepts in the most reliable way, inside philosophy itself, but at the same time, starting from an exterior point, which for philosophy itself is already  indescribable and not possible to name, to define what this story could hide, what it could prohibit, making itself a story through sophisticated repression.
 
12.
The most influential definition of deconstruction, of those which appeared in the context of Derrida’s contacts with the world of architecture, was included in the interview conducted by Eva Meyer for the Milan magazine “Domus”. The philosopher stated that 

De-construction therefore analyses and questions conceptual pairs which are currently accepted as self-evident and natural, as if they hadn’t been institutionalised at some precise point, as if they had no history. Because they are taken for granted, they restrict thinking.

At the same time he gave examples of some such concepts, among others: physis/techné, God/human, philosophy/architecture.
 Christopher Norris, during another interview given by Derrida in the context of his meetings with architects, referred to this very statement.

13.
Initially Derrida intended to attend in person the discussion with Bernard Tschumi, Peter Eisenman and Charles Jencks at the one-day Tate Symposium in 1988.
 As Derrida could not after all participate in this meeting, Norris, in consultation with the symposium’s organizer Andreas Papadakis, decided to record a video interview with him and show it during the discussion.
 While editing it, Norris reformulated some of his questions so that they became more comprehensible for readers unfamiliar with Derrida’s philosophy, and in the introduction to this interview he quoted the philosopher’s words as spoken during the dialogue with Eva Meyer. Norris wrote: “Deconstruction locates certain crucial oppositions or binary structures of meaning and value that constitute the discourse of Western metaphysics”.
 He also draws attention to other pairs of concepts worth rethinking: form and content, theory and practice, nature and culture, thought and perception, man and women, concept and metaphor, speech and writing. Moreover, he added that in such combinations one concept always gained a dominant position over the other. At the same time he pointed to statements of Eisenman, who — clearly inspired by deconstruction — wrote about the need to examine the binary oppositions characteristic for architecture. 

14.
Derrida, in an interview conducted by Norris, already in direct connection with issues concerning architecture, stated: “Deconstruction comes about (…) when you have deconstructed some architectural philosophy, some architectural assumption — for instance, the hegemony of the aesthetics, of beauty, the hegemony of usefulness, of functionality, of living, of dwelling. But then you have to reinscribe these motifs within the work. You can’t (or you shouldn’t) simply dismiss those values of dwelling, functionality, beauty and so on”.
 This reservation resulted from simplifications that crept into the work of many who used methodology inspired by Derrida’s thought. Welsch commented on it in strong words: “Derrida’s concept is demanding. That is why in the hands of some it turns into nonsense. Plays of traces full of virtuosity, interchangeable meanings, branchings and subversions stiffen into a corrugated corset or melt in overcooked pulp of indifference”
. A similar opinion was expressed by Norris during the discussion in the Tate Gallery on the above mentioned interview with Derrida: “Deconstruction has been exported, or imported perhaps, into too many contiguous disciplines. Very often is doesn’t preserve much of its original rigour or specificity […]”.

15.
While the main restrictions proposed by Derrida on the application of deconstruction have sometimes clarified certain things, they have never lacked the characteristic ambivalence of that philosopher. The reflection developed by him constantly shifted attention between competing concepts and found overlooked meanings in them which weakened the very principle of opposing concepts. Thinking directed against systems which ordered the thought itself was exposed to the risk of creating a specific anti-system, thus returning to that very binary system which was undermined by it. With this risk, the question of the scope of criticism also arose, because that criticism, for the reason mentioned above, could not be situated only outside traditional structures of thinking. The question of the limits of analytical procedures tended to make greater use of the area between clarifying the concepts (or giving them unequivocal commonly understood meanings) and focusing on recording, as is characteristic for art, of individual experiences which are sometimes impossible to generalize. Bearing in mind that philosophy never addresses anything without metaphorical expressions and in its radical understanding could be regarded as a style of poetry or rhetoric, and that the content of poetry could be taken as a part of philosophical considerations, it is revealing to note the distinctness of the field of formulations, already assumed to be located between conflicting terms or even conflicting fields. In new expressions taken from that area, though belonging neither to philosophy nor art, or belonging to both those fields, a momentary advantage could be given to the influence of the arts. As Derrida stated in the interview: “the most efficient way of putting Deconstruction to work was by going through art and architecture”.
 In this context Norris cited a declaration of Eisenman that resonated with Derrida’s view: “the traditional opposition between structure and decoration, abstraction and figuration, figure and ground, form and function could be dissolved. Architecture could begin an exploration of the ‘between’ within these categories”.

16.
The ambiguity of distinction between criticism and affirmation, tradition and innovation, separation of fields and interchangeability of their values is one of the characteristics of deconstruction. Derrida’s opposition to treating deconstruction as a mere criticism was also important in his assessment of the theory and projects of Eisenman and Tschumi. Derrida stressed that all acts of disapproval against examined values must also provide solutions for their reconstruction. He held the reservation that deconstruction is not destructive, negative or nihilistic. For example, in the essay D’un ton apocalyptique adopté naguère en philosophie (Of an Apocalyptic Tone Recently Adopted in Philosophy) he was able concurrently to present the antagonism between his proposals and the Kantian conception of criticism, and to emphasize the inevitability and the desirability of Kant’s approach.
 Although Derrida was seen as an extremely radical rebel contesting the basis of European thought, in the interview with Norris he emphasized his interest in ideas of responsibility, affirmation and commitment.
 That is why he was willing to accept the works of Eisenman and Tschumi, where they did not reject outright the assumptions of modernism, but rather interpreted its tradition. Derrida admitted to an embarrassment and suspicion of deconstructive architecture, but as he became acquainted with the manipulations of Eisenman and Tschumi within the established principles of architecture, he was inclined to confirm parallel deconstruction interventions in philosophy and the art of building. He welcomed the fact that “these architects were in fact deconstructing the essentials of tradition, and were criticizing everything that subordinated architecture to something else — that value of, let’s say, usefulness or beauty or living — ‘habite’ — etc. — not in order to build something else that would be useless or ugly or uninhabitable, but to free architecture from all those external finalities, extraneous goals”.
 A decisive factor in gaining Derrida’s recognition for the actions of Eisenman and Tschumi was their desire not to constitute any fully autonomous architecture but to ‘contaminate’ it with other fields. Derrida’s approval for the art of building, which assumes that this art is not completely separate from other fields of culture but at the same time has deeply unique values, is part of a more general problem of understanding the boundaries between the fields. 

17.
The issue of crossing these boundaries was raised by Derrida in the interview with Norris referring to his earlier statements, among others to the essay Tympan.
 In Derrida’s view, going beyond the accepted frames of disciplines has became one of the main strategies of deconstruction. He noted that transplanting one art to another, mixing discourses or displacing contexts, was found in various periods and in this regard deconstruction does not belong to any particular era. But paradoxically, in this violation of borders some restrictions have to be applied. This is particularly true for philosophy that has rigorous requirements forcing us to respect them. The need of ‘contamination’ meets, therefore, with the need to maintain the non-reducible differences. Steps towards disrupting the purity of philosophy must be stopped when, through a complex analysis, the specificity and sovereignty of philosophy are revealed. This applies in particular to research into the relationship between philosophy and architecture, showing that the former is unthinkable without architectural metaphors, but at the same time revealing the limitations in their use. Real architecture for a long time played no role in such research. Interest in deconstruction in the architectural field has, however, caused real architecture to be seriously ‘contaminated’ by philosophy. Mark Wigley’s writing turned out to be crucial in describing the position of architecture in the Derrida’s philosophy. 

Wigley on architecture in Derrida
18. Mark Wigley’s PhD thesis titled Jacques Derrida and Architecture: The Deconstructive Possibilities of Architectural Discourse, submitted in 1986 at the University of Auckland, belong to the early phase of deconstruction in architecture.
 Approaches, which were developed there, affected not only the image of deconstructivist architecture, but perhaps even its very coming into existence. Although there were already at that time texts of Eisenman and Tschumi referring to the philosophy of deconstruction, there were not both an elaboration grasping architecture as a philosophical concept and a collaboration of philosophers with the field of philosophizing architects. It is possible that without this publication the discussed trend would never have occurred, just as until today no one has distinguished ‘post-structuralist architecture’. Based on his thesis, Wigley wrote a series of articles and later published it as a book.
 

19.
Wigley’s main concern was to translate deconstruction into architecture. This involved taking a few steps back and examining Derrida’s statements on architecture before he had started cooperation with architects and had written some essays referring to the actions of Eisenman and Tschumi. They concerned in particular the role of architectural metaphors in philosophy and led to the discovery of the inseparability of architecture and philosophy. He referred also to architectural terms included in the philosophies of Plato, Descartes, Kant, Hegel, Husserl and Heidegger, particularly to the sequence of ground-foundation-structure-building-ornament and terms like ‘space’, ‘interior’ or ‘house’. At the same time, he introduced his own understanding of concepts like: ‘line’, ‘border’, ‘Tower of Babel’, ‘pyramid’, ‘spacing’ (espacement), ‘site’, as well as another set of metaphors, which he tried ‘to despatialize’. It could be said that deconstruction was a polemic with the power of architectural metaphors in philosophy.
 Despite having undermined their position, deconstruction kept the architectural (spatial) character, which is reflected in the preference for describing it as displacement or dislocation of terms within philosophical structures. 

20. 
When considering the problem of translating deconstruction into the architectural discourse, Wigley drew attention to Derrida’s text in which he took up the threads of Walter Benjamin’s essay containing remarks on the theory of translation. In Derrida’s opinion, any translation not only abuses an original text and reconstructs it itself, but also reveals the existence of that text of translation in the original. Translating is possible in so far as one text is ‘inhabited’ by another one, which is, contrary to appearances, not at all exterior thereto. Wigley suggested this understanding of the relationship between deconstruction and architecture or, more generally, between philosophy and architecture in which discourses seemingly external to each others actually ‘inhabit’ each other’s interiors and organize forms of each of them. Translating between philosophy and architecture works both ways, and deconstruction is a form of conceding the movements inside a given structure. Displacements (transpositions, transfers, replacements), declinations (avoidances, by-passings) and denials (disavowals), typical for any translation, are probably particularly symptomatic manifestations of deconstruction.
 

21.
To explain the relationship between architecture, philosophy and deconstruction, Derrida referred to the Tower of Babel, which can be both a symbol of duration and of failure to complete. Indefinitely deferring the completion of the building is a model of philosophy, whose finalization is continually postponed. Examining the failure of completion (now understood as deconstruction) reveals the structure of philosophy which is based on the impossibility of closing. The state of suspension between the indeterminable origin and the inability to achieve the goal is the very essence of philosophy.
 

22.
The introduction of the symbol of the Tower of Babel into the philosophical reflection heralded the main issue to which Wigley’s essay was devoted, i.e. examining the role of architectural and spatial metaphors in philosophy. Derrida’s point of departure for reflections on this issue was the views of Heidegger who devoted much attention in his works to the persistence with which philosophy saw itself as architecture. In this context, he recalled the attempts of Descartes and Kant aimed at describing metaphysics as an edifice erected on secure foundations and stable ground. The question of metaphysics would therefore be a question of the ground that gives a proper basis for constructing philosophy. That idea (existing since the times of Plato) ensured for philosophy the role of arbiter of all social institutions. Heidegger’s arguments, however, challenged the order contained in such an image. Describing a Greek temple in the landscape, he noted that only the existence of a building revealed the ground.
 Art (architecture) is what reveals the basis (the truth). This prompted him to consider that metaphysics is established by using the architectural metaphor and then its trace is blurred by a degrading treatment of real architecture. The metaphor of an edifice built on a grounded structure cannot, however, be completely ignored during the unveiling of the fundamental ground of philosophy, because the sense of ‘fundamentality’ has been produced by this very metaphor.
 We are dealing here with a tautological circle. The fundamental principle of ground is devoid of the ground. The basis for thinking itself is not well thought out.

23.
The philosophical depth, from which the foundation derives, is a precarious abyss. Metaphysics ignores the instability rather than investigating it. Heidegger and Derrida’s proposals aimed at another approach to philosophy — ceasing to regard it as an edifice on stable ground, and rather beginning to show itself as an unstable structure constantly rebuilt through revealing that which is hidden in it. These violations appear to be associated with philosophy to that extent that they make up its structure before, during and after rebuilding it. Previously instability had to be invisible in order to produce the effect of stability, thus obscuring the role of instability as a power source for philosophy. The architecture (the building) of philosophy served rather to close and conceal the unknown in itself. It was concealed that “architecture is always trembling, that its very stability is but an effect of the representation of the uncontrollable movements in its very foundation, the movements that found it”.

24. Heidegger spoke many times about the dependency of philosophy on architectural metaphors and the irreducibility of spatial terms in its language, describing how the structure of the edifice of philosophy had to base its violation on the very existence of the fundamental abyss. In Heidegger’s writing after his so-called ‘turn’ (in 1930–1936), instead of the notion of architecture (or building) more often he referred to a ‘house’ inhabited by the uncanny in a hidden way. Derrida developed the metaphor of a house exposing more strongly the uncanniness contained within it and its reduction to the ordinary. He wrote not so much about the house itself, but about the way Heidegger understood it, especially about how the German philosopher understood the inside and the inhabitation. To explain how the uncanny dwells in the safe interior of the house, he used Freud’s essay Das Unheimliche (The Uncanny) in which he wrote that the term ‘domestic’ means both what is familiar and tamed, as well as what is closed, hidden from others, unknown.
 Following this path, Derrida described the situation in which the house is inhabited by a parasite and its separation from the ‘host’ would mean the death of the latter. He also used wordplay in which a place (site) also represents something else, exceeding or complementing the place (para-site).
 The para-site (parasite) is another concept of Derrida, by means of which he described the complexity of the relationships of inside/outside, philosophy/metaphor, philosophy/architecture. Among other concepts of Derrida, one should still mention the term ‘ornament’ or ‘parergon’. In this case, Derrida repeats Kant by undermining the belief that ornament is an addition to the architecture, something entirely controlled by the structure. He shows that it is the very ornament that constitutes the space.

Wigley’s Theses
25. In 1988, at the request of Eisenman, Wigley wrote the introductory essay to the catalogue of the exhibition Deconstructivist Architecture at New York’s MoMA.
 Reading this text prompts the opinion that it is an attempt to adapt Wigley’s existing determinants on architecture in Derrida’s philosophy to issues introduced in the discourse on deconstruction by architects. Wigley simply made a summary of his earlier theses and the word ‘philosophy’ from his PhD thesis was replaced by the word ‘architecture’. Was this acceptable when his dissertation concerned the inseparability of philosophy and architecture? Such an approach to the problem led Franz Schulz to state that the spirit of ‘massive generalization’ had crept finally into Wigley’s arguments.
 The most important of them appeared at the beginning of the essay where the author replaced the idea of philosophy as a bulwark of order by the same idea of architecture. In this controversial fragment Wigley stated that “architecture has always been a central cultural institution valued above all for its provision of stability and order”.
 This feature of architecture was seen as a result of geometric purity of its formal composition. The architects dreamed of pure form and creation of objects, from which all instability and disorder would be excluded. They then avoided any conflict of form in applied compositional rules so that they formed harmonious wholes, and geometry was a guarantee of structural stability. Any potential deviation from such a set order was seen in architecture as a threat to harmony, unity and stability. Thus, architecture was perceived as a conservative discipline that protected its pure forms against pollution and contamination.
 

26.
Wigley’s position was such that it seemed not to be fully adequate for the general knowledge about architecture, taking into account at least the thesis of Gilles Deleuze’s book on Baroque commenting, among others, that Heinrich Wölfflin’s views on this style were already framed in the nineteenth century.
 However, it is possible to look at this issue differently when taking into account the views of some French thinkers who — like Michel Foucault — have noted the functioning of power structures in many areas of culture.
 In this case, the treatment of architecture by Wigley, and earlier by Tschumi and Eisenman, as a preserving institution of traditional society was justified. A thesis on the conservatism of architecture also proved useful in Wigley’s rhetorical game, taken up by him in order to justify the profound difference of the architecture presented at the exhibition. It was meant to diagnose problems hidden within seemingly stable structures. In accordance with the views expressed earlier by Wigley in relation to the philosophical deconstruction, its architectural version could draw its strength from questioning the values of harmony and propose a different perspective on the structure. A feature of the new practice was perceiving defects as inherent characteristics of the structure which were not removable without destroying it. A deconstructivist architect was to locate internal problems and reveal them without violating the sustainability of the construction. To describe the relationship between the defect and the structure, Wigley used the above mentioned metaphor of a parasite that now, in a new context, appeared as a component of architecture that disrupted the system of its forms from the inside. It is that parasite that causes a breakdown of compositions, a series of displacements, deviations or disturbances. Its activities reveal imperfections etching the work and bringing the composition to the limits of its stability but without finally exceeding them. In this part of his argument we can see Wigley’s effort to get closer to issues of the real architecture, which is confirmed by his mention about work of the Coop Himmelb(l)au group.

The rooftop remodelling project in this exhibition […] is clearly a form that has been distorted by some alien organism, a writhing, disruptive animal breaking through the corner. […] It is a skeletal monster which breaks up the elements of the form as it struggles out. Released from the familiar constraints of orthogonal structure, the roof splits, shears, and buckles. The distortion is peculiarly disquieting because it seems to belong to the form, to be part of it. […] The alien is an outgrowth of the very form it violates.

27.
It is difficult to assess the legitimacy of this interpretation, because it combined too hastily deconstruction with its visual aspects, yet it was a transition to the stage where the work of architecture became an argument in philosophical considerations.

28.
In a similar way Wigley described the relationship between work and context, the inside and the outside of a building, tradition and innovation, theory and practice, as well as form and function. In each of these cases, he stresses the revealing of the unknown in the known. An important difference in relation to his purely philosophical works was his focusing on issues of the real architecture. Describing the relationship between objects and a context, Wigley noted that concern for the respect of the latter too often meant surrendering to what an architect had found on a built-up area. The opinion that “contextualism has been used as an excuse for mediocrity, for a dumb servility to the familiar” was accurate, but was jarring with its journalist exaggeration. In the projects presented in the exhibition at MoMA Wigley noticed an interference in context rather than striving to reconcile the ‘new’ with the ’old’. These projects were for him, “a kind of sleeping monster which awakens in the midst of everyday”.
 As well, the relationship between the inside and the outside was disrupted, which was reflected in the different use of components such as a wall or a window. “The wall breaks open, and in a very ambiguous way. There are no simple windows, no regular openings puncturing a solid wall; rather the wall is tormented — split and folded”.
 The projects presented at the exhibition did not create an avant-garde, but — in Wigley’s opinion — revealed dilemmas overlooked by the tradition. There were also changes in the relationship between the theory, that ceased to be prior and external to the realization, and the building, which usually lowered the rank of theoretical considerations by exhibiting its materiality. As Wigley wrote: “status of theory has changed. […] Architectural theory generally preempts an encounter with the object. It is concerned with veiling rather than exposing objects. With these projects, all the theory is loaded into the object: propositions now take the form of objects rather than verbal abstractions”.
 In the authors’ intention the works presented at the MoMA were to break with modernism’s mistake of adopting the principle that form followed function, what was actually squeezing the usable space into simple geometric blocks. The complexity of the functions was now to find its expression in geometric ‘uncleanness’ providing them with greater utility. The presented works violated “a set of deeply entrenched cultural assumptions which underlie a certain view of architecture”, in particular “assumptions about order, harmony, stability, and unity”.
 These works created an architecture that moves from the settled toward the insecure, seeing in it a source of delight. This extremely optimistic conclusion of Wigley’s essay contrasted with his statement a few lines earlier about the impermanence of an adventure, which was in fact that very exhibition. The architects who took part in it were actually going in different directions, although some of their proposals retain their attractiveness and for the next few years architecture struggled with the issue of deconstruction, sometimes passing into a state of deconstructivism. Deconstruction, understood as a violation of the stability of the structure, inevitably began to change into a kind of aesthetics. It was not, however, the only form of survival of deconstruction in architecture. A remarkable field of tension was formed between deconstruction and constructivism. This resulted in seminars, publications, exhibitions and works, in which — as Wigley stated — also architects had something to say to philosophers. This essay is devoted to those issues of overcoming the divisions between theory and practice, but also between deconstruction and deconstructionism. 

Peter Eisenman
2. Misreading ... and Other Errors
3. Choral Works or Separate Tricks
4. Architecture which mimics muted philosophy
Appendix
5. Architecture still writes Balzacian novels.
Eisenman and literature
2. Misreading… and Other Errors
29. The question of Peter Eisenman’s association with deconstruction forces us to ask many additional questions. First, would deconstruction apply to objects or to theoretical writings? Do we need to see in them an intentional deconstruction or an unintentional one? Is the deconstruction in the work of Eisenman inspired by the philosophy of Derrida, or does it create a separate trend? Around which philosophical concepts can we focus when analysing the work of that architect? This is not, however, an exhaustive number of questions because the case seems to be much more complicated.

Misreading
30.
The issue of the relationship between the theoretical activities and practical ones in the work of Eisenman prompts us to contemplate it more deeply because of the exceptional abundance of writings of the architect, but also due to his claims that his architecture is a kind of writing, or observations of other commentators that his writing is a new kind of architecture. With respect to these possibilities of specific relationship of theory and practice in Eisenman three positions have emerged: a critical one (Robin Evans), an understanding one (Daniel Libeskind, Thomas Patin) and a participating one (the actual architect, Rosalind Krauss). An examination of these three positions draws attention to the fact that, despite their differences, they also contain certain themes and similarities that can be considered as reasonable explanations of that intricate issue.

31.
The beginning of Eisenman’s activity is, significantly, marked by his preparation of his doctoral dissertation on the formal foundations of modernism in architecture.
 Since then, he has regularly published texts on the theory of architecture, including several ones in the periodical “Oppositions” founded by himself.
 All of his early projects were accompanied by extensive comments written both by himself and by a large group of eminent architecture critics and art theorists.
 Some of Eisenman’s statements were not directly related to his projects, but nonetheless substantially exposed his beliefs and attitudes.

32.
The nature of the relationship between Eisenman’s texts and projects, including the thesis of their symbiotic nature, raises many doubts. Robert Evans has commented, in an extremely decisive manner, on the differences between the two areas of the architect’s activity. In his opinion Eisenman’s writing is not a model for architecture and not only does it not provide explanations, but it even separates the observer from the objects and makes them hermetic.
 Such an approach does not exclude mutual dependencies, but searches for their more concrete, empirical exemplifications. Eisenman’s belief that the architecture he creates is a kind of writing is confronted by Evans with his observation that such a view cannot apply to the traditionally conceived literature, because in such a case it would lead to greater intelligibility of his objects. If architecture started to create sensations and emotions with materially insignificant units, as writing does, it would increase its impact. That is not the case however. Architecture is still substantial by volume and communicatively slurred. The difference is maintained: in literature small ephemeral characters make a number of meanings, in architecture large material structures are virtually mute. Perhaps, therefore, the case concerns a different kind of writing. The closest to circle of doubt is the scientific literature, especially that of the field of linguistics and structuralism. Although Eisenman drew this belief from the thought of Jacques Derrida, his work in the early 1980s still remained partly under the influence of structuralism. The architecture he created used the operations of transforming the basic architectural structures and the attempts to detach the whole field from the external commitments (mainly from practical ones, but also from artificial assumptions and obviousness).

33.
The autonomization of purposes of architecture, focusing on its syntax and the search for its essence in the structures, was carried out under the influence of the writings of continuators of the thought of Ferdinand de Saussure, notably of Noam Chomsky. According to the comparison used by de Saussure, the language resembles a piece of paper, on one side of which sounds are recorded, and on the other — thoughts. Both aspects are inextricably linked. The examination of the one side is always the examination of the other. In the light of this concept it was possible to assume that the study of architectural structures would explain the correct meaning of the whole field. This meant, however, that the architecture would be created not on the basis of the language, but on the study of the language. As Evans wrote: “The difference is considerable. Language, written or spoken, is replete with manifest sense; the structuralist account of language is emptied of it. An architecture modelled on structuralism, empty therefore of manifest sense, would not be like language at all.”
 Eisenman “does not do what he says it does”.
 He just reproduces conclusions of the examination, but it is not writing in the strict sense of the word. Incorporating analyses of properties of things into architecture is not the same as the absorption the very properties of those things. However, while this does not mean that such activity should be prohibited, such inaccuracy — the first of many — may impede a proper reception of the architecture of Eisenman. What then takes place in the architecture itself?

34.
The comments formulated by Eisenman produce the illusion of a double meaning. They suggest that they are explanations of his work (although they are not), but at the same time still have an impact on it. This dual functionality of illusion can be explained on the basis of the term ‘transformation’ used by Eisenman (derived from the writings of Chomsky, and originally from mathematics). The architect subjected grids and cubes, characteristic for his architecture, to a series of transformations, replicating and stretching them in a variety of ways. The transformations are visualized in a series of drawings showing the transition process in an extremely structured way, emphasizing the logic and an almost mechanical change. But is this a transformation in the mathematical sense or the linguistic one? Does it recognize the movement? Transformations in the fields from which the analysed term was taken are an impersonal phenomenon, while Eisenman only fakes impersonality and strongly (though secretly) commits his own aesthetic sensitivity to the transformations. If for only a moment we interrupt the violence of the word ‘transformation’, it becomes clear that systematic actions and the logical-mathematical rigour are only dummies, and the procedure used is motivated by his unique aesthetic sensitivity. The changes visualized in drawings are not transformations, but states similar to those that occur in manufacturing processes by an engraver of a graphic plate.

35.
In the description of the House XIa Eisenman in turn introduces concepts of topological geometry dealing with the mathematical study of surfaces and forms which are non-metric, i.e., those in which the measured distances are impossible to describe. The project was composed, however, based on a metric system and using orthogonal forms. In turn, in the project known as Romeo and Juliet, Eisenman used the concept of a fractal which specifies the procedures outside the dimensionality of full numbers. It can refer to a kind of space that exists between the two dimensions and the third one. As noted by Evans, the grids, which are moved in a familiar way do not, however, bring to mind anything so inconceivable.

36.
The blind totality of the transformation, the plasticity of the topological surfaces or the highly specific inter-dimensionality of the fractal in their strict terms are impossible to apply in architecture. In the descriptions of his own projects Eisenman uses partial information on selected aspects of linguistics and topological geometry, but retains control of them on the basis of the principles of architecture — which are unwaveringly stable. As a result of claiming that, rather than truly being influenced by scientific issues, their actual effects on the projects themselves are hardly identifiable, and extreme deformations do not occur. Any other situation would virtually prevent the creation of architecture, because the nature of discoveries about the topology is contrary to the principles of architecture. “Eisenman is in fact a jealous guardian of the stable and fundamental features of architecture.”
 His writing suggests radical changes, but in the projects they realize themselves in a way that requires further clarification.

37.
The possibility of the simple conversion of thoughts into projects is an illusion, and the relationship between theory and practice is based on hard definable intermediate states. The ideas contained in the writings of Eisenman indicate unexpected opportunities which are not directly connected with the sources of their origin. As Evans puts it, “topology is the initiator of a train of thought that leads towards architecture, and as such provides the stimulus for the doing of something that would not otherwise be done”.
 Changes in architecture occur as a consequence of the study of borderline situations, or rather of the transgression of certain restrictions by gaining an awareness of the in-correctness of the general parts, like its external assumptions, foundations or prejudice. The theory is the base of architecture that is always impossible to achieve; it is a set of errors both necessary and unnecessary. An example would be dragging a smaller cube through a larger one exposed by Eisenman in the drawings for the House X. If we use for these actions a comparison like “reversing the sock inside out”, the impact of such a comparison would be less than negligible. However, Eisenman illustrates this process in the series of drawings with the seriousness of a mathematician despite the fact that carrying out such an operation would be impossible in architecture. But to what extent does it alter the actual architecture? It does alter it because it concerns the reflection on its reality. 

38.
The theory included in the drawings mentally blurs the image of architecture as fixed and stable, although almost at the same time, architecture — by its critical referencing to these treatments — again consolidates itself in its immobility and stability. The thought allows the creation of imaginative fiction whose expressions (words or drawings) exceptionally deny the status of the reality of architecture. Changed temporarily from a theory into a history (a story), the thought is an action of imagination, is another world which, however, seeks to establish a level of interpretation of the real world. These images partially persist in changing what is considered as real. Words were always embedded in forms of architecture, in a similar manner as visual figures in expressions of speech, but relations between them have always been relations of two completely different fields. Among these relationships we can distinguish such a one in which words shape suggestions, ways of perceptions and reading of material forms. Words can change images, which means that the object of the unchanged physical state can be read in different ways. Thus, when the architecture is trying to argue with its own stability and immobility, even with its own reality, a verbal action becomes necessary. Eisenman’s explanations, drawing inspiration from topological geometry, create imaginary fictions (also in the form of drawings), which affect the perception of his objects. But do they not change characteristics of the objects themselves? To what extent are possible interactions between words and things changing the very states of things, and not just their reception?

39.
It seems that the help of words is not limited to creating a clean appearance, but also produces a substitute of characteristics of things about which — using inspiration from the philosophy of deconstruction — we can say that it creates a kind of vague presence. This vague presence is always an aspect of any full presence, but in itself it does also have a certain presence. Speaking of this vague presence, we must also pay attention to the fact that it was produced and does exist even as a certain absence. The vague presence ‘is’, and as such it is an equivalent to producing the absence of things that also ‘is’. Something is absent, however, this ‘something’ remains. Instability or uncertainty of that ‘something’ is inherited after a similar component contained in the theory. Eisenman’s concepts do not resemble scientific theories that create explanations and marginalize inexplicable things, but rather they are stories that begin from what is marginalized, unbelievable, inexplicable and fascinating. “To wrap something in stories rather than theory is to let words work at its strangeness rather than its credibility.”
 In architecture such phenomena are quite common and if we just eliminate theories, which are limited to inducing behaviour based on intellect, many others will be based on superstitions and prejudices. Eisenman rejects some prejudices while at the same time creates other ones and, although it seems that they do not influence him fully, yet they are sufficient to leave their mark in architecture. In the opinion of Evans Eisenman “is a beneficiary of the attempt without being part of it”.
 In any situation he remains an architect, although his theories are not trivial or unimportant. Initiating theories are absorbed by the body of architecture and dispersed in its aesthetics that acts at the same time as a factor of assimilating the intellectual agitation and maintaining its own rules. To put it somewhat differently: the theories are not exemplified, but rather symbolized. So, if we recall the idea of motion contained within the term ‘transformation’, it can be said that it was introduced into the immobility of the object as its new meaning. The idea was imagined in it.

40.
Starting with his first projects of houses, Eisenman tried to free architecture from its traditional prejudices. Focusing on its essential components — thanks to new areas of inspiration — revealed, however, that the pursuit of autonomy is not autonomous in itself, but stems from the theory of art. One prejudice was replaced by another. In the 1980s, to which the analysis of Evans is related, Eisenman — using post-structuralist inspiration — began to take any prejudice as variants of fiction, on which you can freely depend the created architecture. Rather than undertaking an attempt to free architecture from meanings, he lead at least to the fact that ideas of motion became a meaning of architecture, that they gained their own mark in it. 
41.
Yet another way of putting the theory into practice is possible, which comprises critically referring to the content of an aware architecture. Eisenman repeatedly took that kind of writing with no relation to projects created by him. While the theories discussed previously defined something that could hardly be experienced in architecture, the theories contained in texts like The Futility of Object, Decomposition and the Processes of Difference defined something that could not be found in objects, even though it might be present.
 Such texts formed elements of projects that could not be experienced, but at the same time established some kind of presence (something that is). To their characteristics we must also add that they continued both some structuralist threads as well as an increasing number of contents and terms convergent with the philosophy of deconstruction. The latter characteristic is already evident in the title of the essay, where there is the term difference, directly derived from the thought of Derrida. The publication of Eisenman’s statement was accompanied by Daniel Libeskind’s comment, which would have been more obvious if he had referred to the projects. However, commenting on the ideas of Eisenman, he was creating already a kind of ‘theory of theory’, a mise en abyme characteristic of modernism.
 This situation is not accidental and is an expression of similar internalizing of the goals of both philosophy and architecture. The key word here becomes ‘awareness’.

42.
In his essay, Eisenman — through empirical analyses — challenged the linear picture of history as a deliberate process in which the meanings manifest themselves in an organized way and are linked with the period of their creation. That picture had functioned at least since the eighteenth century, and applied in modernism also. His analyses led to the conclusion that the meanings are the expression of longings going beyond the time and demands impossible to meet, and moreover they are a result of the random interactions of symbolic elements. Understanding of the meanings goes beyond the experience of objects and depends on all sorts of theories the status of which is also not subjected to historical organization. In this sense history is not a stream of types and meanings, but a participation in the processes of awareness of specific meanings and their references in the system of differences. It ceases to be marked by the source presence, and becomes a process of becoming aware of the presentness. A lack of the origin is accompanied by a lack of purpose, which implies that meanings function as elements devoid of the future. The difference (a kind of non-origin, non-presence) starts to play a decisive role.

43.
Consequences of these findings for the architecture of Eisenman were already evident in his earlier techniques of structural (syntactic) manipulations, which he described as ‘decomposition’. So the ‘compositional’ approaches — although described as ‘de-compositional’ — remained unchanged, but were valorized in a new way. Decomposition broke artificial links and showed incompatibility of fragments, external sources of architecture lost their organizing strength, and values and meanings were degraded from the status of eternal to the status of interim. Deprived of external commitments, transformations within the structures made all the ‘compositional’ processes absurd, but, according to Libeskind, this is the maturity of the architecture. “Architecture immortalizes and glorifies something, hence there can be no architecture where there is nothing to glorify” — he reminded (after Wittgenstein).
 It was a proclamation of the end of architecture, converging with deconstruction as a “philosophy of the end of philosophy”. 

44. 
Breaking with humanistic assumptions, or showing their artificiality and lack of proper justification, opened the way to revealing the power that concepts, structures, and institutions, that separate and obscure what can still be learned, have over the people. Anti-humanism was the seeing of what was inhuman, what was or became alien, but is mistakenly treated as belonging to a human, the eternal and the inalienable. The metaphysical structure of knowledge and its tools, and in architecture all traditional prejudices, are treated from this perspective as a means of maintaining the intellectual status quo, not to transgress it. Exploring the principles of architecture allows us to see its institutionalization, and this in turn raises awareness of its entanglement in the metaphysics of presence, in the system of representation and identity.

45.
In Eisenman’s architecture from the early 1980s the architect was regarded only as an initiator of the processes of creation that automatically produce meaning. The reduction of the object to meanings, that are not assumed, confirmed that they are alien to the human and subsequently opened the way to the discovery of their unstable temporality. In the first phase, therefore, emptying the object of the commitments and transformations of the structures created cleaner inherently architectural meanings. In the second one, the reduction of the meaning closed them in the circle of suspension, postponement and deprived of the future. The objectives were transferred to the internal rules of architecture and the similar meanings were alienated and placed in an unspecified time. Initially the objectives were postponed, and then — the meanings.

46.
Eisenman’s theory of architecture contained in Futility of Object is a description of the state of awareness in which the assumptions of that field are brought into question, regarded as a kind of religious seduction, compared to the myths, and defined as appearance. That is why Libeskind recognizes that, in Eisenman’s view, architectural objects derived from this quasi-religious world are radically secularized, cut off from the transcendental ground.
 This changes the position of the architect, who also lost control over the object and is pushed to a somewhat impersonal production of architecture; unknown producers produce objects for unknown consumers. A kind of metaphor is Libeskind’s comment that the anti-religious struggle with the “magic of architecture” is also a revolutionary fight against “the demon of the bourgeois”.
 To get out of this quasi-religious circle, however, is as impossible as the rejection of the whole of Western metaphysics. The inability to escape shapes the existential dimension of the described situation. Deprivation of illusions and portraying the futility, like the immanence of purposes and meanings of architecture and other phenomena discussed earlier, strangely calms the frantic actions of the subject. Awareness of the breaking with former myths, as once seen in the awareness of the ‘death of God’, defines only a mental and existential state of the subject, by no means undermining engagement with the world. The crisis of reason and the suspension of faith in it becomes a new belief, which is attractive in the performed profession. The tension of awareness produces a new symbolism, and this symbolism becomes the basis for thought and action. Demythologizing revelations, lack of origin and destination are dogmas of the new faith. Libeskind says that the only unsolvable issue is the awareness of the time, “the nemesis of all philosophies of immanence, the one against which even the ‘best hung lamps have come undone’ (Valéry)”.
 He himself, however, solves this problem easily. As objectives and meanings remain in the postponement, so the existence is postponed and falls into the time gap between “here and now” and ‘there and after’, enjoying the privilege of being in both points simultaneously, or perhaps being “no longer now, but still not after”. Time once again proves to be dependent on the awareness of its existence. Libeskind’s conclusion is expected: despite all the treatments of Eisenman, the whole process of decomposition and difference turns out to be endowed with purposefulness and meaning, although there is no possibility of their articulation if not in the next myth.
 

47.
In 1987 Eisenman published his book Houses of Cards, containing, among others, his essay Misreading and the text of Rosalind Krauss’ Death of Hermeneutic Phantom: Materialization of the Sign in the Work of Peter Eisenman.
 This publication documented his projects Houses I–VI, and partly also House X. The title of the architect’s essay used the term misreading, inspired by the thought of Derrida and popular among American deconstructivists, meaning the characteristic of each interpretation consisting of its non-finality, temporariness and the by-passing of the opposition of true-false. The concept included in the title created another opportunity to understand the works of Eisenman, and also referred to the last twenty years of his work, during which he repeatedly changed his views and methods. In Eisenman’s activity from this period we can differentiate up to five distinct ‘stages’ when he was referring to the various sources of inspiration.
 The problem with describing this phenomenon lies in the fact that Eisenman, clearly breaking with some of his views, retained their importance for his further work to subject them finally to interpretation from yet another perspective. The final position (we can say: the most deconstructive one) recognized earlier phenomena in other categories and terms than he had done originally. Although some cognitive approaches can be closed within the time limits, they also at the same time exceed them to obtain a completely different interpretation in retrospect. 

48.
After other interpreters of Eisenman’s work, the first ‘stage’ could be called a formalistic one. Rosalind Krauss has pointed out, however, that already in this period, the thinking of Eisenman showed a peculiarity and he created a sub-formalistic (linguistic) theory, the right place of which was situated in a completely different paradigm.
 Formalism, as seen, for example, by Jean-Paul Sartre, is a concept emphasizing that in certain arts separate components become cognitive elements leading the recipient to reflect on a way in which an object, embraced by a given work, is perceived and realized. The aim of the work was not the realm of subjectivity, but its comprehension. Directing the interest of the recipient to this sphere, according to Viktor Shklovsky, is possible thanks to the creation by the artist of difficulties in reading the content of the work. The measure of doing so was to make something puzzling that is usually considered normal. The work, denying easy access to its interior, directs the cognitive abilities of a human in different way, turning the attention to knowledge in general, to forms of cognizance of this sphere. For the artist and the recipient it becomes a pleasure to describe the adventures of the intellect in contact with externality. As a result, the work becomes a record of reflection on awareness, not on objectivity. Moreover, a record itself or a recording tool can be examined.

49.
In the theory of Clement Greenberg modernism comprises paying attention to the means of art, striving to isolate them from other fields and subject them to contemplation (to make a sensual pleasure) or interpretation (to make a cognitive pleasure). What becomes important is the distance of the work towards reality (a-mimesis), closing in its own logic, and resistance to the recipient giving an unpleasant pleasure (sublimity). A situation in which the reality is not exposed through the medium is defined by the theorist as ‘opacity’. But the question arises: whether in modernist architecture the exposure material (glass, steel, concrete) is a fulfilment of the condition of opacity? Does a house with numerous new solutions facilitating the use of it becomes a cognitive work (an aware house)? It seems that neither the experience of naked materials, nor even exposing the structure is the same as encouraging reflection on ways of creating architecture. The modernist architecture does not meet the conditions specified by Greenberg. Helpful in showing the difference between the ‘apparent’ transparency and ‘real’ transparency may be a reference to the theory of Colin Rowe, an influential mentor of Eisenman, who distinguished in architecture ‘literal’ transparency (e.g. glass) and ‘phenomenal’ transparency.
 The latter was for him a cognitive process of views of the object changing during the experiencing of it, the sum of the alternative interpretations that create in the mind a transcendental object (hermeneutic phantom).

50.
Compliance of the theory of Rowe with the theory of Greenberg raises serious concerns. Series of temporary images captured in the cognitive act are not identical with the awareness of the plane as a point of reference for the characteristics of painting in terms of Greenberg, because instead of experiencing physical characteristics, architectural figurations are those which are experienced. Despite these discrepancies (divergences), what was appealing for Eisenman was perceiving architecture not in relation to improvements of a geometric model or a better use of a given type of building, but a generalized organization, close to the notion of syntax in language. Rowe’s interpretation was open to inspiration from contemporary linguistics and the striving, manifested by Eisenman, for the treatment of past of buildings as internal characters of the enclosed language of architecture.
 This gave rise to Eisenman’s works, which he defined as the ‘cardboard architecture’. This equating of realizations with paper models signalled freedom in addressing the utility, greater possibilities of transforming the structure and fewer connections with traditional meanings. The built houses, by their resemblance to paper models, disturbed the sense of reality, aroused a reflection primarily on the formal side and prompted the contemplation of architecture (both the real and the conceptual one).

51.
Each of the groups of the first houses designed by Eisenman introduced another way of essentialization of components and connections (relationship) of architecture, which together were to separate the entire field from other arts and give it autonomy. The main activities were aimed at creating distance towards functional applications of objects and limiting the possibilities of relating elements of buildings to their usual meanings. House I [Fig. 2] was distinguished by limiting the structural components of supports (similar to the famous Dom-ino of Le Corbusier), but at the same time has isolated some of them and deprived them of their supporting function.
 Inside the house three columns not supporting anything were located, and on the outer balcony was a pillar which did not support a roof extension that was possible, but not applied. Expressions like “column that supports nothing” reveal the assumption about the function of this element. It as the same with the perception of other components of the building treated in that way: it creates awareness of their destination. Instead of practical application there is knowledge — a non-supporting column or pillar becomes a learning about architecture, reflecting on its abstracted form. For a similar purpose, House II [Fig. 3] multiplied structural elements beyond what was needed, because it was supported by both its walls and its pillars. In Eisenman’s explanations of the isolation and highlighting of components of architecture, elements taken from linguistics appeared, especially the designation of architectural forms as signs.
 The tendency of connecting formalism with linguistic terms intensified in House III [Fig. 4] whose program design was based on the process of transformation, on such things as the combining of two cubes that suggested the recording of the process of displacement of the original cube by 45°. This transformation would be still purely architectural if not for the use in its descriptions of the term ‘transformation’ borrowed — like defining forms as characters — from linguistics. If the first two houses were designed to identify the architectural character, House III allowed the visualization of the process of creating a form.
 The value of the process has been aligned with the value of the realized object, and the very process was incorporated deep into the shape of the building. The process component of the building was separated, materialized and submitted to perception. The object created, as if in automatic way, violated the history of its type and created its own one which it is possible to read freely. The first two houses tried to ignore their users, while House III minimized the role of the designer, and commenced reflection on the anthropocentric principles of architecture.
 The designer has been recognized as capable of only repeating a pre-established ideal; in this situation, the use of purely internal logic of the form could have the effect of widening the possibilities to shape the object and of moving beyond its current use and reading.

52.
In both House III and House IV [Fig. 5] Eisenman used the manipulation of scale, which caused these houses, without external references — even against the background of his predecessors — exceptionally to resemble models, not the actual objects. Violations of perception were intentional and in turn identified the scale as an element of the principles of architecture, but also its anthropocentric subordination. In these objects Eisenman remained only partially faithful to the principles of Rowe, which targeted the learning of architecture through creations of its hermeneutic phantoms. Experiencing the conceptual home transformed into the reading of its essentialized characters and structures. The gap between sensual experience and intellectual interpretation deepened, and anomalies of the scale became a part of the series of the cognitive disturbances described above.

53.
In this context, the question, addressed to representatives of deconstruction, arises: to what extent are such activities for violations or disturbances a manifestation of creative activity of a subject, and to what extent is reading only the disseminating state of awareness? Eisenman seems to lean toward the latter possibility, proclaiming: “The anxiety exists”, which characterizes the mood produced in a situation in which many thus far established systems of values, and above all the reason and its metaphysical foundations, were undermined.
 When uncertainty became a subject of philosophy and of many of the humanities, then eventually there must be a confrontation with the groundlessness of the basic determinants of human existence in the field of architecture also. Eisenman’s Houses focused on the alienation of the individual, their loneliness and a sense of a kind of metaphysical homelessness — a deprivation of shelter in the values. The separation of characters from traditional architectural meaning was not only a manifestation of efforts to create a home in pure form, but also an expression of the search of those opportunities to inhabit, which are dictated by the situation of life in extremis. In his retrospective explanations Eisenman was critical of the metaphysics of architecture and inhabitation (shelter, housing, room), which, under new circumstances, operated to suppress creations of new opportunities for discovering the form in architecture.

54.
Going beyond formalism supplemented by structuralist threads and the beginning of seeing his actions in the context of post-structuralism and the philosophy of deconstruction is evident in House VI [Fig. 1]. That project joins the criticism of formalism, or more generally of modernism (currently treated as the power of institution), and also recognizes architectural activity in the context of reflection on the metaphysics of presence, typical for deconstruction.
 House VI still separated purely architectural signs and generated new forms, transforming them within its own logic, but the search for the essence and autonomy of architecture increasingly proved to be dependent on objectives which came out of architecture. The separateness of fields was dominated by modernist aesthetics, which at a deeper level was ruled by the hidden power of rationality. The belief in the fundamental or essential value, that could give a proper beginning and a proper objective to specific activities, was a manifestation of faith in reason, and more precisely in subsequent ideologies anchored in history. Eisenman, arguing against the classical assumptions of architecture, surrendered to the power of modernist ideology. As he put it himself: “Ironically, therefore, the houses actually reinforced much of what they were attempting to dislocate”.
 Only the post-structuralist resistance to the “theatre of pure architecture” and its institutionalized assumptions allowed an opposition to the entirety of Western metaphysics and the power of even more deeply hidden assumptions. Somewhere underneath there was always some text that was as irremovable as the use of language is irremovable. Some forms of escape from the closed circle of assumptions, for which the resistance ends with the adoption of other assumptions, were offered by the philosophy of deconstruction. Eisenman soon developed a whole set of strategies for avoiding the power of dependencies. Procedures of disturbing the certainty replaced the search for this certainty and in a situation where an implicitly accepted cultural game could simply be replaced by another cultural game, the game itself became the object of attention.

55.
According to Eisenman, after House VI, issues that arose from the inspiration of structuralism were superseded by the question of the presence and the absence in architecture.
 The architect analysed this important problem in Derrida’s philosophy and linked it with new tasks in his own field. In Eisenman’s thought the post-structuralist topic of stopping the power of institutions became a part of the resistance against the power of the whole metaphysical tradition of Western culture. The metaphysics of presence in terms of Derrida refers to the observation that the being (or any other foundation, such as God, human, history) is presented in language as a presence, as ‘what is’, while ‘what is’ is dictated by the language (reason) and its expressions associated with the verb ‘to be’. The dimension of presenting (making present) is contained in the language which has a metaphysical character, because in its structure it carries some presumptions (including the hipostatizing word ‘be’). Therefore, between the being and its linguistic notions there is no identity. Only what was established by the reason (the language) is present. Relations of identities are within the language; the language (as well as arts and architecture) do not have their exterior. The language (‘signifier’) is not in any way related to the being or the meaning (‘signified’). The being does not show itself through the language.

56.
In Derrida’s considerations the concept of absence also appears, which can be variously interpreted. Firstly, if we assume that only what can be thought is present, we can recognize the absence as what was not thought or cannot be thought. The absence is also a reference to the vague origin of the presence (or actually, the lack of that origin) and the rooting of the presence in the absence, this time understood as something that precedes the presence. The first two understandings of the absence indicate some vague and unstable component, which is associated with the presence, but it also accompanies its linguistic representations in which it can be recognized as an undecidability (indécidabilité). The absence related to the world of representations is also their not clear and not evident foundations, peculiarities and incomprehensible places (places of resistance, hidden assumptions or lack of assumptions). Yet another possibility of the absence relates to a situation in which a text does not refer to the presence, but to another text (representing a lack of reference to the presence). The absence can thus be referred to either the presence or the representation thereof. In the first case it indicates the absence which precedes the presence, the emergence of the presence of the absence, thus founding the presence on groundlessness. We can talk about a kind of void as a source of the presence and treat deconstruction as a variety of philosophizing the void. In the second case, the absence is searching in the language for what is incomprehensible, hidden and dark.

57.
It seems that Eisenman’s thought was more concerned with the second group of issues related to the absence, i.e. the issue of the representation of the presence in the culture. He assumed that one of the central concepts of Western metaphysics is the need for shelter (inhabiting, housing, containing), which is actualized in the form of materially understood architecture. In the history of this field he saw a strong emphasis on architecture as the presence, and also on its aiming at establishment (preservation of rules), stabilization and institutionalization. The conceptual reflection on the physical presence (so to speak, a metaphysical architecture, or in yet another way, its absence) has always been undervalued and treated as subordinate to carrying out the tasks of the fundamental need for shelter. The stability in architecture is ensured by ignoring its metaphysical side, by the lack of reflection, by suppressing the absence. Yet what is suppressed always returns, and an unstable element turns out to be decisive. Eisenman was willing to strengthen the significance of what is uncertain in architecture and to define architecture (its persistence) as the undermining of architecture (its violations, destabilization), which — with full logical consequences — must also be ‘undermining of undermining’ and lead to reaffirmation of the material architecture.
 

58.
The victory of the functional meanings of architecture is inevitable in the face of its dependence on the metaphysics of shelter, but now attained by strengthening its procedures, generally called ‘dislocation’ by Eisenman. This term harmonizes with the definition of deconstruction as a ‘displacement of metaphysics’, acting from the inside, in the area of the ‘enemy’. Strategies that can be distinguished in the case of deconstruction are to extract concepts that organize thinking, to question their hierarchy, to reveal suppressed elements (‘second text’) and to enable previously overlooked factors to settle in the thinking. Eisenman’s strategies use these and many other treatments characteristic of deconstruction.

59.
Eisenman states that the textual component of architecture has always been the part which disturbs the status quo of its metaphysics.
 The reflection was always in motion and destabilized the tendency of architecture to immortalize its rules. It can be said that architecture, considered as an unstable reflection of shelter, established itself, in spite of itself, primarily as a bastion of stability and materiality. Eisenman sought to restore the understanding of architecture as a dislocating text, which is also its own interpretation, subjecting itself to constant open inexhaustible transformative reading. In this situation, all of its materializations are just a cessation of thinking, which proceeds and is indeed inevitable, but contrary to the principle of dislocation. Just as in the criticism of metaphysics, where Derrida states that the error appears with the very beginning of philosophy, Eisenman also was not able to indicate the beginning of harnessing architecture in the service of institutions and the consolidation of rules. He noted the fact that modernism was an apparent dislocation, because it perpetuated rather than changed the classic assumptions of architecture. What took place in modernism, was revolutionary in improving the principles of inhabitation, but not their change. Eisenman’s proposal was focused on trying to create change, rather than improvement. Late modernism, which Eisenman struggled against, tried to suppress disappointment in early modernism, but it nonetheless deepened the variation in feelings of the individual confronted with the awareness of groundlessness and their lack of acceptance for the state of uncertainty of architecture. The growing instability of awareness was not compatible with the established need for stability of architecture. The suppression of uncertainty was substantially facilitated by the development of technology supporting a kind of ‘mechanocentric’ aesthetics, an extension of the anthropocentric attitude of architecture occurring since the Renaissance. The convenience provided by architecture was action not only within its own rules, but it also served to maintain the ‘political’ status quo — the power of institutionalized reason. According to Eisenman, architecture must reveal its involvements, the heterogeneity of its text, and at the same time become a polemic against stabilization and institutionalization. The ‘new tradition’ in the understanding of architecture by Eisenman refreshes an active component of its past — the displacing (dislocating) placing (locating, sheltering). The marginalized reflection on the metaphysical principles of architecture temporarily recovers its dominant position only to lose it almost immediately. The dislocating locating must be at the same time both eternal and transient.

60.
The proceeding of dislocating, despite its transience, is still developing strategies. Some of them avoid pointing to the beginning, in the case of both a specific design action and the entire architecture. Lack of a source, a starting point, indicates absence as a source. The blur of the beginning is also an awareness of its heterogeneity, diversity and differentiation. Avoidance of the consolidating of functionality and the suspension of purposefulness also belong to assumed components of the strategy. Yet another procedure is to avoid linking a scale, sites or history with their fixed references. Free use of scale would become a developed method of design work. Treating an object as a dislocating text — a palimpsest — also leads to the inclusion of fiction and errors, as well as the blurring of authorship in its sphere. There are a couple of reasons for such choices. When all explanations prove to be uncertain, their status approaches the level of literary fiction. Dispersion of the sense in references or the truth based on movements and displacements, prompt, in turn, another treatment of the error. In the end, the combining of references also weakens the status of a subject of a design action. All these dispersions do not weaken the reality of architecture, as, according to Walter Benjamin, Paris in Baudelaire’s description is more real than the one that simply is.

61.
The problem remains as to whether references to topology can be placed in contexts of deconstruction. The forms used in House VI [Fig. 6] and House X [Fig. 7], inspired by topological figures, disturbed or even prevented the construction of what Rowe described as a hermeneutic phantom. The houses were no longer understood, their looks did not create an ideological model. There were no longer transcendental objects floating without gravity in the mind of the transcendental ego. The famous stairs in the House VI, one green, running normally, and the other red, positioned as a vault, were not conceptual, but — as noted by Rosalind Krauss — defiantly physical; they did not work internally or intellectually, but only externally and physically.
 This change is explained by comparison to sculptures of Robert Morris, who, like Eisenman, used L-shaped figures. The ‘L-shape’ beams of Morris were set in different positions, not in order to show their identity (which resulted from logical operations preceding vision), but to experience the difference between identical components (which was dictated only by the seeing). In the latter case, the contribution of the intellect was only seemingly less, because it required switching from perceiving unity on the basis of the rational tradition (leading to the generalization of meanings), which is culturally dominant, to perceiving the suppressed difference in that tradition. In this renewed possibility the units of meanings do not add up to a whole, but move freely in the borderless field of differences. The meanings externalize themselves and lose their dependence on the subject. In this way — as Eisenman put it — their resistance to anthropocentrism increases; objects are no longer oriented towards the spectator of the dominant tradition — they are not intelligible.

62.
An added value was to show yet another element of the rational tradition consisting in the combination of ideas in opposing pairs. House X particularly forced the spectator to reflect on what is usually transparent (horizontal views enabled by door and window openings) and opaque (vertical views hindered by the lack of transparency of ceilings). In House X transparent floors (ceilings) and opaque (without windows) walls were used. Through this changed perspective, as Rosalind Krauss wrote, the user is forced to experience the space as a set of opposing values that belong to the whole system of irreducible differences.
 House X incorporates an understanding of the differences as being deprived of a possibility of reconciliation, belonging to the language used by the human but not belonging to human. The ‘language’ seems to precede the human, to exist before the appearance of the human. It is also a language that does not speak. In the traditional system, units of meaning were focused on human interest, but in the system of House X units dissipate their meanings into infinity and thus lose their meaning. They become signs without meanings.

Moving Arrows, Eros and Other Errors
63. The period of direct contact between Eisenman and Derrida, begun in 1985, was preceded by many essays by the architect, in which the number of concepts drawn from deconstruction significantly increased. Three groups of opinions can be distinguished in the texts from 1983 to 1985: the assessment of the metaphysical foundations of architecture, the general program of departure beyond the diagnosed crisis of values, and the group of design strategies developing the proposed new approaches. Eisenman referred most extensively to the existing situation in his article The End of the Classical: The End of the Beginning, The End of the End, in which he stated that from the fifteenth century to the present day architecture was under the influence of the three ‘fictions’: representation, reason and history.
 Representation was connected with the problem of meaning, reason with aspirations to reach the truth, and history with the manifestation of timelessness. Those three fictions created a basis for all activities in architecture unconsciously derived from tradition — a kind of episteme as understood by Michel Foucault. The long durability of a system, as well as a set of its constituent features, allows us to define it as ‘classical’, regardless of the styles that were used during this period.

64.
The fiction of representation (or presentation, or reference) in the Renaissance was based on giving meaning to architecture by referring to ancient patterns. At the end of the eighteenth century, the presentation of patterns of ancient architecture referred to the conclusions drawn from historical analyses of the relationships of certain forms with their purpose. Modernist architecture went a step further and abandoned historical forms in favour of representing their core functions. Modernistic representations hid behind few illusions: stripped of its decoration, the form did not break completely with its historical origin (mainly with the spirit of classicism), and furthermore, expressing the function through the form was possible only through an agreement on such a way of reading it. What is more, even the acknowledgement that the form expresses the function does not negate the fact that the significance of architecture is dependent on the present reality. 

65.
Thus modernist architecture did not express a new and proper value in itself. Attempting to reduce the architectural form to its essence, to the pure reality, the modernists assumed that they had transformed the field of reference figuration into a non-reference ‘objectivity’. In reality, however, their ‘objective forms’ has never gone beyond the classical tradition. They were simply purified, simplified classical forms, or forms relating to the new data set (function, technology).

66. 
Thus, they were still ‘reference objects’. In turn, postmodernism, postulating — as in the case of Robert Venturi — the return to history, suggested references to a reality whose value systems had already lost their importance. Therefore, if the reality which is invoked is meaningless, then its representation must also be considered a meaningless fiction. Reflection on the dependency of what is considered the reality of its linguistic representations also violates the immediacy of reality. “When there is no longer a distinction between representation and reality, when reality is only simulation, then representation loses its a priori source of significance, and it, too, becomes a simulation.”

67.
The second long-lasting ‘fiction’ was the belief in the rationality of architecture. Its initial premise was to point to the origin of architecture, first to a divine one and later to a natural one, including especially geometry based on observations of the Earth, the Universe or the proportions of the human body. In the concept of the origin and the foundation of the object, the idea of its destiny and purpose was also present. Belief in the universality and predictability of the laws of the Universe and Nature was reflected in the formation of the principles of architecture — its rules, directions and compositions. The visions of the beginning had an impact on the alleged objectives of architecture. The divine, cosmological or natural genesis was over time supplanted by convictions of the need for the rational solution of problems arising from functions of objects or their structure. “Later, in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, function and technique replaced the catalogue of type forms as origins. If an architecture looked rational — that is, represented rationality — it was believed to represent truth.”
 In the second half of the twentieth century, cultural and philosophical inclinations to analyse rationality led to the conclusion that rationality is based on unfounded statements; it was adopted as a new kind of belief and performed persuasive functions, and its sources were founded in the need to form and maintain societies. The groundlessness of reason, the recognition of its processes as an endless series of linguistic representations and figures also prompted notice of the fact that architecture could never represent reason, but it merely attempted to achieve such an intention. “There is no architectural image of reason” — it presents, rather, an image of some imagination, it was a representation of a representation.
 

68. 
The third ‘fiction’ of Western architecture was the sort of analysis of the past or present that always ended in pointing to the closed sets of aesthetic preferences. Initially, the study of history led to the discovery of the timeless values of divine or natural roots. In the nineteenth century there was a multiplication of patterns derived from the analysis of the past, but it was still regarded as perfect. In modernism the attention focused on the present time and the conformity of style with the analysis of current events was assumed as necessary. The modernist set of values was to be different from the previous ones — aspiring to the absolute or eternity — by its randomness, but in spite of the declared objectives it was built as a simple, logical negation of previous values: asymmetry replaced symmetry, dynamism appeared instead of motionlessness, and a lack of a hierarchy supplanted the hierarchy.
 It was almost not ‘modern’, and furthermore became trapped in a selected moment of the present; its own time was frozen for eternity and a new timelessness was produced. 

69.
The conviction of randomness of the proper time, typical for the period of modernism, can now be considered as another historical illusion, because from the perspective of history it is not possible to define its decisive manifestations. History does not constitute an independent foundation for knowledge of objective values of the proper time. Timelessness may be independent of history: random and not universal. What was considered timeless, was always inevitably time, but at the same time it was accidental. It is therefore possible to separate timelessness from history and universality.

70.
Eisenman’s assertions, characterized by the now, have given rise to the concept of non-classical architecture — of non-classicism. While the classic episteme prompted the presentation of other buildings (architectural, natural and technical) in architecture, it sought to legitimize its efforts through rationalization and the search for truth, finding justifications in history for used forms; non-classicism, although not seen as a simple denial of classicism, should lead to the abandonment of deference to the earlier accepted values and to the discovery of new ones. Eisenman’s proposals do not negate existing procedures, but suggest additional opportunities existing in them. In the aspect of imitation the simulation of external objects is weakened by increasing the difference between reality and illusion; it strengthens the focus on the illusion itself and the loss of explicitness in its meanings. In the aspirations to truth, where error inevitably will arise, Eisenman proposes the following of a deliberate mistake. In terms of time, he indicates that supposedly the only possible and completely logical relationship of architecture with the time (past or present) can be replaced by free referencing to an external time and focusing on an internal time of the work. So conceived architecture is to a greater extent separated from externality and encourages us to regard it as a separate reality susceptible to reading its own internal conditions.

71.
A part of the initial treatments aimed at producing ‘non-classical’ architecture should primarily become a relaxation of these forms of relationships with time, which in earlier traditions pointed to an origin and source of architecture, and at the same time determined its objective and purpose. An architecture which depends on such relationships does not exist as an independent discipline, but is inferred from initial assumptions and is led to a closed group of objectives. Undermining the traditional sources (divine, natural, anthropocentric) allows the use of alternative fictions of its origin: optional and almost accidental. Artificially defined origins are freely rooted in the time and are free of values of necessity and universality. An unqualified character of such an established origin allows the modification of an existing situation (e.g. a specific built-up area or an object to be designed) in a manner free from the necessity of proceeding in a certain direction, but at the same time is guided by its own internal logic of accomplished transformations. 

72.
Reducing the impact of motivation coming from outside of an object of action decisively causes the impossibility of ‘concluding’ the proposed object and putting it in the final state characterized by output values. By the lack of its origin, the object gains the other important characteristic of ‘non-classical’ architecture, which is a lack of purpose. It does not draw its focus from an idealized past, it does not believe in an accurate expression of a present and it does not seek a utopian future. However, if we accept the condition of fictitiousness of a selected time (origin, source), then every time, without exception, can be incorporated into the project. Unconditioned selecting of sources (e.g. a clearly fictional future) may be the beginning of processes of internal transformations. ‘Invented’ sources cause processes which draw from them to have an open, non-goal-oriented character and to an unprecedented extent enable the very architecture to be its own cause — to expand its capacity and release inventiveness. What is currently stored in its memory, are traces of internal actions creating a separate story. Instead of an architecture which is a series of pictorial references to other objects, values or realities, another architecture can manifest itself, an architecture that is a text and a record of events resulting from fictitious assumptions. It cannot be read on the basis of simple dependence of form (sign) on meaning, because traces point rather to the very action of writing and reading rather than to creating reflections of other objects or realities. In the ‘textual’ architecture what is decisive is primarily the reading of what is happening in the present, without determining selected patterns from the past or anticipated future objectives. So a perceived present has no future; and any past, which it may possibly recall, would be artificial and meaningless. When Eisenman states that such a present, “remembers a no-longer future”, he is referring to an artificially created future, which by its conscious fictionality does not already exist at the time of its being brought to life.

73.
The End of the Classical had a particular program and only slightly indicated strategies of dislocation of architecture, or the creation of ‘non-classical’ architecture. More specific manipulations were described in the article Moving Arrows, Eros and Other Errors: an Architecture of Absence, in which Eisenman drew attention to the role of the human scale as a primary source for measures and proportions inherent in any activities in architecture.
 In a polemic against this tradition he suggested a strategy defined as ‘scaling’ that did not assume any single privileged reference for the dimensioning of objects in architecture. The scale was associated with three additional modes of conduct:

– discontinuity, which problematized the state of presence (mainly in terms of place);

– recursivity, which was to be in denial of actions aimed at functionality;

– self-similarity, which undermined the principles of composition based on the ideals of geometry.

74.
Discontinuity was directed against the excessive attachment of architecture to blocks and sites read as physical forms, as manifestations of the immediate existence of things. With regard to the sites, Eisenman saw that they are treated too ‘statically’, while we can assume that among them there are not only objects which really exist, but also those that are traces of previous presences (memory sites) or presences which are only possible (future or imagined). A site may thus include memory, which is its unconventional source, while the same site may in the present show marked traces of possible modifications (which are its unconventional purpose). Traces of memory and traces of internal changes (defined as immanence) are in fact absences that — brought into frozen presences — violate their status.

75.
Recursivity is a polemic against the hypothesis that the correct solution of utilitarian aspects of an object is the main prerequisite for good architecture. Eisenman expands programming of architecture with the introduction of structures derived from, among others, literature. In this case they are nodal elements of three versions of the story of Romeo and Juliet and the actual sites in Verona, to which urban legends have attributed a relationship with events described in this story. Instead of a functional program, a program of a love story appears (‘program of Eros’), with the principles of the goal-oriented order replaced by openness characteristic of a text.
 The architectural design juxtaposes those objects which actually exist (although on trumped connotations), those which are taken from literature (Juliet’s house, the church, Juliet’s grave) and the relationships of content of such superposition (dependencies appearing after the juxtaposition — ‘immanences’).

76.
Self-similarity can be described as an attempt to make such changes in representation that an architectural sign (form) would refer to the interior of a textual architecture, to a structure of a design based on multilayer superposition. Self-similarity is to encourage reading of multiplied connections between forms and reflecting on a game of analogies. As the text resulting from the superposition of maps, plans, sketches and other drawings, is, since the beginning, not assumed to be oriented on one interpretation only, it therefore provides only possibilities of ‘open-ended readings’ without bringing them to a conclusion.
 Wandering is intended, when nothing directs the reading of the similarities between the shapes imprinted in the project.

77.
The description of the scaling strategy was completed in the text Architecture and the Problem of Rhetorical Figure.
 Eisenman has returned in this to reflection on the dislocating of architecture in terms of its outdated ways of relating to site. He suggested that the components of architecture should be regarded as specifically understood rhetorical figures. Its signs usually evoked values out of architecture, but if we deprive them of their previous meanings and perceive them only in relation to other signs, their value of free speaking from within their own established system will increase. When you superpose structures of accidental origin on the site plan, then the relationship between the real and the artificial may reveal an unexpected content. The result will be a text that will ignore the existing interpretations of that site, and will take into account unintentional suggestions from processes taking place within the new structures. Architecture will remain, although newly invented.

Similarities and differences
78. In the usual forms of thinking, justified in their fundamentals categories of Western metaphysics, Being was regarded as a primary presence, which is represented in the language. The problem, noted by the philosophy of deconstruction, was the lack of identity between Being and language, and furthermore, the dependency of what is regarded as Being on its linguistic notions. Such an initial observation has contributed to making language unprecedentedly the main problem of philosophy. Philosophy has become a problem for itself. The analysis of language (of reason, of philosophy), however, requires an external reference point, to stand outside language and philosophy, which is an impossible act. The study of philosophy by philosophy has thus become a detection of principles of thinking, hidden under the veil of obviousness, to put concepts to the proof in their boundary situations and pointing to what is ambiguous or uncertain. Reflection on the presence in these studies has lead to the detection of an increasing number of new forms of the absence.

79.
The directions of Eisenman’s theoretical reflection seem to be close to those trends described above. Issues of reality of architecture were a problem for him from a very early period of his activity. Even as happened in pure philosophy, these issues transformed into questions on conceptual (linguistic) foundations of architecture and its hidden rules, and subsequently — into attempts to disturb them in such way that it would not turn against it (philosophy), but would rather turn out to be its re-affirmation. Inclinations revealed by Eisenman in the earliest period were not associated with the philosophy of deconstruction, but with terms introduced by him to the field of architecture derived from linguistics (such as ‘transformation’) or topology resembling, however, procedures of Derrida who constantly ‘implanted’ into his arguments words and concepts of many origins to reveal a transient and dubious character of the whole philosophical vocabulary. Evans may rightly question the efficacy of persistently violating the principles of architecture by this kind of conduct by Eisenman, but he himself admitted that — although transiently — they were, nonetheless, undermined. It seems that such a temporary range of instability in this case was the most far-reaching goal. Freeing architecture from the power of its own assumptions could make sense only if they would be revealed and undermined, but ultimately also preserved. Eisenman, like Derrida, never built simple denials for existing dependencies of architecture, because they were mostly hidden returns to original states, without any change of even more deeply hidden rules.

80.
In Misreading ... Eisenman saw restrictions imposed on architecture by modernist aesthetics and directed his focus towards criticism of its rules on the level of the metaphysics of architecture. Dislocation, as he defined the constant movement of objectives and forms in architecture, was considered as a suppressed, but decisive factor of any architectural location.
 Particular wrongdoings were assigned to modernist architecture that “has retreated from its project of creating new possibilities of form, retreated, that is, from dislocation, and placed itself in the service of institutions, therefore in the service of perpetuating the current metaphysics of architecture”.
 In his opinion, the act of architecture had to be re-defined as a dislocation. The previous rules of this field (such as storing or housing) were not questioned, but were recognized as constantly changing. At the same time several conditions of deconstruction were fulfilled: objectives of architecture were defined on their metaphysical level and redefined taking into account a change factor suppressed by the institutionalization. Dislocation (change) drew from the busiest component of architecture, that is, from its reflection. “In its metaphysical state architecture is a conceptual reflection of physical presence, an ‘absence’ in a material sense.”
 Despite Eisenman’s self-criticism due to overuse of some of his concepts, the presented use of the category of absence was within the capabilities of the philosophy of deconstruction. Randomness of the meanings of words, and often even their one-time use, is almost an ideal for this philosophy.

81.
When the subject of philosophy becomes the creation of the world (or what is considered the world) by the power of words (or rather, of their aesthetic values), and at the same time its research tools are the next words that teeter between a source metaphor (of a great cognitive power) and its clarification — cognitively weaker, but also subjected to aestheticizing manipulations of rhetoric (consisting in the restraining of imagery) — then any reflection can be accused of being a literary fiction (even fictionalization). In the spirit of the idea that philosophy is an area of mystification and creation of appearances, Eisenman has analysed several existing architectural ‘fictions’: first, the illusion that architecture achieves its meaning by representing external objects; second, that it realizes truths dictated by reason; and third, that by its rooting in history it is able to determine its aesthetics correctly. In a manner similar to Derrida’s analyses, he turned against the recognition of the language of architecture as an area of representation, and revealed problems of sources of architecture previously indicated by reason and randomness of motivation in the selection of aesthetic features. Anti-humanism, that was characteristic of deconstruction and referred to the outdated structures of language and comprehension, found in Eisenman’s thought is an analogy for trying to limit the anthropocentrism and to enable architecture to develop according to its own ‘inhuman’ rules.

82.
Any demystifying manipulations of Eisenman could only result in creating new mystifications that differed from the previous ones only by declared artificiality, error and randomness. The weakening of the distinction between philosophy and literature made by Derrida and Eisenman has its counterpart in the procedure of implanting into the architectural design threads from the analysis of literary works. The arguments assuming that a work of architecture can freely point to its source (origin), do not manifest a purpose aimed at meeting simple human needs, and can develop according to its own rules and internal logic, virtually provide a good definition of both architecture and literature. The passion to demystify appearances becomes equal to the passion to create appearances. 

83.
What distinguishes the two authors, is specifically Derrida’s writing ability to conduct a never-concluding analysis, dodging what excludes explicitness, postponing any conclusiveness and stubbornly remaining at the lack of certainty. Eisenman tried to refer to a labyrinthine and palimpsestic structure of language, creating a set of layers in the project of Romeo and Juliet that could distract meanings and prevent unambiguous reading, but in the field of architecture he was not able to obtain a similar effect of complications of threads. In addition, reflection on the sphere of assumptions and exploring their groundlessness did not lead Eisenman to reflect on the tragedy as the basis of existence, the darkness of life forces or the bottomlessness of the void after the previous illusions (which is what had happened to post-structuralists from the ‘Old Continent’). Further deconstructive threads found their interpretations in Eisenman in his next period of activity, which began with the undertaking direct cooperation with Derrida in the project of the Paris Parc de La Villette.

3. Choral Works or Separate Tricks
De nier ce qui est, et d’expliquer ce qui n’est pas (J.J. Rouseau, Nouvelle Héloise)
(To deny what is, and to explain what is not) 
Edgar Allan Poe
 

Introduction
84. On 17 September 1985 the first of a series of seven debates was held between Jacques Derrida and Peter Eisenman, the pretext of which was the design work on the Parc de La Villette in Paris [Fig. 9, 15, 16]. A preliminary problem was that that the park was created at the same time without the persons involved in this dialogue. There is no need to seek all their irreconcilable contradictions to draw attention to the fact that the starting position was only the beginning of a sequence of absurd and perplexing events. The participants of these Platonic dialogues — in a quite literal sense, as they discussed Plato’s Timaeus — designed a park that was to ignore its users, in accordance with the intentions of the architect, and with the opposition of the philosopher. Potentially, it should be the opposite: usually from a philosopher we expect a critical reflection detached from everyday life, and from an architect a practical sense and responsibility for the compliance of a product with the needs of its users. In this case it was quite the opposite. The park was never made according to their plans, and several years later — as the only effect of this time-consuming conceptual work — a book
 was published that, as Richard Coyne has rightly pointed out, “is not after all an environment for having a picnic”.
 When, instead of the park, one obtains only shredded paper, it is easy to be malicious.

85. 
In the period between the meetings and the release of the book quite a number of comments appeared to uncompleted work, and its interpretation was formulated before the release of the above-mentioned essay.
 Philosophical or — as Diane Ghirardo assesses Eisenman’s writing
 — pseudo-philosophical texts were discussed by a group of extremely professional commentators, even before they had been collected in one volume.
 In this way, serious interpretations of arguments contained in Chora L Works had already appeared before the volume itself was printed. At the same time, it had such an inconsistent character that its final shape could in no way be predicted. The complication of this situation is reminiscent of the inscrutable sequence of events in Quentin Tarantino’s Pulp Fiction. 

86.
In the history of literature it has already been said that described events may not make much sense, but the beauty of phrases, the rhythm of words or sentences compensate for a surplus of other deficiencies. Opera librettos are often ridiculous, but everything still sounds good. Not so, however, in the case of ‘Platonic dialogues’ of Derrida and Eisenman. Their far-reaching disagreement moved to linguistic values and as a result the records of their conversations do not delight with the beauty of philosophical metaphors or the accuracy in the selection of formulations. The dominant feature are grids. Such a general nature of the text was quite unexpected, as both interlocutors at the time of its creation were probably in their best periods to undertake such a debate — in Eisenman’s writings themes and terminology proper for the philosophy of deconstruction had already appeared for many years, while Derrida had entered that special stage of his philosophy consisting in confronting such areas of human activity as literature, painting, film and ‘spatial arts’.
 As Jeffrey Kipnis has written:

A collaboration between Peter Eisenman and Jacques Derrida would be a golden opportunity if the chemistry proved right. Allow me to add immediately that the chemistry between the two was exactly right, better than one could have imagined. It was the right chemistry for the opportunity — the chemistry of gold.

87. 
Why, then, did this same author write several pages later that any hope for a productive discourse on the relationships between architecture and deconstruction proved futile, and the dialogue of these two authorities resulted in the withdrawal of decisions, only sustaining conflict and exchanges full of hypocrisy, that nonetheless did not exclude an intimate friendship between the two partners of the discussions?
 Moreover, this infertility (which did not beget any progeny) brought nothing that could be called an offspring?
 There are no simple answers to these questions. Despite willingness to provide them, it is only possible to follow the course of arguments of the leading authors and discover — as suggested by Richard Coyne — human emotions and personalities behind the most serious of the views.
 It is as equally an unsatisfactory explanation as to say that rational statements consist of words reflecting the speech act that is only a modulated breath. 

88. 
The situation of several months of well-organized collaboration of the greatest — after Heidegger — philosopher of the second half of the twentieth century with an architect of powerful theoretical achievements and a great absorption in philosophical issues of architecture calls for special attention. The effects of this cooperation cannot be examined in a traditional way, because a specific ‘diffusing’ nature of the philosophy of deconstruction rests on them. The sense is subjected here to ‘dissemination’,
 not to concentration. Taking a more traditional stance against the analysed phenomenon, we can also talk about the researcher’s need to make a mistake typical of Salgarism. As Umberto Eco wrote: “When the characters in Emilio Salgari’s adventures escape through the forest, pursued by enemies, and stumble over a baobab root, the narrator suspends the action in order to give us a botany lesson on the baobab”.
 Similarly, when you try to create a commentary on Derrida’s dialogue with Eisenman, the only option is to follow the threads of successive statements of these authors and translate them into linguistic forms of greater intelligibility. The whole should start from a presentation of the unusual shape of the book Choral Works which was finally published in 1997.

89.
The book is in the format of a square with sides of 22 cm, comprising 212 pages, and is riddled by series of square holes. Of those, 9 pierce the book in a diagonal order through the first half of the volume where you can encounter a table of contents (sic!). Another 10 holes pierce the second half of the book in two horizontal rows. The holes are approximately 1 cm2 in size and are a repetition of hollows in the site intended by the project of the management of the park. The book is (partly) a model for the project. As Coyne has noted, the volume is a continuation of experiments with the form of a book made by Derrida of the work entitled Glas, in which the text was arranged in two columns: the left devoted to Hegel, the right to Genet.
 Each column is accompanied by notes and comments which further disrupt their continuity. The texts Glas and Chora L Works, although to a varying degree, seriously hamper not only the usual way of reading, but also the understanding of the texts’ merits. In Glas the reading of two parallel courses of analysis completely prevents the understanding of the sense, because this manner of following the lines of argument goes beyond an ordinary ability for the concentration of attention. Through the very analysis the thread about the authorship of a literary (or philosophical) work shows itself to obscure the meaning even further. The inability to establish the authorship (what is proven even in the case of autobiography) corresponds to the difficulties in establishing the meaning of the whole. Chora L Works presents a somewhat milder version of this kind of typography, but the holes often do not allow us to read whole words and thus disturb the construction of meaning in the mind of the reader. The work has a great many authors and consists of transcribed conversations, philosophical texts, comments of other persons, and exchanges of letters between the almost quarrelling partners. In the background there are people whose speeches, for unknown reasons, have not been transcribed, and the book at irregular intervals is interrupted by design drawings (with varying degrees of diligence) and photographs of architectural models.

Transcript one (and others)
90. Apart from the less important components (such as Eisenman’s drawings for the Cannaregio district or excerpts from Plato’s Timaeus), Chora L Works starts from the record of the above-mentioned first meeting on 17 September 1985 in New York, also attended,  apart of Derrida and Eisenman, by Renato Rizzi (Italian architect with philosophical interests, Eisenman’s collaborator), Thomas Leeser (Eisenman’s collaborator) and Jeffrey Kipnis (eminent critic and theorist of architecture). The beginning was very elegant and inviting, what can be seen in the words of Eisenman highlighting the origin of certain aspects of his creations from philosophical views of Derrida
. To the French philosopher he addressed these words: “Your work has a special importance for me however”.
 Eisenman pointed in particular to the reflection on the question of the presence in architecture as directly related to the philosophy of deconstruction. According to Kipnis, uncritical functioning of the metaphysics of presence in human culture and the general pursuit of the truth, revealed in that philosophy, may be confronted with the preponderance of materiality in architecture and its Vitruvian ‘truths’.
 As indicated by Derrida, exactly where you can find the obviousness, that is where the uncertainty is probably hidden. Architecture, by its massive presence and its simply being subject to the principles of utility, durability and aesthetics, raises suspicions of the suppression of threads of absence and the hiding of the artificiality of its purposes. Materiality in architectural practice has sometimes been variously valorized, but in theory it has never been questioned in a radical way. As well, the Vitruvian rules were not always applied with equal intensity, but in themselves they were never disturbed by critique. This means that the theory, which architecture has become dependent on, became stable, and thereby architectural. Thinking — as a factor which is mobile rather than fixed — has become architectural (that is, has established itself), but the task of the philosopher still remains to conduct penetrating reflections, and he is therefore defined as acting against architecture (stability). This acting, however, has a place in the field of architecture, as confirmed by Derrida, saying: “Yet I have always had the feeling of being an architect”.
 

91.
When presenting his position, Eisenman introduced to the discussion other topics important for him: a polemic with anthropocentrism, the idea of textualization of the principles of architecture (as a sort of means of resistance to the centralizing tendencies) and the issue of representation. In his opinion, the architecture of the last few centuries was hindered by its unequivocal focus on the human scale as the starting point of design activities. Anthropomorphism of sources of architectural proceedings was not changed even by the modernist revolt that, by failing to make changes in this matter, revealed its own incompleteness. The human dimensions, the human way of moving or forms directed to the human sense, and biology create a kind of foundation of architecture; it cannot find its place beyond the human. Eisenman recalled that for many years he had formulated criticism of the preference for architecture forms that by their scale, function and aesthetics appeal to the human. He also drew attention to such features of traditional architectural aesthetics, such as the establishment of a hierarchy, shaping the composition as closed systems, and the use of symmetries or other systems based on regularities, which excludes freedom in shaping the architectural works. In his view, architecture is reduced to adjust to the awkward corset of rigid traditions. Eisenman's opposition was also aroused by the system of representing by architecture various values which were detached from it. Instead of developing their own language and speaking from their own inside, signs of architecture have created a complex system of representation (symbolization) of content from outside of the area of their strictly own abilities to create a message. It is as if music from a certain moment would focus on the imitation of the sounds of the outside world.

92.
In determining the means and ends, architecture inevitably centralizes its purpose, focuses on its own traditions and only repeats its own achievements. Eisenman also postulates changes in this regard. In his view, treating architecture as a text whose marks do not symbolize and do not relate to the content of comfort, beauty or mathematical organization, will scatter its unnatural simplification and allow free reading of it. “Recurrence for the first time” (GS 109, 285) — debated ever since Nietzsche — will become possible. As an example of the use of non-traditional sources in order to create an architectural design, Eisenman describes the combination processes associated with the Romeo and Juliet project and the commentary to it, Moving Arrows, Eros and Other Errors: an Architecture of Absence. As characterized by the architect, the project ignored the customary lines of conduct in designing, and started instead from several nodal components of the literary work expressed in the form of plans of three fictitious objects. In the described design process there is no way to determine its starting point, since the beginning of the story of Romeo and Juliet was two ruined castles in Montecchio. Their story (it is unclear whether it is actually true) was relocated to Verona and there connected by an urban legend to a few actual buildings (Juliet’s house, the church, the grave etc.). The contours of the castles were then superimposed on city maps [Fig. 10]. The project thus became a labyrinth where some meanings distracted, and others appeared to be arising from the reading. In the work the reality of the project loses value, although the difficulty of transferring it into a reality is possible to overcome. However, its physical presence ceases to be decisive. Reading the work can start anywhere and does not have to follow in the direction of conclusion in order to create a meaningful, ending story. If that object was realized with the intention ‘to read’, the invisibility (absence) of a plan would be presented, and experiencing the object would be replaced by experiencing a text. The described project was supposed to be an indicator of how the ideas of the debaters could be transferred into the reality of a Parisian suburb, and doubts of Derrida were dispelled by Eisenman with his statement: “I don’t care if we make a garden or not. I mean, after all, there are any number of gardens.”

93.
Derrida’s contribution to the design of the park was the conception of Plato’s chôra developed by him at that time. Initially, it did not have a large connection with the actual purpose of the meeting. The relevant part of Timaeus (in Greek and English translations) opens the book, which also contains Derridas essay about chôra (in the first part in the English version and at the end of the book in the French version, in case the reader might be dissatisfied with the translation and was afraid of losing something from the original). During the first meeting, Derrida also summarized the main problems encountered while interpreting the enigmatic arguments of Plato.
 In the middle of Timaeus, Plato once again returns to the concept of the creation of the world and uses for this the word chôra, which could mean a place, but in this case becomes rather a place for a place, a habitat to contain. The Demiurge gives existence to the visible world, watching the unchanging paradigms. These forms of being preceded him; he, looking at them, names them, and makes them real. Beings of the changing world (rational) are a reflection of unchangable beings. Eidos is an eternal being, the actual world is its copy. Up to this point Plato’s concept is unsurprising, but the philosopher unexpectedly states that there is something else: a third component — triton genos. This kind of being is neither an immutable eidos, nor its copy, but is precisely a place (chôra) where beings are recorded. A fragment that talks about it cannot be integrated with Platonic thought, as it is like a foreign transplant and has already puzzled countless philosophers. Plato himself changed the language of his talk at that moment, and when discussing chôra uses metaphors such as mother, nurse, and midwife. It becomes clear that chôra is a different kind of being than those expressible in language; it is a kind of being, which can only be dreamed of. It is not eternal, but it is not time, it is nor constant nor variable. Chôra is a space that conditions everything that could have taken place, but it also indicates the process of that happening. It raises a reflection on the phenomenon of the separation of beings from models, of perception, filtering, and printing. It constantly returns to the tradition of Western philosophy, but also constantly separates itself from it and re-filters it. It receives everything and gives place to everything, but to everything it is totally alien, external, and pure. In his commentary on Plato, Derrida again seizes metaphors and speaks of the virginity of chôra. From a more philosophical point of view, he notes, however, that chôra does not receive anything and does not deliver anything, she does not receive what she receives, and does not deliver what she delivers. Everything that is recorded in her, is erased in the very moment of recording. If she is a space, she is an impossible space because she has no depth.

94. 
Chôra was the largest ‘Salgaric baobab tree’ on the interlocutors’ escape route from designing the Parc de La Villette. As from the outset, it had been stated that a simple embodiment of something that clearly locates beyond the cognitive abilities of a human would be a sign of anthropocentrism, it was decided to focus more on expressing the absence of this mysterious location. As Eisenman summarized it: the presence of the absence of chôra.
 Further discussion spectacularly highlighted the problems of translation of philosophical ideas into forms of visual arts. Derrida’s ideas initially referred to the emptiness, but this could not represent chôra, because the emptiness is also a presence. The philosopher proposed to refer rather to the structure of chôra, which filters beings, and makes possible printing and erasing. It could therefore be a space of sand or water, where forms representing paradigms would cast shadows on the sand or reflect in the mirror of the water. The crossing of a walker through such a space could change it, but it would not leave a permanent trace. This proposal met with opposition from Eisenman, because its implementation would result only in a simple illustration of the text, but not the problem. Absence would be changed into presence, non-obviousness into evidence. Paradoxically, it would be easier to show the absence with stones or concrete, and then the weight of the stones or massiveness of the concrete would draw attention to the denial of these expressive values. Kipnis had noted, however, that this establishment of a purpose prevents its implementation, and the situation could be changed by abandoning efforts to materialize the project and focus on the creative process. Such an approach to the problem raised Eisenman’s objections in turn, who made it clear that his intention was not at all the avoidance of the building. Ultimately, the materiality of architecture could not be denied. At this point of the discussions the concept of textual architecture entered the game, which Eisenman had tested in the Romeo and Juliet project based on fictitious assumptions, and in experience of the work related to the reading of its plan (although not its drawing directly, but by the penetration of the area). This provided a partial solution to the problem of making the sign of the absence of chôra, because, according to Derrida, chôra is also fictional and does not have its reference. The literary fiction of the history of Romeo and Juliet probably never had its real beginning (reference), and it did not imitate historical events. In Eisenman’s intention, if it could be realized in Verona, it would further distract the conditions of reading it. It would be a series of wanderings, redundant readings of the non-existent original. Chôra similarly constituted itself between logos and mythos — it is the opposition between those two possibilities. It is not rational, but it is also not a story with a beginning and an end.

95.
Derrida’s enquiry about the physical shape of previous architecture again caused a change in the direction of the discussion. Eisenman’s presentation of the Romeo and Juliet project (also on slides showing various versions of the plan) strongly highlighted the task of participants which consisting in finding figurative meanings or expressions for the rational and discursive ideas. Displacing the idea of chôra, which cannot be represented, into figurativeness could not be regarded as impossible. Presenting the unrepresentable will probably always be one of the tasks of art. What was discussed in this particular case, were: 1. simply illustrating the idea; 2. suggesting some values by increased exposure of other values, and 3. experiencing a text hidden behind materiality. In the final part of the first meeting a proposal was also put forward to make a part of the park inaccessible to visitors (as an analogy to the inaccessibility of chôra). In total, a set of ideas and options created a substantial collection, which reflects the current possibilities of art. Another six meetings brought more ideas, but they have not changed much in the status quo reached at the beginning.

96.
The second meeting was held on 8 September 1985 in Paris, and threads distinguished during it include discussions on attempts to include some guidelines in the design, which would help users of the park to overcome thinking in terms of representation or origin. Other meetings took place in Trento (16 December 1985) and New York (3 April 1986). Such terms, known from Derrida’s works, were introduced into the discussion such as ‘quarry’ (referring to revealing layer after layer, as in an open-cast mine or a quarry), palimpsest, and labyrinth. The question of gender was also mooted, as Plato had defined chôra as feminine. Furthermore Derrida repeated his reservations (already known from previous statements) about the metaphor as a way of expressing that which is devoid of relevance and at the same time inevitable. Because in this period he also became an author of a commentary to the Parc de La Villette which was actually realized by Bernard Tschumi, he explained the word maintenant used in this commentary, which referred to maintaining the architecture in a position like a wobble on the line. The architecture created by Tschumi would be disturbed and maintained at the same time. During the fifth meeting (in New Haven, 21 April 1986), Thomas Leeser defended the idea of holes in the ground (such as had been proposed earlier for Cannaregio), claiming that underground forms can be perceived as intended to contain, thereby having the same purpose as chôra. A new idea arose for locating an element in the area of the park which would burst its spaciousness. A sort of plate made of stainless steel was postulated, which would act as the famous monolith from the film 2001: A Space Odyssey by Stanley Kubrick and Arthur C. Clarke. Derrida, when returning to Paris by plane, sketched a drawing, which he described in a letter as a diagonally embedded solid frame resembling a loom, a mesh, a grid, a stringed musical instrument (in a sort of disc of piano, harp or lyre), in general — as if a machine fallen from the sky, a kind of a telescope or a camera.
 During the sixth meeting on 10 January 1987 in New York, the holes in the ground were discussed further, perhaps to be covered by glass or by a construction protruding partly from the water, or available to the public from the bottom, so that everything would be seen as reversed. None of these ideas, however, had in themselves anything really shocking. Although you can detect some of the authors’ satisfaction in producing those concepts, it should be soberly concluded that the only satisfactory element of the meeting was the confrontation of opposing attitudes, highlighting the insurmountable differences, and falling into visual schemes just slightly above the average power of expression. Nothing important had happened, but also nothing unimportant. After a report on the meeting, Derrida’s essay Why Peter Eisenman writes such good books was included in the book. It described manipulations for giving the name to the project. The philosopher, with some exaggeration, was fascinated with the idea of giving the title Chora L Works to the team’s actions, which reflected its community (choral) character, and at the same time talked about focusing on the problem of chôra. The final meeting was held on 27 October 1987 in the Cooper Union Architecture School in New York, where Derrida justified the understanding of deconstruction not only as a resistance to the principles of metaphysics (boldly referred to as a discursive form of religion) but also as architecture’s struggle with political forces, institutions of education, economics and culture. Those statements were perhaps intriguing for the students who filled the hall, but were only developed a little during those studies on translating philosophy into architecture. When asked from the audience, how he would label the cooperation with Eisenman, Derrida described it as “a double parasitic laziness”. This hasty, expressive statement has significant informational value. It seems that the provoked philosopher properly expressed the mood prevailing at the dying cooperation, when the inviolability of the confronted areas came to light. During the meetings both authors freely spoke of their previous achievements and beliefs, without making anything more. An expert would be justified in claiming that they had not learned anything that would not earlier have been a subject of the two writers’ statements. 

97.
An actual crisis in their cooperation arose a few years later. Until that time, the two main interlocutors were often invited to public appearances, during which they were expected to maintain their relationship and continue the dialogue. Derrida’s letter to Eisenman of 10 September 1989 and the response of the recipient, written a few months later, finally closed the possibility of further negotiations. The first text had some almost inquisitorial character (the author even asks about God! probably a Christian one?), and the answer came only after Eisenman had managed to suppress his surprise and negative emotions. If, however, we more closely examine the period between the end of the Chora L Works meetings and Derrida’s letter breaking further cooperation, we can find a statement of Eisenman from 1987, which may have been a factor preceding Derrida’s behaviour. In Chicago, during one of the next conferences on the relationship between architecture and deconstruction, Eisenman unofficially blurted an opinion, which showed a growing disillusionment of the conducted exchange of thoughts:

He wants architecture to stand still and be what he assumes it appropriately should be in order that philosophy can be free to move and speculate. In other words, that architecture is real, is grounded, is solid, doesn’t move around — is precisely what Jacques wants. And so when I made the first crack at a project we were doing together — which was a public garden in Paris — he said things to me that filled me with horror like, “How can it be a garden without plants?” or “Where are the trees?” or “Where are the benches for people to sit on?”. This is what you philosophers want, you want to know where the benches are… The minute architecture begins to move away from its traditional role as the symbolization of use, is where philosophy starts to shake. Because it starts to question its philosophical underpinnings and starts to move it around and suggests that what is under philosophy may be architecture and something that isn’t so nice. In other words, it’s not so solid, it’s not so firm, it’s not so constructed.

98.
Derrida’s letter was created as a form of participation in a meeting organized by Joseph Hillis Miller, an American literary scholar and an expert in deconstruction at the University of California in Irvine. It is not clear why the philosopher did not come to that meeting or record his speech on audio cassette. The letter merely explains substantive reasons for his absence. Derrida suggests only that he will be absent, because the issue of further cooperation becomes embarrassing for him and a direct discussion would impede the asking questions by him and the free answering by his interlocutor. The first of his accusations in the letter related the overuse by Eisenman of the category of absence, which in his writings evaded most of the complexities that absorbed the thinker. The architect, explaining the use of his simplifications, referred to the so-called misreading (that is an inherent impossibility of fully understanding something), but he just mistakenly understood subtleties of this category.
 

99. 
Asking about God is even more disturbing. The question was asked after suggestions that Eisenman was stuck in Judaic transcendentalism. Derrida suggests that if the architect would build a temple, then a breach in architecture done by him would not prove to be so great. This would mean that it cannot be dispersed in the same way as the meaning in a literary or philosophical text. But is that how Derrida’s suppositions should be understood?

100.
Incompatibility of architecture and philosophy is supposedly proved by Eisenman’s lack of understanding for chôra. “I am not sure that you have detheologized and deontologized chôra in as radical a way as I would have wished (chôra is neither the void, as you suggest sometimes, nor absence, nor invisibility, nor certainly the contrary from which there are, and this is what interests me, a large number of consequences).”
 Perhaps there is in architecture something permanent, untranslatable and irremovable, and now should be revealed? The philosopher alludes that he behaved with restraint during their previous cooperation and urged Eisenman towards changes in the spirit of deconstruction, because he did not feel the need to remove the foundations from architecture. It is not certain, however, whether his words should be understood in that way. We can only speculate that this discipline is a system of references that must remain intact in its conceptual framework. It is possible that he meant that such words as ‘standing’, ‘lying’, ‘long’, ‘short’, ‘placed’, ‘erected’ cannot be removed from the dictionary.

101.
Derrida also asked whether their collaboration had changed something in Eisenman’s architecture. Perhaps it was disturbed by the absence rather than by any presence? Perhaps it was more vulnerable to the dull sound of spoken words rather than to the words themselves? What resounds now in Eisenman’s work? The sound of the words as strong as a bell, or rather glass that deprives things of their aura? Derrida looks at the issue from the perspective of the views of Walter Benjamin and expresses concern that Eisenman’s architecture is ‘glass’, i.e. radicalized in its modernism, hiding spiritual poverty. That poverty (or barbarism) cannot be clearly assessed, as it has already become shared by the majority. Abandoning the principle of humanism, as had been done so willingly by the architect, is not, in this context, commended by Derrida. Following Benjamin further, the philosopher also asks if Eisenman is aware that a contemporary work of art and architecture can be understood only as a ruin? This is — probably — a question of having destroyed so many traditions that any further step should be merely a conservative reflection on the presence, but with the presence this time understood as what is current. Then finally, Derrida undermines the faith in posthumanistic (or actually, inhuman) architecture and extraterrestrial architecture without architecture. 

102. 
The allegations of the philosopher seem to be strong and convincing, but Eisenman’s answer given in the texts Post /El cards. A reply to Derrida and Separate tricks contains valuable explanations. The architect points out that Derrida’s questions have a philosophical nature and in the area of architecture they cannot be answered. Thus he evades the questions about God and poverty.
 He also notes that some deconstructive aspirations cannot be reproduced in architecture the language of which is not susceptible to manipulations similar to poetic actions. He makes a clear objection that Derrida did not consistently think through implications of deconstruction in architecture. He wrote: “in architecture deconstruction leaves your hands, [Jacques]”.
 Indeed, Eisenman very consistently encloses himself in the area of architecture only and does not allow the managing of it from outside either by the old traditional values of the Vitruvian triad or by philosophical considerations. For this reason, he adds: 

For me to toe the party line is useless; for in the end, Jacques, you would be more unhappy with an architecture that illustrates deconstruction than with my work, wherein the buildings themselves become, in a way, useless — lose their traditional significance of function and appropriate an other aura, one of excess, of presentness, and not presence.
 
103.
The architect admits that it is possible that he errs in matters of deconstruction, and indeed he has previously proclaimed: “Perhaps what I do in architecture, in its aspirations and in its fabric, is not what could properly be called deconstruction”.
 This statement may be true, but, looking from the outside, a researcher rather finds arguments in favour of the architect than the philosopher. Firstly, he fulfils the condition of deconstruction of focusing on the issue of the foundations and the awareness of architecture, its autonomous signs, their mutual relationships and the possibility of speaking its own system from inside (without reference to external ‘literature’). Secondly, if you agree with John F. MacArthur, that “deconstruction in architecture posits an experience of absence”,
 then Eisenman’s extended reflection on this subject also confirms the validity of his beliefs. Thirdly, if — again Macarthur — we assume that we are dealing here with the “architecture in which the absence of humanist concepts of the subject can be palpably experienced”,
 then we must recognize that this topic also strongly belongs to the philosophy of deconstruction.

104.
There are still two of Derrida’s reservations to reconsider: the overuse of the category of presence and the absence of aura. Eisenmann does not position himself unreservedly as a modernist architect, so some allegations of creating architecture without aura (let’s call it — following the suggestion of the philosopher — a ‘glass architecture’) almost immediately do not concern him.
 Eisenman’s architecture attempts to bypass the old (called by him ‘classic’) and new (modernist) traditions and to write his text ‘next to’ addressing functions, meanings (messages) relating to all kinds of ideologies coming from outside of architecture, and structures based on unconscious habits (like harmonies or symmetries), and to oppose the aesthetics of the commonly understood beauty (order and ‘prettiness’). After questioning the existing prejudices (presumptions) you may ask: what makes a positive program of Eisenman’s architecture? According to this author, in architecture, apart from the dialectic of presence-absence, there is a third condition, which is neither a presence nor a complementary absence (i.e. a lack of a source base). This condition is referred to as a presentness, so that it no longer reflects the opposition of form-function, is neither a particular use of sign nor a raw existence of reality, but is a state of exaggeration (of overabundance, of excess) between the sign and the Heideggerian ‘Being’.
 Something in-between, a state that is associated with forming (e.g. in creative processes) and the becoming aware (thus also in a discourse) of the occurrence of architecture. Maintaining a strong link between form and function, or between Being and sign causes an excess of something else to be suppressed. Acting without the protection of tradition and awareness of tradition does not interfere with the creation of a real, functional architecture, however, it is a creation of a different aura. Getting rid of prejudices, of acquired habits causes tremors, ‘the concern and fear’ — and they are the aura of the architecture of Eisenman. Architecture trembles like chôra when separating the beings.

Presentness is the possibility of another aura in architecture, one not in the sign or in being, but in a third condition. Neither nostalgic for meaning or presence nor dependent on them, this third, non-dialectical condition of space exists only in an excess that is more, or less, than the traditional, hierarchical, Vitruvian preconditions of form: structure, function, and beauty. This excess is not based on the tradition of plenitude. This condition of aura is perhaps something that also remains unproblematized in your work, despite your protestations to the contrary. I believe that by virtue of architecture’s unique relationship to presence, to what I call presentness, it will always be a domain of aura. After all, aura is presence of absence, the possibility of a presentness of something else. It is this else that my architecture attempts to reveal.

105.
Presentness — in the opinion of Eisenman — is not far from what Derrida defines as ‘undecidability’.

106.
An attempt to summarize the cooperation within the Chora L Works is contained in Eisenman’s essay Separate Tricks, written in 1989 and included in the volume in question. The author uses in it the concept of sign taken from Derrida’s philosophy, meaning a kind of primeval writing, a record of something other than the presence. He defines his architecture as invariably seeking a trace, which was reflected by his categories of formal absolutes, deep structure, conceptual architecture, decomposition or textual architecture. The idea of trace can also be recognized in buildings developed by him: in the contour of the missing column in House I, in the unnecessary supporting construction in House II, the sophisticated superficiality in House IV, the absent centre in House X, the inaccessible void in House 11a, the holes in the ground in the Cannaregio district, the artificial excavations in Berlin, and the scaling of the Romeo and Juliet project. The lack of the presence in those works pointed to “the sustained development of a search for the signs of absence within the necessary presence of architecture”.
 

107.
Eisenman’s earlier achievements were also marked by the tendency to blur the authorship. When it came to cooperating with Derrida this aspect of his work also manifested itself. To assign authorship to the ultimate ideas of Chora L Works is not possible, but it was also not possible during the course of the meetings, because each of the proposals was rooted in the author’s subjectivity. Eisenman constantly referred to definitions, concepts and names that were inspired by more general philosophical discourses. This did not prevent the establishment of separate tricks by the partners of the debate. Eisenman had no doubt that he brought a necessary competence to the discussion and during the exchange of views he did not have to draw directly on Derrida’s achievements. Whatever the latter introduced was already in some form a subject of previous interest to Eisenman. 

108.
A proof that deconstruction is only a name for phenomena that were recognized long before is Edgar Allan Poe’s story The Black Cat, in which the main character is haunted by an image of a cat killed by him earlier. For obvious reasons, the image on the plaster of the burnt house is not a trace of a purely material presence, but is rather a trace of absence. The protagonist and the reader are not able to respond with sufficient certainty as to what is the source of the ‘relief’ on the wall. Uncertainty is an adequate response to such a kind of trace. According to Eisenman, similar traces can be experienced frequently in architecture, because buildings or projects contain in themselves all kinds of records, traces on an inner text of a given object. Traces of this kind point to something rather than being images of something. They refer to a possibility, not to a presence.

109.
The architecture of traces ignores not only the presence, but also references to the natural world whose shapes and dimensions have customarily formed the basis of architectural systems. While the earlier architecture struggled with nature, Eisenman puts forward the proposal to transfer the struggle to the area of human knowledge. Currently, it is the knowledge, or rather its outdated figures hindering the development of the remains of the universal system, which is worth overcoming. For architecture there are new possibilities in this respect. One of them concerns the concept of space. 

110.
In the traditional concept of place, what prevails is its relation to the natural conditions, and its shape is obtained by determining its dimensions. Nature is overcome by superimposing geometric symbols onto an original site: circles, crosses, grids, star-like schemes etc. The challenge for these methods is a reflection on the origins of geometry, on sources of knowledge, leading to the doubting of rationality.
 “Modern thought has found ‘unreasonableness’ within traditional reason, and logic has been seen to contain the illogical.”
 For the disintegration of the concept of site the conception of chôra is also important, introduced into the discussion by Derrida, which is something between a site and an object, between a container and a content, being neither a space nor a place. In light of these considerations, we can discover a non-place in a place and head toward atopy. There are different possibilities for coming to this state, including the replacing of real conditions of a place (its history, its desired purpose or scale) by analogies of these states. Eisenman has in mind here the earlier discussed ‘scaling’ or the layered superimposing of random plans and watching (actually reading) the meanings which are extracted (hence the ‘quarry’) of their interactions. The place becomes in this way destabilized in its presence; its conventionality and dependence on accidental circumstances are revealed. The design of the Parisian park was treated in this way, where a grid derived from the project of the hospital for Venice (by Le Corbusier) was used in the project for the district of Cannaregio, and coincidentally an almost identical grid served for Tschumi to design the park, and at the same time was used by Eisenman’s staff in the design processes of Chora L Works. The impositions of ideas put the real conditions of the site far aside.

111.
Chôra as a receiver which has the potential to continuously reshape itself and an object that is imprinted in it, also served to design the Guardiola House [Fig. 8]. The design of this object was based on two L-shape beams lying on each other. Oscillation or some kind of reverberation (disappearing vibration of waves) caused the beams to imprint on each other, while each one lost something of its original shape. In the final design, however, the traces of their transition states, which were imperfect presences, were contained.

Here, walls, floors, and ceilings, do not only contain and shelter, they also become a condition of excess, neither inside nor out, frame nor object, figure nor ground. The house no longer can be read iconically, because the traces and imprints which saturate the house have no iconic value, do not refer outward. Nor can they be read as merely the result of functional necessity. Rather, they become intelligible only by understanding their own internal, indexical logic. The resultant space is clearly different from the space of a house, even though it may function as a house.

The Exhibition Deconstructivist Architecture
112. Complexity in summarizing the cooperation of Eisenman and Derrida in Chora L Works is also related to the fact that even before the essay Separate Tricks the exhibition Deconstructivist Architecture
 was organized in New York and Eisenman played an important role in its devising. As well, a little earlier, a one-day symposium on deconstruction had taken place at London’s Tate Gallery.
 Materials of the meeting in London became the basis of the following special issues of the magazine “Architectural Design”, and finally of the large volume Deconstruction. Omnibus Volume. The problem is that, although individual thoughts in the essay Separate Tricks refer to works of Eisenman presented during these projects, they introduced a large numbers of opinions and solutions that were not an aftermath of the discussion with Derrida. This essay confirms the thesis that the architect developed his deconstructive ideas before direct contact with the philosopher, in the course of their meetings and after their completion, and also — despite his clear draw from the ideas and vocabulary of Derrida — Eisenman’s concepts are clearly situated ‘next to’ purely philosophical deconstructive thought. Significantly, during each of the public demonstrations of his work mentioned here Eisenman did not refer to the project of the Parc de La Villette. At the exhibition in New York he presented his competition design for the University of Frankfurt [Fig. 11], and in the collective volume the projects Wexner Center for the Visual Arts [Fig. 12], Guardiola House [Fig. 8, 13], Carnegie-Mellon Research Institute [Fig. 14], and two essays: Blue Line Text and En Terror Firma: In Trails of Grotextes.
113.
In Blue Line Text and En Terror Firma Eisenman presents a historiosophical concept, according to which modernism was only an illusory change compared to earlier traditions. Despite innovation in imaging and radical social objectives, what survived in creation and reflection was the understanding of metaphysics assuming dialectical opposites, and thus contrasting with each other concepts like form and function, structure and ornament, figuration and terrain. In each of these pairs of concepts one gains dominance over the other and sets a course of action: to define functions should lead to the adoption of certain forms, the structure is decisive and subdues ornament (a complete secondary), the idea of the shape has the right to treat the matter under elaboration freely. Modernist activism is an extension of an infinitely long series of treatments over the control of nature, while at present it is rather overgrowths of knowledge (resulting from processes of technicization of life) which constitute a social and philosophical problem. Part of human thought was now headed toward new tasks, and Heidegger’s reflections on modern science, modern technology and addiction for procedures, Freud’s and Lacan’s ones on the complex relationship between the self and the external Being, and in the end also post-structuralists’ and Derrida’s reflections on language as a tool over which the human has lost control, contributed to “the dramatic transformation of thought and the conceptualization of man and his world”.
 In many fields of science even their very bases were questioned by detecting their components that were unjustifiable and essentially uncertain. This attitude was not adopted in architecture which changed without critical reflection on its principles. The struggle with nature is still the main content of the activities in this field, and the symbolizing of this is manifested in its major forms. If we assume that modernism is a set of ideas about uncertainty, anxiety and a sense of alienation (invincible difference between human and the world), it must be said that architecture has not created its own theory of modernism. “The question must then be asked, why does architecture have such difficulty in moving into the post-Hegelian realm?”
 This is because the simple ideas about architecture as a structure referring to materially understood reality whose task is housing (shielding, providing shelter) still remain in the universal awareness. The main thoughts on architecture are usually an extension of the Vitruvian triad, only supplemented by new aspects of beauty, utility and durability. So what are the possibilities of change, or — speaking the language of Eisenman — displacement of what should be placed, dislocation of location?

114.
Part of the possibility of ‘dislocation of location’ is a development of earlier considerations of Eisenman. He assumed that architectural forms of location refer both to materiality (presence) of a building and its principles (metaphysics of shelter), which can be defined as absence. Architecture usually suppressed the importance of the disturbing of its focus on the materiality, although changes in the theory of shelter occurred almost constantly. The focusing of creative treatments on the world of ideas (absence) only increases destabilization which manifests itself anyway. Drastic experiments of Eisenman, taking place in his designs of houses, create serious obstacles in their daily use, but reveal the utility in its more original, metaphysical and phenomenological form, and also prompt their users to focus on the issues of inhabiting. Inevitably occurring dislocation (awareness) is just extremely exacerbated, even though it happens at the expense of abandoning or rebuilding of Eisenman’s houses. A resident, however, always destroyed his apartment and in this way displaced it.

115.
In relation to the earlier ideas, those which Eisenman further postulates are more subtle (so to speak, more deconstructive) than those from the formalistic period. Instead of provoking contradictions the architect proposes a mild penetration of the situation of ‘in-between’ by existing concepts, reducing of tensions, and exploring of border situations.
 A new state of architecture will be possible, when it will depart from the rigidity of its dialectical categories and it will start to blur, erase, and obliterate them. Containing (the basic category) is not denied, but displaced (dislocated) into the space between a place (topos) and a non-place (atopy), which refers to those actions which aim to disperse forces of a place (even by basing its designed shape on unusual determinants). The meaning in architecture was usually built on the foundation of a metaphor (a reference to what is familiar). Instead of that, Eisenman proposes catachresis (the use of more distant associations). He develops his earlier proposals of treating architecture in the rhetorical categories (with the rhetoric in terms of Lacan), where error or overuse brings out repressed values.

116.
In En Terror Firma: In Trails of Grotextes grotesque is considered as a form of catachresis.
 The starting point for this approach is such a rethinking of the Kantian sublime that it approximates the fear of nature to the fear of uncertainty. The release of suppressed fear of the horror of the world, nature or God and transforming it into an aesthetic fascination may be an incentive for a similar treatment of the uncertainty and the lack of grounding of the metaphysical foundations of thinking. The lack of certainty serves to make the awareness euphoric. Grotesque in this context becomes a variation of the sublime. While so far it could be related to denials of presence in architecture (overcoming of materiality, a weight, a solid), in a grotesque manifestation, it is rather a mockery of the matter (while being stuck in it), a deformity, noticing the ugliness in the beauty. Grotesque can also — constantly postulated by Eisenman — transform a design process into a set of actions ignoring the subjectivity of their author. ‘Automated’ transformations of figures in designs reveal the artificiality of the processes of figuration, their suspension between subject and object. It should be added that grotesque is also the sinking of those semi-automated transformations into meaninglessness. An architect proposes a whole range of tricks to trigger the possibility of emergence of a ‘other’ architecture, such as equating competing concepts, weakening purposefulness of actions or regarding architectural signs as being without external designates. 

Conclusion
117. While Eisenman distorted ideas derived from various fields, it is almost impossible to assess the correctness of his concepts. The architect has placed himself in a world postulated by himself, where catachresis (overuse) and uncertainty reign. But is assessment really impossible? Bringing the concepts and architecture into a quavering state may in fact pass subsequent stages. Firstly, the uncertainty is a constant state, although suppressed. It exists regardless of the level of awareness. Secondly, uncertainty is impossible to sustain, and when it is realized, paradoxically, it establishes itself. A next stage is academicization of uncertainty — and therefore the gaining of certainty. That was the way of things in that case also. Comments on the works of the architect began to be written not only by highly skilled critics and theory researchers (such as Jeffrey Kipnis or Kenneth Michael Hays), but also by classical philologists (such as Maria Theodorou or Ann Bergren) and experts on contemporary philosophy (like Andrew Benjamin). Their writing created a separate chapter in the study of the relationships of Eisenman’s theory with the philosophy of deconstruction. It will be characterized in the further analysis.

4. Architecture which mimics muted philosophy
Introduction
118. The situation in which such different disciplines as philosophy and architecture come into contact, seems to be artificially produced, poorly justified, and rather accidental. Research proceeding in this case is directed towards a description of historical circumstances of that meeting and characteristics of any glaring discrepancies which are revealed during a confrontation of concepts and practices of each discipline. The issue becomes exceedingly more difficult when it turns out that the original hypothesis of a transitory relationship was wrong and relationships are rich and complex. In the latter case, we should make an attempt to clarify the concepts common to both spheres, to specify dependencies and to provide examples proving the existence of connections. If we look at the sequence of events and the exchange of views between Peter Eisenman and Jacques Derrida in this respect, it can be seen that they focused largely on the concept of chôra, while a discussion in which other researchers were engaged — although it took into account this concept — also raised the question of a philosophically understood iteration. Extensive articles by Jeffrey Kipnis, Ann Bergren and Maria Theodorou were devoted to the concept of chôra in close connection with the nature of the meetings of the architect and the philosopher in the years 1985 to 1987. In turn, Hays and Benjamin devoted some of their statements to the issue of iteration and its relations with Eisenman’s attitude to tradition. An almost revolutionary intellectual effort of outstanding scholars — as before the intensive cooperation of Eisenman and Derrida — left architecture intact, which, though paradoxically, remains within the logic of deconstruction. Such an unexpected result prompts, however, broader explanations.

119.
The basic issue of the study of the emergence of the concept of chôra in the context of discussions about architecture is the question of relationships of this concept with architecture in general, and the architecture of Eisenman in particular. A haunting suspicion encourages the position that this philosophical problem is not related to the art and theory of building, and furthermore the story of including it in the debate shows that Derrida accepted it during debates with Eisenman only because of his then current interest in the topic of chôra. Why, then did the architect twice state authoritatively that he, both alone and in his cooperation with Derrida on the Parc de La Villette, was heading toward chôra?
 Kipnis, when attempting to answer this question, first reconstructed Derrida’s contribution in order to detect in the philosophical characteristic of chôra a regularity that causes that all architectural manipulations to be inevitably inspired by anachrony, analogies and coincidences. He also showed numerous examples demonstrating that the teamwork of the philosopher and the architect had such a ‘chôral’ character, and was titled Chora L Works. From the position of an expert of ancient Greek literature, the concept that sources of inevitable imperfections and disorders associated with chôra had moved to architecture was described by Bergren who was taking advantage of the tools appropriate to gendered analysis. Various forms of exclusion of women, according to this researcher, became a general model for suppressing, dissembling or locating — however, these phenomena never reach their fullness. Any change, or — as Eisenman defined it — ‘dislocation’ must refer to the characteristics of what has been classified as an anomaly. In turn Theodorou, in search of that ‘otherness’, used the texts of Homer to demonstrate that chôra was not always understood as a neutral container (i.e. in the manner of Plato), and by her descriptions she encouraged a more contemporary reflection on the notion of space. In a distinct manner, but parallel to the treatments of Eisenman who was willing to dislocate architecture, Theodorou pointed out that, in the texts of Homer, chôra (space) was understood as impermanent or not located, and thus as if ‘dislocated’ by nature, which legitimized similar intentions of the architect.

120.
Eisenman’s architecture to a large extent is a continuation of the avant-garde modernism which, distancing itself from the old architecture and creating its own rules, fell into a string of burdensome repetitions. To resist them was possible by reflecting on the very repetition and taking strategies to break such structures. Eisenman gave frequently changed names to those strategies. Benjamin summarized all of them with the term ‘duplication of repetition’. Another problem was still, however, the source of the occurence of the repetitions. Hays found it in the psychological mechanisms of release of tensions. According to that author, the repetition compulsion is caused by an instinctive attempt to return to some original state, which was not yet subject to interference and the pressure of external forces. Traces of a similar approach can also be found in the statements of Rosalind Krauss who analysed the motif of grid that was often repeated in works of modernist artists, and also used by Eisenman.

Chôra as triton genos, inevitability and impossibility
121. The concept of chôra, included by Plato in Timaeus, was the answer to a simple question relating to an equally simple matter, but with it a doubt arose from the realization that what we call reasonability, includes source limitations, and certain questions should not be asked because they destroy the base of thinking and of all Being. To explain why some questions had to be raised and at the same time should not be raised, we must return once more to the philosophical mythology. So, according to the Platonic myth, the world was created by the Demiurge when he was contemplating ideas (eidos) as models (paradigmata) of his creation.
 The questions asked were these: where did the Demiurge record copies? What was the space of his inscription? Discussing the characteristics of this place (chôra), in which the Demiurge recorded the material universe, Plato listed their extensive set. He also used a couple of metaphors that henceforth created difficulties which have proved impossible for philosophers to overcome. The place of the record should be neutral and does not affect the record. It seems a logical necessity. Additionally, Plato compared the container of a being to a mother, a paradigm to a father, and a copy to a child. He could use these metaphors, because they seemed only to complement the argument of a more serious philosophical nature. So what were the characteristics of chôra viewed from that ‘more serious’ side? The list of her characteristics should be begin with by noting that she receives beings imprinted into her and is changed by them, but at the same time remains free of change. She gives to all things an opportunity to become real, but is herself almost an object of faith, and can be thought of only as a dream. Before the Demiurge created an orderly world, she was chaos or a container of chaos, and because of this she was shaky and agitated by various things, and by the movement which also mixed them. She resembled a basket to separate the wheat from the chaff and caused that some things separated themselves according to their own properties. She arranged the chaos and moved its components before the first movement began and the Demiurge made the world arranged. Chôra mixed and arranged chaos, sifted the whole, and separated things (or types) before the separation.
 

122.
Metaphors, which supplemented the above characteristics, including a basket for weeding or a midwife, seemed only to bring incidental definitions of unauthorized literary roots. Any ‘serious’ interpretations — notes Kipnis — sought to discover a philosophical essence of chôra and to separate her from the metaphoricity of some elements of its description and from the mythological context, in which this concept emerged.
 This statement is introductory for an explanation of the problems emerging during the interpreting of the chôra, because any attempts to capture the issue led toward intelligibility and assumed that there were structures like metaphor/concept, myth/logos and, moreover, that it was possible to identify metaphor and myth and to separate them clearly from concept and logos. The history of the interpretation of chôra is then a history of logocentrism, while chôra cannot be part of that history. Chôra’s features did not allow its philosophical interpretation, because chôra is not, but also is not nothing. It cannot be thought, but it cannot be thought as such. The assumption that we can discover chôra’s nature causes its concealing. We can — says Kipnis — write about chôra, but it cannot be described, specified, expose or defined.
 Its description can be done in it, but will be prior to it, though after a fact of recording and before it as well. It is not possible without recording it, and it is only in a text, as well as before it.

123.
When reading Derrida’s intuitive insights, Kipnis states that they disturb the opposition of serious/frivolous, which is basic to Western philosophy; they distort it and make a philosophical triton genos. This happens especially when the French author juxtaposes content on chôra with structures in the text of Timaeus. For example, he analogizes the lack of Socrates’s commitment in the dialogue and his passivity with similar characteristics of chôra. Kipnis also takes up an analogy and says that chôra can be paired with other ‘indecidabilities’ described by Derrida, because, like them, it is neither a word nor a concept, nor a proper noun, nor an ordinary one, but it is a condition of absolute anteriority.
 This element of the explanations centred around two features: anachrony and analogy. Chôra structures records or events in a way that overcomes their instability, however, when it is an anachrony of Being, it remains an anachrony in Being, and it anachronizes Being.
 Because of this its neutrality becomes problematic, because although it apparently receives everything without leaving a trace, nonetheless things imprint in it, taking her features, so that it, being a place for them, also becomes their law. Furthermore, Kipnis adds that inevitability of anachrony can be extended into the inevitability of analogy; chôra also analogizes Being.
 

124.
A rule formulated by Kipnis is thus the ‘rule of ana-‘, especially the principle of anachronism and analogies ensuring that no chronology will be free from ana-chrony, and no logic from ana-logy.
 The primordial nature of anachrony and analogy does not mean that in a later time they are past; both are also the regularity of contaminating the proper (logos, chronos) by the improper (ana-logos, ana-chronos). The ‘rule of ana-‘, preceding the separation of the serious from the frivolous, disturbs such separation. As Kipnis wrote:

Today we think of anachronism as error or, at best, as a form of literary play or joke. We treat analogy as an illegitimate, bastard form of reasoning. Similarly, we consider coincidence to be merely a striking analogy arising by accident.
 
125.
However, chôra makes that which seems to be only a barely feasible alternative, into a necessity, in fact. “Chôra makes inevitability of what we call mere accident and error”.
 An order is possible, but it is also possible to track down in its structure a repressed instability, which prevents the reification of the order and puts it in motion. 

126.
Kipnis’ statements on the chôra allow him to describe the meetings of Derrida with Eisenman and to characterize a string of failures that accompanied them. He especially exposes multiplying analogies, anachronies and coincidences. The first relates to the difficulty in identifying Derrida’s competence in matters of architecture, because during the debate he at first said that he lacked any competence in architecture, but after a moment he said that he always had the feeling of being an architect.
 In the first of these statements we can see the idea that architecture is a practical activity, subordinated to metaphysical assumptions, but in the second that architecture is pure metaphysics. Kipnis reminds us (after Derrida) that in the initial parts of Timaeus Socrates similarly reserved that he could not speak about the concept of the state in his circle, and took the role of a listener.
 Within this concept, a proposal was introduced to organize a community in a way that “no one could recognize one’s child”, which Kipnis juxtaposes with Eisenman’s design strategies that involve combinations making it impossible to predict a final result. The loss of authorship by blurring the beginnings of some ideas also had a place during the debates of Derrida with Eisenman, when in a rapid exchange of views on this concept such changes were made that it was impossible to assign the effect to one person. Used by Bernard Tschumi in the design of the Parc de La Villette, the motif of grid or layered composition reminiscent of previous projects by Eisenman even caused a separate dispute over precedence in this way of designing. The architect also held the belief that utility, considered to be the decisive cause of architectural proceedings, is actually secondary to the deeper established foundations of the discipline. Similarly, in Timaeus Plato referred to the beliefs of people who took useful procedures as the main reasons. Kipnis’ attention was attracted by reach links and analogies created in connection with a numerical ratio referred to as the ‘golden ratio’. The conclusions led the researcher to form the opinion that the eluding of beginnings and accidental similarities, caused by the nature of chôra, marked the entire architecture and the series of meetings analysed here. 

127.
Almost in parallel, and even in some connection with Kipnis’ commentary, Bergren wrote an extensive article examining the relationship between architecture and philosophy in the context of ancient mythology and philosophy, and using reflection on issues of gender difference.
 The inspiration for him was Eisenman’s allegations against Derrida’s position assuming stability of architecture as a basis for the freedom of movement of philosophy. Eisenman — somewhat maliciously — described the anxiety that seized the French philosopher when the architect’s proposals violated the dominance of philosophy over architecture just in terms of the right of the other to instability.
 Relationships of domination and subordination between one discipline and another, understood as the general issues of power, have been linked by Bergren with reflection on the position and role of women in ancient culture. The author’s considerations are far from clear and show how philosophically recognized femininity, especially in the variety characterized by the suppressed allowance of movement, in various forms (e.g. ananke or chôra) recovers its share of power. With regard to architecture it implies that this discipline, assuming its cultural role as the bastion of stability (of placing or immobilizing), becomes — as Catherine Ingraham has put it — “the aestheticization of the pornography of power”.
 Such a position of architecture is not stable, since the ability to move, despite socially expressed resistance, is recorded in the deep metaphysical foundations of the discipline and shows itself as a result of deliberate actions (as in Eisenman) or in hidden forms, difficult to recognize. Yet it also — very often — permeates architecture as an invisible unidentifiable tremor or it occurs as a marginal form of actions in this area (e.g. in architectural eccentrics).

128.
Greek culture was dominated by men, but its individual elements seem to deny it. Mythology clearly combines femininity with rational cunning, awareness of their own rights and the ability to overcome limitations (creativity). Early Greek epic describes femininity personified by the Muses as a source of transcendent knowledge; male poets must compete for it.
 The Muses have knowledge and can share it, but the nature of this knowledge is uncertain: they may be telling the truth, but they also may be lying in a ‘truth-like’ way. This is because an intention and a rhetorical factor play their role in the Muses’ speech. These kinds of components, according to Bergren, causes the speech to become a combination of truth and its figuration, and it is never thereby explicit.
 

129. 
The myth about this how Rea gave Cronus to swallow not Zeus, but a stone wrapped in a diaper called a metis, demonstrates woman’s ability to manipulate the truth and its imitation in the sphere of power. Complex connotations of the term metis are a suggestion of key relationships between femininity and architecture.
 Metis is an act of power and a manifestation of transformative intelligence, but also a product of the transformation of material. It combines a word with its visual equivalent, but above all creates a trick (dolos), a perfect illusion able to convince each recipient.
 Duplication, which manifests itself in metis, is an equivalent of spinning, braiding and weaving. Returning to the myth, it should be noted that Zeus placed the vomited stone as a monument of the beginning of his rule, thus virtually establishing an ingenious prevarication as a symbol of the new era. In mythology, Metis was the goddess that Zeus had married and then swallowed. Their relationship gave birth (from the head of Zeus) to Athena — goddess of wisdom. Although Metis was oddly located and overwhelmed, it was no longer a concern to her female offspring. Stories of this kind record the process of forming patterns of conduct, but none of them is deprived of clauses putting the rules into question. A woman should be permanently placed, but she is not. As Bergren wrote: “Greek myth obsessively repeats that placement of the female is unstable”.
 A located wife — like Helena — can always move.

130.
Metis penetrates to the foundations of culture and makes marriage possible, but its certainty — impossible. Also not coincidentally weaving (prevarication) becomes a distinctive occupation of women, for example of Penelope, but also a model of all creativity in speech, architecture or politics. In all these fields we have to deal with oscillation between truth and imitation, stability and mobility, speech and writing, writing and drawing, but also silence and sound. The last of these unstable pairs of concepts is particularly instructive for understanding architecture. It has been recorded in the myth of Tereus who raped Philomela and then, to prevent disclosure of that fact, cut off his victim’s tongue. But Philomela used her own metis, and broke the silence imposed on her by weaving a grammata (images/writing) on a dress sent to her sister. Repressed femininity and silent material spoke, incapacitation (metaphorical immobilization) was broken. What was recorded in the story were the movement of material, its transformation and transmission of information were recorded. The humiliation was parried by an act of disobedience. For Bergren, it is identical to the actions of Trophonius who, with his brother Agamedes, built a treasury for King Hyrieus, but at the same time was pilfering gold from it. When Agamedes was trapped, his brother cut off his head to be absorbed by the earth and eventually he turned into a revered hero. The combination of their purely professional skills with their secretive manipulations for power allows us to see these characters as archetypes of architects. The theme of the story of Philomena (a precursor of graphics) and Trophonius is crossing the imposed restrictions and stealing the power.

131.
The new form of power has an intellectual and creative character and is associated with the motive of motion (transformation, instability), but also inherits its humiliating history. The architect, who is its representative, belongs to that group of artisans known as demiurgoi (doing the work of a human), whose social status is ambiguous like a woman scorned for her material work and only partly appreciated for her ingenuity. A Demiurge also shares other specifically feminine characteristics: he is mobile (as an itinerant worker), but after his conclusion of a contract he becomes located (placed) and his rights increase. His orders are in force, like the commands of a magistrate, and take the form of sum-graphe — something that can be regarded as a form of graphics.

132.
The homology between woman and architect, characteristic in early Greek thought, received its continuation in the philosophy of Plato. This applies with respect to both artisans (demiurgoi), who are placed by Plato on the outskirts of the ideal city, and the Demiurge — the cosmic architect, whose work can be described only in terms of probabilities (as if imitating the Muses), and whose construction is a falsified and sensuously perceptible material eikon (image) of an immutable paradeigma (model). Uncertainty is contained not only in the myth about the work of the Demiurge, but also in the work itself. The cause of irreparable imperfections of the Being (the Becoming) are features related to ananke (necessity) and chôra (place, space).

133.
The cosmic oikos — which relates to the second part of Timaeus (47e3–68d7), according to Bergren’s analysis — is permeated by an erotic rivalry reminiscent of the fate of the relationship of Zeus and Metis. This is because the created world is a mixture of two causes: nous (intelligence) and ananke (necessity). In an ongoing love affair nous rules ananke through persuasion (toi peithin), and thereby through the rhetorical talents of the Muses tells the truth and like-the-truth things. “This structure of conjugal subordination is the architectural principle and the principal architecture of the universe (Timaeus, 48a, 2–5)” — commented Bergren.
 In philosophical terms the submission, enforced by persuasion, concerns the regulation of movement, which is not made easier by the nature of ananke being deeply rooted in the foundations of the world, referred to as ‘wandering cause’ (planômenê aitia). Description of cosmic architecture must take into account the mixing of the two main factors and should not ignore changing relations between them. Shifts within the structure are reflected in accounts of them in narrative form. To a certain extent, the Platonic structure also applies to man-made architecture, where we must also deal with an intelligent originator, with matter susceptible to fixing (recorded as firmitas), with the truth mixed with a falsehood (venustas, poetry, narration), and a necessity which cannot be concluded (understood as utilitas). 

134.
The movement of ananke forces a specific shift — a return to the starting position and establishing itself as if a second beginning, reflected by both the organization of the Cosmos and the narrative of its formation. This second beginning, appearing as if after the creation of the Universe, is chôra, and the counterpart of its anachronistic emergence — a chiazmatic reversal of the narrative, referred to as hysteron proteron Homêrikôs (“a later thing placed before the former one in the way of Homer”). It is therefore not by chance (or precisely, it is), that Plato characterized chôra only after having given his account of the formation of the Cosmos. He returned to this issue in the middle part of Timaeus.

135.
In his descriptions of chôra we can see two kinds of attributes, one of which refers to its pre-cosmic state (pre-architectural), while the second refers to the time of the action of the Demiurge. Although, according to Bergren, both these types have anthropomorphic sources (in the psychology of marital relations and in the processes of reproduction), their origin is hidden so as not to reveal the divisions which have developed socially. Pre-cosmic chôra — though seemingly more active — was compared to a woven basket, in which grain was separated from chaff. She is seemingly both shaken by elements and shaking them, separating and differentiating them. In her there is a relationship between what is shaken and what shakes; she is an eternal entwining as untwining, and untwining as entwining of the four elementary genres.
 “The pre-cosmic chôra programs a universe in the condition of the trace.”
 Because the genres are heterogeneous forces, chôra lacks balance. “Her condition is one of complete and continous anômalia.”
 The situation changes with the action of the Demiurge. Chôra then appears as a container of the material Becoming, and its neutrality ensures that copies, which enter it, will be consistent with their paradigms. But could chôra change so much? Has it been completely pacified by the demiurgic order? Plato does not give reasons for such conclusions. The work performed by the Demiurge and its products, however, are contaminated by the mother, by her not-located femininity, the original absence of rationality.

136.
The concept of chôra has already been repeatedly referred to material architecture and the architecture of Eisenman in particular. Considering it, one may say that in an ordinary case, architects are re-producers and their architecture is another established copy carrying information about its intended use. If the role of pre-architectural chôra is not taken more strongly into account in architecture, its products will not become — as Eisenman wished — works of ‘dislocative’ architecture.
 Unfortunately, it seems that during the project Chora L Works powers of pacified chôra were mainly used. Where was the mistake? In Bergren’s opinion the cause of the failure in the moving of architecture was insufficiently taking into account the issue of chôra’s gender, its complex history and its specific powers.
 Travestying Ingraham’s bon mot, we can now say that the recognition of chôra as an eternal and untouchable place of forming of beings is “pornography of power-less-ness”.
 Derrida, refusing both chôra’s rational and sensual properties, depriving it of all existential qualities and emphasizing its passivity, actually records a story of social exclusion. In the family of beings, one became relegated to negativity. Along with this view, philosophy also establishes itself on the level of becoming mute, thus accepting a status analogous to Philomena with her tongue cut out. In addition, Derrida urges Eisenman not to reflect on chôra in architecture, arguing that it is an unpresentable space.
 Architecture here is persuaded to imitate muted philosophy. 

137.
An attempt made by Derrida to describe the chôra with the words “radically rebellious against anthropomorphism” is an intent as much motivated as impossible to carry out. The material universe or concepts of its formation probably do not need to be described using terms analogous to the human body or even using any known terms. Perhaps this should even be done without the use of language. But can the anatomically understood language also be described without language? How might a non-anthropomorphic language appear? According to Derrida, because chôra is not a being, you cannot create a being in its image. “What is being?”, he asks.
 A rational paradigm and a sensual emanation are beings, but chôra is nothing. However, despite the fact that metaphors are particularly inadequate to the task, they are also inevitable. In a not completely legitimate way, therefore, any other equivalents of metaphor, as, for example, a building, are justified. Although the philosopher stops the architect before representing chôra in any form in architecture, when he is put in the architect’s place, he forgets his objections and without embarrassment draws chôra in a sketch of a sculpture which could be placed in the designed park. His sketch shows something like a lyre, referring to the passage of Timaeus containing a comparison of chôra to a sieve (plokanon) separating intelligible things from sensual ones. This what not allowed to an architect, turned to be permitted to a philosopher. Eisenman does not leave the case not concluded and transfers the drawing into a fragment of his own park plan. A gridded hole, which appears in the project, is not radically rebellious against anthropomorphism, but at least there is no way to determine who is its author. Not established (and therefore not located), it becomes the ultimate metaphor for chôra in the project Parc de La Villette.

138.
The issues related to the concept of chôra, provoked by Derrida’s texts, were also developed by Maria Theodorou in her doctoral thesis devoted to the experience of space in the texts of Homer.
 The subject undertaken by her apparently seemed distant from current issues of architecture, but her analyses have been directed to describe the differences between distant archaic and later uses of the word in such a way that conclusions could enrich the contemporary understanding of space and increase awareness of the relationship of the concept of space with currently discussed issues of identity, diversity and gender. Theodorou’s arguments could also be of interest to the architectural field because they revealed the almost total absence of a contemporary concept of space and the condition of being stuck in unconscious habits of a previously unverified basis. Sources up to now have generally accepted that concepts of space date back to Plato and are marked by an understanding of it as a neutral container of beings, but also as a place where oppositions are born such as being/becoming, rational/sensual, logos/mythos.
 While one can be skeptical of the claim that one philosopher is responsible for creating such a well-used concept, it must be admitted that the subsequent approaches of Newton, Descartes, or even Kant simply perpetuated the belief that space had the nature of an abstract, homogeneous and empty container. With such a deeply rooted concept, a description of a completely different understanding can be difficult to construct and express because a great many other concepts became dependent on the concept of the space-container, and also use it in their mode of argument, or even their manner of writing words. Perceptive observations on the difference in the archaic relation to place were already included in the works of Heidegger, who noted its relationship with things: “The place belongs to the thing itself. Each of the various things has its place.”
 Conversely, Derrida saw in later Greek theories the difference concerning the concept of recognizing an empty geometric space as an occupied space.

139.
These insightful thoughts of both philosophers have been reinforced by Theodorou’s findings based on her meticulous analysis of the Homeric texts. Contrary to suggestions of philologists that the issue of gender does not affect the meaning of word, a careful examination shows that the female chôre refers to the experiencing of things, while masculine chôros refers to the experiencing of events. In both cases, in the formation of ‘place’ the decisive role is played by a body that gains its identity through the place. Odysseus shaped a bed in the trunk of an olive tree, and thus this bed is both his and the tree’s place. Not only the bed and the place are connected, but they also connect with a bodily experience. The origin of a place is located in a body, and the relationships between them are deeply internal, even visceral, so to speak. Such a place does not require an external container, and is also not permanent. Similarly, in the case of chôros generated by an event, it lasts as long as that event, although the time is internal to the event. Time is not expandable and measurable, but the event has its own time — motionless, comparable to fate. Chôre/chôros define experiences, and because experiences are single, they cannot be understood as concepts. Their current understanding is dependent on a degree of tolerance for individuality, diversity and transience.
 They turn into concepts linked with the fear of the unpredictability of anything that does not last, even thought. Thinking, like chôre/chôros, is unstable and uncertain, while everything else lacking these characteristics should be defined as after-thinking, or thinking of individuality suppressed in favour of generality.

140.
The convergence of the findings of Theodorou with the practices of Eisenman is manifold. First of all, she draws attention to the fact that architecture is perceived by that architect as locating, a concept which should be opposed. ‘Dislocation of location’ (displacement of what is placed) is perhaps the shortest possible definition of his proceedings. The issue of place was developed separately by him during the series of projects known as Artificial Excavations.
 Moreover, in the course of explaining his characteristic attitude we reflect on the issues of experience, especially the experience of intangible components of architectural work. Eisenman also sought to activate forces similar to those identified in the pre-architectural period when chôra functioned, and oriented himself to a creation of unpredictable qualities. Also, we can often interpret his actions on the basis of the phenomenon of the simultaneity of components of opposing formulas.

Tradition as a form of philosophically understood iteration
141. Andrew Benjamin has begun the analysis of the issue of relationships of architecture with place by saying: ‘architecture houses’.
 The simplicity of this approach veils the immensity of the problems. Architecture causes a place for a building, provides a form of housing and inhabiting, but as a system of images, states and expressions it is also a house for philosophy or discourses describing the architecture itself. Descartes in his Discourse on Method used a description of the advantages of a city built from the foundations by one person over a city developed chaotically from ordinary villages into a big city as an argument in favour of the philosophy of radically breaking with the past and being strongly based on reason.
 Such applications, however, are secondary to the fact that the most general architectural statements are regulated by the basic expressions of philosophy and the entirety of Western culture. Their generality (and therefore philosophicality) indicates that in the system of architecture-philosophy relationship they are not primary. The priority of one field towards the other therefore evades the possibility of being determined with exactness. In Descartes’ metaphor there is no way to separate pure rationality from lack of rationality, when in fact an arranged city is an image of reason, and the place of assessment of its condition must be outside the city, and therefore on the side of disorder and unreason.

142.
Architecture, similarly to chôra, assigns a place to philosophy, but with the separateness of philosophy and its tradition it marks itself in its nature. The element of uncertainty is disintegrating and dispersing, and prompts a continuous rethinking of architecture and philosophy. Practical by nature, architecture, paying attention to its singularity and materiality, is inevitably deeply philosophical. Returning to the above statement (“architecture houses”) we can note that, in its simplicity, it points to architecture’s crucial function and shapes the teleology of this discipline. “Housing, habitation, shelter, sheltering and the home provide the telos for architecture.”
 Architecture — as Benjamin developed this issue — “articulates and enacts that telos”.
 In its adopted purposefulness is contained an element so essential and fundamental that it can be freely combined with that which is non-essential (e.g. decoration). It can move into or depart from decoration without changing its telos. Even when dispersing itself in connections with non-essential matters, it continues to repeat its own purposefulness — thus making an effect that is always predictable, and necessarily repeating its function. Modernism — with the appearance of innovation — brought no major change in architecture, but merely brought that purposefulness back to its basic level. In earlier periods, that which was not purely functional has created a rich history of architecture, while yet always remaining a history of iteration of the function. As we can see, tradition is produced under the constraints imposed by teleology.

143. 
Reflection on tradition, which discovers the role of repetition and what is essential (as if an ideal essence), contributes to a change thus far impossible. Instead of yet another reflection on function, it appears as reflection on the repetition of function; repetition is replaced by the doubling of repetition — in other words, by a critical repetition. The awareness of the principle and its mechanisms partially deprives it of power and the architectural arché (telos) ceases to appear in terms of presence and moves into the world of representation. Reflection on that repetition is the same as resistance to the domination of tradition, yet it is not the annihilation of tradition. Stemming from the principle, tradition is continued, but its identity begins anew. In philosophical terms we can say that ‘The Same’ returns, but is altered; that this is ‘The Same’ for the first time. In the survival of tradition a change of its ontological-time dimension can also be noted. Its identity can no longer be incorporated into a philosophy of being, and its proper time can be described as temporary, with its identity taking on a performative character. The shift in the area of reflection introduces the essence of architecture in the state of absence, depriving it of the characteristic of uniqueness and multiplying its purposefulness, but it does not remove it. Indelible determinants of architecture, which form tradition, are moved toward a reflection on concepts, but at the same time are supported in specific buildings. Eisenman directly expressed a desire to “overcome the ‘complacency’ of tradition”, to engage in a resistance to its institutionalized forms and the need to reactivate its ability for dislocation — yet he never gave up material architecture.
 We can list many dislocating strategies (also appearing under the names of decomposition, scaling, re-presenting, excessivity or new aura) of this architect. The suppression of tradition has not then become a simple negation, but has turned out to be the cause of multiplicity and heterogeneity.
 According to Benjamin, Eisenman took a particularly demanding position to the ambivalence of form-function.
 

144.
Benjamin describes his position, which assumes a simultaneous approval and disapproval of the principles of architecture, as a “complex doubling of repetition”.
 In the first repetitions it would lead to the acceptance of messages of tradition both on the level of foundations and with respect to the most direct heritage of modernism.
 The second repetition would take a separate stand on the issue of the relationship of function with form. Eisenman, having the choice of deducing forms from practical commitments of architecture, characteristic of modernism, and the postmodern indifference towards functionality, chose a separate position focusing on the innovativeness of forms (initially independent from function), and, after some delay, meeting the needs of utility. After Benjamin we can say that the work of Eisenman is characterized by a kind of resistance to the ambivalence of form-function. Formal experiments transgress a certain restraint typically seen in this respect in modernist strategies. They come from the resources of modernism, but they carry out a series of permutation transformations on forms typical for it. Meeting the functionality is deferred, which should be understood first of all as the denial of using of forms symbolizing functionality. In addition, issues of the real utility are solved in a way that assumes the introduction of some difficulties when using and perceiving the object.

145. 
As Eisenman has put it:

The need to overcome presence, the need to supplement an architecture that will always be and look like architecture, the need to break apart the strong bond between form and function, is what my architecture addresses. In its displacement of the traditional role of function it does not deny that architecture must function, but rather suggests that architecture may also function without necessarily symbolizing that function, that the presentness of architecture is irreducible to the presence of its functions or its signs.

146. 
The architecture is questioned as occurring in recognizable shapes which are contractual symbols of specific functions, often already outmoded and not making utility easier. 

147.
In the above quotation the term ‘presentness’ draws attention and requires additional clarification. It is clearly inspired by the concept of metaphysics of presence and the philosophy of identity adopted by deconstruction, but introduces nuances adjusting findings of a purely philosophical nature to the needs of reflection on architecture. The presence in the philosophy of deconstruction can be related to any form of a basis of thinking, in particular to the being, and the same elements can be regarded as the absence when challenged. For Eisenman the presence was, among other things, the emphasis placed by tradition on the perception of architecture primarily in its material dimension, and as the absence he considered its suppressed, reflective attitudes directed towards the metaphysics of architecture. But we cannot create architecture only from doubt, and thus the term ‘presentness’, introduced by Eisenman, liberated us from the constraints imposed by the opposition of presence-absence and drew attention to the processes that generate the form, and yet cannot be captured in the material presence of an architectural work.
 In the design work a component exceeding the division between the sensual and the rational is brought to light, manifesting itself as directly imperceptible, but which is not a purely intellectual game that does not affect the materiality of the work. While explaining the issue of presence, Benjamin also used the terms ‘productive negativity’ and ‘immaterial force’ to mark the simultaneous issues of overcoming traditions, their continuity and their lack of connection with the materiality of the building.
 The main conclusions have constantly focused on the relationship of form and function, of which the latter — despite being undermined — remains central. 

148.
In the simultaneous presence of continuity and discontinuity what must prevail is a certain irreducible dimension of architecture, with the result that even the transformation of functionality, which raises serious objections, does not leave the needs of utility completely unsatisfied. The exhibition components of the Wexner Center for the Arts — although criticized for elements disrupting their use — bring customary utility, while in addition continually emphasizing their participation in the reactivation of architecture (even bringing fame to architecture). Presentness is this new addition described in Eisenman’s statements as ‘excess’. The excess in this sense is an overabundance arising from the scarcity (e.g. in terms of usability) and the denial of tradition (and therefore also arising from scarcity). Usually it involves an exaggeration in the use of materials, colours and decoration, and can be traced in unnaturalness, peculiarities and eccentricities, all of which can be identified and described as sensually or intellectually experienced. Excessivity in Eisenman’s work is not connected with the literal presence.
 In the Wexner Center it has more to do with the internal economy of the building; it reveals itself only in its action, in the experiencing it. The Wexner Center additionally transforms, thereby excessively, through the power of some excess, the tradition of the exhibition building or museum space. In any case, what was called presentness or excessivity has no material character, is not external to the building, and marks itself mainly in function.

149.
While Eisenman’s design strategies in many ways oppose the placing being understood as the immobilization or institutionalization of architecture, a place as a space for the building was also the target of treatments opposing its homogeneous character. When a usual design process treated the place and the buildings as being clearly understood, the architect includes the unexpected that leads to a complex reaction to them. As Benjamin has put it: “The production of the unpredictability is a fundamental element in the majority of the projects”.
 The unpredictability appears as an intermediate point between the formal values and the experiencing of them by their users. Eisenman had already predicted a manifestation of unpredictable reactions in reference to his houses and described it as follows:

In the process of taking possession the owner begins to destroy; albeit in a positive sense, the initial unity and completeness of the architectural structure. […] By acting in response to a given structure, the owner is now almost working against this pattern. By working to come to terms with this structure, design is not decoration but rather becomes a process of inquiry into one’s own latent capacity to understand any man-made space.

150.
Eisenman also used the introduction of heterogeneous elements into a shape of a place in his urban projects. In the planning processes he broke the relationship of the concept of site with its historical determinants and made its shape dependent on random elements to introduce functional solutions only secondarily. By such an action, a city could not be destroyed, because its heterogeneity preceded Eisenman treatments anyway. Whatever strange and foreign things he would produce in a developed area, the palimpsestic structure of the city had existed, in any case, prior to any strangeness and singularity. The fragmentary difference (otherness) was absorbed as if it were something natural, and the survival of the city turned out to be dependent on attempts to deform its sites. The interference in the location called out the original spirit of the place which had been repressed by the location. 

151.
Forms of repetitions used by Eisenman are complex and varied, but ways to explain this phenomenon in contemporary culture are similarly manifold. Hays, who devoted several articles to Eisenman, when interpreting iteration  in the work of that architect, sought inspiration in the definition of repetition proposed by Sigmund Freud and Roland Barthes.
 This eminent expert of contemporary architectural theories recalled that the drawing of many versions of housing project arose from concepts which had already been proposed earlier by Le Corbusier, Terragni and architects associated with the De Stijl group. The establishment by the architect of such a starting point for his work was not only a repetition of the formal qualities of architecture, but also a beginning of reflection on them. A thought — even if it took the form of a drawing — took on the characteristics of discourse and thus reduced the importance of the aesthetic factor. Together with the pleasure of the repetition resulting from joining a certain cultural unity (in this case, the unity of the Modernist style), it acted to bridge the aesthetic pleasure and the disappearance of the original sense of the use of appropriate forms of architectural modernism. Hays, who used specific interpretation tools, at this point discovered the same phenomenon of the pairing of opposing concepts, which Benjamin had written about. Eisenman’s proposals are simultaneously both an affirmation of modernism and its negation, as they both reproduce certain values and break with them — the forms he used undermine the usual meanings, but do not lose their importance. Although both authors note the survival of the real architecture, it is Hays, however, who states that at least mere drawings are guided by the logic of a fatal end. Permeated with repetitions, diagrams showing design procedures are a study of architectural conventions hiding behind those diagrams, thus depriving those works of the possibility of sensory experience and together create a mood of exhaustion and a withdrawal into emptiness.

152.
A similar effect is created by repetitions in Eisenman’s urban projects. In his drawing for Cannaregio, Eisenman used the grid taken from Le Corbusier’s concept for the hospital in Venice, which he then transposed onto the project of Parc de La Villette. He did so in full awareness that an almost identical idea had been developed by Tschumi in his work for the same park. With each of those repetitions the loss of meaning increased and the aesthetic reflexivity led ultimately to a mute emptiness of those textual works. Their bleached textuality already proclaimed only the absence of memory, and their signs not only did not refer to any external reality, but they also failed in their mutual relating to each other.
 Eisenman’s architecture from the beginning avoided (as Benjamin has termed it) ‘recuperative’ and ‘nihilistic’ repetition — in other words, the replication of values that have lost their meaning, and he proposed elaborated strategies for this purpose. Yet, there is no architecture outside of repetition, just as there is no sense outside of its next illusion. Thus, intended architecture does not return to a rut of an intelligible symbolism of meanings, but new meanings are devoid of human intelligibility and speak from the level of alienated objectivity. While it is not an insignificant architecture, it is no longer significant. 

Conclusion
153. 
This discussion, triggered by the meetings of Derrida and Eisenman, has brought out many unexpected observations on architecture, but has also validated Eisenman’s somewhat illicit aspirations to be a non-architect.
 In contradiction to its practicality and materiality, architecture turned out to be a discipline which is philosophical in its pure form. This did not occur by being inspired by philosophy, but rather due to the strength of properties of the field itself. Basic architectural gestures, especially the gesture of making a space, can be explained only by the language of philosophy. The introduction to discussing the concept of chôra by Derrida was unquestionably a matter of chance, but almost everything said during the meetings of Chora L Works (and afterwards) has diverse and deep relationships with architecture. Even literary and philological considerations, introduced to the range of issues by Bergren and Theodorou, combine with the history of ancient and modern architecture.

154.
Architecture — we shall return to this theme a number of times — is the act of placing, along with everything else that derives from the word ‘place’. The problem arising when studying the word ‘place’ (chôra) itself shows that it is a concatenation of three states: pre-rational, rational and post-rational. Pre-architectural chôra (compared to a not-located woman) does not lose its anarchic properties in a state of being located. What works here is the ‘rule of ana-’, as explained by Kipnis. Conversely, architecture, which is located too much (institutionalized architecture, as said in the post-structuralist language of Eisenman) falls into a state of post-rationality. The strengthening of tradition — characteristic of the established form of architecture — draws attention to the gesture of repetition of ‘The Same’ and awakens the desire for ‘dislocation’. Circularity appears, containing something of entwining and untwining, the weaving prevarication of Penelope. 

155.
Just as the nature of the location is not determined, equally unclear is the purposefulness (necessity, cause) which, at its inception, was referred to as ‘wandering’ (planômenê aitia). It also speaks volumes about material architecture whose purposefulness is also plural and unstable. The awareness of the heterogeneity of purposefulness moves into the aspirations of architecture to the truth, which — like chôra and ananke — is indistinguishable from a lie (weaving prevarication). Architecture can only simulate truthfulness, but essentially it is only a scam demanding recognition. Its persuasiveness is more important than its content, and a delusion is more important than the truth. Architectural tricks and strategies are recognized as legitimate and, thereby, take on a share of power.

156.
Returning to the term ‘architecture houses’ not only reveals the purpose /function of architecture, but also the inevitability of its repetition. The variability of the purpose/function brings no change to the principle itself, but over time strengthens the question of whether architecture cannot house. The case of Eisenman is a partial answer to this question. He is trying to break the sequence of repetitions of ‘The Same’ and move the place (dislocate the location). Benjamin’s contribution to the understanding of Eisenman’s strategy — inspired by the insights of Gilles Deleuze and Jacques Derrida on repetition — shows an intensification of Eisenman’s polemics with iteration (tradition), based on the implementation of components which were incompatible with a place of his projects. In his project Romeo and Juliet his approach consisted of a combination of various architectural outlines and translating them into a planning for a specific location. To break the compositions of orthogonal blocks in the design of the biological research centre in Frankfurt, Eisenman used, in turn, the model of the DNA code. In Eisenman we can note many more similar examples of the making an element, which is foreign to architecture, and is the beginning of design work. The counter-principles of those activities were similar: they obscured the beginning, prioritized syntax over meaning, and challenged the general through the use of the single. The place of these objects became something which could not be gathered together, and tended toward unstability through the loss of the strength of its connections — as Theodorou seems to suggest to architects. 

157.
The described sequence of events linking architecture to philosophy (projects, meetings, discussions) can finally be simply considered only as a revelation of the kind of relationship between those fields which is of particular interest for the philosophy of deconstruction. It thus is a story of the dominance of philosophy over architecture, not altogether legitimate, but difficult to remove, and of attempts to undermine the concept of the discipline’s authority which was more serious and discursive then the less serious and allegedly non-discursive one, in order to demonstrate the limitations imposed by the existing system of disciplines and to introduce both into a state of temporary suspension in respect to thinking.

5. Appendix
Architecture still writes Balzacian novels. 
Eisenman and literature.
Introduction
158. Without special effort it is possible to find arguments supporting the thesis that architecture can be seen as a kind of text. It occurs slightly different in a case where the opposite thesis is proffered, i.e. that the text is sometimes architecture — not an architectural theory, not a description of a construction project, but just proper architecture. Nor does it also mean that a text has an architectural construction, but rather that it constitutes architecture. Such a text would certainly be both a different literature and a different architecture. Eisenman’s body of works, among others, places such problems in the forefront of research of contemporary architecture. The procedure for argumentation of the above thesis should probably begin by recalling that “architects do not build, they draw” (Patrik Schumacher) and since it is a figure — in fact a kind of record, or letter — that represents architecture, then why should not a plain text — a type of prose, even if indigestible
 — be architecture. These kinds of arguments are, however, ‘half measures’ as the matter is much more complex. Any explanation must, however, begin by recalling that Eisenman is an author of texts, a selection of which (i.e. not the entirety) fills two solid volumes
 (excepting a separately published doctoral dissertation
), and at the same time he is an author of dozens of buildings or completely prepared (including models) typical architectural projects, as well as being a recipient of several prestigious awards in that field. It is, however, difficult for commentators of Eisenman’s achievements to determine whether those writings and buildings are separate things (some even declare their total mismatch) or things that mutually explain each other, are in a symbiotic relationship (understood psychologically), and finally — as was assumed at the beginning of this article — whether writings are a separate form of architecture (although corresponding to actual buildings or projects). Approaching the correct answer to the question about the status of Eisenman’s writing and architecture is made possible by considering several kinds of relationships of his work with literature. The first is Eisenman’s extraordinary ability in the field of plays on words — while not innocent, they are an expression of his efforts to break with the purposefulness of meanings. The second is Eisenman’s interest, in the early stage of his activity, in the syntax of architectural design, inspired by the linguistic works of Noam Chomsky and his transformational-generative grammar. His striving for autonomy of architecture, connected with his first designs of houses, was also related to techniques used in literary studies (including defamiliarization, as described by Viktor Shklovsky in 1917). The third type of relationship concerns the  transgression of attempts for the autonomization of architecture (as well as modernist aesthetics), and to take an interest again in issues concerning meaning in architecture. Additionally, conclusions of literary scholars can be helpful for explanations of this stage of Eisenman’s creativity. In this case Fredric Jameson has pointed especially to Pierre Macherey’s A Theory of Literary Production.
 The fourth type of relationship emerged when Eisenman began to create in architecture reflexions of historical or literary narrations — a kind of “stone stories” and architectural fictions.

Playing with words
159. The first, though apparently not very serious, evidence of Eisenman’s relationships with literature, are the titles and contents of some of his essays, where he makes use of anagrams, puns, homophones, homonyms, swapping the order of letters, and other means of emphasizing the partial meanings of language.
 Many authors have written about his penchant for playing with words, affecting numerous people involved in deconstruction (including deconstruction in architecture), but we should consider Jacques Derrida himself as the most competent person who devoted a separate text to that particular characteristic of Eisenman. The essay Why Peter Eisenman writes such good books / Pourquoi Peter Eisenman écrit de si bons livres is in every its aspect a disclosure of a labyrinthine structure of language, interesting for both authors.
 As noted by Jeffrey Kipnis, Derrida’s text takes the form of a letter addressed to Eisenman.
 The problem is that Eisenman received two versions of the text: one in the autograph (but unsigned), the second typed (and signed). Although the versions differ only slightly, yet it is enough to cause confusion. For example: the typed one contains a quote from the manuscript. These two nearly identical texts relate to each other, and the differences between them create additional meanings — such an observation is almost the definition of an important topic of deconstruction. Derrida, praising Eisenman’s talent for writing “good books”, at the same time is ironic about this, because in one of his first works he included a critique of the all-embracing characteristics of books — yet here, he praises, nevertheless, the talent for ‘other’ writing and of ‘other’ architecture.
 He is not easily bound by that irony, as he explains that Eisenman’s books certainly are no longer books. They do not contain aesthetic statements, and even transgress what is human. They are; they are not; they transgress. That’s the whole of Derrida.

160.
Derrida’s text, while warm and kind-hearted, appears simultaneously as coldly logical. Because deconstruction is probably infectious (the philosopher wrote about viruses and parasites), you can add that the text is cold, because it concerns Eis(en)man.
 The title (and thus the very beginning) mocks the chapter of Nietzsche’s book Ecce Homo titled Warum ich so gute Bücher Schreibe. Though the author claims he does not wish to write about Eisenmann as an ‘anti-Wagnerian’ or ‘Nietzschean’ architect, he nonetheless points out that Nietzsche’s Menschliches. Allzumenschliches can be compared to the questioning in the writings of that architect, and his “all too human” attachment to the human scale in designing and his attempts to destabilize humanism and anthropocentrism.

161.
A pre-text of this text was a series of meetings of Derrida and Eisenman during their joint designing of the Parc de La Villette in Paris. As Derrida wrote in this essay, initially he was convinced of the superiority of his discursive reasons confronted with the “non-discursive” architecture, however, in the course of this contact with Eisenman he accepted the uniqueness of his architecture and its subordination to “conditions of discourse, grammar, art and semantics”. It seems that Eisenman, in not moving away from architecture (nor becoming its unproductive theoretician), “opens a space in which two writings, the verbal and the architectural, are inscribed, the one within the other, outside the traditional hierarchies”.

What Eisenman writes ‘with words’ is not limited to a so-called theoretical reflection on the architectural object, which attempts to define what this object has been or what it ought to be. Certainly this aspect is to be found in Eisenman, but there is still something else, something that does not simply develop as a metalanguage on (or about) a certain traditional authority of discourse in architecture. This may be characterized as another treatment of the word, of another ‘poetics’, if you like, which participates with full legitimacy in the invention of architecture without submitting it to the order of discourse.
 
162.
In Eisenman’s activity many solutions are combined with words, with linguistic plays and games, which, although ceasing to be serious, do not become frivolous or null and void. The situation of a suspension between the seriousness and unseriousness is crucial for understanding the proceedings of this artist. In relation to still other issues, Andrew Benjamin has described his actions as ‘resisting ambivalence’. 
163.
An excellent example of Eisenman’s ability to linguistically embrace complex issues is, according to Derrida, a short eleven-letter title summarizing their cooperation, created by the architect. A title that met several conditions was necessary: for brevity, stemming from the centre of their joint activities, but also one which contained in itself information about the randomness of the meetings of a philosopher and an architect. Eisenman suggested the title Chora L Works, according to Derrida’s suggestion that the starting point for their cooperation could be his analysis of the concept of chôra contained in Plato’s Timaeus. Chora L spoke of the join ‘choral’ work, and at the same time the separation of the letter L made the title spatial, pointing to the participation of an architect. Singing, used to describe the conversations presented here, can be understood as a characteristic of a way of expression, having artistic features and transgressing the purely rational dimension of the discourse. Derrida contemplated different versions of the meanings of the term Chora L Works, focusing strongly on its ‘musicality’. 

164.
This category was also called to mind when, in turn, Derrida was asked to offer his contribution to the summary of the cooperation. In one particularly obscure point where Plato refers to the term chôra, there is a fragment using the metaphor of a sieve (plokanon, 52e), separating or inducing the vibration forces which produce themselves — leading Derrida to suggest a setting of metal sculptures resembling a lyre in the Parc de La Villette. This grid object would stand neither vertically or horizontally, but diagonally. Such a manner of installation would refer to the fact that chôra (place) is in motion and a filtering ‘takes place’ in its course, but yet the place itself remains “inaccessible, impassive, ‘amorphous’ (amorphon, 51a)”. The ambiguity of this passage is reflected in Kipnis’ comment proclaiming that chôra could not be thought of.
 In times when philosophy and art question representation, Derrida’s proposal was probably a mistake. Eisenman applied Derrida’s proposal to his own project in such a way that he doubled his drawing inscribing “a small lyre within a large one”. Their ideas were layered and thus beside the word ‘lyre’ appeared the word ‘layer’, an idea which gained dominance throughout the project. This project consisted of the original project area under consideration — that is, the proposal of Eisenman and Derrida’s joint cooperation — but was also connected to earlier, very similar projects of Eisenman for the Cannaregio district of Venice, as well as equally similar current proposals by Bernard Tschumi. The ‘lyre’ transformed into a ‘layer’ could even be considered to be a subtitle for Chora L Works. An event, grasped as a narrative, creates a lyrical story, and this story captivates through the lying power of art. “The truth of the work lies in this lying strength, this liar who accompanies all our representations.”
 Layers create palimpsest, in which the truth does not find its support in the source or intentional presence of meaning. “The lie is without contrary.”

165
This part of Derrida’s considerations, in which he recalls his beliefs about the truth, allow him to focus on similar suggestions contained in the title of Eisenman’s essay Moving Arrows, Eros and Other Errors. A lie does not introduce an error but is a ‘moving error’, and is “at once finite and infinite, random and programmed”. Eisenman’s essay refers to the story of Romeo and Juliet, to which both partners once devoted considerable attention. This is a love story (hence the term ‘Eros’) which is a tale of names (and thereby of words) and a series of errors and accidents as unstoppable as flying arrows (‘moving arrows’).

When meaning is displaced like an arrow, without ever being allowed to stop or collect itself, we will no longer oppose the errors which it provokes and which indeed are no longer lies, to the truth. Among errors, eros, and arrows, the transformation is endless, and the contamination at once inevitable and aleatory.

166.
As Derrida has written, errors intersect each other like arrows, and from ‘misreading’, ‘misspelling’ or ‘mispronunciation’, they create a generating force, saying everything, and at the same time giving pleasure. An error which has no opposite and gives pleasure is also going beyond contradiction, but perhaps also, paradoxically, going beyond pleasure. In the unseriousness of pleasure and going beyond contradiction there is no error, but rather a different hierarchy — hierarchy without arché, memory without a source, hierarchy without hierarchy.

167.
Derrida was clearly aiming to an end, which in his case was a reflection on the end of the utopia of the end. He evokes then yet another essay of Eisenman, entitled Fin d’Ou T Hou S. In French the words la fin de tout means the end of everything, but Eisenman’s title also refers to the Nietzschean la fin de Dieu.
 The author, however, transferred the game to Kipnis who included a corresponding footnote, in which he collects associations induced by the title. The matter thus remains as if without end.

Issues of autonomy of architecture
168.
In the first stage of his work, covering the years 1967–1978, Eisenman focused on designing houses which were a kind of critical reflection on the villas of Le Corbusier, as well as on the masterpiece of Giuseppe Terragni — Casa del Fascio, built in Como in 1936. The villas from the beginning of modernism were constantly studied by architects and often absorbed aesthetic discoveries of other fields such as, for example, the Dutch Neo-Plasticism of Dr Schröder’s Villa by Gerrit Rietveld or the maison d’artiste of Theo van Doesburg.
 Differences between the villas of the early modernists and Eisenman’s villas — in Kenneth Frampton’s opinion — were associated with the fact that the former were still created in the climate of modernist utopias, while the latter are surrounded by an aura of disillusion and confrontation with emptiness, nothingness and the strangeness of the outside world.
 While the houses marked with numbers I to IV were variations on the cube, their goals went beyond aesthetics, and actually sought for the experience to be their conceptual aspect rather than a purely phenomenal one. According to Eisenman the previous architecture had been dominated by the fiction of representation, that is, achieving a meaning (mainly by reference to humans), and by the fiction of history and reason, which prompted the search for the origins and goals of the architecture.
 Modernist architecture, despite its declaration of a break with the past, only replaced the illusion of timeless origin with an indication of historical progress as its source (a new fiction of history), as well as replacing the search for sources of meaning in primeval buildings (such as huts and temples) with the symbolizing of functions and techniques (a new fiction of meaning). Eisenman’s initial efforts were primarily directed to breaking with the symbolizing of functionality in architecture, while maintaining the actual functionality.
 Eisenman explained this in the following way: the separation of architecture from the building needs to focus on the sign, which carries information that — for example — a wall not only protects, supports and closes, but it also signifies ‘wallness’, as it embodies the idea of ‘wallness’. A newly developed sign of architecture should therefore overcome its own function and external meaning — but without an actual use and external meaning there would be no conditions for the intentional act of overcoming.
 Denying functionality (as something additional in relation to the real use) and symbolic values of architecture led Eisenman to focus on the autonomy of architecture, resulting in serial manipulations of formal and structural elements. The treatments of the architect were strongly supported by the then-current theories of art (among others, of Rosalind Krauss and Clement Greenberg) and architecture (especially of Colin Rowe), which proclaimed that art concealed its formal means in the processes of representation, and it is these means that constitute its essence. These theorists almost unanimously called for the abandonment of ‘transparency’ of forms in favour of ‘opacity’.
 In Eisenman these incentives to formalism merged with influences of Chomsky’s structural linguistics and meant absorbing the semantics through the syntax.
 Of course, one can only assume an inspiring impact and a metaphorical application rather than a precise one. It was enough, however, for the importance of its architecture to begin to resolve itself in formal games. In this context, Robin Evans has quoted Norman Bryson’s accurate opinion that such an approach was based on the possibility of treating the structure as if it were information, and treating something that could only be a feature of communication as the communication itself.
 This also highlighted the impossibility of gaining an understanding by referring the sign to anything outside of the system of signs. As Hays puts it: “We must signify the fact that we can no longer signify”.
 In Eisenman’s statements this situation takes a slightly apocalyptic form:

Incapable of believing in reason, uncertain of the significance of his objects, man [has lost] his capacity for signifying […]. The context which gave ideas and objects their previous significance is gone […]. The [modernist proposal of the] ‘death of art’ no longer offers a polemical possibility, because the former meaning of art no longer obtains. There is now merely a landscape of objects; new and old are the same; they appear to have meaning but they speak into a void of history. The realization of this void, at once cataclysmic and claustrophobic, demands that past, present, and future be reconfigured. To have meaning, both objects and life must acknowledge and symbolize this new reality.

169.
After involving semantics in syntax, Eisenman was attracted by the concept of surface syntax, and of deep (conceptual) syntax, which in a short time led him to abandon formal games and revealed pathologies of self-reflective formalism. As positive inspirations were exhausted, Eisenman noted the external conditions of his aestheticism. Initially, however, he was able to use the concepts of deep structure skilfully. He defined it as an abstract system of regularities and relationships, which also included rules that allowed changes to be made as seen in actual buildings. As Thomas Patin has put it, “Eisenman’s early houses were representations of how transformations at the deep level of formal relationships acted on the surface level of buildings”.
 Houses I–IV have indeed been built, but with the adopted ‘technology’ of production — objects that could be experienced aesthetically have changed, becoming primarily drawings, plans and models showing their transformations. They were houses.
 They accurately reflected transformations made to the cubes, so that it seemed that they occurred as if automatically without a participation of a particular author. They presented methods of generating changes and recorded the memory of them. Such a manner of ‘production’ of houses, in which their author’s character disappeared indicated additional features that can be explained by even closer relationships with literature than through linguistics.

 170. Separating a work from its author is part of a whole series of similar separations, such as the separation of a work from its user or revealing a menacing strangeness of the entire aspect of objectivity. Generally, it is an element of growing awareness that what has seemed to be close is, in fact, alien. Although only House VI has painted red stairs placed on the ceiling, the inhabitability of houses I–IV was also questionable. House I had seemingly too few items, while House II had too many; House III was formed by two interpenetrating cubes, displaced with respect to each other so that the diagonal of the first formed a right angle with a side of the second; and in House IV there were so many walls it became difficult to use. Eisenman explained the rules governing these houses in many texts, but particularly emphatic comments on House III are entitled To Adolf Loos & Bertolt Brecht
 and the essay Misreading Peter Eisenman,
 where the author recalled Loos’ thesis about the field of art (disliked, incomprehensible, addressed to the future) as a realm opposed to inhabiting (liked, understandable, addressed in the past). Eisenman also referred to Bertold Brecht’s concept of Verfremdungseffekt describing such interferences in the course of presentation that revealed the conventionality of previously adopted observations. The formulas used in the early homes and the texts explaining them allow some commentators (including Hays) to refer to these buildings as a concept of defamiliarization taken from literary studies, and this concept additionally explained Eisenman’s procedures of making usual solutions unusual. By creating difficulties and extending the process of reception, Eisenman was able to perceive rules characteristic for architecture, usually too obvious to be observed. 

171.
Eisenman’s houses, while not suitable to inhabit — already actually ‘non-houses’, allow us to relate them to the term of ‘transcendental homelessness’, diagnosed in literary theory, in which ‘house’ (as a term of metaphysical foundation) was replaced by homelessness or a lack of house (as an expression of losing foundations). Eisenman’s comments on his houses present very strong arguments for this analogy. His work can be seen as an attempt to bring the architectural aesthetic reflection of modernism to a level that defines the modern awareness reached by literature.
 Because modernist prose and lyric depict people as being confused by the loss of both past and recent order, they reflect these states through formal dissonances and present the world of objects as liberated from the rule of humans and others, while “architecture still writes Balzacian novels”.

172.
Modern awareness was — in line with the most commonly used term by Eisenman — anthropocentric. According to the interesting opinion of Bernard Willms, it can be compared to the awareness of a craftsman — a person to whom the world appears as a material manageable by a plan, able to be elaborated and controlled.
 However, in modernism we are dealing with a cultural breakthrough, in which the concept of a body actively producing cognitive tools and subordinating the forces of history is felt. In many texts Eisenman has referred to modernism as a form of change of humans’ relation to the sphere of artefacts, and he has interpreted this trend as a critique of humanism — the anthropocentric attitude and treatment of the human as all-powerful, active and rational.

173.
The collapse of the harmonious vision of the world, and the form of art that corresponded to that collapse, were already described in the nineteenth century by, among others, Hegel, who drew attention to the new role of dissonance.
 As well, in an elaboration from the mid-twentieth century on poetry since the time of Charles Baudelaire, a statement appeared that dissonant tensions are the most important feature of contemporary art. As Hugo Friedrich has described it:

disorientation, disintegration of the familiar, loss of order, [deliberate] incoherence, cult of fragment, reversibility, additive style, depoeticized poetry, bolts of annihilation, strident imagery, brutal abruptness, dislocation, astigmatism, alienation — that principles of the modern lyric.
 
174. The same author noted that such approaches were a symptom of a rupture of certain communicative common space, which he expressed metaphorically as ‘inhabitability’. So it was not coincidental that Eisenman disturbed that ‘inhabitability’ in the architecture itself, in the construction of houses.

175.
Strangeness, of the kind mentioned by Friedrich, concentrates in the field of subjectivity. Presenting things as alien and silent can be found in the poetry of Francis Ponge and Jean-Paul Sartre’s commentary on it, proclaiming that with the new situation speech should also be deprived of its normal use.
 Eisenman’s exposure of a work as a silent object, autonomous and self-referential, is carried out, according to Schwarz, in astonishing parallel to the aspirations of the French novelists of the 1960s, especially of Alain Robbe-Grillet, where we find each of the topics covered thus far by modernism.
 “Man was the foundation of all things, the key of the universe and its natural master by the grace of God. There is not much left of all this today” — wrote Robbe-Grillet.
 One element of the new situation is the necessity to stop perceiving the world as “private property”, as something which is ruled, disposed, and governed. Therefore, the describing of objects should take into account the contrast between subject and object, in which what is external and independent of that which exists outside of the human would be strongly constituted. The newly observed type of relationship almost rediscovers the outside world, but also the world of customs, the whole veil of habits and unconscious assumptions — in fact, everything which would soon be defined by Jacques Derrida as ‘Western metaphysics’. Eisenman formulated almost identical opinions. In his essay Graves of Modernism he stated that “in the end modernism made it possible for objects to be released from their role of ‘speaking for man’, to be able to ‘speak for themselves’, of their own objecthood”.
 Thus, objects became deaf to the voice of humans and became mute in relations with them, while they began to talk to each other properly. Confusion and mental chaos found its correct partner in the muted world. New circumstances, however, did not find an adequate fulfilment in architecture. According to Eisenman, “architecture has never had an appropriate theory of Modernism understood to be a set of ideas which deals with the intrinsic uncertainty and alienation of the modern condition”.
 ‘De-auctorialization’ of the manufacturing process — again using a term from literary studies — translates itself into a process of creating a work which frees it both from a relationship with its author and from the sources of its former meanings. In Eisenman’s case, the precise notation of elements of transformation, and above all of their course showing a dependency of each subsequent drawing on the previous one caused an object to be reasonably perceived within its own logic, and not the logic of dependence on its purpose. As Eisenman put it: “The result is an attempt to free the house of acculturated meaning whether traditional or modern. When conventions and external referents are stripped from an object, the only referent remaining is the object itself.”
 As is known, the pure autonomy of art proved to be another illusion, and “displaying an object to view” almost directly brings to mind Michael Fried’s criticism of such a position of a work.

A ‘textual architecture’ – an architecture of dispersion?
176.
The pursuit of the full autonomy of architecture encounters serious limitations in its logic. First, the identification of Eisenman’s targets would have been impossible without a knowledge of his essays, as he gave names to all formal means he used and explained them thoroughly, with his justifications referring to the other fields. Moreover, the views contained his essays depended strongly on quite different disciplines, including linguistic theories, literature and literary theory, as well as art theory. The latter relationship also concerns the filiation of his architecture and architecture as such — of all its traditions and its current state. The release of the work of external obligations does not release it from the requirement of remaining in its own field. Eisenman made attempts to liberate his works from their connection with their creator, made it difficult for users to make use them, and strengthened their objectivity, all the while still putting them on exhibition, making them available to commentators, and caring about his audience. A building is usually exposed to the public by its construction, yet Eisenman, presenting a work in the form of drawings or his own comments, exhibited it more as a theatrical play, quickly attracting an audience and commentators. Eisenman’s model publication Houses of Cards contains, in addition to the drawing documentation of the houses and the architect’s extensive text, sophisticated essays by Rosalind Krauss and Manfred Tafuri. Thus, an entire performance was played, which by means of the texts was intended to discuss the autonomy of architecture. Even if we recognize that the texts belong partly to the domain of architecture, we would in any case need to take into account that they also belonged to other disciplines. However, their greatest merit was to participate in the spectacle of an apparent autonomy of architecture. The objective, which was that autonomy, comes from outside the discussed discipline, and was an element of the logic of modernism and concepts propounded by specific theorists (such as Clement Greenberg). Eisenman, seeking autonomy, made himself dependent on barely visible yet strong links with art theory and art criticism. The autonomy of architecture, being the realization of goals coming from outside of it, also showed the power and authority of external discourses— not only artistic ones, but discourses in general. Dependence on them means involvement in the entire realm of rational argumentation, although the arguments, the foundations of which are not very certain, are not necessarily based on rationality. The dependence of architecture on rationality is its participation in the cult of rationality and the questioning of everything that can strengthen it and does not show signs of rationality. A double conclusion emerges: rationality is not rational, rationality is not the only choice.

177.
In unanimous statements by both Eisenman and his commentators, in House VI the architect was already departing from his early efforts to deprive architecture of meaning and was instead inclined to rethink its semanticity. He began to treat subsequent transformations as aspects of his textual activities, and thus as processes saturated by creative inventiveness and constructing almost literary stories.
 The nature of these stories, however, had to be special. To explain this, Frederic Jameson has referred to Pierre Macherey’s book A Theory of Literary Production, derived from the spirit of Louis Althuser, and its interpretation by Terry Eagleton. According to these authors, a typical literary work today is a not particularly structured collection of various contents, which include theories from other fields, ideological fantasies, and local and temporary concepts united by the power of aesthetic customs into something that appears to be an organic whole. However, with each close examination this whole turns out to be an anthology of incompatible parts, the readings of which become over time progressively more mutually incompatible.
 

178.
To group the content as a whole manifests the supremacy of a particular way of thinking, in which ‘logic’ gains an advantage over ‘rhetoric’. Total denial of rhetoric is, however, impossible, and the works discussed above will forever remain stories of non-rational grounds. The ordered wholes primarily have social functions: they create societies and provide control over them. The proceedings of individuals are dependent on a number of new, unconsciously adopted assumptions, which represent a syndrome known as ‘Western metaphysics’. A series of dispersed fictions — raised to the rank of inalienable correctness — are subsequently reproduced by facts.
 In architecture, form is a factor which can unify a diverse set of contents, but any analysis of content will reveal the diversity of their origins.
 While accepting such conclusions, Eisenman attempted to invent a design strategy to loosen the dependence of content on the power of the system. This involved treating the entire field of architecture as a power structure, which must be resisted. Eisenman’s further actions were therefore not typical for minimalist reductions to the aesthetic essence of architecture, but were rather attempts to undermine the architecture itself. As he wrote in Architecture and the Problem of the Rhetorical Figure:

Architecture creates institutions. Architecture by its very creation, is institutionalizing. So for architecture to be, it must resist this institutionalization. It must dislocate and resist what in fact must be located. In order to be, it always must resist being. It must dislocate though without destroying its own being. That is, it must maintain its own metaphysics. And since its metaphysics is to centre, to shelter, to enclose, this becomes very problematic. This for me is the paradox of architecture, and certainly for post-modernism. Thus, in order to reinvent a site […] whether it be a city or a house, the item on the site must first be freed, dislocated, from the traditional place its history insists on being. This involves the dislocation of the traditional interpretation of its elements, so that its figures can be read rhetorically […].
 
179.
We are allowed here to speak about activities on the edge of reason,
 which are translated into a kind of ‘dispersed’ or ‘weak’ architecture. This takes into account the heterogeneity of its own sources and it creates projects with incompatible components in conscious processes — resisting control weakens created meanings, and sometimes it treats mistakes as a proper source of creativity. “I have probably misread Derrida’s work, but misreading is in the end a way of creating, and it is through misreading that I succeed in living in reality and that I am able to work with it”, Eisenman said.
 Architecture here is therefore treated as a text, and in fact as a palimpsest of layers of uncertain origin.

Constructed ruins
180.
In his first four houses Eisenman tried to create forms without semantic content. It was not easy to stop ‘the murmurs of meaning’,
 and these houses were still ‘talking’ about the aesthetic preferences of their author. Formally, they were based on a series of transformations of cubic blocks. In Houses VI–X formal manipulations and the extraction of hidden structures have been replaced by attempts to suspend the importance of the subject, as well as by increasing criticism of modernist aesthetics. In these houses, instead of cubes, blocks resembling a spatialized letter L were used, and referred to such topological objects as the Möbius strip or the Klein bottle. With House IIa, House El Eleven Odd and the house design called Fin d’Ou T Hou S Eisenman almost completely abandoned his previous interests and began to create designs of blocks resulting from a series of architectural reflections on the construction site. This happened first in the project House IIa, which was to be partially recessed into an excavated foundation. According to the architect himself, it was the first example of the ‘artificial excavations’ characteristic of several projects made in the decade 1978–1988 and completed in 1989 by the construction of Eisenman’s first major object — the Wexner Center of Visual Arts at Ohio State University. As that building was being put into service, the author already was moving toward new ideas, the turning point of which was the project Guardiola House (1988), which gave rise to concepts deployed later in the projects Biozentrum in Frankfurt and the Carnegie Mellon Research Institute in Pittsburgh. However, a series of 11 projects created earlier, called Cities of Artificial Excavation — ‘cities’ (or, sometimes, just places) of ‘artificial excavations’ — aroused the particular interest of commentators. The resemantization of architectural signs contained in those projects is unique, especially against the background of artists who are still avowed modernists. 

181.
Projects in this series of ‘artificial excavations’ were defined as ‘stone stories’ or ‘built fictions’. Behind these names is hidden a possibility of reporting fictitious stories through architecture. Therefore, the question arises: on what basis can such translations from one field to another be accepted? Is it possible to dance architecture? Both Eisenman and his commentators have explained these complexities in various ways. However, we must start with the initial declaration. In 1982, Eisenman said:

I am no longer interested in semiology. I am interested in poetics, and I think they are very different concerns. Equally, I am no longer interested in philosophy, but rather fiction. I think fiction is much more philosophical than philosophy. I do not have much relationship today with my earlier work dealing with syntax. I do not reject it or deny it. It merely is something else. […] It is poetic aspect of architecture which now interests me. No matter how many syntactically correct architectural sentences we might make, they may not contain poetry.

182.
Eisenman repeatedly explained his ideas, goals, and strategies at the design stage of the ‘artificial excavations’, using various terms, of which the term ‘scaling’ received the most attention. Scaling means a kind of design consisting of overlapping outlines of buildings and rivers, a grid of geographical coordinates and plans of cities in different unrelated scales. In addition, there are certain shapes repeated in such way that they lose their starting point, resulting in a proliferation of non-identical forms without referencing them to the human scale. Finally, the fragmentarization of the geometric figures weakens their impact.

183.
The first example of this type of work relating to a specific area was the project for the Cannaregio district of Venice, presented at a seminar in this same city in 1978. Eisenman took up an unrealized project of a hospital by Le Corbusier — the last work of that great architect designed for Venice. Eisenman transformed and adjusted this plan from 30 March 1965 to a plan of the district using, among others, quasi-topological strategies applied in House IIa. The ideas and methods initially developed in the Venetian project were fully developed in the concepts submitted during the competition for the Friedrichstadt district of Berlin.
 On a cylindrical cartographic grid of Mercator data was organized from real buildings, but also from remembered buildings, forgotten ones and those which one would like to forget. Applied drawings were really like the ruins of a city recovered during excavations, but they were still artificial ruins, in fact — the basis for the distribution of possible buildings. Berlin provoked reflection on its layering, because — like Rome — it was at that time a record of the cycles of construction and destruction, glorious and disgraceful buildings, and created and uncreated ones. Using Freud’s reflections on memory (and his comparison of Rome to the mechanics of memory), Eisenman tried to capture in his designed buildings components of the city, which had been condemned to rejection. Topographic architecture with historical data, also from the future (sic!), was also applied to the design of the building of the University Art Museum at the California State University in Long Beach. The building program envisaged a reflection of a fictitious history of the future, a kind of archaeological science fiction. The idea was to imagine buildings in 2049 in such a way that, at the same time, they would remind viewers of the gold rush era (about 1848) and the period of the creation of the university campus (1949).
 The complex was therefore to be a record of the past, the present and the future.

184.
Plans of castles and city maps superimposed on each another were also used in the project Romeo and Juliet, presented at the Venice Biennale in 1985. Each of these superimpositions carried in itself arbitrarily encoded information, e.g. on one of the drawings outlines of ‘Romeo’s Castle’ were surrounded by the outline of the city of Verona to symbolize Romeo’s attempts to unite the city divided between the families of the Capulets and Montagues. However, during the designing of the Parc de La Villette in Paris, Eisenman superimposed his own ideas from the Cannaregio project and concepts of Tschumi on the topographic record of the site, leading to a dispute about the authorship of critical solutions and again triggering a discussion about the weakening or non-existence of subjects in creative processes. Each of the above mentioned components contained in itself an additional story. The topography of the place depended on fortifications built in the years 1840–1845, the elements of which influenced the later plan of a slaughterhouse and residually retained their own importance for planning the park.
 Ideas from the Cannaregio project were also transformed during his cooperation with Derrida, who tried to bring additional ideas. The ‘superimpositive’ ideas of Tschumi had resulted from his earlier works during his studies of their analogy with Eisenman’s solutions. The issue of priority must remain unresolved.

185.
The first fully realized work of this cycle was the Wexner Center for the Visual Arts at Ohio State University, where its grid, a haunting modernist project, was juxtaposed with the rebuilt battlements of an arsenal, which had previously burned down and been demolished.

186.
The projects of the series analysed above contain palimpsest stories composed of actual data about the past of the area, on which stories from other sources were transcribed. In this way architectural allegories and a kind of artificial ruins emerged — corresponding to Walter Benjamin’s claim that allegories are to the realm of thought what ruins are in the field of architecture.
 Eisenman, as a modern allegorist, creating a world of torn threads and acted arbitrarily, saturating created signs (as if they were architectural hieroglyphics) with concrete meanings.
 Such a procedure is probably not entirely new and represents what Plato and Aristotle called a ‘trick’ and Wittgenstein defined as a ‘click’.
 What appears in art is always a transformation of one world to another, a translation of one set of meanings to the medium of a second one. The understanding or legitimizing of art is non-causal, implying that it is not possible to trace the mechanism of aesthetic understanding.
 It just works — trick and click.

Conclusion
187. Studies on Eisenmann require the researcher to apply special attention, because their subject matter was from the beginning at the centre of important intellectual discussion in his time. This situation contributed to an unusual accumulation in his architecture and writings of the influences of various authors: Chomsky, Krauss, Greenberg, Fried, Derrida, etc. At the same time these influences were always strongly reprocessed resulting in great departure from their patterns. Robin Evans has enumerated a series of ways Eisenman had incorrectly understood terms such as ‘transformation’ (in Chomsky) and ‘topological geometry’ or ‘fractals’ (Benoit Mandelbrot), and to these we could add a number of incorrectly understood terms derived from the vocabulary of deconstruction (in particular the ‘absence’).
 All the words in Eisenman’s writings should be seen as metaphors or manifestations of catachresis. As Evans wrote: “Eisenman’s artistry is party attributable to the defective character of his theoretical writing, which occasionally descends into a lunatic, intellectual cacography bursting with the energy of half-trapped thoughts”.
 This will not cause much trouble to interpreters if they treat these works as literature.

Bernard Tschumi
6. From perversion to deconstruction
7. Closer to deconstruction
8. The park of deconstruction
6. From perversion to deconstruction
Introduction
188. In Bernard Tschumi’s writings and architecture of the 1970s and 1980s, a transposition of outstanding topics of post-structuralist thought occurred, derived from the works of Georges Bataille, Roland Barthes and Jacques Derrida. An examination of the architect’s writings reveals, moreover, its rooting in the works of Phillippe Sollers, Michel Foucault and Denis Hollier. Every possible attempt to set in order the views of the creator of the Parc de La Villette, however, cannot rely solely on simple, chronological summaries of borrowed motifs, because we must also confront the problem of a dependency between them, a continuity or repetition of themes, and questions about the relationship which the final deconstructive phase of Tschumi’s thought had with his earlier ideas. The last of these issues is, of course, imbued with the wish to perceive that the changes in the views of a given thinker contain elements of continuity, thus prompting further reflection and placing limitations on a study of an ideologue of discontinuity like Tschumi. Even looking only briefly at this issue, we can distinguish at least three possibilities:

1. deconstructive logical threads preceded similar thoughts by other authors, and were earlier than Derrida (i.e. a specific prehistory of deconstruction); 2. they are directly dependent on Derrida’s writings (i.e. a historical approach); or 3. motives characteristic of deconstruction may sometimes occur freely, spontaneously and involuntarily (i.e. a feature of post-historical or ahistorical approaches). The third of these possibilities allows us to conclude that — to paraphrase Umberto Eco — the first deconstructionist was Homer.
 These surmised possibilities do not, however, allow us to separate them clearly, because in approaches prior to those used by Derrida there is no way to determine the differences between them and their subsequent interpretations accurately. A similar difficulty concerns attempts to describe the difference between an actual phenomenon and its interpretation, because sometimes it seems that what is referred to as reality, is such only in a created description. When deconstructive thinking is tracking instability, we are often able to see it in the most stable structures — as can be seen in the analyses of architecture made by Wigley, Eisenman or Tschumi. Another problem is the creation of deconstructive architecture. If instability is an inevitable condition of the structure, can we then create architecture which is also unstable? Unstable instability? Can the inevitability of instability be strengthened? These of questions indicate several possibilities. Firstly, we are dealing with structural instability (inherent in the foundations of understanding what is actual); secondly, today such a condition of structures of various kinds has become a common (social) situation;
 thirdly, artists are now willing to create consciously disintegrated works. The boundaries between ‘reality’, analysis and creation are blurred. In this context, Geoffrey Bennington’s opinion should also be recalled: “Deconstruction is not what you think”.
 This multiplicity of possibilities can be traced in a chronological description, initially rejected, of the successive stages of Tschumi’s thought, with the aim of formulating some essential conclusions in its summary.

Infantile Disorder of ‘Leftism’

189. Until the end of the discussed period of Tschumi’s creativity, i.e. to the late 1980s, the architect in his writings incidentally returned to the wording inspired by the student revolt of May 1968 and a long row of left-wing ideas that have gained popularity in the second half of the 1960s. Although both he and the commentators of his theory have pointed to the resignation of beliefs about the possibility of deeper changes in existing social structures and politics, at least some of the ‘revolutionary’ concepts retained their validity in his later writings. A large historical distance allows us to state that the demands of the ideologists of the revolt and its main slogans, such as “All power to the imagination”, had a utopian character, but when applied to the architectural profession they cease being mere nostalgic fantasies from the time of youth rebellions. Achieving political power with non-political means has been an implicit part of architectural activity since its inception, including by architects of avant-garde modernism.
 From the period of fascination with these disturbances at several French universities, which resulted in the situationist movement and the thought of Guy Debord gaining importance, the belief in the subversive role of art and theory was preserved, including in Tschumi’s thinking. The search for tools for social change in artistic and philosophical doctrines also justified an alliance with the beleaguered institutions. Tschumi, like many other activists and supporters of the events of May 1968, has become a privileged member of capitalist society. The growing awareness of the ambiguous relationship between rebellion and affirmation probably contributed to Tschumi locating himself between opposing positions. This choice was justified by the theories of Situationists about the greater efficiency of the individual — that sometimes small, events, ideas or people were more successful in achieving social changes than an ordinary political revolution, which, under the guise of change, would only reconstruct the old order in new apparel. Others scholars note that the muted and the marginal also became, at the same time, characteristic of Derrida’s philosophy.
 

190.
In the first half of the 1970s, Tschumi authored several articles inspired by Marxism, neo-Marxism and French structuralism, mainly by the writings of Henri Lefebvre and Guy Debord, which were sufficient for London’s Architectural Association School to hire him as a teacher.
 From Lefebvre’s thought Tschumi took an interest in the city as a problem which was not only urban but also political. From Debord’s concepts he became convinced of the importance of situational violations for changes in the structure of society. Some of these beliefs are also preserved in his own concept of architecture as an event.
 Détournement, a technique of capturing the content of a beleaguered culture and appropriating it in a humorous way, characteristic of action promoted by the Situationists, left its traces in the theory of architecture as a phenomenon which was both disturbed by foreign influences and was disturbing social stability. Tschumi wrote more about the significance of the May 1968 events for the changes in architecture in a separate article.
 Political content also dominated two of his texts, in which he discusses the impact of land speculation on urban planning and the division of cities into enclaves caused mainly by the economic factors.
 His article The Environmental Trigger summarized his deliberations over the city as a political phenomenon, where he analysed the methods of struggle with the ‘reactionary society’ by the means available to a theorist of architecture. As Louis Martin has characterized it:

Fascinated by the revolutionary potential of the Situationist theory of actions, Tschumi was trying to keep alive the hopes of the ‘68 generation of architects. Nevertheless, the article revealed a disillusionment with the possibility of changing the socioeconomic structure of society. The text concluded with an unexpected reflection on architecture’s autonomy, and ‘The Environmental Trigger’ marked the end of Tschumi’s polemics in favour of urban uprisings.

191.
Issues of relationships between Tschumi’s ‘revolutionary’ theses of the early 1970s and his views of subsequent periods are outlined in the author’s introduction to a collection of his essays from the years 1976–1990.
 Adopted in 1968, the assumption of the ability of architecture to influence social change was treated sceptically here, although not rejected. Tschumi acknowledged that architecture reflects the existing structures to a greater extent than it can cause them to change. He called the further development of his own aspirations an attempt to identify concrete intellectual and creative strategies that could transform ‘reactionary society’ — if not radically, then at least insidiously, selectively and partially.

The question was: How could architects avoid seeing architecture and planning as the faithful product of dominant society, viewing their craft, on the contrary, as a catalyst for a change? Could architects reverse the proposition and, instead of serving a conservative society that acted upon our cities, have the city itself act upon society?

192.
The difficulty of such intentions lies in excessive or misguided aspirations of current architectural ‘activists’. According to Tschumi, effectiveness of endeavours grows when they are based on incidents based on changes in the use of a given building and the importance attributed to it. For example, a barracks cobbled together in 1968 by students of L’École des Beaux-Arts in a Paris suburb of materials stolen from nearby construction sites was ranked as a House of the People. Its importance was constituted by ‘a rhetorical act’ and its usability was excellent — despite the primitive nature and neutrality of the created space. This guerrilla building illustrated the lack of connection of the form and the utility, the non-economicity of most of the buildings in the capitalist system (excessively expensive in relation to their real use), and the potential of freedom suppressed in the foundations of architecture. This event thus encouraged thinking about the problem of the actual utility of spaces created by the architects and suggested that similar accidents can contain other subversive properties. This prompted Tschumi to identify two types of conduct that may be used in the architectural practice: ‘exemplary actions’ and ‘counter-designs’. Each of them could provoke usually overlooked contradictions in the system of norms and values of the ‘reactionary society’. The first way consists of even temporarily appropriating space defined within the contested political system and changing its purpose. Tschumi recalled in this context an action of occupation in November 1971, when the closed Kentish Town Railroad Station in London was occupied by his students from the AA School and briefly transformed it into a squat and a gallery. Such actions primarily reveal a lack of flexibility in the social system identical with the lack of freedom. The strategy of ‘counter-designs’ uses, more than ‘exemplary actions’, means typical of purely architectural work. Following the example of projects of the ironic Archizoom group and the nonsensical The Continuous Monument of the Superstudio group, Tschumi proposed the creation of drawings that by the hypertrophy of well-known architectural trends would demonstrate the absurdity resulting from weighing the rules of the capitalist economy on architecture. The ‘counter-designs’ are drawings of buildings, which are too large, inefficient despite costly solutions, or without rational justification in any other way. Exaggeration and caricature of almost ordinary architectural solutions typical of modern big cities is done to “cast doubt and impel reconsideration of the cultural values that are still attached to architecture”.
 A long-term goal of the tactics of the absurd was the destruction of some of these values.

193.
Tschumi was aware that, although the provoking of society, squatting actions, the mockery of gargantuan ‘capitalist’ architecture, and errors in urban planning leave traces in the public consciousness, they did not change the economic, social or political structure. His increasing distance from all kinds of artistic and architectural détournements, efficiently assimilated by the hostile system and even used for advertising purposes, caused Tschumi to raise the question of further strategies and about the status of the architect. The role assigned by the Situationists to imagination transferred to his views on philosophical and theoretical activities. He considered that a more effective mode of proceeding for architects would be simultaneously to assume the role of critical intellectuals and architectural experts without, however, hiding subversive beliefs. Marcel Duchamp’s urinal was acquired by a museum and slogans painted on walls were transformed into advertising slogans, so Tschumi himself underwent rehabilitation treatment by enemy forces. Tactics of specific artistic entryism had a number of analogies at that time, especially in the political left milieus. Thanks to these tactics Tschumi has gained power over successive generations of students, won the competition for the overall design of the Parc de La Villette underwritten by the Socialist government, and strengthened his position as the designer of giant (previously criticized for gargantuism) concert halls, school buildings and even hotels. He assumed some political power, although the leftist aspects of his activity can be identified only through meticulous analysis. The content and functions attributed by Tschumi to theoretical research are decisive in our understanding of this tactic. 

194.
Speculations, specified by Tschumi as ‘subversive analysis’, aimed at the characteristics of the contradictions dividing society, saturating architecture and underlying culture. Dissemination of an awareness of erroneous assumptions hidden in different fields could weaken the cohesiveness of a conservative society and affect the desire for change among its elite. Observations of a philosophical or political nature and those on architecture overlap and penetrate each other. Architecture played a big role in that proceeding, because it was an area of extremely expressive but poorly understood disjunctions. Studies show the importance of architecture as being almost a metaphysics of all of Western culture. According to Tschumi, internal contradictions of architecture have been embedded in it from the very beginning and are a part of its nature. They are manifested, among others, in the basic opposition between a devised space and one which is experienced sensually, between buildings and modes of their use, or an urban structure and a free social activity. Tschumi’s writing aimed to intensify such contradictions and to link them with cultural and politial issues. The incoherences revealed also describe the nature of the present and introduce the notion of instability as its main feature.

195.
In Tschumi’s theory architecture is an area of existence of many myths and confusions, particularly including the thesis about the possibility of logical relationships between space and its use, following the idea of form after function or vice versa. According to him, these aspects of architectural creation, though doomed to cohabitation, are generally separable. They are compelled to conjoin by common cultural conditions also manifesting themselves in myths about relationships between opposing factors. The source of these kind of myth is social life, which regards the world as a system of natural and perpetual relationships of antinomian components. The needs arising from such a joint existence manifest themselves in the tendency to persist in already existing relationships and to sublimate all manner of stabilization. Architecture is a part of the processes of social institutionalization, a metaphor of arrangement and a means to curb changes. The situation may be altered, if confronted by evidence of the disjunction of the components presented in myths as naturally and reasonably united. The philosophy of architecture can then function as an agent of political change, particulary because the lack of logical relationships between the components does not exclude culturally produced relationships. Adoption of the thesis that there is no causal relationship between buildings and their use or the meanings attributed to them may even lead to the creation of such connections. Architecture is constantly associated with events, that is human activities happening there. Accordingly, just as détournement or other insurgent acts challenging the political structures of cities erode their stability, we can design events, thoughtful acts of the abuse of space to change the architecture while simultaneously having a political dimension. This thesis is yet another act addressing the role of architectural détournement. Designing events instead of directly designing spaces is primarily a changing of conditions, especially theoretical ones. The political rebellion finds its origins in the philosophy of architecture. When it comes to examining architectural contradictions, a whole range of other uncertainties is disclosed, and the uncertainty becomes a major social category.

196.
Tschumi’s focus on the simultaneity of the occurrence of architecture and an event was not a description of a traditional relationship, but a new definition of architecture taking into account the heterogeneity of its elements. The space (the subject of his writings) constituted an environment where different layers of culture overlapped. In turn, the programming of events in this space is actually a theoretical activity, developing the mental conditions for spreading the awareness of uncertainty. The programming of events through the intermediate stage of programming conditions ultimately becomes a programming of uncertainty. Uncertainty or instability can be programmed primarily in the sense of giving them meaning and, in this way, they become subjects of architectural projects. While still being unavoidable states of structure, they also become the ideological content of created projects. As an ideological activity they are also a part of the politic, as any activity in the area is work in the social environment, in the area of penetration of various influences, including political ones. Both source instability and stability, however, is transgressed, and therefore we should add to the definition of architecture that this discipline is based on continuous transgressing, offence and violation.

Pleasure, eroticism, transgression and perversion
197.
In March 1977, Tschumi published his article The Pleasure of Architecture, summarizing his ideas developed over the few preceding years.
 The title of the article indicates the direct inspiration of the work of Barthes The Pleasure of the Text, but this essay also deals with topics drawn from Bataille and Derrida. New considerations regarding taking a separate stand in the then burgeoning dispute of modernism with postmodernism, were an extension of Tschumi’s attitude based on the search for a new approach to the principle of the distinctive contrasting of opposing reasons. His adopted attitude exploited Derrida’s discoveries from that period related to the dialectic of principles of thinking, and transferred them onto the problems of architecture. This attempt was also based on the theses of Barthes and Bataille describing pleasure as a destabilizing element for various types of established systems or structures. Institutionalized principles and dilemmas could be transgressed by the indication of conditions which both violated and underlay any sort of institutionalization. In the case of both literature and architecture the theory of pleasure was to used to present their transgressive values. 

198.
Barthes rarely raised the issue of architecture, but in the text of Sémiologie et urbanisme he assumed it possible to consider the city as a kind of text.
 Published in 1973, The Pleasure of the Text contained further hints enabling an adaptation of his observations to the interpretation of architecture. In this work he assumed that a text and its reading are saturated with differing intentions. For the writer’s activity an almost erotic pleasure of writing is decisive, characterized by resistance to the social order. The literary practice is individual, socially useless and activates sensory experience. The literary text not only clashes with the political system, but also with the language (including spelling), and even with sexuality itself, recognized as a source of pleasure in the text. The literary game does not reproduce social values, is in opposition to the oppressive nature of the language, and uses a jouissance to overcome the inflexibility of pleasure. The unproductiveness of literature is, therefore, opposed to social, linguistic and sexual reproductions.

199. Barthes’ theory is rooted in the observation that pleasure is marginalized in modern societies, while the position of duty is increasing.
 Part of social life is also about consolidating the language in theories and ideologies, in ‘stories’ full of coercion producing an area of reference points (truths).
 “Each people has over it just such a heaven of mathematically distributed concepts, and, when truth is required, it understands that henceforth any conceptual god can be sought nowhere but in its sphere” — as Barthes has quoted Friedrich Nietzsche.
 When politics begins to exercise its omnipotence in all systems (including, among others, language and architecture), everything that does not serve it becomes an activity directed against society. Literature, desiring to retain at least partial autonomy, remains only as “that uninhibited person who shows his behind to the Political Father”.
 When “pleasure is continually disappointed, reduced, deflated, in favour of strong, noble values: Truth, Death, Progress, Struggle, Joy, etc.” (p. 57), then the only thing remaining for artistic creation is to focus on the intensification of pleasure and to shift it towards jouissance. Jouissance is based on the perverse use of the rules of a given discipline, on the introduction of a madness or feverishness into it that accelerates the experience. At the same time jouissance results in a sense of discomfort, a loss of points of support, the abrogation of faith in God or reason, and “unsettles the reader’s historical, cultural, psychological assumptions, the consistency of his tastes, values, memories, brings to a crisis his relation with language”.
 “Suspending the existing order, it allows for a moment a self-satisfied subject to look into the depths of their own self and discover that all this order is just a poor illusion.”
 Any anarchist values of art are eventually assimilated by the society. The market rules prevail over the economic uselessness of artefacts, and attempts at the destruction of the principles of collective life can survive only by including them in those rules. First, the nothingness at the foundations of the system is discovered, and later that nothingness is happily included in those foundations. “But this nothingness and amorphy not only does not scare, but in spite of all the old wisdoms that place the source of great fear in the inner abyss — it cheers and excites.”
 In Barthes’ theory, delight and fear intertwine and achieve a similar effect in the work of reconstructing individuals and communities. An abuse that was made earlier guarantees to its author a tranquil conscience, even when his creations are subject to social appropriation, because the society gains a sense of power over madness, while the tamed madness itself regenerates the forces of the organism in which it existed.

200.
Tschumi used Barthes’ concepts for the first time in his text Fireworks from 1974, where he stated that architecture should be built and burnt just for pleasure.
 He also wrote about architecture as a pleasure that cannot be bought or sold — citing Theodor Adorno — in his essay The Architectural Paradox, and about a perverse passion for seduction in his sketch Architecture and Transgression. However, Barthes’ broadest concept of pleasure was used in the aforementioned text, The Pleasure of Architecture from 1977.
 It comprised ten loosely connected fragments preceded by an introduction. The form of expression was justified by a subject locating itself outside of the dialectic logic and aimed at describing the phenomena neglected because of the usual emphasis on opposing reasons. Tschumi described situations that occur when two contradictory features come together, or when properties are situated between opposing values.

201.
In Tschumi’s opinion, pleasure has become a forbidden topic of architecture for both supporters and opponents of its modern form. “On both sides, the idea that architecture can possibly exist without either moral or functional justification, or even responsibility, has been considered distasteful.”
 ‘Leftist’ theorists “have been suspicious of the slightest trace of hedonism in architectural endeavours and have rejected it as a reactionary concern”. On the other hand, the architectural right has reduced the scope of intellectual considerations about architecture and eliminated the discourse on pleasure.
 For both sides it has also been characteristic to formulate disputes on the basis of opposing pairs of concepts: decoration/no decoration, strong ordering/lack of order, treating architecture as a conceptual field /emphasizing the sensuality of architecture. The pleasure of architecture is that it “may lie both inside and outside such oppositions — both in the dialectic and in the disintegration of the dialectic”.
 Such assumptions were only a prelude to the analysis of pleasure as a feature which is elusive for aspirations for clear arrangements.

202.
Even the commonly understood pleasure of space is difficult to define, as it concerns the reality of a vague presence. The space is tangible and gains visibility when it is articulated. The rules of the articulation of space, which are established in the culture, are mathematical in nature and reduce the pleasure of space to the pleasure of geometry and, generally, of order. Such a focus leads to a paradoxical situation in which the senses feel enjoyment primarily because of the activities of reason. Even though manipulating order is a sort of madness, imposed limits show that the pleasure of geometrical space hides the pleasure of architecture rather than indicating it. We can only guess that these manipulations are more important than what is dictated by reason, and that madness, inherent in mathematical operations in the creation of architecture, has an advantage over their rational foundations. Thus, the pleasure of orderly architecture stems from a variation of components of that order — in other words, the source of satisfaction is the madness, not the order itself.

203.
In the history of architecture works have sometimes appeared in which disorder was included not in variations of rules, but openly with components of the work subjected to the rigours of arrangement. Concatenating of the rational organization of space with sensuous values in urban planning was recommended by abbé Marc-Antoine Laugier in his Observations sur l’architecture:

Whoever knows how to design a park well will have no difficulty in tracing the plan for the building of a city according to its given area and situation. There must be regularity and fantasy, relationships and oppositions, and casual, unexpected elements that vary the scene; great order in the details, confusion, uproar, and tumult in the whole.

204.
Similar attempts to make greater use of disorder and sensuality, a transition from rational pleasure to an amorphous jouissance, was also noted by Tschumi in the parks designed by Lancelot Brown and William Kent and the drawings by Jean-Jacques Lequeu and Giovanni Battista Piranesi. Those gardens, founded only for pleasure, enabled a development of erotic qualities of architecture situating themselves beyond the possibility of a sober assessment. Combining order and chaos, even when reason maintained a dominant position in this connection, revealed the uselessness of such a relationship and challenged rationality. 

205.
Uselessness becomes alien to the fossilized rules of architecture, while that which is useful gains increasing respectability.
 In modernist architecture a development of formal rules could occur only while maintaining the appearance that result from an increase in functionality. The beauty of modern architecture, however, was reduced to the charms of construction, materials and variations of geometric forms. The pleasure of such architecture occurred only when the allowable range of formal manipulation was sometimes violated. It manifests itself in its pure form by turning against superficial rules, while the act of self-questioning maintains the peculiar nature of the architecture. This can occur both in forms imposed by the needs of society and in the principles of architecture, both current and deeply rooted ones. The movement of architecture occurs when it recovers its meaning its own lack of establishment and justification. Activating the ‘not-necessity’ of architecture as its necessity is also a political act, which not only provokes its own professional field, but also has a challenging effect on social stability. A rebellious playing with its own foundations and society is simply delightful; the balance of effects of the provocation, however, is not unambiguous. Although there is a mobilization and radicalization of conservative circles (reflected in architecture by the activities of Rob Krier, Christopher Alexander and Vincent Scully), it is also noteworthy that some dominant rules are diffused and take less palpable and vulnerable forms. Sometimes critical tools are also blunted, and unusual objects lend themselves to imitations until a new style emerges.

206.
The delightful non-necessity of architecture is its indelible value of manifesting itself strongly even where it is suppressed. A significant example is the use of strictly rational principles, which may be imbued with submissiveness (sometimes of a masochistic nature) or a desire to utilize them to restrict the users of buildings (an often unrealized sadism). Rules are always restrictive, and their use is based on playing with impediments imposed from outside. The rules themselves are tortuous and convoluted, and internally unregulated. Yet, their practical use allows rationality to be surpassed. The best example is Piranesi’s architecture. In the graphics of this Italian master, highly respectful of ancient patterns, what is mainly valued today it is that they are bound by them, as if entangled or possessed. The title Carceri d’invenzione is an apt metaphor for the relationship of architecture to its own rules.

207.
Rational approaches to space, manifesting themselves in the imposition of restrictions on it or its fragmentation according to logical rules, are violated not only by manipulation within the rules, but also by combining or contrasting the rational values with the sensual experience of space.
 “The ultimate pleasure of architecture is that impossible moment when an architectural act, brought to excess, reveals both the traces of reason and the immediate experience of space.”
 The rational aspects of architecture act like a mask hiding the body of reality, and the shrouding of the body through its various disguises functions erotically. ‘Dresses’ (rules, styles, traditions) are not identical with the ‘body’ of sensually perceived reality/space which remains elusive to rationality. “Consciously aimed at seduction, masks are of course a category of reason. Yet they possess a double role: they simultaneously veil and unveil, simulate and dissimulate.”
 They stand in opposition to reality and sensual experience, which becomes the cause of their change. New disguises mislead more effectively than the old ones, but taking away the illusions is also an act of architecture.
 Suppression of the conflicting nature of combining the mask and the body, or distorting an appearance of the body through a mask is one of the transgressions, while de-masking is the other. In both cases there is an excess, sexual violence —against the senses or the reason, respectively. Transgression is inevitable, but also pleasurable — although the pleasure of such an illegitimate origin is not necessarily pleasant, but rather perverse. 

The architecture of pleasure lies where concept and experience of space abruptly coincide, where architectural fragments collide and merge in delight, where the culture of architecture is endlessly deconstructed and all rules are transgressed. No metaphorical paradise here, but discomfort and the unbalancing of expectations. Such architecture questions academic (and popular) assumptions, disturbs acquired tastes and fond architectural memories. Typologies, morphologies, spatial compressions, logical constructions — all dissolve. Such architecture is perverse because its real significance lies outside utility or purpose and ultimately is not even necessarily aimed at giving pleasure.
 

Deconstruction in architecture is a state of an imbalance of aspirations, particularly manifesting itself when any of these efforts have intensified its orientation towards balance.

208.
His article The Pleasure of Architecture summed up Tschumi’s considerations in the mid-1970s. Barthes’ influences were complemented by concepts taken from Bataille’s thought. However, since Bataille’s ideas were complementary in relation to the magnitude of the adaptation of Barthes’ ones, it is useful to separate the chronology of Tschumi’s publications and to examine his thesis found in The Architectural Paradox and Architecture and Transgression as a secondary topic. Tschumi passed over many threads representative of Bataille, which formed a characteristic climate for this philosopher, of the tragic lack of support, metaphysical emptiness and non-discursiveness of such states. Contemplating the inexpressible, Bataille kept a distance from language, reason and architecture. It is doubtful whether Tschumi correctly adapted Bataille’s concept of carnality as a source of awareness, and whether the idea of experiencing the space, accepted by him, retains the specificity of Bataille’s theses on the inner experience. The ‘inner experience’ became in fact a tool of the communication of the self with the dark forces of the interior, and with oblivion and ignorance. Bataille fled from life marked by profane work, utility and seriousness through a kind of cult of death, sacrally understood eroticism and pure existence in the present. The question remains as to whether this attitude of withdrawal from life could be integrally assumed by a much more practical architect. Tschumi approached closer the philosopher’s concept via Denis Hollier’s work which broadly discussed Bataille’s attitude towards architecture that was complex, but still negative.

209.
Hollier analysed Bataille’s references to architectural concepts, but widened the scope of these references, broadly presenting the views of Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel and the concepts of Vitruvius, Leon Battista Alberti, Étienne-Louis Boullée or Antoine- Chryssostome Quatremère de Quincy. Hollier’s findings indicate that Bataille associated architecture with any rational, authoritarian and stabilizing systems, especially with philosophy. This meant that the architecture is primarily a cosa mentale — a matter of the mind and the representation of order. However, the ordering contained a petrification which was dangerous for life, while crossing it had an erotic character and was life affirming. Eroticism in this theory was a point of contact between life and death, rationality and sensuality. By combining architecture and rationality with the metaphor of pyramid, Hollier left, however, a possibility of a more positive interpretation of architecture, which was used by Tschumi. Hollier also used the metaphor of a labyrinth as a form, which cannot be regarded as a representation of reason, because there is no way to discern from its interior what the exterior is like. The labyrinth in Hollier’s work became a metaphor for sensuality, instability and lack of transcendence.
 A similar role was played by the metaphor of ruin. Thanks to Hollier, Tschumi obtained the basis for his adoption of the thesis about the existence of two formulas of space: the intellectual and the sensual ones and the possibility of encountering them in the simultaneity of an experienced space — an analogy of Bataille’s inner experience.

He proposed that the only way to reconcile ‘conceived’ and ‘perceived’ spaces was to discover architecture’s eroticism, in other words, to reach the point where the subjective experience of space becomes its very concept.

210.
The effects of the existence of opposing concepts dramatized the need to introduce a third kind of space, which, in accordance with practical experience, would unite them both. 211.
Tschumi’s review of the concepts of space indicated that it may be defined either by pointing to its distinctive features (extended definition), or by trying to determine its foundations (clarified definition). The first group of concepts was specific to the architects’ field and pointed towards determining the boundaries of the elaborated space. The second group was typical for the interests of philosophers, mathematicians and physicists, and was based on interpreting the space as a category of the mind used to organize sensory data or as a form of matter in which objects exist. In both cases, the space was dependent on how it was intellectually captured, and the history of architecture could be seen as a history of spatial concepts.

212.
Reflections on the nature of architecture have sometimes led to the conclusion that the architectural value of a building is more than a fulfilment of usability requirements. Tschumi recalled Hegel’s authority in this matter and, like Bataille and Hollier, emphasized his ambivalent approach to such a definition. He pointed out that it would be difficult to erect a building devoid of utility, but at the same time he saw in such an approach the beginning of the aspiration to identify the autonomous values of architecture. He noted that although it may be conditioned by the nature of the materials produced in a given epoch, a social order or a specific political goal, in its history the rejection of external purposefulness has persistently manifested itself. The more recent history of architecture only confirms the simultaneity of its ‘materiality’ and its servitude to social needs, and at the same time its predilection for ‘dematerialization’ and for existence in the world of concepts. Tschumi initially intensifies the separation of functionality and conceptuality of architecture, to show finally the equivalence of its other, though somewhat related, conditions. In the his theory, the sensually perceived space (called the Labyrinth) and the space of intellectual models of architecture (associated with the Pyramid) are brought closer together.

213.
According to Tschumi, the Vitruvian definition of architecture as an art of building contains an error which diminishes the role of an idea in relation to its implementation — for even in the case of a simple hut its image had to be produced by reason prior to its materialization. The rational part of the architecture also includes spatial concepts produced in theoretical works and drawings, but also in transmitted traditions and elaborations of the history of the ‘art of building’. Especially in the present day a growing importance of theory and knowledge can be noted leading to a state in which information becomes architecture. In modernism “the dematerialization of architecture into the realm of concepts” was characteristic not only for the individual avant-garde groups, but for the entire trend.
 The increased role of awareness of the field did not always separate it enough from other forms of creative activity, however it was characteristic for the search for identity and autonomy.

214.
The Hegelian assumption that an artistic supplement of a usual building was architecture made this field a representation of art and did not differ from understanding it as a function of society, ideology or architectural concepts. The change was effected only by linguistic theories and treating architecture as a separate language which has no meaning outside its specific area. According to this approach,

the architectural object is pure language and that architecture is an endless manipulation of the grammar and syntax of the architectural sign. […] Forms do not follow functions but refer to other forms, and functions relate to symbols. Ultimately architecture frees itself from reality altogether. Form does not need to call for external justifications.

215.
Within such tautological architecture games with a syntax of blank characters drawn from the historical resource of its particular language played crucial functions. The subject of tales told by the nonverbal characters of architecture could be topics derived from both older and more recent architecture: Roman monuments, Renaissance palaces and works of early Modernism. This leads to the thesis that already existing patterns, changed into diagrams, are useful matrices for further transformations and creations of any subsequent buildings. The problem of this theory, however, is the excessive praise of intellectual activities while lacking the architectural ‘meat’ of a material work, thus pushing a physical object available to the senses into the background. This point of discussion leads to dramatic questions:

Should I intensify the quarantine in the chambers of the Pyramid of reason? Shall I sink to depths where no one will be able to reach me and understand me, living among abstract connections more frequently expressed by inner monologues than by direct realities? Shall architecture, which started with the building of tombs, return to the Tomb, to the eternal silence of finally transcended history? Shall architecture perform at the service of illusory functions and build virtual spaces? My voyage into the abstract realm of language, into the dematerialized world of concepts, meant the removal of architecture from its intricate and convoluted element: space. […] Space is real, for it seems to affect my senses long before my reason. The materiality of my body both coincides with and struggles with the materiality of space. My body carries in itself spatial properties and spatial determination: up, down, right, left, symmetry, dissymmetry. […] Unfolding against the projections of reason, against the Absolute Truth, against the Pyramid, here is the Sensory Space, the Labyrinth, the Hole.

216.
Geometric figures, often used in architecture and mainly transforming the pattern of cube, are perceived as fragmentary in sensual experience. In an ordinary room we can observe a corner, a wall, a ceiling, but not a whole figure constituting a model of that room. The sensory experience performs separate functions in creating and perceiving an architectural space, which is created and perceived outside the structures of reason. Some spatial arts, such as dance or performance, illustrate particularly well the relationship of a space of creation with the body and the senses. Tschumi also notes that, unlike other arts, in which the discourse is able to replace the work, a similar situation is not possible in architecture. The space perceived sensually is its indelible part. As language theorists have already remarked: “The concept of dog does not bark”. Likewise, the concept of space will not replace the architectural impact on the senses. Despite upgrading the sensual space, it is not possible to recognize its primacy or superiority over the creations of reason. Architecture forces us to transgress the paradox of the Labyrinth of sensual realities and the Pyramid of shapes dictated by reason. 

217.
Mixing the two conditions of architecture is logically impossible, but takes place in the practice of a separate experience, comparable to those described by Bataille as ‘inner experience’. The Labyrinth of space never reveals its full form, but gives a personal and direct sense of the reality of the body and the object. The Pyramid of space is more ephemeral and unreal, but it constitutes the existence of the work in a similarly powerful way. What you cannot combine because of a distinction of their characters, coexists in the imagination, which easily goes beyond the paradox. The imaginary strength of beliefs tolerate opposites and creates a practice which suggests that real life is created by powers of imagination. 

As long as social practice rejects the paradox of ideal and real space, imagination — interior experience — may be the only means to transcend it. By changing the prevalent attitudes toward space and its subject, the dream of the step beyond the paradox can even provide the conditions for renewed social attitudes. Just as eroticism is the pleasure of excess rather than the excess of pleasure, so the solution of the paradox is the imaginary blending of the architecture rule and the experience of pleasure.

218. 
The conceptual space seems to be affected by the lack of sensory perceptibility, and in turn the material space without intellectual panelling appears as annoyingly volatile. Both are marked by a certain unreality, but the illusion is also its combination. Why is the fusion of its two aspects, establishing architecture, so unstable? The error lies in understanding it as a combination eliminating instability, while non-establishment is its very foundation. Seemingly the material realm of architecture is a volatile and temporary weave of its tradition (i.e. the rational and universal factor) and its transformation (i.e. the personal, direct, and sensual factor). Architecture usually presents itself as an activity regulated by rules — arrangements and precepts similar to those that exist in religion or law. Though the rules indeed violate non-directional responses of the senses, these — directed not just by simple pleasure, but also by excess — are not able to persevere in the area of regulated sensations. Bataille’s theory of eroticism has become for Tschumi a useful tool to explain the status of architecture as a transgression. The starting assumption was that “eroticism is the pleasure of excess rather than the excess of pleasure”.
 What arose from that thought was that even an intensified pleasure is not a border of experience to the same extent as violation of the border itself. Violation is a separate kind of pleasure — on the one hand it is forbidden, while on the other it is deeply inscribed in the order of life. With regard to sexuality conceived purely biologically, any sexual act not aimed at reproduction is already going beyond the life, directing oneself toward emptiness or even death. Such a focus, however, characterizes any such act, pointing to the inevitability of transgression. In both erotica and architecture “transgression is a whole, of which architectural rules are merely one part”.
 

219.
While explaining architecture as a combination of conceptuality and sensuality, Tschumi referred to André Breton’s opinion proclaiming that “there exists a certain point of the mind at which life and death, the real and the imagined, past and future, the communicable and the incommunicable, high and low, cease to be perceived as contradictions”.
 Initially such an approach seems correct, but it also leads to the question of whether the transgression can be associated with that point? Whether a moving transgression and an immovable point can be combined? Furthermore, we can also speculate as to whether architecture can be duly recognized in terms of space. Tschumi’s essays — one on architectural paradox and the other on the role of transgression in understanding architecture — were separated by a text, consisting solely of questions about the nature of space. None of these questions could be accompanied by the response, unless the statement “Space does not exist” is added. The category of erotic transgression is useful for defining architecture because it bypasses the simple notion of spatiality.

Architecture has the same status, the same function, and the same meaning as eroticism. At the possible/impossible junction of concepts and experience, architecture appears as the image of two worlds: personal and universal.

220.
Tschumi’s theory suspends architecture between a private striving for satisfaction, borderless and ignoring any prohibitions, and the supra-personal requirement to justify every action rationally, to act to sustain a species or a society and to serve various external forces. A major problem of these considerations is the term ‘suspended’, which restores the metaphor of space, while the ‘transitoriness’ of architecture challenges it. To preserve this metaphor, it would be necessary to specify that the suspension point becomes spread out, blurred and lost in the finding of it. The no-point of the suspension also ignores the temporality of the act of architecture. It is not only non-spatial (in the common sense), but there is no other time than the present. What is hidden in architecture’s repetitions is the desire to cancel time, but we forget that each delineated beginning did not have its own time. Repeating the beginning cannot be done in time, but only in its delusion, interrupted by the piercing awareness of our own existence hic et nunc. These repetitions create an architectural history which cannot be ignored, even when it is only an unreal form of awareness (rationality).

Architecture is the ultimate erotic object, because an architectural act, brought to the level of excess, is the only way to reveal both the traces of history and its own immediate experiential truth.

221.
The description of the nature of architecture can also be done by separating the word ‘eroticism’ from its middle part — ‘rot’, which in French and English means decay. This wordplay was a development of Bataille’s philosophy, perceiving eroticism as an attempt to transgress limits, starting with those imposed by society, and ending with those stemming from the necessity of death.
 If we look at the loss that accompanies erotic acts, life and death can be seen to approach each other and form a knot difficult to untie. Prohibitions, death and eroticism, devoid of memory, are a suppressed part of culture, a symptom of which are the sanitizing inclinations towards white, purity, or a lack of sensual ornaments in modern architecture.

Architects generally do not love that part of life that resembles death: decaying constructions — ​the dissolving traces that time leaves on buildings — are incompatible with both the ideology of modernity and with what might be called conceptual aesthetics.

222.
Death and time, however, are indelible, and when trying to transgress them, they only get closer to life and the present moment. An act of architecture

is that moment when architecture is life and death at the same time, when the experience of space becomes its own concept. In the paradox of architecture, the contradiction between architectural concept and sensual experience of space resolves itself at one point of tangency: the rotten point, the very point that taboos and culture have always rejected. This metaphorical rot is where architecture lies. Rot bridges sensory pleasure and reason.

223.
The decay touches contact points of spatial practices with mental constructions, and is an undetermined space of convergence of the two interdependent, but contradictory aspects of architecture. Its assumptions also fall into a state of ruin, and can be preserved only when they are violated. Architecture can survive when it denies itself, when it disavows the prohibitions it created by itself, or when it distorts produced hierarchies and provokes society. Some of these behaviours anticipates deconstruction, especially when it relates to the oppositions established in architecture and weakens their strength.

Limits of architecture
224. Some of Barthes’ thesis on literature as a field of resistance to language and society have been preceded by the statements of Philippe Sollers in his essays on Dante, Marquis de Sade, Comte de Lautréamont, Stéphane Mallarmé, Antonin Artaud and Georges Bataille published in 1968 under the title L’Écriture et l’expérience des limites.
 Sollers was the leader of the “Tel Quel”’s milieu, and was not only a prolific essayist, but also a writer whose ideas influenced the work of many people connected with that intellectual circle. Tschumi transferred Sollers’ insights into architecture and attempted to regard his field as dependent on redefining actions of certain architects.
 Tschumi’s considerations, contained in a series of three texts published by the New York magazine “Artforum” in 1980 and 1981, complement of his statements based on Bataille’s thought, but they also updated a social commitment in his writing, a commitment different from aspirations inspired by the more ‘antisocial’ and metaphysical writing of Bataille. 

225.
The logic of argument contained in Architecture and Limits states that defining limits is critical to defining architecture. Such an assumption led Tschumi to rethink the modern ways in which the analysed field relates to its Vitruvian determinants, and finally — in the third part of his essay — to propose a new ‘definition’, based not so much on identifying new restrictions, but more on transgressing the limits. The new definition was therefore an anti-definition, an extension arousing controversy in the field, not a denomination. Such analyses have led Tschumi to enhance the status of the program in architecture, understood by him as a manner of its construction assuming the combining of spatial forms with sequences of events and movements. Such an approach was further developed in his theory, as while formatting systems of events he drew numerous inspirations from such fields as literature (and the study of literature) or cinema. Through this three-part essay, Tschumi’s understanding of architecture as a combination of space, events and movements, without giving hierarchy to these elements, became increasingly established.

226.
Using Sollers’ assertions, Tschumi pointed out that in the work of artists one can very often find components that, although they go beyond the set of characteristics peculiar to the creator, extend in this way the possibilities of interpretation of their works and contribute to their attractiveness. Similar statements can refer to all fields of art — the blurring of the limits of literature, music and theatre. This kind of phenomenon can be noted also in architecture. Firstly, in activities of almost every designer we can identify elements of foreign origin, clearly derived from architecture. Secondly, the impact which extremal works (a precise boundary) like Piranesi’s graphics or Boullé’s designs have on architecture is clearly seen. This also applies to architectural drawings in general, about which it can be said that they are not buildings, but they are architecture. “Architects do not build, they draw.”
 Aesthetic statements or theoretical positions also have similar importance, in that they are also not buildings, but they are architecture. Even in a cursory overview this field appears to be difficult to define and heterogeneous. 

227.
In the group of known terms/limitations/definitions of architecture the best known is the Vitruvian formula reducing it to an attractive appearance (venustas), a structural stability (firmitas) and a proper spatial accommodation (utilitas). According to Tschumi the lengthy underdevelopment of architectural theory is the reason for ignoring the almost total lack of adequacy of the Vitruvian terms to contemporary design attitudes. The first condition disappeared under the influence of technological changes and economic requirements, to a large extent eliminating concern about the continuation of traditional forms and ornamentation. Further development of construction techniques contributed to a situation where it has become possible to construct buildings of any shape. With it construction qualities disappeared from the discussion about the characteristics of the field. The third condition was undertaken by architectural modernism, but universal solutions propagated in this style have not yielded significant achievements with a space aptly adapted to the specific conditions of its use.
 Modernism quickly abandoned its radical aspirations and focused on standardized, mannerist repetitions of the forms from the beginning of the style. The clarity of the modernist architecture was achieved by discrete marginalization of more radical proposals and the disregard of utopian goals. The post-war period of the development of modernism also submitted to influences of formalist attitudes similar to those described by Clement Greenberg. This meant the abandonment of the concept of “form follows function”, and replacing it with the principle of “form follows form”. The reasons for this change were varied. On the one hand, the concept of “form follows function” was practically impossible to carry out. On the other, the search for autonomous characteristics of architecture strengthened the focus on certain resources of forms that could pass as its essential ingredients. As a result, clean stereo-metric blocks and the ability to manipulate their proportions have become the core of architectural creation.

228.
The history of architecture, based on the concept of style, tends permanently to eliminate works which do not belong to the mainstream style. Such reductions are the result of attempts to organize historical material according to the requirements of logic, but logic itself also reveals that there “was no necessary causal relationship between function and subsequent form, or between a given building type and a given use”.
 Architecture in Tschumi’s theory is not treated as a battleground between styles determined by the spirit of the time, but as an area of constant and inevitable crossings between what is expected and unexpected, rational and sensual, between the application of the rules and the denial of principles. Analysis of the recent history in the field led him to the conclusion that there was an exaggeration in the treatment of architecture as a variety of visual art, where the most important elements are formal and stylistic games. The reflection on usability and its links with spaces shaped by architects has been neglected. A different perspective on the history of architecture, especially in some isolated cases, shows that a different, less restrictive conception is possible. Tschumi considers the possibility of an architecture as if cross-border, intertextual and complex. Many situations, though rarely considered in the works of the history of architecture, of organizing various settings of celebrations or large gatherings by architects or their participation in designing theatrical scenographies demonstrate that architecture can be combined with other fields without losing its distinctness. Arrangements of the Renaissance like the revolutionary feasts of Jacques Louis David and many similar realizations by, among others, Peter Behrens, Joseph Maria Olbrich, Hans Poelzig, El Lissitzky, Oskar Schlemmer, Konstantin Melnikov and the terrifying Parteitags (party rallies) of Albert Speer demonstrate the ability of architecture to engage in cross-border activities, but also to establish a new understanding of usability in that field. 

229.
The most common photographs show architecture as if ‘deserted’, although it was designed for human use, and even when it is not used, its spaces are adapted to human presence. The same happens in the case of defining the architecture. Tschumi’s considerations break with such a treatment of the field. In his view, architecture should be considered in connection with the presence of people — the bodies and psyche of people who haunt it. It must therefore be assumed that the entirety of building creations consists both of shaped spaces and human activities in these spaces creating events with a course similar to those described in literature. Thus, we can acknowledge that outside of literary narrative it is also possible to speak of architectural narratives. In his practice of teaching architecture, Tschumi several times practised the translation of literary works onto an architectural one and considered in his writings the application of the knowledge of the syntax of literary and cinema works in designs. An important function in these exercises was also performed by photography documenting places and changes under the influence of architectural interventions.

230.
The relationship between space and its use (in other words, events in space) could be anticipated and organized into scenarios designated by Tschumi as ‘the program’. The concept of a program distanced itself from functionalism, which assumed a logical relationship between form and function, and therefore from one of the main assumptions of early modernism, but also from formal games characteristic of the later stages of the development of this style. The programming of architecture was an attempt to study and compose possible connections of spatial systems with the systems of function (activities in space). Tschumi assumed that both components, i.e. space and the behaviours in space, are profoundly different, and their combinations will be artificial, even in the case of the assumption that the space has to be matched to the action taking place therein. ‘Artificiality’ also applied to ways of composing space and organizing behaviours in it. The awareness that all systems are foreseeable prompted Tschumi to base the construction of these systems on a knowledge of them provided by linguistic and literary studies, learning about film and other arts. Research on syntax, narratives and sequences in the literature or on ways of filming, was to replace purely intuitive formal games.

231.
Further research on the use of specific literary texts to organize architectural spaces had already appeared in Tschumi’s work in 1974. Some of them were almost straightforwardly ‘architectural’, like Italo Calvino’s Invisible Cities, while others, such as James Joyce’s Finnegan’s Wake, strongly exposed the unconventionally of literature itself, but together tended toward the idea that architectural spaces and activities in these spaces could be treated as a text or a film, and therefore in their creation we can taken into account concepts specific to film such as narratives, sequences or ways of cropping. When we start to consider architecture as literature and film, it also increases the importance of the drama (dramatic factor) in its works, in particular of the role of violence, a favourite theme of contemporary film productions. Architecture not only is converted into a literary or cinematic story containing spatial and event narratives which arrange themselves in sequences, but itself becomes an event; „ceases to be a backdrop for actions, becoming the action itself”
. In the present day, that means it abandons the support of its foundation and turns into a conflict, an action saturated with eroticism and violence. 

232.
The conflict is also of a structural nature with respect to combining spatial and event sequences, which indeed can be created by impositions of an indifferent or even consistent nature, but both elements are, however, profoundly different in nature and relationships built between them and never lead to deeper unions. As already stated, the architectural program is a careful studying and compiling of spatial stories and utility systems, but Tschumi with some pleasure alludes to a conflicting character of those assumptions, e.g. pole vaults in catacombs, rollerskating along a line, a ballroom in a courtyard of a church. Then

sequences of events and spaces occasionally clash and contradict each other. One then observes a strategy of conflict in which each sequence constantly transgresses the other’s internal logic.

233.
It seems, however, that the conflict stems from the very happening.

234.
Sequences of space (e.g. enfilades of Egyptian temples or Baroque palaces) and sequences of events (movement of people at a train station, a murder in a cathedral) can create programs juxtaposing both narratives as indifferent to each other, mutually reinforcing or just conflicting. Why does Tschumi prefer the latter and intensify measures to disrupt the simplicity of spatial, event and program systems? It seems that the background of this orientation is the never dormant revolutionary spirit from his past, the perpetual influence of which led him from contesting any social and architectural order to perceiving the disorder as the basis of society and his own creative field. Conflict, distribution or violence are probably other names for what in deconstruction is explained as groundlessness, uncertainty or absence. All of them are, however, inseparable from their dialectical opposites. Can we still talk about the dialectic, when one characteristic violates the opposite, and at the same time turns out to be inseparable from it? Tschumi considered this issue analysing the phenomenon of violence in architecture.

235.
In Tschumi’s opinion architecture is inextricably linked to violence, which in his theory is the metaphor for intense relationships between individuals (participants of events) and the spaces in which these events occur. The first aspect of the phenomenon is “the violence that all individuals inflict on spaces by their very presence, by their intrusion into the controlled order of architecture”.
 Bodies of people moving in architecture are opposed to the immobility of buildings, and their behaviour creates their own spaces in them. Users’ movements cannot be controlled by architecture, they distort proportions of interiors, and obscure its elements. “No wonder the human body has always been suspect in architecture: it has always set limits to the most extreme architectural ambitions. The body disturbs the purity of architectural order.”
 The body — as was proclaimed by one of the slogans on the walls of Paris in 1968 — is ‘forbidden to forbid’ (il est interdit d’interdire!). Situations of users’ being in opposition to architecture make evident that violence which space arrangement inflict on the freedom of people.

236.
Not coincidentally, architecture was identified by Foucault with prison,
 and Raoul Vaneigem compared a modernist block of flats to a concentration camp.
 Tschumi characterizes architecture in the same way, describing different variants of the symbolic and physical violence inflicted by the established shapes of a building or urban systems. The case is not clear, however. The violence of arranging is usually perceived as a perverse pleasure and temporary disorganization — converted into another ritual of coercion, an example of which is Nathan Altman’s reconstruction of the storming of the Winter Palace in St Petersburg. An absolute control, which architecture wants to perform, is inevitable, and at the same time unattainable. Architecture imposes restrictions on events, but their spontaneity can never be limited. In turn, the events may not be an element without constraints imposed by an organized (arranged) space. In fact, the relationship between opposing values organize themselves not only by sharpening the differences between them, but also by many sparsely known links.

Most relations stand somewhere in between. […] Spaces are qualified by actions just as actions are qualified by spaces. One does not trigger the other; they exist independently. Only when they intersect do they affect one another.

237.
To explain complex relationships of oppositions and dependencies, we can again evoke the category of eroticism as transgression. The boundaries between event and space are broken down by the Dionysian nature of the violence inflicted on one by the other; it should also be added that due to the satirical nature of this violence, as when Tschumi writes about “the pole-vaulter in the catacombs” (p. 168), it amuses the reader. This transgression is funny and thereby makes encourages the realization that laughter belongs to the family of erotic behaviours and is born when boundaries are crossed.

Architecture and events constantly transgress each other’s rules, whether explicitly or implicitly. These rules, these organized compositions, may be questioned, but they always remain points of reference. A building is a point of reference for the activities set to negate it. A theory of architecture is a theory of order threatened by the very use it permits. And vice versa.

Conclusion
238. 
The student revolt of 1968 showed that the ideals of Western democracies were straightjacketed by structures and institutions. Left-wing and sometimes leftist ideas and movements, although directed against the foundations of democratic political systems, however, revived and renewed many values which were meant to be opposed. The previous rules of dialectics proved to be of little help in the description of the new situation. One could assume that the winner in this dispute is the current system. Such a statement, however, would ignore many changes of a revolutionary nature. Moreover, the opinion that the revolution triumphed can easily be questioned. A total revolution did not take place, but too many things changed to regard it as a defeat. This paradox has further marked the conduct not only of many political activists of that period, but also of philosophers, artists and architects. It became necessary to rethink more than just mutually exclusive relationships between opposing concepts. It also increased the understanding of the role and importance of factors usually considered as secondary. What was marginal and pushed into oblivion, often proved to be decisive for new concepts in politics and philosophy. Groundlessness, lack of sound foundations and uncertainty have become the ground, the foundation and source of certainty. Uncertainty itself could be certain. As well, art’s unproductivity, uselessness and unnecessity came to be treated differently — these exact features became tools of resistance to society, power, rationality, and even language. The resistance also concerned art itself, which meant that art was based on itself and questioned its fundamental assumptions. It has become a reflection on its own confused status, moving toward another self, so far non-existent. The absence of art or an absent art were the revelation of those components of a constitutive character, but cannot be found in discursive language. The rejection of the purposefulness of art or, more generally, a lack of its externality, may be comparable to discovering the lack of externality of language. Tschumi’s aspirations directed themselves toward finding similar characteristics in the area of architecture. Could these efforts be considered as the beginning of deconstruction in architecture? Despite the inability to clarify what exactly deconstruction is, it seems that the answer should be yes. What used to be called deconstruction are multi-threaded strategies of interrogating the basics of thinking, including undermining the principle of establishing clear oppositions. Tschumi violated this principle by mixing architecture with politics or literature, exploring its erotic connotations or tracing the role of the symbolic violence of architecture or against architecture. As is clear from the review presented here, the threads that comprise deconstruction take different names and avoid establishing themselves by those names, but in spite of this it is possible to recognize the similarities between them, even when they occur in different authors and in different fields. A large part of those topics is directed towards the internalization of their own expediency or tend to cross borders of a specific field and connect to others — while maintaining their individualities. The ambivalences and resistances contained in them perpetuate the recognition of uncertainty as the indelible basis of all attempts to gain certainty. Deconstruction is that and at the same time something opposite to that, though not completely opposite.

7. Closer to deconstruction
Introduction
239.
In the theories developed by Tschumi in the 1980s, the key issue is to imagine the social world as a complex set of disjunctions that should be subject to restructuring strategies. Within this concept, well-rehearsed reproductions of the whole must, however, take place without undermining the nature of existence as a specific ruin. The motif of the world as disintegration and the necessity of preserving its ruins dates back at least to the times of Romanticism. Romantic historicism, emphasizing the variability and transience of all forms of earthly existence, logically characterized the world as an area of constant destruction.
 All earthly existence could only be temporary where even the absolute was not in a state of being, but was merely in a state of becoming along with the world. An image of reality which emerges from Benjamin’s vision of The Angel of History is close to this view. As the German author wrote in the most suggestive part of his essay: 

A Klee painting named Angelus Novus shows an angel looking as though he is about to move away from something he is fixedly contemplating. His eyes are staring, his mouth is open, his wings are spread. This is how one pictures the angel of history. His face is turned toward the past. Where we perceive a chain of events, he sees one single catastrophe which keeps piling wreckage upon wreckage and hurls it in front of his feet. The angel would like to stay, awaken the dead, and make whole what has been smashed. But a storm is blowing from Paradise; it has got caught in his wings with such violence that the angel can no longer close them. This storm irresistibly propels him into the future to which his back is turned, while the pile of debris before him grows skyward. This storm is what we call progress.

240.
The disintegration of the world is also the disintegration of language, especially in the weakening of the relationship of its expressions with its designata. Signs begin to drift in clouds of meanings, losing their own meanings in references to other signs. Their juxtapositions are increasingly free, and are regulated only by increasingly mechanical combinations. Language, instead of creating a symbolic synthesis which merges a word and a being, creates contractual transitory allegories of disintegration, because “Allegories are, in the realm of thoughts, what ruins are in the realm of things”.
 Memory, which is necessary for the duration of thinking and language, loses its meaning, just as the meaning itself loses its meaning. The absence of things, the past and memory as the basis of language are not, however, its pure destruction, but a shift towards the signs themselves and possibilities of producing meanings through language games — an impermanent and less binding approach. 
241
Tschumi referred to general statements about contemporary times to architecture by opposing “the disjunctions characterizing our time” to “the false certainties generally propagated by architectural ideologists”.
 “The noncoincidence between being and meaning, man and object have been explored from Nietzsche to Foucault, from Joyce to Lacan. Who, then, could claim, today, the ability to recognize objects and people as part of a homogeneous and coherent world?”
 According to Tschumi, many of the usual elements of architectural practice, such as, among others, composition regulated by geometric patterns or the treatment of objects as reflections of the constant order of the world, are today impossible to apply. As he explained further: “If this world implies dissociation and destroys unity, architecture will inevitably reflect these phenomena”.
 “Strategy is a key word in architecture today.”
 The term “strategy” covers a large number of designing procedures inspired by literature (Raymond Queneau’s Exercises in Style), literary theories (defamiliarization), psychoanalysis (madness, transmission), structural linguistics (combination, permutation), structuralism and post-structuralism (the event according to Foucault), and finally deconstruction (contamination
). The proposed methods are opposed both to trends of continuing the principles of functionalism and to postmodern architecture. Tschumi tried out his own suggestions first in the series of drawings and commentaries titled Manhattan Transcripts, and then in his propositions and plans for the Parc de La Villette.

The current state of architecture and the evaluation of its reactions to the processes of ‘disruption’ and ‘dispersion’
242.
“Please allow me to briefly recapitulate our recent architectural past” — wrote Tschumi in his essay Six Concepts.
 A vision of the history of architecture, included in his writings, although not very systematic, reaches as far back as 6,000 years, and — as it should be defined in Nietzsche’s language — it ‘revalues’ many of the well-known features of this domain.
 Within his vision of the history of architecture, it is a part of the social system and supports its hierarchical arrangement that establishes the division of the community into a power group and the dominated majority. The manner of perceiving the world, shaped by social existence, is focused on substantial values arranged in different orders. Such an approach permeates the language and settles in ideas about architecture. Pre-architectural metaphors, such as ‘up’ and ‘down’, become parts of architectural expressions that return to their origins and re-form the initial metaphors. The archetypal vocabulary of architecture has a decisive influence on the development of any authoritarianism, probably more so than the religious language. Leszek Kołakowski once stated that “Christianity created the first European models of the totalitarian state” and “openly declaring the principle, according to which what we see as white should be called black, if that is what the authorities demand”.
 However, expressing this view, he paid no attention to the architectural origin of the term ‘suzerainty’ and based social life on divisions such as up/down, foundation/structure, lifting element/lifted element, and more fundamentally than any religious beliefs, Tschumi violates this order of images. “Surely you agree, Mr. Architect, that buildings should have a base, a middle, and a top?” “Yes, but not necessarily in that order.”
 

243.
In Tschumi’s opinion, architecture originally allowed ancient civilizations to measure time and space, which was part of the strengthening of internal control of all communities. Over the centuries architecture gave particular importance to measurements and proportions. What is prized in this area of activity is the ability to compose satisfactory and aesthetically pleasing arrangements, a well-thought-out structure and the possibility of a logical transition to the creation of large well-organized complexes of buildings — i.e. cities. Further features in this field include the respect for stability, sustainability and property. The latter is also a contractual term for any building that is owned by someone. Monumentality is also considered to be a value of architecture, indicating that buildings are also signs of memory and form part of the system of social hierarchization of thought. So the architecture that is customarily valued speaks (or rather makes a speech) as a leader at a tribal meeting. The architecture parlante is part of extensive narrative systems that strengthen beliefs in the importance of social cohesion, the positive value of continuity of tradition and the existence of immutable values of individual and collective life.

244.
A separate problem is the association of architecture almost exclusively with its material realizations. In the common sense, architecture consists primarily of buildings made of wood, brick, concrete or steel. Modernism has brought minor changes to this set of characteristics, consisting mainly in replacing symbols related more directly to the elements of the social order with an intentional purpose of a given object. Modernist architecture continues to affirm social order, although only one in which the power is dispersed, and both elected official and electors are part of the process. When buildings indicate their functions, they sublimate any purposefulness, value of work, and negotiated division of responsibilities. Each building which declares its purpose contributes to the consolidation of the current social divisions. The development of Modernism brought only a fossilization of meanings, and mannerist repetitions of established forms became a new form of historicism in architecture and an obstacle to the introduction of social change. Modernist office buildings of steel and glass are not accidentally monumental — they are monuments of power similar to the royal equestrian monuments which once graced the central squares of metropolitan cities.

245.
In Tschumi’s writings, there are many phrases that indicate the will to create simple opposition to earlier principles of architecture. The decisive character of some of his opinions, however, creates t erroneous impression far from the author’s final intentions. All violations occur within the system or on its borders, but do not create a separate order. Indeed, in his essay Madness and Combinative Tschumi writes:

Much of the practice of architecture — composition, the ordering of objects as a reflection of the order of the world, the perfection of objects, the vision of a future made of progress and continuity — is conceptually inapplicable today.

246. In turn, in Disjunctions he states: 

In its disruptions and disjunctions, its characteristic fragmentation and dissociation, today’s cultural circumstances suggest the need to discard established categories of meaning and contextual histories. It might be worthwhile, therefore, to abandon any notion of a postmodern architecture in favour of a ‘posthumanistic’ architecture, one that would stress not only the dispersion of the subject and the force of social regulation, but also the effect of such decentering on the entire notion of unified, coherent architectural form. It also seems important to think, not in terms of principles of formal composition, but rather of questioning structures — that is, the order, techniques, and procedures that are entailed by any architectural work.

247.
Sometimes his views pass into declarations such as “No more certainties, no more continuities”,
 or calling out (following Robert Venturi) to awaken architects from their affected dreams of pure order.

248.
A significant group of reservations refers to the possibility of treating architectural forms as carriers of meaning. Consequently, in the discussion on the Parc de La Villette project, Tschumi included a separate chapter stating that the project cannot be associated with any sense or meaning: “The Park’s architecture refuses to operate as the expression of a pre-existing content, whether subjective, formal, or functional”.
 When “there is no cause-and-effect relationship between signifier and signified, between word and intended concept […], there is no cause-and-effect relationship between an architectural sign and its possible interpretation”, it remains only to note the deregulation of meaning.
 The weakening of the content-bearing capacity of architectural signs causes architecture and cities to lose their symbolic coherence, and their monuments do no longer recall anything, and do not refer to any community-worthy values. What settles in them instead is “fragmentation, parcellization, atomization, as well as the random superimposition of images that bear no relationship to one another, except through their collision”.
 “We witness the separation of people and language, the decentering of the subject. Or, we might say, the complete decentering of society.”
 What only remains in this situation, is that “one should take advantage of such dismantling, celebrate fragmentation by celebrating the culture of differences, by accelerating and intensifying the loss of certainty, of centre, of history”.

249.
No matter how expressive his phrases are, Tschumi did not intend to negate the main architectural rules and traditions, but rather to invent strategies which would complement, contaminate or only disturb them. The terms in which he defined his modes of conduct were derived — as has been indicated in the introduction — from many fields (from psychoanalysis to deconstruction). However, the confirmation of substituting the illusion of an opportunity to effect a radical change with the spirit of affirmation of never truly bygone rules of the past refers not only to the entire history of architecture, but also to the opportunities of Modernism and Postmodernism. The critical assessment of the recent past cannot conceal the past is exactly what is taken into account in planning the future. The past is experiencing here its own annihilation in emphatic criticism, but it still continues, although distorted, interpreted, and contaminated with libels. Tschumi separates himself from Modernism and Postmodernism, but remains dependent on both. However, the identification of the real impact of the recent past can only be made if the past is found in a not completely obvious form. 

250.
The main practices from the recent past, which Tschumi uses as subjects of his critique, are Modernism (with its current version) and Postmodernism. Tschumi accused the Modernism of the 1920s of restoring “a society in which every element is in a fixed hierarchical relationship with every other — a world of order, certainty, and permanence”.
 Modernism understood in that way would not be so different from the left-wing and right-wing political utopias, also developing at that time, and which, as Modernism itself did, took over the world for many decades. The similarities between these three systems also apply to the cult of classicism and archaism hiding underneath the mask of modernity.
 In addition, the Bauhaus architects’ activity also indicates the attempt to extend the assumption of the conformity of form and function to the conformity of function and sign. Form became identical with a definite symbolic image of function, which in the subsequent years of development of this style became rigid in meaning. “The endlessly repeated grids of skyscrapers were associated with a new zero-degree of meaning: perfect functionalism.”
 The sign had frozen. Countless examples given in Tschumi’s texts indicate the illusion of a permanent connection between form and function and also the fiction of the possibility of reading function on the basis of form. Sometimes a single object changed its purpose several times, and signs turned out to be random in meaning and were subjected to further interpretations. Actual situations documented the thesis of the lack of cause-and-effect links between form and function (or between an architectural sign and its possible interpretation). The final conclusion is: “Function, form, and meaning ceased to have any relationship to one another”.

251.
From the 1970s to 1980s and early 1990s discussed here, Tschumi was constantly confronted with ideologues and practices of postmodernism. Theories and objects created in the spirit of an attempt to revive the styles of the past, the belief in the timeless values of architecture and in its ability to communicate its meanings universally were a complete denial of the ideas he had been developing since the 1960s. He soberly noted the global reach of the new style and the fact that it was excused by outstanding critics (such as Charles Jencks and Vincent Scully). Tschumi saw a great public interest and a deep approval for many postmodernist implementations, and was forced to react to the views that the most important task of architecture of the 1980s and 1990s should not only be to revive local and classical traditions and to integrate them into the mainstreams of architecture, but also that those who were not accomplishing this task were wallowing in extreme stupidity, deconstructing and destroying their own profession and themselves. It remained only to reiterate that ruins could only be built out of the forms of the past, that memory could not be the basis of design for multicultural societies, and that the ability to communicate the external content through forms is completely exhausted.
 He accepted with astonishment the acquiescence for creating an architecture based on citations or allusions to pre-industrial societies, while ignoring the importance of modern air communication or global computer networks for the nature of what was once called society. He compared the style of living of the inhabitants of a great metropolis with ideas “that the village of our ancestors — one that we have never known — can be a model for generations to come”.
 What also aroused reflection was the strange taste of the postmodernist architects for eighteenth-century classicism and the topos of pre-industrial Arcadia, which were in direct contradiction with the postulates, much closer to Tschumi, of obtaining new forms by exploiting various, not always architectural, sources.

Strategies and methods
252.
Although the very word ‘composition’ (‘assemblage’, ‘combination’) does not directly link to the terms ‘harmony’ or ‘symmetry’, it is historically conditioned by associations with these concepts. You may even wonder whether the word ‘creation’ can be used in the description of Tschumi’s design practices. To explain his practices in his essays from 1984 to 1991, he used the concepts of madness, transfer, combination and contamination, as well as superimposition. In all of them the decisive role was played by the ‘synthesis’ or ‘reconstruction’ of split output values of a project, but the specificity of their combination made it impossible to use such traditional terms. Initially, Tschumi reached for the vocabulary of Jacques Lacan’s psychoanalysis, which more accurately described the disintegration of consciousness and the extent of its reintegration in the process of medical analysis.

253.
According to Tschumi, many contemporary cultural circumstances point to the breaking of connections that are usually considered obvious. Some of them are of a general nature, such as the weakening of the relationship between the being and the word, while others concern the field of architecture, such as the separation between a used form and a function of an object, or between a form and its meaning. For these oft characterized conditions, Tschumi now uses the term ‘madness’. He justifies this new concept by the complexity of what could be understood as that ‘madness’. For example, describing a proposal in terms of madness sometimes leads to the observation that what is called normal is only one “possibility among those offered by the combination or ‘genetics’ of architectural elements”.
 In this sense ‘normality’ is in many cases an idée reçue, an uncritically adopted cliché. Architecture also needs to move its proposals towards extremes because it is a ‘normal’ mode of change. The imposition of restrictions and the violation of them do not always maintain distinctiveness, and ‘madness’ lies both in constraints and in changes. Tschumi notes that what is taken as ‘madness’ are also unexpected and accidental elements, seemingly excluded from the reality of architecture, but no project is devoid of them, being always in their way passionate and irrational. 

254.
The situation of fragmentation and the diffusing of the components which condition a project is compared by Tschumi to schizophrenia, where the distinction between thinking and behaviour occurs, or there is a distortion of the relationship of a subject to their environment.
 An analysis of a state of this kind is related to an element in therapeutic practice, known since Freud’s times as transference. “The transference in architecture resembles the psychoanalytic situation, the tool through which theoretical reconstruction of the totality of the subject is attempted.”
 However, it should be stated that such a reconstruction is impossible. Tschumi cites in this regard the opinion of Gisela Pankow: “Transference is taken here as transport: dissociation explodes transference into fragments of transference”.
 In the case of the Parc de La Villette project, it may be assumed that the various forms of activity represented therein are “anchor points” in the individual objects referred to as folies. In these separate points, the fragmentation of the social world expresses itself, and at the same time they collect the divided world into a system devoid of hierarchical values. The reference points are organized in the form of a grid, which can play only a very limited role in synthesizing and merging. With the whole appearance of convergence with the systems based on cardo and decumanus, the grid has extremely poor ordering qualities and politically cannot be a symbol of an integrated society. Therefore the whole organization of the folies is an ephemeral group, because the relationships between the points are accidentally formed, depending on the movement of visitors to the park. The folies, when used, also partially recover their ability to signify, but this is disproportionately small compared to the symbolic values usually attributed to architectural objects. Meanings of the folies depend on a number of random factors and user-generated situations. Tschumi describes them as “the grafts of transcendence”, because in no case can the folies be understood as a whole, nor can they preserve their meanings.

Combinations
255. 
The concept of creation, reaching out to Kant’s idea of genius or even to the creation myth of the World, assumes that a constant emergence of new beings. Such an opinion is preserved even in the texts of Friedrich Nietzsche or Martin Heidegger. Among others, however, is Arthur Schopenhauer’s view of “[semper] eadem, sed aliter”, giving the possibility of perceiving the creation as a combination of existing elements.
 Tschumi, who refers to Roland Barthes in this regard, assumes that the form resource available to a designer is actually finite and their components could only be regrouped or distorted. Momentarily passing over the thesis that architecture can also be composed of elements originating outside of it, he perceives that this resource consists of fragments that cannot longer be bound together in any whole and the methods of compiling them should be sought in works of contemporary literature (especially Raymond Queneau and Georges Perec) and cinema (Dziga Vertov or Sergei Eisenstein), in structural analyses or even in Johann Sebastian Bach’s fugues. In this view architecture is not perceived as a result of formal composition and a solution of functional problems, but as part of the process of studying transformational relationships.

256.
The paradigm of the architect, handed down by tradition and preserved in Modernism, assumes that they are makers of forms the sets of which form logical wholes of hierarchically combined parts and have distinct symbolic meanings.
 Autonomy of a subject (an author) should reflect itself in the autonomy of a work and its reception as a manifestation of a separate world of the architects-artist’s imagination. Tschumi limits the range of possible activities of a designer to forming relationships between space notations (most typical of architecture) and notations of movements and events that occur in it. Any combinations or permutations of a variety of sources can be created primarily by reflecting on the ways that the functioning of structures are congenial to architecture work. Such an approach prompted Tschumi to use Barthes’ work (about structural narrative analysis) and Viertov’s experiments with film editing. The transformations that Tschumi considers are marked by some forced repetition. Depriving them of a personal aspect made it possible to designate them — after Gérard Genette — as ‘mechanical operations’.
 This type of behaviour is seen by the architect in Queneau’s prose, who in his Exercises in Style describes the same minor event in 99 ways, using all rhetorical and stylistic figures. As Jan Gondowicz has commented on the content of the book:

The unleashed cycle of captures begins to bring to mind the images of the kaleidoscope, inducing like them dizziness of a that game of case and symmetry, invention and convention. The irresistible freedom of mutation gives to the exercises a humor with hidden self-knowledge of the 20th century linguistic that language, by shaping the message, modifies its meaning - and that there are no shreds and babbles that would not mean anything
.
257. 
While explaining the origin of the forms of the pavilions in the Parc de La Villette, which were transformations of the cube form, Tschumi also refers to Perec’s works, which, like Queneau, recall the aims of the Oulipian milieu inspiring his aspirations. The creators associated with the OuLiPo (Ouvroi de Littérature Potentielle), writers and mathematicians, practised the creation of literature as if it were a calculating machine, and imposed a variety of linguistic, logical or mathematical impediments on their work. The creativity of the OuLiPo circle was both losing and maintaining its aura of personal expression at the same time. As in later deconstructionist practices, it was both destruction and affirmation. The limitation of the personal factor in the artist’s action freed the content suppressed by the limitations of a single consciousness, but in the end it did not erase the signature of an operator of a machine of meanings. The purpose of those activities was to express the content contained in silence, showing oblivion
 as a necessary form for anamnesis, or to draw attention to the dependence of thinking on what has not yet been said. As literature based on George Boole’s algebra — a potential literature — so also architecture, using its geometric figures, directs the ability to build what has not yet been built, but in some way already exists, and is an attempt to deliver the unexpected.

258.
Targeting what is ungrounded or absent and expecting a gift (in Derrida’s sense) is part of event, as Tschumi has defined his architecture. However, is not the unexpected already rigorously regulated? The problem is that linguistic rules seem very old, rather than simply archaic; they are — as we might suppose — a kind of coercion independent of the existence of the subject. The Oulipian activists discussed language issues in relation to issues of mathematics, which also reminds us of the unclear roots of the latter. The lack of a clear-cut opinion on the relationship between mathematics and the outside world encourages greater attention on the emergence of senses from combinatorial actions themselves. The paradox of proceeding with increased rigour is an effect that can be defined as a signature or an autobiography, because every extreme limitation comes down to singularity. However, the question arises: whether it is exclusively to singularity, or further still — to emptiness, nothingness? In this second situation, it is also worth considering the eventuality that a signature is an author’s grave, and an author’s autobiography has no author.
 The conclusion we can suggest here is that the Parc de La Villette’s pavilions are appropriate only for Tschumi and at the same time they are not of his authorship. 

259.
Diagnosing the state of the social world as irrevocably fragmented, Tschumi equally characterized the state of architecture: “No longer linked in a coherent whole, independent from their past, these autonomous fragments can be recombined through a series of permutations whose rules have nothing to do with those of classicism or modernism”.
 Genette’s literary theories provided a knowledge of possible combinations, particularly the Palimpsestes in which the author considered possible connections between texts.
 Following Genette’s findings, Tschumi sees multiple types of combinations, permutations and transformations containing a long series of methods of proceeding.

More specifically, transformation includes translongation (quantitative transformation) which can be divided into reduction (such as suppression, excision, amputation, miniaturization) and augmentation (such as addition, extension, rhetorical amplification, collage insertion, scale adjustment, etc.). Substitution equals expression plus addition. Distortion retains all elements but alters their appearance (compression, elongation, and so forth).

260.
Tschumi sees a transition to another type of language (reality), termed contamination, in both Stéphane Mallarmé’s vocabulary and Marcel Proust’s syntax, as well as in Le Corbusier’s plan shaping and Mies van der Rohe’s walls and supports. Brief descriptions of derivative types create a long passus in Tschumi’s text, giving the impression of notes from Genette’s work, but which also offer an idea of the richness of possibilities of the text/architecture combination.
 

261.
The approximation of architecture to literature, text, or writing was parallel to the aspirations of historicizing postmodernists who wished to renew architecture’s ability to communicate content. The difference between Tschumi’s goals and his aim to revive symbolic values was the question of the extent of the possibility of referring the signs to their designata. For postmodernists, the sign refers to the outside world, to the source of all being. For architects inspired by semiology and structural linguistics, the sign could only refer to another sign, it is not a reflection of any externality. In this case, the relationship between the surface (ornament) and the depth (structure) also changed. The surface took on the features of the structure, which meant that every used form (architectural sign) ‘spoke for itself’, and gained meaning only by a combination game with other characters. For postmodernists, the surface (image) proclaimed the order of the world, its inner meaning, capable of helping to create community. For Tschumi, the surface is a structure whose elements can undergo a variety of regrouping, it is an assemblage with just a transitional meaning or none at all. It is not possible to build societies on the basis of it, but only to elevate or dramatize its disintegration, to strengthen the disappearance of certainty, and to consolidate the ability to affirm conflicting juxtapositions of differences.
 In this view, if the surface ‘proclaims’ anything, then it is unsteadiness instead of certainty and security. Architecture in this system is weakening and it turns out that — as an individual or collective identity — it is a product of arbitrary societies. These are both manufacturers and hostages of despotic architecture. When the ability to speak or proclaim unambiguous content disappears, architecture not only loses nothing but gains even more functionality. As Tschumi states following Jean Baudrillard, things, in which idea and content have disappeared, function better than in relationship with them.
 The involvement of architecture in the sign system raises the suspicion not that it is merely the support of one of numerous social groups, but also the promotion of traditional social structures. Tschumi is convinced that postmodern narrative architecture is involved in neo-conservative attempts to reconstruct integrated and hierarchical societies.

262.
Spreading the concept that the world exists mainly in its own image also had an impact on the understanding of surface images as fiction. In Tschumi’s theory, reality became the same as ‘literary’ fiction, as Nietzsche had predicted.
 This also applies to the expanded role of theory in the world of modern architecture, the important position of the group of philosophizing architects in the media world, and the universality of the images of architecture provided by them. From the ‘decorated shed’ (Robert Venturi’s designation), which still has a certain amount of materiality, architecture has primarily become a billboard in a city of mass imagination, something unreal in a simulated way, as described by Baudrillard. The inconsistency of the world causes that image-fiction to consist of contrasting ingredients and to be created by shocking statements. Grouping or regrouping of parts focus an intensification on points of the impression according to rules which are accidental, or to enhance the feeling of surprise. Comte de Lautréamont had already associated beauty with a chance encounter of a sewing machine with an umbrella on a dissecting table, which fascinated the surrealists (among others, André Breton and Man Ray, who literally illustrated that encounter). Tschumi clearly followed their reaction.
 Extreme juxtapositions tease the stability, and therefore also the power. As well, the way of ‘composing’ is different than before — it is based on the contamination of ingredients.

Closer to deconstruction
263.
In his series of essays written between 1984–1991, sometimes variously rewritten and published under different titles, and finally included in one chapter and covered under the title Disjunctions, Tschumi, without making a clear distinction, has moved from literary inspirations to drawing from the philosophy of deconstruction.
 Already the mode of repeatedly correcting texts, rewriting, completing meanings of applied categories (such as ‘contamination’, ‘superimposition’, ‘event’), and using an increasing number of sources to explain these concepts was the hallmark of deconstruction. Architectural changes (transformations, permutations, combinations), discussed earlier by Tschumi, have ceased to refer only to such architectural elements as plans, blocks, or particular parts (such as windows, stairs, walls) in these texts. Because focusing on these issues would not significantly distinguish the approach elaborated by Tschumi from the redefinitions of the old architecture (including the modernist one), he assumed that it was necessary to cease focusing only on the formal principles of composition and to proceed to questioning structures, among others, the general idea of order (in the advance organizing of each project). This could be done by changing the procedures for creating an architectural project. He finally achieved the violation of general architectural standards (in The Manhattan Transcripts project) by introducing two common elements to the customary notations: the record of motions that penetrate an organized space and the relation of events. These changes of notation renewed architecture along with other cultural components contaminating it. In such a contaminated architecture, it was reconstructed as a combination of descriptions of an object, in notations of motion (including its restrictions in the object) and the recording of actions (a happening). The combination of these factors (object, motion, events) — or their permutations — was defined as a program. It is impossible to talk about any common ‘union’, because it was to be based on the careful maintenance of the non-coherence of contributions of architecture, directed at the rejection of the idea of order and synthesis. The ideas of unity, integrity or order were subjected to constant questioning which can be understood as asking questions about legitimacy, origin and political functions. With the introduction of those ideas into a suspension of judgement (as if epoché), alternative strategies appear which use the rule of repetition of certain formulas, but with a clear shift, deformation or superimposition. Rather than merging, analysis was used that disconnected and conflicted design considerations. This disconnection of conditions was not final — they could be reassembled, but were already alienated. Such a concept of architecture disagreed with the traditional understanding of it primarily as a static structure, decisively autonomous in the face of all spatial and cultural externalities. In Tschumi’s concept, the object is still conflicting with the movement of people in and around it, or with events of which it is an indispensable part. “In this manner, disjunction becomes a systematic and theoretical tool for the making of architecture.”

264.
In the non-theoretical world, eminent examples of architectural disjunctions are provided by great metropolises filled with conflicting functions and saturated with violence. They certainly cannot be said to be homogeneous wholes inhabited by citoyens joined together by any civic idea. The old concept of the city assumed a form which was closed and finite. As city walls and gates began to disappear, the distinction between the interior and the exterior of a city also diminished. Replacing large numbers of permanent residents with visitors, transitional and temporary ones, has contributed to the further loss of urban cohesion. The variability of the inhabitants (perceived as a function of speed in the meaning of Paul Virilio) violates the spatial structure of the city. Treating the city as a purely material creature can also no longer be valid because the forms of bonds between inhabitants has also changed. What bonds people living in a city is not the walls, but the invisible connections of mobile networks, the Internet, television, surveillance cameras and a large number of other intangible components. At the time when Tschumi published his essays, there was not yet so drastically much of those elements, and yet he already wrote clearly about the decisive difference between pre-industrial, industrial and post-industrial cities.
 The final one is difficult to imagine without violent movement and a saturation of violence (including that with a criminal dimension).

265.
The urban space inhabited by accidental inhabitants is itself accidental, cracked, and figures that appear in it “are disintegrated, dis-integrated”.
 This means that images that emerge in urban space do not merge people and ideas, but can be treated only as momentary interpretations, ephemeral like a film frame or a television image. Such an image falls apart almost at the same time it appears. The speed of its disintegration can be associated with an explosion. Inhabitants of the metropolises moved from the ancient sensitivity built on an ability to look at fixed images to the sensitivity resulting from contact with constantly changing images, which includes another type of destructive durability — fundamental to both architecture and thinking. The rapid movement of images is accompanied by the modern speed of movement within and between cities, which, by shortening the long-distance travel time, violates the category of space and time. Space simultaneously shrinks and expands, but in any case it loses some of its former meaning. The ‘architecture’ of the modern city in many ways changes the concept of reality and replaces it by the category of an unstable image with an emphasis on the speed of its disintegration. Secondly, it transfers into the nature of new projects. When the explosion becomes a new rule, and the accident becomes a standard, an infinitely expanding exception, then it is “no wonder that some architectural projects sublimate the idea of explosion”.
 Continuity, confidence, and durability remain in speech and thought, but often in conjunction with their negations (as ‘simultaneously’) or in a form excluding both opposing particles (as ‘nor... nor’).

266.
The roots of architecture as an image lay deep in the nineteenth century when the use of steel, and later of reinforced structural frames, led to the emergence of light curtain walls that could take on any stylistic form. Separating the skills of an engineer designing an internal construction and an architect shaping the outer shell, contributed to architecture becoming a matter of appearance. In turn, the twentieth-century development of media (photography, film, television and other electronic images) incorporated architectural images into the sphere of illustrations which awakened broad interest. This field has joined the world of haute couture, advertising and billboards. It seems that the historicizing postmodern architecture has accepted with approval the increased possibility of imposing various masks and costumes. These changes deepened the dematerialization of this field. Architects like Tschumi saw no point in opposing these trends, but wanted the architectural image to preserve the role of a tool for penetrating the future. While the creators of postmodern architectural ‘clothes’ created images that represented reality, reflecting what had been or was, and showing what was known, Tschumi belonged to a narrow circle of designers, spread around the world, of images of unreality, absence, specifically understood fiction and unknowns. The means causing the difference between the two groups of creators was defamiliarization: the introduction of intellectual distance to the obvious assumptions of architecture.

267.
Tschumi’s images had a stronger theoretical dimension, being rather imaginations; his own texts, and, more generally speaking, the variability or instability of architectural images could be associated with the character of life in metropolises, where everyday dangers are part of the distress of existence in a world of negated metaphysical foundations. “The experience of such anxiety was an experience of defamiliarization, of Un-zu-hause-sein, of Unheimlichkeit, of the uncanny.”
 The shock resulting from the loss of support for thinking is a hallmark of similar reactions to the loss of a character of a safe harbour by a city or a home. On the one side — in Tschumi’s opinion — were architects who deluded themselves and others with possibilities of surrounding the inhabitants of homes and cities with an aura of ‘safe shelter’; on the other side were those who saw in building the creation of space in accordance with inevitable fears, of “things that go bump in the night”.
 When tradition suggested that architecture was locating, they demonstrated the inability to stay in place, and when domestication was mentioned they exposed human homelessness. Therefore, the question arises: can the contemporary way of living still be called ‘home’? Moreover, there is then a doubt as to whether the home has ever provided security? Was it not rather a dangerous fetter saturated with violence?

The general public will almost always stand behind the traditionalists. In the public eye, architecture is about comfort, about shelter, about bricks and mortar. However, for those for whom architecture is not necessarily about comfort and Geborgenheit, but is also about advancing society and its development, the device of shock may be an indispensable tool. […] Architecture in the megalopolis may be more about finding unfamiliar solutions to problems than about the quieting, comforting solutions of the establishment community. […]. As opposed to nostalgic attempts to restore an impossible continuity of streets and plazas, this research implies making an event out of urban shock, intensifying and accelerating urban experience through clash and disjunction.

268.
The device of shock was not only a reaction to the traditionalist predilections of some architects, but also to the unbelief in the value of stability that gave rise to power or architecture. The architecture based on establishing and localization weakened itself. The shock of non-establishment or dislocation was all that the generation of architects, who replaced the slogan of revolution by deconstruction, wanted to create as their legacy.

269.
The weakening of the architecture also involved a change in the nature of the relationship between structure and image, understood as an outer shell of architecture, but also as an ornament. In the traditionally understood ornament, a shell or an image is something attached to a structure. The ornament is variable, while the structure in its solidity testifies to architecture. In philosophy, the connection between the parergon (understood as a frame or an exterior) and the interior was contemplated by Derrida, who strongly questioned the possibility of unambiguous distinction between them. Similar phenomena also occurred in architecture — both automatically and as a result of reflection. The image was able to dominate the structure with its importance, the structure exhibited its instability as an overly conventional component — ill-considered, and therefore unspecified. The questioning of the structure opened the way for considering other opposites adopted in architecture, including form and function, abstraction and figuration, or theory and practice. These considerations also concerned hierarchies hidden behind these dualisms, assuming that the form should be derived from function, ornament is secondary to structure, abstraction takes precedence over figuration, and practice follows theory. 

270.
Contesting the binary opposition and the customarily used hierarchies led to the creation of complex images in which those values were overlapping. “Superimposition became a key device.”
 (Fig. 19) Tschumi pointed, in this case, at his own works, especially The Manhattan Transcripts (1981) and Screenplays (1977), which used film editing strategies and nouveau roman. He wrote: “In the Transcripts the distinction between structure (or frame), form (or space), event (or function), body (or movement), and fiction (or narrative) was systematically blurred through superimposition, collision, distortion, fragmentation, and so forth.”
 The characteristics in question did not create logical arrangements, but rather polluted each other. Architecture turned out to be both a concept and an experience, or both a structure and a superficial image. Instead of separating categories, it created unprecedented combinations of programs and spaces, events, and movements without giving them any hierarchies. Such treatments have led to the definition of architecture as a combination of heterogeneous, sometimes even conflicting, conditions, as a spatial billboard being saturated with shock and movement — an active image that is about to change society. The shock in this case was due to the creation of events through contamination, violation or displacement of architectural conditions. Such an understood field ceased to be merely a locating and assembling of events, but itself became an event and a very specifically understood one. While extending the meaning of the term ‘event’, Tschumi referred to John Forschman’s comment on Michel Foucault’s proposal not to treat the event as a simple and logical occurrence of words or as an easy happening, but rather as a moment of erosion, disintegration, questioning or problematizing of the very assumptions of the system itself where the event occurs. So established, it negates the possibility of describing it, it is invoking an unexpected or pointing to a system other than the one in which the event could be understood.
 “I would like to propose that the future of architecture lies in the construction of such events.”
 

271.
Tschumi based the further development of the notion of event on Derrida’s essay commenting on the folies at the Parc de La Villette. In a manner similar to Foucault’s thought, Derrida assumed that an architectural event was an ‘eventualizing’ or opening of what in the history of the field was recognized as established, fundamental, or monumental. He suggested using the phonetic convergence between the word ‘event’ and the word ‘invention’ and to recognize that an action in space is a space of invention. And Tschumi combined the proposals of Rajchman/Foucault and Derrida with Walter Benjamin’s concept of shock and assumed that the hybrid art of architecture, its ‘event’, is a place of shock — of combining differences, rethinking and reformulating the various sources and components of architecture. The event, moving into the world of potentiality, ceased to be merely a material object, and was becoming the building of a condition for the functioning of a non-hierarchical society. Instead of taking into account the conditions, one could talk instead about the designing of conditions of architecture. The creation of internally conflicting architectural events would thus have a chance to have an impact on the consciousness of the unestablished and dislocated nature of what had formerly been called ‘culture’ and ‘society’.

Conclusion
272.
Before Tschumi was inspired by the philosophy of deconstruction, he used many elements of psychoanalysis or linguistics in his work. Both Derrida’s philosophy and Tschumi’s writing absorbed those sources and their terms by giving them additional content. The long journey of certain words has caused their meanings to depart greatly from their original senses, and in new contexts to have values that were not entirely fixed, but not necessarily only metaphorical. Precision of meanings was weakening, but the use of expressions of foreign origin allowed for accurate characteristics of a situation different than the starting field. The feature of a weak but penetrating meaning became characteristic of Tschumi’s argument in general. The architect’s reflections concerned different oppositions typical of architecture, such as: theory/practice, form/function, ornament/structure — to demonstrate the very existence of such dual combinations and the hierarchy contained therein. The next step was to violate the given system by paying attention to the boundary cases that destroyed its logical purity. It turned out that architecture is neither a pure form nor a result of specific needs, nor solely an object, but something ‘both this and that’ or ‘between’. Such an approach has led Tschumi to a new approach to the field as an assemblage of incompatible sources. For an expert of philosophy of deconstruction, each of these activities and conclusions was familiar, and architecture was only a step on a path set by philosophy, like earlier literary studies, and later many other disciplines, including law and medicine. Following the already set path of deconstruction did not deprive the research on architecture of originality and brought effects which were not — according to the logic of deconstruction — the overthrowing of rules, but rather the questioning of them in such a way that, in justified cases, they could end with an affirmation of what had been questioned. 

8. The park of deconstruction
Thomas stayed in his room to read. He was sitting with his hands joined over his brow, his thumbs pressing against his hairline, so deep in concentration that he did not make a move when anyone opened the door. Those who came in thought he was pretending to read, seeing that the book was always open to the same page. He was reading. He was reading with unsurpassable meticulousness and attention.

Introduction
273. In the most general sense, the philosophy of deconstruction is reflecting on thinking, examining the reasoning which often leads to revealing the lack of legitimacy of many rules of the formulation of thought. The questions concerning this judgement belong to the old philosophical tradition and ranging from the philosophical scepticism of Sextus Empiricus, through Descartes, Immanuel Kant, Edmund Husserl, Martin Heidegger, up to Jacques Derrida. Problematising or questioning the rules of thinking often went beyond thinking itself, and for obvious reasons was a source of general anxiety, including the possible destructive social role of deconstructive inquiries for the motives of rationality. For the philosophers who questioned rationality, the rational (what in this case means impossible) clarifications were demanded. Derrida, often questioned as to what deconstruction is, most often suggested it was an investigation of the customary separation of reasons according to opposition values. Although this was only one of countless interpretations of deconstruction, it gained great popularity as it was easy for the general public to understand. The questioning of the roles of distinctly contrasting terms also entered into the philosophy of architecture. Tschumi’s writings dealt with many opposing concepts traditional in architecture, among others, form and function, or structure and ornament. However, in his major works of the 1980s — The Manhattan Transcripts and Parc de La Villette — the most important issue became the establishment of new relationships between theory and practice. Some of these relationships had always existed, but a characteristic task of deconstruction was to reveal them, and to emphasize and weaken the power of locating theories and practices on opposing poles.

274. Derrida, drawn to cooperate and confronted with such a “practical” activity as architecture, initially refused to accept the possibility of applying deconstructive practices to the needs of the technical culture of erecting buildings. In his essay Six Concepts, Tschumi recounted his initial meeting with Derrida as follows:

When I first met Jacques Derrida in order to try to convince him to confront his own work with architecture, he asked me, “But how could an architect be interested in deconstruction? After all, deconstruction is anti-form, anti-hierarchy, anti-structure, the opposite of all that architecture stands for.” “Precisely for this reason”, I replied.

275. Somewhat later the possibility of success in sharing motivations continued to seem unlikely. The sublime ending of Tschumi’s essay De-, Dis-, Ex-, proclaiming that our age is characterized by words starting with prefixes such as ‘de-’, ‘dis-’ or ‘ex-’, including ‘ex-centric’, ‘dis-integrated’, ‘dis-located’, ‘disjuncted’, ‘deconstructed’, ‘dismantled’, ‘disassociated’, ‘discontinous’, and ‘deregulated’
 has been commented on by Derrida as follows:

276. There are strong words in Tschumi’s lexicon. They locate the points of greatest intensity. These are the words beginning with trans- (transcript, transference, etc.) and, above all, de- or dis-. These words speak of destabilization, deconstruction, dehiscence and, first of all, dissociation, disjunction, disruption, difference. An architecture of heterogeneity, interruption, non-coincidence. But who would ever have built in this manner? Who would have counted on only the energies in dis- or de-?

277. 
Derrida has finally recognized the possibility of deconstruction in architecture, but before the problem could be considered more deeply it was necessary to assume that architectural instability would not be considered in respect to similar research in the field of the custumary discourse. He wrote:

When I discovered Bernard Tschumi’s work, I had to dismiss one easy hypothesis: recourse to the language of deconstruction, to what in it has become coded, to its most insistent words and motifs, to some of its strategies, would only be an analogical transposition or even an architectural application. In any case, impossibility itself. For, according to the logic of this hypothesis (which quickly became untenable), we could have inquired: What could a deconstructive architecture be? That which deconstructive strategies begin or end by destabilizing it, is it not exactly the structural principle of architecture (system, architectonics, structure, foundation, construction, etc.)? Instead, the last question led me towards another turn of interpretation: what The Manhattan Transcripts and the Folies of La Villette urge us towards is the obligatory route of deconstruction in one of its most intense, affirmative and necessary implementations. Not deconstruction itself, since there never was such a thing; rather, what carries its jolt beyond semantic analysis, critique of discourses and ideologies, concepts or texts, in the traditional sense of the term.


278. Deconstruction would require architecture to go beyond reasonableness, it would locate the non-obvious. In addition, according to Derrida, what should be analysed was not architecture itself but what preceded it (the architecture of architecture, as it were) — the language that build it, and the building of the language, as well as what followed architecture, i.e. references to such external institutions as State, economy, architectural education, and art. The same view was expressed by Tschumi when he wrote: “Architecture is not an illustrative art; it does not illustrate theories”.
 Therefore, what makes architecture deconstructive is not the design of forms suspended between abstraction and figuration or those that create confusion between structure and ornament, if these aspirations are due to artistic or aesthetic motives. More conditions of architecture are subjected to deconstruction than architecture itself. So deconstructed architecture becomes, in turn, a condition for institutions.

279.
In a general sense, architectural theory precedes practical activities and in the course of realization of an object it loses its importance in relation to a resulting building. A work is subjected to aesthetic evaluation as a fulfilment of theoretical assumptions. In Tschumi’s activities, there are changes in this simple relationship between theory and practice. As he noted in The Manhattan Transcripts:

In architecture, concepts can either precede or follow projects or buildings. In other words, a theoretical concept may be either applied to a project or derived from it. Quite often this distinction cannot be made so clearly, when, for example, a certain aspect of film theory may support an architectural intuition, and later through the arduous development of a project, be transformed into an operative concept for architecture in general.

280.
Tschumi’s approach also represents further formulas of the analysed relations. First of all, instead of building anything, for a long time Tschumi studied theoretical issues (using, among others, philosophical inspirations), and not only reduced the importance of practical activities, but also, through development of reflection, violated the metaphysical foundations of his field. A recapitulation of this attitude were the drawings and texts contained in The Manhattan Transcripts. They closed his long theoretical period, when practice and theory turned out to be manifestations of unquestioned, but unnecessary assumptions.
 Secondly, even when finally constructing, as in the case of the Parc de La Villette, Tschumi created a work that can be seen mainly by means of mechanisms of secondary translation into a theoretical elaboration. In both cases, the motifs themselves —that is, both the Manhattan records and the park’s pavilions — are inextricably linked to a series of exhibitions of drawings, publications of these drawings in special albums, lectures on them, interviews and the publication of countless photographs not only in professional journals, but also in ordinary magazines. In this way, architecture begins to exist as an intangible topic of advertising that raises lust and is not devoid of erotic elements. The paradox of this situation is that, in effect, the discursive elements from which Tschumi’s architecture originated lose their importance against all the ‘feminine’ charms of his works, and only the latter remain. Theory maintains its importance only in the charms of its advertisements, which reveal the deepest core of the theory by fitting its own unreality to the unreality of theory.
 Much of Tschumi’s insights cannot be confined in obvious conclusions, but they can be comprehended by a careful reading of the notes contained in The Manhattan Transcripts and the comments of himself and Derrida on the Parc de La Villette.

The Manhattan Transcripts: “people are walls, walls dance the tango, and tangos run for office” 
281
Published in 1994 as accompanying Tschumi’s exhibition at the Museum of Modern Art in New York, The Manhattan Transcripts (hereafter referred to as MT) were completed by a separate note from the author, stating that the ideas contained in this publication had a significant impact on his later work, and neither the projects of the Parc de La Villette and the reconstruction of the Le Fresnoy complex “could have existed without the Transcripts”.
 Tschumi’s declaration should be supplemented by a similar statement proclaiming that the topics raised in the book summarize most of his earlier theories and try to associate them with systems of drawing photographic notations that develop alternative forms of architectural design. In particular, The Pleasure of Architecture and Violence of Architecture “were written and published during work on the Transcripts and they unavoidably interlock with the present drawings, albeit with their own logic, for the logic of drawings will always differ from the logic of words”.
 The study includes four series of drawings shown between 1977 and 1981 at individual exhibitions at the Artist Space in New York, the Architectural Association in London and the P.S. 1 gallery and Max Protech Gallery (also in New York). The drawings were preceded by an initial essay and each series was accompanied by an impressionistic poetic note. The second part of the book is an illustrated index of concepts based on an architect’s lecture of 8 June 1982 at the Architectural Association in London.

282.
Even Derrida was surprised by the formula of the work. He stated: “The architect who once wrote with stones now places lithographs in a volume, and Tschumi speaks of them as folios”.
 Stones were used to imprint signs that were not drawings of future building, but rather signs appropriate for books to be read. The architect subtitled the title of his work Theoretical Projects, to emphasize that the drawings and the texts do not relate to intended objects, but are theories of possible designing — they do not present existing knowledge but propose it. In yet another note, it was emphasized that in previous shows the drawings did not separate themselves from the exhibition spaces, but rather produced spaces of a specific character.
 They were not signs, but spaces; they did not serve merely to be viewed, but rather served as an experience engaging the spectators’ bodies. The information contained in the note suggests the proximity of Tschumi’s approach to expositions with the practices of the American minimalists that were characterized by Walter Benn Michaels as follows:

Everything that is contributing to the experience (the wall on which the painting is hung as well as the painting) is as much a part of it as everything else. […] This is how the gallery — or, more generally, the site — will become part of the work, not simply the place where the work can be seen but a component of it.

283
The Manhattan Transcripts was defined by Tschumi as an architectural book different in its character from books about architecture by the fact that it does not show sketches of buildings or cities, but rather explored the underlying foundations of building. While this exploring is done by methods of frame sequences, similar to the drawings that record a film scenario as a series of sketches of individual scenes. In the case of MT 1 and MT 2, the series starts with photography, and in MT 4, the frames were outlined in grids recalling perforations of a conventional photographic film. In MT 4, some of the photographs (pp. 48, 50) show phases of successive motion in a manner similar to a film roll. The content of the frames was also organized using the rules of film scene composition, and the overall goal was to introduce the most overlooked issues to the record of architecture: relationships of types of space with their applications, human movement and events taking place in urban buildings and landscapes. The subsequent MTs develop other ideas for juxtaposing places and actions towards a breakdown not only of logical relationships between them, but also the destruction of the record itself. 
284 
Tschumi did not search for the source of architectonicity of each MT episode in the geometric figure, but instead he located it in a specific reality. He did not deliberate whether what he considered reality had a nature conditioned by categories and notions, but instead treated it directly as something existing and waiting to be transformed into a record. This record was not meant to be mimetic, but to be subjected to self-reflection. Thus, reality was recorded to examine the record itself. The emphasis has been placed on the limitations of earlier variations of architectural notations (sketches, plans, axonometry) that relate architecture to material objects only.

285
Tschumi’s goal was to show the heterogeneity of architecture, which led to juxtaposing a project with records of events, movements, and spaces (or objects). So chosen, largely random components were treated as incoherent and their incompatibility was maintained in threefold forms of recording. Exposing the diversity of the relationship between the levels of the work, both the mutual entanglement and distinctiveness of each level favoured contrasting relations as most strongly affecting the experiences of spectators-participants. For this reason the MT’s “never attempt to transcend contradictions between object, man, and event in order to bring them to a new synthesis; on the contrary, they aim to maintain these contradictions in a dynamic manner, in a new reciprocity and conflict”.
 The work was directed not so much at viewing the frames as on construing while viewing. While it had no understandable content, it provoked and prompted the combination of the frames into incoherent wholes. The architecture manifesting itself in these juxtapositions questioned its typical focus on satisfying the needs of survival and production, and instead recalled other, usually marginalized, purposes. The architectural fantasy was usually released in marginal situations: “luxury, mourning, wars, cults; the construction of sumptuous monuments; games, spectacles, arts; perverse sexual activity”.
 The pyramid-like tombs or skeletal-like Gothic churches testify well to architecture, although in a usual sense it should be more moderately tailored to the needs. This continuous operating of architecture at the edge of its own explanations is continued in Tschumi’s book, according to the tradition of the discipline, and is shifted beyond the next limit imposed by mediocrity.

286.
The transgression of limits is always finally completed in death (in the sense defined in Georges Bataille’s theory). Kari Jormakka, explaining Tschumi’s other work, a collection of his theses organized as “advertising” postcards, recalled one of ideas of the Acephale brotherhood created by Bataille, according to which he intended to make a sacrifice of mankind to consolidate his community. The problem that prevented the realization of the idea was the selection of its executor. “The (willing) victim was found, only the executioner was lacking”, recorded Roger Callois.
 “Violence, not cruel in itself, is essentially something organized in the transgression of taboos.”
 For this reason, criminal violence, taken into account in Tschumi’s theory as a tool for bringing architecture to its limits, was only in complicated and unrealistic forms. In “Advertisements for Architecture” (No. 8) Tschumi wrote: “To really appreciate architecture, you may even need to commit a murder”.
 To illustrate this thesis, he placed an illustration showing a figure being pushed out of a skyscraper’s window. The suggestion in this ‘advertisement’ for architecture, that this is a random photograph of murder, allows us to visualize the absence of the original source of words, concepts or what is called reality. Tschumi’s goal was to show the proximity of architecture and violence, the great city and crime, but the illustration used was not a direct picture of the accepted theory. A suggestive appearance was created, being the only form of a convincing image of reality. The ‘reality’ shown turns out to be a photograph that played an important role in the film The Brasher Doubloon (1947), based on Raymond Chandler’s novel The High Window (1942). In a complicated and multi-threaded story of a stolen coin, a detective discovers a photo showing that his client, Elizabeth Murdock, was the murderer of her first husband, Horace Bright. The photography is thus the effect of a situation posed by actors and already described earlier in the novel. It then becomes the motif of the feature film, only re-appearing as a record of the actual event. The presented unreality gains the rank of reality. It is possible that any similar frame has its origins in the preceding posing, convention or scheme and is not possible without it — that an image (or a word) does not present anything, but (as Hays put it) is a sum of various absences.
 “Architecture simulates and dissimulates”, reads the caption of the earlier ‘advertisement’ (No. 7). In the case of this instance, the murder is fake and its image is designed to seduce the viewer, to show them that architecture is a kind of ambiguous desire — we could even say it is the hidden lust for murder. The situation raises the question: would it be possible to use a picture that would better illustrate Tschumi’s thesis? Every other photograph, such as that taken by a reporter specializing in documenting acts of violence (for example, Weegee), contains elements of convention (posing, framing) that allows the event to be identified as an act of violence.
 The most convincing (recte: real) will therefore be a carefully directed shot. There is an inseparable relationship between the truth and the way it is presented:

The deceptiveness of representations has tormented many philosophers of the twentieth century. Wittgenstein believed there was just one way to lift the veil of language and reach authentic truth and that is pure action. To justify this idea, he nevertheless goes back to un-truth, to fiction, quoting from Faust: “In the beginning was the deed”.

287.
Tschumi used photographs as a source of architectural design, because even when they were posed, they brought the world of events into architecture — events saturated with the interplay of juxtaposing people with the urban environment. They broke away from the concept of architecture as groups or single static objects, and instead gave an idea of its intangible component, which is the sensual need of an environment enabling human existence: pain and pleasure, manifestation of reason and moments of passion, acts of love and unexpected death. In many cases, the clarity of the photographs was blurred and their sizes were diminished in relation to the originals, or they were made unreal in other ways. The indistinctness of the frames shown was necessary to achieve the effect of alienation, to strengthen the metaphoricity of the image, to arouse desire for architecture as an environment more for unexpected, unpredictable activity than to meet specific needs. Soon, Derrida would that other architecture, that Tschumi already invoked in MT, Derrida would call the search for ‘the inhabitation of uninhabitable’
. Both actions depicted in the photographs and individual frames describing movement brought to the concept of architecture an “excessive movement that brings architecture to the edge” of universal comprehension.
 Behind this threshold was revealed what was singular and unexpected — that which transformed Tschumi’s work from an aesthetic object into an event and an experience.
 MT drawings as displayed in galleries, but also as pages of the book, through their sequential nature introduced the order of experiencing the view, extended in time and interrupted by intervals, merging the frames into previously unpredictable wholes. The weight of giving them an ephemeral sense rested on the viewer. Neither the commentaries to the graphics nor their sets, bringing a film to mind, contained sufficient clues to make unambiguous interpretations. MT resembled a book written according to the rules of an unknown language, suitable for viewing but unreadable.
 They largely followed the rules formulated by Robert Smithson, that is, they represented a language that is to be viewed, and created a thing that is to be read.

288.
MT’s proposal to treat an architectural project as a triple record of space, events, and movements often bore close resemblance to philosophical reflections on language. Following the thesis 5.6 of Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus by Ludwig Wittgenstein, “The limits of my language mean the limits of my world”,
 Tschumi critically assessed the current methods of representation used by architects. In his opinion, drawing plans, cross-sections, axonometries — however useful and precise — bring a reduction of architectural thinking to what is apparent, obvious and understandable. They confine reality into a kind of prison-home where order and clarity are a form of control. Any other kind of architecture had to begin by questioning these conventions and breaking down the traditional components of its field. MT records for a park, a street, a tower and a block freely refer to the source reality and the increase of internal relationships between the notations. Their main feature becomes “the necessary interaction of each notation with the others” and eventually their interchangeability, leading to the situation that “people are walls, walls dance the tango, and tangos run for office”.
 In essence, what can be considered MT’s content is dictated by formal operations, the source of which is the knowledge of the film introducing “a rich and inventive catalogue of new narrative and editing devices”.
 In a situation where architectural drawing does not result from considerations of using a particular shape for practical use, but has a certain autonomy, it is necessary to make conscious use of the possibilities of composing frames. Knowledge of tools enables the most advanced manipulation of images, their mixing, overlapping, cutting, repeating, inserting, and distorting. All transformational means are equally adequate to describe all three of MT’s levels. Because at the same time the goal was to explore the most unlikely combinations, the end result was to provide pleasure resulting from conflict, rule breaking, and the disintegration of architectural language. However, as Tschumi declares at the end of MT, using the words of Michel Foucault: in this madness the equilibrium is established, and under the cunning arrangement of the disordered, the rigour of architecture is hidden.

The park of deconstruction
289. There are many reasons why the correct description of the concept and implementation of the Parc de La Villette is seriously difficult. The first reason is that it does not constitute any obvious and meaningful theory or representation of a particular thought. Explanations of its rules lose their significance just when they gain it. In situations when the park becomes understandable in its description (therefore, meaningful and reasonable), it loses its connection to its conception which assumes no sense or meaning. Derrida’s view remains: “Not only is there no kingdom of différance, but différance instigates the subversion of every kingdom”.
 In this situation the questions that remain unresolved even for Tschumi are: “Is the Parc de La Villette a built theory or a theoretical building? Can pragmatism of building practice be allied with the analytic rigour of concepts?”
 The attempt to answer these questions would be to say that there are no untheoretical buildings, and every theory is created together with the intention of constructing objects: “La Villette had to be built: the intention was never merely to publish books or mount exhibitions”.
 The properties of the park, though almost impossible to describe, are, however, not completely inexpressible. “This unnameable is not an ineffable Being which no name could approach: God, for example.”
 The unnameable is only a linguistic game that needs to take more into account that what is singular. The description of the park is to track the specific intentions of the architect contained in both his discursive and non-discursive statements. The first ones were expressed in his texts included in La Case Vide and Cinegram Folie. Le Parc de La Villette.

290.
Much of Tschumi’s views formulated in the texts of the Parc de La Villette projects are a continuation of earlier statements. Symptomatically, the introduction to Cinégramme folie... contains the same quote from Foucault’s work as is seen in the conclusion of MT.
 Moreover, the author himself declares that the use of the concept of superimposition and dissociation occurred earlier in MT.
 In both cases — that is of MT and PdLV (as the Parc de La Villette will henceforth be called) — design strategies were defined as reconstruction and combined with Derrida’s statements. According to the concepts published in connection with PdLV, the existing architecture appears as a group of hierarchical structures that accentuate the integration of parts, and as the association of forms with meaning (by symbolic designation of their origin or their use). So ordered architecture was fundamental to the rules, ways of thinking, and organization of traditional societies, and it is exactly this concept which returned in the doctrines of conservative architectural circles of the last quarter of the twentieth century. Tschumi sees in it “nostalgic pursuit of coherence, which ignores today’s social, political, and cultural dissociations”.
 But when an architect does not feel connected to the ‘dead class’ of society and architecture is perceived as participating in formal games that violate the rules of the game itself, then the quest for coherent compositions is replaced by questions about the procedures for creating an architectural work: “It also seems important to think, not in terms of principles of formal composition, but rather of questioning structures — that is, the order, techniques, and procedures that are entailed by any architectural work”.
 The folly of the concept and the park’s pavilions, similarly defined (i.e. as folies), turn out to be an indelible part of the challenged rules. Tschumi refers in this regard to Blanchot’s opinion that madness is a concept that is incompatible with itself, because it can be questioned by itself, and therefore is part of language games — games that have no rules beyond the game itself.
 In PdLV, the architect problematizes the organization of the work by valuing the reflection on arrangement more than any final order, but conversely he undermines the stability of the emergence of meanings by emphasizing the volatility of any signification.

291.
The specific purpose of PdLV was to prove the existence of the possibility of constructing a complex architectural structure without invoking the existing rules of arrangement. Previous projects, including in particular the proposal put forward by Léon Krier in 1976, assumed the creation of wholes, separated from the city and of a totalizing nature. Tschumi, however, imagined a work that would contend with the necessity of unifying the plan and rejecting the mere combining of objects. The project was supposed to make it impossible to think about starting and final elements, “the idea of order is constantly questioned, challenged, pushed to the edge”.
 The notion of threshold, boundary, or edge referred to various earlier concepts of crossing boundaries that Tschumi had found in the works of James Joyce, Antonin Artaud, Georges Bataille and Jacques Derrida. In his case, the question of the boundaries was primarily to replace the tendency to organize a work, that was inherited from the old or new architecture, by strategies of dysfunction and dissociation. Instead of the usual attempts at combining form and function, object and environment, setting the purpose of individual folies, squeezing forms for practical use, the project treated these concepts as independent and conflicting. In this way, the usual elements of architecture collided with each other and were more juxtaposed than made compatible — in Tschumi’s nomenclature: superimposed and combined. The mechanical operations used in the project “systematically produce dissociation” that can be considered identical to what Derrida called différance.
 Disconnection of what was commonly connected becomes a theoretical and practical tool for architectural creation.

292.
The consequences of systemic use of dissociation in architecture are manifold. In PdLV project, three independent components were superimposed to create the plan: a grid of evenly spaced points, a set of lines (winding and straight) and planes (intended for locating objects or left for lawns). The superimposition (and not the merging) of these structures could not have resulted in a regular whole. The general plan of the park is the opposite of any synthesis, entirety or totality. Maintaining the independence of the components resulted in there being no way to make the components compatible. The park also does not merge with its surroundings, and it negates the need to designate a territorial border. “Once the traditional components have been dismantled, reassembly is an extended process.”
 Violation of the limitations inherent in the earlier rules, but also the relaxation of the separation between the park and the environment, makes the project unfinished, it does not reach its finale, and does not reach its own limit. Similar to the blurring of the starting point, the end point is also missed. Disregarding the architectonicity of the architecture, playing with it against its very self, the violation of practicality and functionality by theoretical arguments, and the connection with philosophy, literature and film did not prevent the park from occurring, and moreover, they pointed out the unnecessity or utopia of the idea of unity, order and organization. “The Parc de La Villette project can thus be seen to encourage conflict over synthesis, fragmentation over unity, madness and play over careful management.”
 
293 
In the park project we can distinguish a separate direction of polemics with “obsession with presence, with the idea of meaning immanent in architectural structures and forms”.
 Metaphysics of presence in architecture is based on the assumption that forms are related to a readable meaning. The meaning of forms can be related to their origin (patterns taken from nature or geometry), to symbolic or archetypal values, to relationships with politics, economics or society, and in modernism to relationships with function (designation of use). Tschumi’s goal was to ‘dismantle’ all similar connections and to show the impermanence of meanings attributed to forms. The PdLV project 

attempts to dislocate and de-regulate meaning, rejecting the ‘symbolic’ repertory of architecture as a refuge of humanist thought. For today the term ‘park’ (like ‘architecture’, ‘science’, or ‘literature’) has lost its universal meaning; it no longer refers to a fixed absolute, nor to an ideal. Not the hortus conclusus and not the replica of Nature, La Villette is a term in constant production, in continuous change; its meaning is never fixed but is always deferred, differed, rendered irresolute by the multiplicity of meanings it inscribes.

294
The project disregards the importance of memory as the basis for the permanence of meanings. Instead, it relies on their occurring, and rejects the concept of the original, identifiable ‘signified’ (signifié). “[T]he Park’s architecture refuses to operate as the expression of a pre-existing content, whether subjective, formal or functional.”
 The presenting of transcendental values has been postponed and put into question. Using the threads of Derrida’s thought, demonstrating that sign has no definitive transcendental meaning, Tschumi used his folies to show that every permutation of form moves the image of the pavilion one step further away from any retained image.
 According to Louis Martin, defining the park’s pavilions as folies and depriving them of established meanings can be fully considered as a form of deconstruction of the architectural sign and its release from metaphysical values.
 The folies are semantically unstable but not completely meaningless. The Park’s ‘boxes’ are not filled with the content, but they appear as not empty, because the rejection of the establishment does not make them unsignified, but semantically plural. Combinatorics of the folies break with attachment to preferred formulas and amuse by their impressiveness. Every observer, especially when he declares his own interpretation, can only count on subjecting it to further interpretation, losing any previously existing essence of meaning, revealing the absence of such essence, and making the meaning dependent on the current interpretation. The folies with undefined functions, promenades crouching like a film reel, and large empty planes create a landscape of an ultramodern ruin to which both over-polite tourists and definitely less polite children of immigrants living in the nearby neighbourhood fit.
 


 Point de folie — Maintenant l’architecture
295. Derrida’s commentary on PdLV in La Case Vide belongs to a large collection of his statements on architecture, but is the most comprehensive among them and at the same time shows the balanced tone of his ‘mature’ philosophy.
 A still ‘revolutionary’ timbre of Tschumi’s texts of that period contrasted in this case with a formula of deconstruction which in Derrida had already found agreement with construction and affirmation. Previously, there had also been discernible differences between the sources from which Tschumi drew inspiration for his thoughts and the forms they took in his views. In Derrida’s case, these differences were enriched by the distinctive fact that he pointed to the ambiguity of many of the situations described much more strongly than Tschumi. An illustration of this approach is the title word maintenant, not only oscillating between the meanings of ‘now’ and ‘hold’ but also with more individual meanings (such as ‘spread out’). Likewise, the word folie, which may mean ‘folly’, but also a small park structure, sometimes even transforms itself into its own denial (as in the case indicated by Émile Littré, where it signifies ‘safe shelter among the leaves’). These two examples of thinking around ‘concrete’ words may indicate that the important theme of the article was the meaning itself: “Everything indeed [justement] comes down to the question of meaning [sense]”.
 There is, however, a clear difference between the positions of the two authors: Tschumi is moving toward an architecture stripped of meaning: “La Villette, then, aims at an architecture that means nothing, an architecture of the signifier rather than the signified — one that is pure trace or play of language”.
 With a simple, brief reading, the role of the adverb ‘rather’ disappears in this sentence, which was consistent with the author’s intention. This sentence appears, however differently, in the context of Derrida’s almost categorical opinion that “architecture must have a meaning, it must present it and, through it, signify”.
 In this case, however, it is necessary to strengthen the rank of the ‘almost’ particle used in the commentary. A purely academic reading of both works would incessantly prompt the issue of similar differences to be raised, but the somewhat lofty tone of their statements, ‘prophetic’ in the case of Tschumi and sometimes ‘enthusiastic’ in the case of Derrida, would disappear. Nonetheless, here it plays a crucial role, because the reader is in fact supposed to believe ‘rather’ than just to recognize the arguments of any of the authors. Faith is necessary if one considers that the works under study are part of advertising and refer to the concept of architecture as a type of desire or seduction.

296
Derrida’s text is present in Tschumi’s work in several ways, both by the recognizable proximity of the earlier findings of Derrida and goals of Tschumi, as well as in the attempts to identify the specific achievements of the separate field. Hays’ comment primarily extracts from the text of Derrida the motifs that establish similarities in the conduct of both authors.
 According to Hays, this applies in particular to the treatment of architecture as a language where the structure (architectural langue) forms an aporia with its elements and applications (architectural paroles).

The norms and regularities of the language, its structure, are a product of all the prior architectural events; yet each event is itself made possible by the prior structure. There can be no originary event that might have produced the structure — an event comprising, say, a point, a line, and a surface — for such an event is already structurally distributed and arranged. Neither is the structure ever present; there are no full, positive elements of meaning but only differentiation and referral to other elements. A point, for example, can function as a signifier only insofar as it differs from a line and a surface and, moreover, traces those forms, refers to those forms, which it is not. Thus meaning is not a presence but rather is the effect of a generalized economy of absences. 
Derrida’s term for this generalized absence is différance (difference-differing-deferring), which alludes to the undecidability of this alternation of structure and event and to the nonoriginary origin of meaning’s infinite play. Meaning is not inexhaustible in the sense that there are infinite possible interpretations; rather meanings are maintained in the arrest of unmeaning. An analogous term is spacing, which he uses throughout the following essay.

297
Then Hays cites a quote from another of Derrida’s works:

Différance, then, is a structure and a movement no longer conceivable on the basis of the opposition presence/absence. Différance is the systematic play of differences, of the traces of differences, of the spacing by means of which elements are related to each other. This spacing is the simultaneously active and passive […] production of the intervals without which the ‘full’ terms would not signify, would not function.

298
When developing Hays’ interpretation, it can be said that the structure of the park, based on the combination of three different components — points, lines and surfaces — would be drawn from its invisibility while the components themselves would lose their meaning. The différance would become almost an image, and paths, fields, or pavilions would mostly have a reason for being as manifestations of differentiating themselves. Hays — following Derrida — nevertheless notes that even in such a case the meaning does not withdraw itself, and this is due to the power of the logic of parergon, the logic of complementation that connects the internal mechanisms of architecture with the external ones. The parergon works above, outside and against the work of architecture. It causes the work to interpret what is outside of it and at the same time it is interpreted by it. Architecture is retained in the work by making it a text, by transcription and translation. To the collection of the meanings of the maintenant term, multiplied by Derrida, Hays adds understanding the maintenant of architecture as maintaining the resistance against the lack or loss of meaning. The meaning is never achieved, but architecture cannot exist without meaning.

299
At the outset of his statement, Derrida reserves that he sets aside both the reason for choosing the term maintenant and its translation. This peculiar word has perhaps been made a pretext for deliberations in order to create the conditions for the intrigue of Tschumi’s folies to be initiated. Taking advantage of the opportunity offered by the architect should not ignore the resistance posed by the work — especially because in French, giving a chance also means resisting.

300.
The word maintenant was certainly not meant to reflect on the current state of architecture. Its understanding as ‘now’ of the discipline, at a historically defined moment, is not taken into account. The situation is different when it is meant as what is happening through architecture right now, it has just happened right now, it is about to happen right now. Then right now (maintenant), right to us, the experience of a distinguished moment manifests itself, separated from other moments, enabling us to experience the demarcation that spatializes our being. “We appear to ourselves only through an experience of spacing which is already marked by architecture”.
 Any separation, placement, articulation, organization is a matter of architecture. “What happens through architecture both constructs and instructs this us”.
 However, when it comes to what is happening, it is justified to equate by Tschumi architecture with an event or happening.

[T]he imminence of what happens to us maintenant announces not only an architectural event but, more particularly, a writing of space, a mode of spacing which makes a place for the event. If Tschumi’s work indeed describes an architecture of the events it is not only in that it constructs places in which something should happen or to make the construction itself be, as we say, an event. This is not what is essential.

301.
The structure of architectural mechanisms emphasized in PdLV: sequencing, narrative, cinematography, dramaturgy or choreography, proclaims Derrida, give a dimension to the events. The architecture separates (or spaces), making the event possible; it arranges the space of the event. If we take it from the very side of separation (spacing, creating spaces), we can say that this transcription of space functions like architecture. It is difficult, however, to say what would be the primary here: architecture or record. At the same time, it is impossible to tell the full extent of their identity.

302
If one can talk about an architecture of an event, then in which sense does the maintenant of architecture exist? This question does not reach any final sense (meaning), but in that case (or this time, or maintenant) it opens up and goes on to consider “what happens to it, to meaning, to the meaning of meaning?”.
 “And so — and this is the event — what happens to it through an event which, no longer precisely or simply falling into the domain of meaning, would be intimately linked to something like madness [la folie].”
 Derrida also considers the term folies, used as the name of the pavilions, as adequate due the use of the plural. Les folies stretch the semantics of the concept of madness to what is happening with the meaning that leaves and spreads itself in the asymmetrical folies. Their separate merit is that they save madness in the world that, according to Foucault, desires to be rid of it.
 Instead they remain in madness, thus activating the meaning of the maintenant as “sustaining or retaining imbalance”. The traditional semantics of architecture saturate themselves with madness and goes into a-semantics, in the deconstruction of semantics. Yet the meaning cannot completely disappear. This moment of reflection is its turning point. The author usually examines both sides of a selected controversy of thoughts that do not match the character of their location, but this time — although only maintenant — he acts as a defender of what is permanent and unchanging.

303.
In Derrida’s opinion one should recognize the existence of a kind of ‘architecture of architecture’, the fundamental rules that we inherit and that inherit us. This inheritance is domestication, the ability to inhabit, to construct oikos, which gives rise to all oikonomy, economy, relations to physis, divinity and humanity. It is an ability to construct all other relations. “The concept of architecture is itself an inhabited constructum, a heritage which comprehends us even before we could submit it to thought.”
 The whole history of architecture is permeated by invariants, sets of demands concentrating on one postulate: “architecture must have a meaning, it must present it and, through it, signify”.
 Signifying values of architecture are not architectural, but transcendent, located beyond it.

304
Derrida contemplates the four main themes of the ‘symbolism’ of architecture. The first experience of meaning is connected to inhabiting, a sense of the existence of shelter. A work of architecture, operating with non-presenting presentness, seems to be intended for the presence of a human or a god. Its meaning lies in presenting these beings, in allowing them to be. However, any occupation of a location, establishing an order, brings awareness of homelessness (Heimatslosigkeit in Heidegger’s sense), which grows with modern technology. Having a home prompts reflection on the misery of inhabiting itself (“die eigentliche Not des Wohnens”). “[M]ortals ever search anew for the nature of dwelling (sie das Wohnen erst lernen müssen), that they must ever learn to dwell”, as Derrida cites Heidegger’s opinion.

305.
Derrida almost retreats in these views to Heidegger’s position, which temporarily distances him from the ideas represented by Tschumi. It seems that for the latter, to take his position with extreme clarity, ‘the home died’, just as God had died for Friedrich Nietzsche. Heidegger’s hut in Todtnauberg, to which he carried water in a metal bucket to make tea on a wood-burning stove, was also starting to look like an extreme. Derrida was fully aware of the archaicity of his position and wrote: “This is not a deconstruction, but rather a call to repeat the very fundamentals of the architecture that we inhabit that we should learn again how to inhabit, the origin of its meaning”.
 According to Derrida, if the folies verify and dislocate this origin, “they should not give in either to the jubilation of modern technology”. However, the folies — though only to a certain extent — do exactly this. Imputation of the submission to modern technology can be negated because it does not concern the elements of the park planned by Tschumi, and the architect does not break with his own discipline. However, Derrida in his interpretations tries to ignore or reduce the shock power to which, due to Tschumi, the metaphysics of architecture is subjected. It reduces the magnitude of destructiveness, and adds the reconstructive and constructive dimension to the proposals of the architect. 

306.
The long next fragment of Derrida’s statement is maintained in a similar spirit of a realization of the obliterated rules. It is particularly referred to in the statement that the constant anamnesis of the origin and the location of foundations is architecture’s duty. Taking over commemoration by religion and politics (history) does not excuse architecture from its destiny to be generally a guardian of memory. Architecture hierarchizes and hieratizes the principle of arche, the pre-principle. This implies that a philosophically understood dwelling (equivalent to having meaning) is always purposeful: ethnically, religiously, politically — which makes architecture always in service and at service.
 In the end, according to Derrida, one has to take into account the fact that, regardless of all fashions and styles, architecture belongs to the fine arts and its values remain beauty, harmony and totality. These are surprising statements with respect to contemporary architecture and raise the question of whether they are really up-to-date. Nevertheless, they must gain justification as a deep background of contemporary events. The invariants, recognized by Derrida as archi-hieratic values, belong to the old tradition of architecture, though they were exactly what Tschumi wanted to dispute. In Derrida’s view, however, they cease to be part of the history of architecture, and become the property of philosophy of architecture or architecture in itself, so that Tschumi’s work is transferred from one domain to another. Architecture and philosophy are brought closer to each other. It cannot be denied that even contemporary interpretations have to take these invariants into account. The conditions of architecture, described here, are therefore necessary when it is constituted in the language. As Hays put it: architecture is never present as an event, but is recovered by some kind of Nachträglichkeit, a specific textual mechanism based on the transfer of an obscure phenomena into the world of explanations.
 Architecture exists in interpretation when building artefacts merge with an extraneous reason (justification). It occurs in philosophy, which cannot be produced without the order derived from architecture. The order contained in it is not absolute, because it is violated by philosophical knowledge. Exit from this circle is made possible by deconstruction, understood as the art of digression, indecision, and wandering.

307
Architectonics of the main principles organize not only architecture, but also everything that creates Western culture. Their collection gives the hylemorphic consistency, which is not only material durability, but also permanence and tradition. It creates resistance, which concerns materials as much as consciousness, making architecture “the last fortress of metaphysics”.
 Deconstruction must take into account both the resistance and the pursuit of what is established. While struggling with resistance has become a tradition of modernity, the pursuit must be rethought — for now (maintenant) what matters is the movement of capturing in thought that which goes beyond the statement and of changing a not-established effect in a finished work.
308
Derrida presents arguments challenging the possibility of treating Tschumi’s folies solely as a destruction of tradition. Yes, the folies destabilize the meaning and meaning of meaning, but their ‘madness’ and pólemos are devoid of aggression, a destructive energy that would violate the system. They do not lead to such a level of architectural writing where it would lose its hierarchical and hierarchizing principles, aesthetic aura, purposefulness or the ability to symbolize. The pavilions do not therefore create “a prose made of abstract, neutral, inhuman, useless, uninhabitable and meaningless” objects.
 They likely exceed the usual repetitions of metaphysics of architecture, but “they maintain, renew and reinscribe architecture”.

309
Maintaining the architecture of ‘now’ is not a definite moment in the case of the folies, because the folies have been transcribed onto a series of experiences, shifts, and travels. They are not a single final object, but a journey that will allow anyone undertaking it to make the gestures inspired by their ‘other space’. In these suggestions there is a reference to Foucault’s heterotopias of deviation, but in this case their area is not a psychiatric hospital, but a slightly crazy park.
 A seriality of attempts, transformations, or combinations concerns folly (folie), and is retained in the folies without giving durability to it. The unreason is ‘wrapped up in foil’, as is also the case of the cards of La Case Vide, which contains drawings and texts by Tschumi. The folly stops being self-assured when it becomes a sheet of book (feuille) or a shadow cast by foliage (feuillée). Passing into the leaves it may give a sense of security, as Littré has noted, pointing to a fragment of the medieval text that reads foleia quae erat ante domum.
 The transformations experienced by the park folies contribute to the loss of the uniformity of the meaning of the word folie. Other meanings gain higher position than the output ones. The Otherness itself gains a higher rank.

310
This problem remains in the background of Derrida’s reflections: to what extent or how can Tschumi’s aspirations to place his proposals in the category of the philosophy of deconstruction gain confirmation. Already at the beginning, the philosopher rejected the hypothesis that Tschumi’s works, The Manhattan Transcripts, and the folies of the Parc de La Villette, are a simple transfer of some strategies of deconstruction into the world of architecture. The assertion that Tschumi’s destabilizing treatments place architecture outside of discursive values can be explained in several ways. Firstly, as I have said before, it would suggest that Tschumi searches for places where the rationality of architecture, encoded in tradition, should be questioned. Secondly — which is probably not explicitly taken into account, but is a hidden undercurrent in the text Point de folie — it is art (literature in the case of Derrida, and architecture in the case of Tschumi) which has deconstructive values that violate the metaphysical foundations of culture. These two possibilities are not alien to each other. In addition, it must be noted that the philosopher would make in this way the architect’s actions a specific reflection of his own tendencies. Point de folie is in fact a kind of avant-garde prose, more a literature of letters and words than ordinary literature. Similarly, Tschumi’s texts and projects are an art of words and a play of meanings of the basic components of architecture. In both cases there is an ‘interrogation’ of meanings.

311
Another deconstruction which occurred because of Tschumi’s ideas should also be examined. His ideas can be treated as an attempt to confront the entire institutionalized world, the places of greatest resistance it represents. Derrida recognizes that architecture has the potential to deconstruct society, the State, and education. Social forces merge into architecture (society, rationality), but architecture itself (the art of architecture) is capable of acting as a deconstruction and, identified with this deconstruction, of questioning architecture, both the social aspect and architecture itself. The range of changes to which a single occurrence can lead does not overturn the system. “One does not declare war.”
 Tschumi’s combative statements thus cease to be fully clear in the context of the interpretation of the PdLV by the philosopher. Derrida suggested that Tschumi was choosing, rather, the position of a negotiator and referred to the term ‘negotiation’ which he himself used to describe a means of taking a position that is constantly variable and takes into account arguments of the various parties of the dispute.
 Understood thusly, Tschumi’s treatments would have to contain elements of the reproduction of what was disturbed by Tschumi himself. In the case of an analyst of those treatments, who also enjoys the rights of a mediator, looking from the ‘position’ of art is allowed, and saying that any manifestations made by the architect or the philosopher are primarily a type of literature is sanctioned.

312.
The achievements made within this literature can be highly estimated. The use of a grid of points as a form that never reaches the whole, spreading in a manner that negates the limitations, should be appreciated. Tschumi acted here as someone weaving a net which is a trick, a tool that allows dispersing and focusing at the same time. The pavilions, representing individual gaps in the meshing of the net, represent the state of turbulent and endless transformations. This net is composed of points with non-identified characters. Though the folies take a definite shape, at the same time they signal that they were born as variations and that their form is accidental and unconcluded. The net is an image of the disconnection of points, but the points themselves are points de folie. Derrida notes that a folie is not to be understood as a synonym for a pavilion, but as a folly (thus explaining the title of the essay). The folies are “series of mishaps, rhythmed anachronies or aphoristical gaps”, while the points are the culmination of disconnection and splitting. If one considers that the core of the pavilions is variable diversity, then the question arises: what holds them in such a way that their essence is maintained rather than disturbed? In their outcome we can hear the strength of the title maintenant understood as ‘maintaining’.

313
In Tschumi’s concepts a large number of categories deal with phenomena of distinction, separation, disconnection, or disruption. Disjunction, dispersion, and dislocation are frequently discussed. However, is “an architecture of heterogeneity, interruption, non-coincidence” — asks Derrida — possible? Impossible situations are possible under certain conditions. The condition of maintaining the separation in architecture, maintaining it in its own right, or maintaining (maintenant) its ‘dis-’, is done through its assembling. This is a unique assembling that disregards the rules of synthesis, of architectonics or the syntax order. The negotiated whole turns out to be separate, different from a whole which is established (frozen), or establishing itself (freezing).

The maintenant of architecture would be this manoeuvre to inscribe the dis- and make it into a work in itself. Abiding and maintaining [maintenant], this work does not pour the difference into concrete; it does not erase the differential trait, nor does it reduce or embed this track, the dis-tract or abs-tract, in a homogeneous mass (concrete).

314
The rule of separation may be taken into account only when it is included in the space of re-assembling. The distinction must comply with the standards of architecture, yield to its power, and acknowledge “the mastery of the maîtres d’œuvre” (Derrida). This was the biggest hitch. As Tschumi described: in the PdLV, it was a matter of creating a form aimed at showing the disconnection. Giving a form to the separation prompted the structuring of this assumption as an assembling system. “The red point of folies is the focus of this dissociated space.”

315
In essence, it is the power of architecture that maintains the connection of this disconnection per se. However, it consolidates itself as a maintenant, as ‘now’, a thing impossible to maintain. The maintenant coincides in both understandings of that word: ‘maintain’ (as if to keep, to consolidate) and ‘now’ (thus something unstable, transient). “The dis-joint itself, maintenant architecture, architecture that arrests the madness in its dislocation.”
 The multitude of points is based on them merging, they cannot be fully defined as parts. The points are self-sufficient and ignore the net, while the net separatse itself from them and remains autonomous. “On the one hand, the point concentrates, folds back towards itself the greatest force of attraction, contracting lines towards the center.”
 It breakes the continuity of the net but it refers to other points causing “a relation without relation”, “a ‘mad’ contract between the socius and dissociation”.
 A point divides and maintains, it is not a part of a whole, but a part of a game, ‘a theatre piece’, a part of a form intended for events.

316
The points provoke events by marking space, which is the event of separation.
 As Derrida asserts: the space of the red points maintains a separation of spatiality. At the same time, maintaining the architectural past and tradition, it does not synthesize, but rather maintains interruptions and differentiation, and keeps a distance from the Other per se. “This Other never presents itself; it is not present, maintenant”,
 but “the yet-to-come of an event which would maintain spacing, the maintenant in dissociation”. “Overlaid by the entire history of architecture and laid open to the hazards of a future that cannot be anticipated, this other architecture, this architecture of the Other, is nothing that exists.”
 It does not create a story; it is not — as Derrida puts it, following Blanchot — narrative; but this does not mean that it does not give place to narration, theory, ethics or even politics. The red cubes at Parc de La Villette were thrown like dice: they brought risk, but also a chance for events and architecture that does not exist.

Conclusion 
317
I had been asked: Tell us “just exactly” what happened. A story? […]. I told them the whole story and they listened, it seems to me, with interest, at least in the beginning. But the end was a surprise to all for us. “That was the beginning,” they said. “Now get to the facts.” How so? The story was over! […] A story? No. No stories, never again.

318
The above quotation from Blanchot illustrates in the most appropriate way the situation created by the PdLV, i.e. the functioning of a structure without comprehensibility, which at the same time opens itself to incomprehensibility and brings it to certain expressibility. Similar works in European culture have long been unsuccessful. In 1925, Walter Benjamin submit his post-doctoral thesis on German tragic drama at the University of Frankfurt. The report on it, referring to the opinions of, among others, Max Horheimer, stated that Benjamin used words which the author did not definitively explain, and thus despite the ‘huge’ efforts of the reviewer, it was not possible to ascertain its sense, and “with his incomprehensible manner of expression, which must be read as a sign of ambiguity of thought, he [the author] will not be able to direct students in this field”.
 As a result of this ‘academic execution’ — as Adam Lipszyc called the behaviour of the reviewers — Benjamin forever lost his chance of permanent employment, although he is currently one of the most cited scholars in the humanities and social sciences, as well as in architecture and urban planning. Almost the same situation took place in France in 1980, when Derrida attempted to take a university position — yet he was the author of several hundred (usually extensive) articles, lectured more or less regularly at dozens of universities around the world, and was widely recognized at that time as the most eminent French philosopher of the twentieth century. Is it the same situation with the realization of Tschumi’s equally difficult concept as a transformation of a degraded site into a prestigious area in Paris? Can the political situation of the presidency of François Mitterrand, a socialist who supported various manifestations of modernity in culture, be an explanation? The reason for this change should be seen, rather, in the slow alteration of the senses of some of the words used in the statements of Derrida and Tschumi discussed here. However, it is impossible to assess to what extent they are authors, co-authors or simply people registering the transformations that occur. 

319.
In the texts related to MT and PdLV there appear, as if by chance and without further explanation, concepts with a long tradition, which have gained new, specific meanings in Derrida and Tschumi. The words ‘experience’, ‘event’, ‘invention’, and ‘Other’ are the key words for understanding the architect’s achievements.

320.
Experience has traditionally been considered from a hermeneutic or somewhat more general perspective — that is, an epistemological one. Experience is associated with merging, memory, and collectivity. The rejection (or impossibility) of narration, strongly emphasized by Blanchot, Tschumi and Derrida, was related to the degradation of experience, the disintegration of sense, and the atomization of individuals specific to modernity. The old experience is a story of earthly events, where eternity and the absoluteness of certain truths, as well as their foundation in the Divine being shine through. The transmission of such stories created the basis of every community. In the modern world they have been replaced by novels — an artificial attempt to merge messages that do not have a final source. The novel is a report on the lack of a home for meaning, about transcendental homelessness. Communities that are built on the novels — which also applies to philosophy as a variation of this genre — combine the knowledge of the lack of permanent understanding with the conviction of the unconstituted nature and impermanence of each of them. The growing loneliness of individuals and the transformation of community into a legally organized community are painful, but they also bring satisfaction. The Real Manhattan, its artistic transformations, or — especially — the PdLV are a natural environment for the crowd of ‘solitaries’ abandoned by the gods and drawing vital nourishment from urban soil.

321.
The experience in the theory of cognition, as Husserl puts it, is an overview-based cognition — that is, a perception combining what is visible with what is intelligible.
 A captured experience of an overview is, in turn, subjected to an intellectual review and is separately experienced as something which exists. The basis of the overview is the visibility of things, which are considered as undoubtedly existing, and as such are also seen as acts of consciousness. Its further development may lead to understanding what exists absolutely. A purified experience directs us to what is transcendent, and at the same time certain and undeniable. In the opinions presented above, the paradox is that the language which induces the capturing of something as a presence is then treated as secondary to all existence.
 When, however, existence is recognized as the result of a certain language convention, it seems that language is confronted not so much with presence as with the absence of the source of its expressions. The observation, that it is language that establishes what is seen or experienced and ‘is’, undermines the treatment of all existence as independent of language. Something is because it is named as existing. In such a situation the certainty becomes impossible and the impossibility becomes an object of language. 

322 
The “desire to express the impossible”,
 characteristic of Bataille’s writing, demonstrates that philosophical thinking carries the potential to shift its own borders in order to investigate areas which evade the conception of existence, and in some cases the problematization of nothingness as well. The openness to nothingness, the formula of “inner experience”, is above all the questioning of everything that is.

323
Bataille’s conception of the boundary that must be maintained in order to be transgressed finds its continuation in the views of Derrida and Tschumi, which combines in experience the simultaneous maintainance of the foundations and the peculiarities of one’s own domains when interrogating, contaminating and transgressing them. The position of the philosopher or the architect is unidentifiable in such a situation, since each of their statements contains innumerable traces of other disciplines. Heterogeneity, as in Bataille, also comes from the unavoidable directing of thought towards areas that are not discursive and resist all thought.
 Experience must therefore always come down to the study of what exactly thinking and the expression of thought is, leading to a focus on language itself and thus becoming an experience of the uncertain nature of human speech and writing. Shifting is not always a conscious movement, but it is a necessity when thought encounters indelible difficulties in locating its expressions. 

324 
A separate problem remains — the question of how much thought can go beyond itself and become a testimony of what is inexpressible, different from the understandable. While thought will not retreat from the penetration of otherness, its discovery of what is other, being an event and experience, will never free itself from the error of violating otherness, instead of “saving the other’s otherness”.
 Further questions also emerge: did earlier thinking have the correct tools to discover the otherness? And can otherness be discovered at all? 

325
In the mainstream of thought of the Western tradition, discovering the otherness, even one arising from the expectation of something unexpected, was bound by limitations that brought it to the sphere of what could be accepted, used, and repeated. The traditional status of invention assumed that inventing was a complement to what already existed. Behind the discovery was the use, duplication, and dissemination — that is, an almost narratively organized sequence of events. The intellect was able to keep up with the discovery, summarize and communicate it. As Derrida wrote:

The modern politics of invention tends to integrate the aleatory [l’aléatoire] into its programmatic calculations […], the aim is to take the aleatory into account, to master it by integrating it as a calculable margin. […] [T]he order of what I will call the invention of the same [l’invention du même]. This invention comprises all invention, or almost.

326
By not setting discovering of the other which is essentially the same, against the discovery of something absolutely other, it is evident that the discovery of the latter does not refer to a ready-made horizon of expectation and evades any programming. Can it then be prepared accordingly? Is it possible to discover something completely impossible? According to Derrida’s view:

So it would be necessary to say that the only possible invention would be the invention of the impossible. But an invention of the impossible is impossible, the other would say. Indeed. But it is the only possible invention: an invention has to declare itself to be the invention of that which did not appear to be possible; otherwise, it only makes explicit a program of possibilities within the economy of the same.

327
The present theological, ontological, anthropological or technological rules of invention are not sufficient to discover what is absolutely other. Such a discovery is a separate strategy, which consists in dissolving the existing structures of discovery, in the production of disorganizing instruments, and in opening the space of disturbance for the state of invention. And that is still not enough. The state of otherness does not allow it to exist, to make sense or to become true. 

Passing beyond the possible, it is without status, without law, without a horizon of reappropriation, programmation, institutional legitimation, it passes beyond the order of demand, of the market for art or science, it asks for no patent and will never have one.
 

In such a situation, there is a need to stir up the readiness for “the event of the entirely other to come”. The other is not to be revealed, but also does not reveal itself. So, on the one hand, it remains beyond the horizon of discovery, but on the other, it calls for the arrival of a particular new ‘we’, not in the present future, but in a new future. 

328.
As described by Tschumi, Derrida has developed the understanding of the PdLV as the architecture of events that ‘eventualize’ themselves (not without relation to the word event) or open what has been recognized in the history of architecture as established, fundamental or monumental.
 During his collaboration with Tschumi, Derrida’s suggestion was also active “that the word ‘event’ shared roots with ‘invention’, hence the notion of the event, of the action-in-space, of the turning point, the invention”.
 The invention referred to here is an attempt to stir up such desired events in the mental space, which would announce the architecture that can only be yet to come. The park functions as a structure, impossible to reasonably assimilate, of the emergence of what is both unexpected and expected in the yet absent future.

9. 
Conclusion.
Deconstruction as construction. 
Paradoxes of deconstruction in architecture. 
And shall not Babel be with Lebab? And he war.
 

Introduction
329
A quarter-century after the Deconstructivist Architecture exhibition, on 22 January 2013, at the initiative of Barry Bergdoll at the Museum of Modern Art in New York, a discussion was held with Mark Wigley, Bernard Tschumi and Peter Eisenman [Fig. 21]. It was intended that they reminisce about the events of the time of the exhibition, and tell about the ideas and buildings associated with the philosophical conception of deconstruction.
 Both in the course of the exposition in 1988 and of those jubilee debates, it was felt that the main problem of both meetings was eliciting attempts to create a definition by even the best prepared participants. It is not possible to associate it with a particular period, a manifest or an object. But could it be otherwise? Deconstruction is a thinking practice of polemicizing with the mind, a speech evading communication, a language of words of idiomatic meaning. It does not seek the source or the primordiality of concepts and never attains any goal, even an unintended one. Turning to metaphysics (in a similar sense to Gianni Vattimo’s Verwindung — ‘overcoming’),
 deconstruction is, however, doomed to settle itself, and when challenging its space of inhabitation in speech and language, it does not descend into unfathomable depths, but rather draws strength from the contest. Balancing between philosophy and art, it takes care not to fall into either perfection or aestheticism, but in spite of its efforts it avoids neither. Its fascination with otherness and nothingness hides the longing for ‘the absconded gods’ of presence.

330
All these inclinations have also become part of the architecture such as Eisenman and Tschumi perceived through borrowings of motives and terms from many sources, then exploiting them and moving unrestrainedly beyond what had already been achieved. This pursuit was one of the reasons why Eisenman and Tschumi changed from their positions of ‘paper architects’ into the role of creators of giant buildings, denying everything that they preached earlier.

The problem of the awareness of groundlessness
331 
In both historical and philosophical terms, both the external world and the inner spiritual one are scary mysteries to humanity. All human culture and personal endeavours create an elaborate veil to disguise the distressing strangeness of what is outside of and within  humans. Expressions of human speech occur in a state of dread against the silence and hostility of everything which is as close as the human body and as distant as God. The strangeness of existence is overcome by extensive fictions of refuge in language, religious beliefs or community. Although the Greek tragedians (Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides) expressively described the horror of human fate, in turn the analysis of Odysseus by Max Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno shows that even early Greek culture was impregnated with ‘bourgeois’ customs that veiled the dread of reality.

332.
In every epoch of European culture, it is possible to identify thinkers or writers who negate the harmony between humanity and their world. According to the doctrine explained by György Lukács in The Theory of the Novel, hidalgo Don Quixote, whose adventures were described around 1604 by Miguel de Cervantes, can be recognized as being uprooted and ‘transcendentally homeless’.
 Other bitter words written almost at the same time, “It is a tale told by an idiot, full of sound and fury, signifying nothing”, are spoken by a character in William Shakespeare’s tragedy Macbeth.
 The dark selfishness of the individual, which can by limited only by institutionalized state violence, was the subject of Thomas Hobbes’ considerations. Karl Marx stated in The Communist Manifesto (1848): “All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at last compelled to face with sober senses his real conditions of life, and his relations with his kind”.
 In the second half of the nineteenth century, Friedrich Nietzsche most of all described the world as a delusion of religious and philosophical beliefs dispensable to social life. The logic in his opinion had no basis, and even the language itself hid assumptions which were in no way legitimated, but have been revived despite repeated criticism and negation.

333 
Although researchers of nihilism — as the doubt in the fundamental values of human culture is sometimes defined — point to a number of similar views emerging throughout history, in each case the pessimism contained in them was detached from more widely held beliefs in the existence of permanent bases of being and the possibility of establishing an ordered collective and individual existence on them. This trust in the existence of the source of being was not disturbed even by changes in the ways of defining it, especially abandoning the idea of God in favour of the concept of laws of nature or — later — of history. The philosophy of Nietzsche was an important breakthrough in this regard, but his view that “the everlasting and exclusive coming-to-be, the impermanence of everything actual, which constantly acts and comes-to-be but never is, as Heraclitus teaches it, is a terrible, paralyzing thought. Its impact on men can most nearly be likened to the sensation during an earthquake when one loses one’s familiar confidence in a firmly grounded earth”
 — like the extensive passages dedicated to nihilism in The Will to Power — was regarded as insignificant against the background of the hope inspired by civilizational development drawing on achievements of science, and in politics based on a collective fascination with great political ideologies (liberalism, nationalism, communism, fascism). Neither the devastating wars of the twentieth century nor the failures of the totalitarian regimes, however, had such a huge impact on the fulfilment of ‘nihilism’ as the development of the theses contained in Martin Heidegger’s Being and Time published in 1927. An extremely academic deduction, characterized by the ‘cold of reasoned conclusions’
 (also written to obtain a positive assessment by the Berlin ministry in the hope of obtaining a position as professor at Marburg), could be accepted in disbelief as a breakthrough for twentieth-century philosophy, if not for the oft-proved dependence on it of many motives of contemporary thought.

334.
Transformations in Heidegger’s philosophy, including two so-called turns, one dated 1929 and one to 1936–1938, do not diminish the fact that the main theses of this philosopher focused on the problem of the ontological difference. By asking the question of the object of metaphysical thinking, that is, ‘that, what is’ Heidegger pointed out that while the first element of the definition ‘that’ can be related to all being (the world of objects, but also to the real being, to logos, to God), however, the second element (‘what is’) indicates a Being which escapes the thinking and tradition of philosophizing. The distinction of being (something comprehensible, understandable, das Seiende) and Being (escaping cognition, das Sein) not only marks the history of metaphysics, but also describes the entire human culture that develops the potential of materiality and rationality of the world, but also ‘forgetfulness of Being’ (Seinsvergesseheit) which is the total abyss, the lack of ground (Abgrund). The frightening nature of being saturates Dasein (‘being-there’) with its uncanniness and take away the possibility of adopting a character of establishment that would not be merely transitional.
 Homelessness marks the existence of Dasein: “this entity which each of us is himself” (Heidegger). Already in Introduction to Metaphysics (1929), however, we see the conviction in Heidegger’s thought (developed in his further works) that in the beginning of their history, humans were in a more direct relation to Being, and that consequently transformed into a process of controlling the Being, thereby resulting in neglecting to protect the being itself. The subsequent works of this philosopher continued the mythology of the beginning and depicted all later history as the fall of humanity into an abyss placed this time on the side of being. The task of thinking should gain an awareness that this is the wrong way, and should effect a re-domestication in the closeness of Being. 

335.
Although the critique of modern civilization sometimes took an extreme form in Heidegger (as in the infamous comparison of industrialized agriculture to murdering people in gas chambers), scepticism about perverse reasoning, even among philosophers deriving from other traditions,
 will always be preceded by the author’s reflections on science and technology. As well, when some philosophers then rejected the nostalgic-melancholic rhetoric of returning to the home-hut, coupled with the call to rediscover the unparalleled value of early Greek culture (supposedly perfectly in harmony with the traditions of the German language), it was exactly the criticism of Heidegger’s views that would lay the foundations of the modern philosophy of home and inhabiting.
 Heidegger’s critics, especially Jacques Derrida and John D. Caputo, considered it impossible to point to a single pure beginning in history that could be restored, and assumed the necessity of accepting the heterogeneity of each value and the indispensability of its permanent revalorization. It was also not possible, in their opinion, to indicate the essence of Being, which always appears only historically in the form of a specific interpretation, fiction, wandering or myth (subject to continuous refutation till the state of re-mitologization). 

336. While in Being and Time the basic way of being of Dasein was uncanniness (Unheimlichkeit), also signifying ‘not-being-at-home’ (Nicht-zuhause-sein),
 and the homestead itself was settled on the lack of certainty that destroys all the permanence of inhabiting, Heidegger’s philosophy, after consecutive turns, connected the idea of home precisely with the familiarity and faith in the possibility of finding a sense of security in the closeness of a simple life. The misery of the modern home and the crisis of inhabiting were the result of moving away from that what was essential, the source, primordial, home, native. The logic of such a thesis could only induce a restoration from the beginning. contemporary philosophy has brought, however, another solution for the problem: the replacement of the essentiality with idiomacity and accidentality, mono-source with heterogeneity, primordiality with derivativity and that what was close, familiar and native – with that what was distant and alien; the Greek sources with the Jewish ones.

337
Disagreement on the current crisis of home and inhabiting may lead to conservative or traditionalist reactions, but may also seek to bring about a problematization of values in which the reflection itself weakens the situation of crisis. If such deliberations start with a reminder of the inevitability of founding a home on homelessness (uncertainty), then one might be tempted to assume that the current crisis differs from permanent uprooting merely in its historical circumstances. Contemporary dangers of inhabiting would only turn out to be the environment of constant uncanniness, or the horror of throwing a human into the world. Hermeneutics of factuality in such a case would end with acceptance or even affirmation of undermining (weakening) the idea of home or even resigning from it.

338
Regardless of the redefinition of the concept of home, a separate remaining problem is inhabitation, the contemporary shape of which is associated with the megalopolis determining uninhabitedness — which can be understood as a kind of inhabitation combined with a lack of permanent localization, and at the same time sublimating what is free, mobile, unstable, variable and dangerous. Such a temporary remaining is also doomed to the strangeness and indifference of all surroundings: the silent forms of the shape of buildings, the ascetic aesthetics of interiors and equipment, as well as the strangeness of people filling all urban non-places, from offices in skyscrapers through mega-shops to train stations or airports.
 Slackened or unstable human connections to a place also result in a weakening of the possibility of revealing or consolidating individual and collective identities.

339
The undermining of the foundations of home and inhabitation is coincident with the undermining of the ‘home’ of metaphysics, referred to as ‘overcoming’ (Überwindung according to Heidegger,
 or Vervindung according to Vattimo
). Fundamental presuppositions of this ‘home’ reveal their problematic nature, and the greatest doubts are aroused by deriving all knowledge from a predetermined source, i.e., suggesting the foundations such as logos, God, nature, reason, Being, human, etc., and then a logical subordination to any further description to the chosen principle. However, the unconditioned foundation turns out to be only a linguistic expression and the consequence of the privilege of the word ‘to be’ in language, which transformed western rules of thinking into the so-called metaphysics of presence. The capturing of Being in dependence on human speech is evidence of the desire to subjugate everything to human qualities and needs — in other words, to subjectify the way humans refer to their environment, to anthropocentrism. Social life has in turn forced the concentration of knowledge in concepts that all individual observation, perception or experience subordinate to what is general. Knowledge has been made necessary for the functioning of the community; it has been transformed into a tool of social manipulation and violence over all singularity.
340
Full negation of the metaphysical home is impossible, but the destabilization of its foundations has become a new tradition of Western philosophy. Questioning the inviolability of the first principles has led to paradoxical thinking based on the unstable ground of uncertainty and randomness. The secularization of philosophy has revealed aspects of existence separate from any ideas of depth, and has brought about an increased interest in superficial values. Instead of the category of truth, interpretation and literary fiction, and even current information without interpretation, were more often used. Even scientific methodologies have opened up to epistemological anarchism and free roaming. The next stage in this process, anticipated by some thinkers, may be to release thinking from interpretation, full non-assumption, the dispersion of sense into nonsense, and a somewhat traumatic opening into the abyss of nothingness.

In the transition from philosophy to architecture
341. 
Peter Bürger has tried to describe the transition from anti-metaphysical considerations characteristic of Heidegger and his followers (as well as his critics) to deconstruction as the basis for the conduct of architects such as Eisenman and Tschumi.
 In this author’s opinion, deconstruction has developed some threads of the Heideggerian fundamental ontology. In order to explain this, he proposed — in the manner of Derrida — approaching the matter from the margin, specifically from the well-known immer schon category from Being and Time. It is a component of the basis of this concept, the most important of which is to undermine the division into subject and object, and to focus attention on unveiling the foundation that is ‘Being’ (das Sein), which is different from ‘being’ (das Seiende). Derrida subjected this distinction to a kind of ‘linguistic turn’, which implied the transfer of the ontological difference between being and what being is into language.
 A level of language corresponding to the Heideggerian level of Sein does not, however, exist in this area — a correct level must reveal a system of oppositions. Developing Ferdinand de Saussure’s view that language is a system of marking differences, Derrida treated the scripture as a system for revealing oppositions. The scripture, understood specifically by him, is not secondary to speech, but is a level which, by constructing speech, allows the existence of differences. The philosopher described scripture so understood as a ‘trace’, but it is not a trace in the ordinary sense — rather it is a “non-referenting origin of all reference”, the absolute signifiant, as Bürger has explained it. The trace explains the origin of the differential, but is not a given thing. It was not meant to be thought of as ‘present’, nor as ‘pure absence’, but rather as a point in the indifference of these opposites (presence and absence).

342
According to Bürger, deconstructing the buildings themselves is rare (unless it involves reconstruction), but texts about architecture can be deconstructed.
 As an example of this possibility, he has chosen the opposition of function and ornament in the thought of Adolf Loos. Both concepts form there an antithesis: what is functional is devoid of ornament and thus ornament is not functional, and as long as these concepts mutually negate each other they are negatively mutable, they cannot exist without each other. The ideal presentation would occur when what is functional would appear with absolutely no ornament, and ornament would appear as extremely non-functional. Bürger, however, notes that this distinction is effective only in a narrow understanding of both concepts — if we assume that ornament is conducive to the well-being of the user, then it must be considered to be functional. In further consideration of this matter one can also see that functionality became a kind of decoration, increasingly enjoyed and transforming itself into an aesthetic category. However, the relaxing of the rigidity of these concepts only introduces them into dialectical movement, while deconstruction directs thought towards the fluid source of opposition. This is the only place for Derrida-specific techniques. One such is the playing with concepts which — sometimes incidentally — have arisen during analysis. With a slight but perceptible trepidation, Bürger undertook a discussion of the deconstruction path at exactly this stage of reflection on function and ornament. He assumed that the source of opposition could be called ‘urn-ament’, or ‘primordial ornament’, and thus the words ‘urn’ and ‘amen’ would prompt us to contemplate how these words provide a finality arising out the beginning, yet at the same time indicate how uncertain “the exteriority of the ornament and the identity of the name” is. “Please do not ask me if I am serious about it”, concluded Bürger his explanations. However, his conclusions were serious: in dialectics, differences are being abolished; in deconstruction, concepts are aligned without reconciling opposites. 

343.
An example of the deconstruction of Loos’ concepts encourages us to address the most important principles of architecture from a similar point of view: utility and durability. It is clear from the previous argument that a deconstructive approach would tend towards the creation of a model of architecture in which its purpose and permanence would meet their opposites. Bürger persisted, however, in the idea that there had already been buildings of low utility such as park architecture, or as unstable as the architectural settings of court ceremonies, but it remains almost impossible to imagine works that are simultaneously useful and sabotaging their usefulness, or those that are permanent while collapsing at the same time. But, after all, is it not possible to find twentieth-century art works that in theory or practice opened these kind of potentials for architecture? Bürger finds such incentives for that field in the theories of André Breton
 and the ‘building’ practice of Kurt Schwitters.

344
Breton’s intention of solving the contemporary crisis of consciousness coincides with the Derridian concept of the metaphysics of presence. Derrida considered the questions of presence as the beginning of a violation of the core of its consciousness by philosophy, and leading to the discrediting of any certainty and foundation. The crisis of consciousness found in Breton and Derrida’s doubts that trigger such a crisis are also similar in terms of both authors’ conduct. The practice in deconstruction of juxtaposing opposites without reconciling them resembles Breton’s statement that:

Everything tends to make us believe that there exists a certain point of the mind at which life and death, the real and the imagined, past and future, the communicable and the incommunicable, high and low, cease to be perceived as contradictions. […] [T]he point to which we are referring is a fortiori that point where construction and destruction can no longer be brandished one against the other.

345
We cannot ignore the differences in the approaches of both authors. Breton is preoccupied by a possible unification “in the future resolution of these two states, dream and reality, which are seemingly so contradictory, into a kind of absolute reality”. While Derrida treats the unity of opposites as devoid of origins and criticizes the idea of an origin as a strategy for introducing uncertainty. He would like to replace the appearance of the presence by the sound of a voice resounding in passages, by revealing the labyrinthic nature of language. Bürger recalls Nietzsche’s opinion at this point in his reflections:

[H]ow simple were the Greeks in the idea which they formed of themselves! How far we surpass them in the knowledge of man! Again, how full of labyrinths would our souls and our conceptions of our souls appear in comparison with theirs! If we had to venture upon an architecture after the style of our own souls — (we are too cowardly for that!) — a labyrinth would have to be our model.

346
The labyrinth as a model for a future building still does not give way to real architecture. Schwitters’s Merzbau, however, may be an element in this transition, although in this case the most useful thing is not the building itself, but its interpretation as an illustration for deconstruction. According to Bürger’s argument, Merzbau’s plan is intertwined with its execution; it does not precede the execution but emerges together with the construction. Every house requires foundations, with its durability depending on their solidity. Merzbau has no foundations, it is a building inside a building, growing through many floors of a house changed by it. It may even have already undermined its foundations. Every work of architecture creates its own boundaries to the outside world with its interior and exterior. Merzbau has no exterior — constant transformation destroys its former shape; construction and destruction meet each other as it adapts to deconstruction. While we can talk about an ordinary building as it is completed, Merzbau does not conform to any rules. In fact, it does not exist, because a building does not exist before its completion. The essence of Schwitters’ work is change, so it cannot sustain an overall view. You can only see a shape of Merzbau, never Merzbau itself. It is probably the best realization of the labyrinthic thinking that Nietzsche and Derrida were trying to discover. While it has a name, the name does not apply (or only to a small extent) to the content, as Schwitters has already noted in his self-commentary.
 Arbitrary and motivated terms meet each other in an almost textbook way, excluding the opposition that exists between them.

347
Deconstructivism — of which Bürger is fully aware — is not, however, philosophical Dadaism. The interpretation given by this author is impressive, but it moves the reader to the ground of recognition rather than uncertainty. We easily recognize ourselves in it, so we do not have to say that mediation is its ‘common sense’, which is so much avoided by deconstruction.

348
Another attempt to approximate the philosophy of deconstruction to architecture was made by Wolfgang Welsch.
 In the opinion of this author the relationships of philosophy and architecture have a long tradition. Already for Aristotle an architect was a person aware of the plan and subordinating collaborators to himself, perhaps even the figure of a philosopher seeking to subjugate society to himself. However, the theme of violence and power inherent in the metaphors of ground, foundation or building that hierarchize the world (common to both philosophy and architecture) has never been much exposed until the time of deconstruction.
 Philosophy — as best shown by the example of Descartes — unthinkingly accepted the need to construct a building of thought on a solid foundation, but already in Immanuel Kant we could find a warning against the impudence of reason building metaphysical towers that later had to be demolished.
 The metaphor of the Tower of Babel, conceived as a manifestation of the unreasonable pride of reason, occurred in Kant well before Derrida took it up.

349
Other motives of deconstruction could also be found in old and new philosophy. Such a suggestion was put forward by the creator of Parergon, while Ludwig Wittgenstein (astonishingly absent in Derrida’s thought), wondered about the properties of observation which consisted of destroying existing beliefs.
 Even more clearly, the motif of deconstruction is seen in Wittgenstein’s assertion, in which he assumes that he has come to the rock bottom of his views, the foundation of which will be carried by the whole house
 — it is difficult to make a greater convergence with Heidegger’s arguments, taken up by Derrida, concerning the ground being revealed by the temple built on it! This convergence allows us to describe the difference between traditional philosophy and deconstruction. Although Derrida — certainly rightly — noted that deconstruction is not a one-time occurrence and can be found throughout philosophy (especially in its destroying/building aspect), reflection on architectural metaphors in philosophy is something radically new. According to Derrida, deconstruction is a way of rethinking not only architectural metaphors, but also the architectonicity of philosophy and the architecture of architecture.
 Thus, we may conclude that the motifs specific to the philosophy of deconstruction indeed occurred earlier, but rather incidentally, and were manifested more strongly only when captured by Derrida. But can deconstruction be a single voice? Derrida claimed that whenever deconstruction speaks with one voice, something is incorrect and it is not deconstruction.

350
The motifs specific to deconstruction practices must therefore be shared with others, typical of ‘current ways of thinking’ by which Welsch understood, in his peculiar way, postmodernism. Deconstructivist thinking resembles the substituting of hierarchical systems with systems based on rizomatic (interweaving and criss-crossing) structures, giving primacy not to thinking in terms of the centre, but to disseminating the threads and senses, transforming the creation of structures analogous to the Universe (Nature) into structures based on self-reflection or word-play.
 Welsch also draws attention to the similarity of Derrida’s strategy of shifting certainty to Jean-François Lyotard’s views on destabilization and de-identification, which together can be referred to as a sense of loss of beginning and end, of measure and purpose, — and finally, to unbridled fragmentation and multiplicity. Radical pluralism — replacing unity and the whole — is (with many differences) a common denominator of deconstruction and postmodern philosophies. The problem of the impossibility of the existence of an internally consistent whole, its artificial nature and the desire to create structures free from totality have also become important themes of deconstructionist architecture.

351
Welsch recalls, drawing on Marek Wigley’s comments, that the development of structure by contradiction first occurred in the early stages of the development of Russian constructivism (1918–1920), but the more conspicuous manifestation of structural contradictions in architecture is characteristic only of deconstructivism. Concurrently — and paradoxically — we see the affirmative nature of interventions to disconnect the whole. Any violations, shifts, displacements, and transformations have turned out to be necessary to the sense of every building. Likewise, other ‘attacks’ on classic architectural ideas (such as utility, house inhabitation, narrative values, or beauty) did not result in creating buildings that denied traditional values, but with a visualization of existing customs and the limitation of their dominance rather than repeating them. The certainty of classic ideas and their fundamental nature were shaken.

352
Welsch’s consistent qualifying of deconstruction to postmodernism is linked to the author’s vision of this trend as a contemporary version of rationalism. Therefore, the Derridian criticism of the source, the basis or the strategy of introducing uncertainty — of which one starting point was the semiotic observation that a chain of meaning always points to another chain of meaning, and not to the original signifier — can be associated with many statements of both extreme rationalistic philosophers of the twentieth century and those described as postmodernists. Welsch begins such a juxtaposition with Nietzsche’s statement proclaiming his admiration for the powerful genius of the human who raises a building (i.e., an infinitely complex cathedral of concepts) on movable foundations and, as it were, on flowing water, delicate as if made of spiderwebs, yet strong enough not to be torn by the wind.
 According to Welsch, this vision of Nietzsche became universal in the twentieth century. As proof, he quoted Otto Neurath, a philosopher belonging to the Vienna Circle, who compared the efforts of the definition of concepts to the actions of sailors rebuilding their ships on the open sea,
 and the positivist Karl Popper, who likewise found that what appeared to be solid ground actually turned out to be uncertain and moving.
 Welsh finds an almost identical statement in that classic of postmodernism, Vattimo — mentioned above — who said that since Nietzsche, it became obvious that “there are no lasting, certain, basic structures, but in fact only assemblies”.
 Following Richard Rorty, Welsch accepts that these ‘assemblages’ have aesthetic expression: what is seen as the primordial reality are aesthetic constructions, and therefore the entirety of reality is of such a nature.
 This situation does not exclude rationalism, but is its present form: diverse and marked by variable metaphors and concepts, which — interfering with and infiltrating each other — form a system impossible to review or organize.

Eisenman/Tschumi 
353
Among the participants in the Deconstructivist Architecture exhibition in 1988, Eisenman and Tschumi were closest to the practices of philosophical deconstruction. Their writing, projects, and characteristics of their completed buildings coincide with many ideas that affected Derrida’s thought. Perhaps in the case of Eisenman, the path to the encounter with this philosopher was more convoluted than in Tschumi’s case, and was led by interest in Noam Chomsky’s linguistics and the art theories formulated by Michael Fried and Rosalind Krauss, while his French colleague was reading Roland Barthes and Gérarde Genette. But, at any rate, Eisenman and Tschumi nearly simultaneously began to recall motifs characteristic of the author of Parergon and finally came face to face with him in the design of the Parc de la Villette. That encounter was peculiar because the co-operation of Eisenman with Derrida was completely separate from Derrida’s contact with Tschumi. Eisenman was even able to induce Derrida to produce a design drawing during this series of meetings, although it was almost certainly known at that time that their joint activities could not be completed through the execution of the work. Conversely, Tschumi, after accepting the main assumptions, quickly passed on to the realization of the project, leaving the philosopher only an area for additional interpretations of architectural ideas. Both cases of cooperation also abounded in further discrepancies, only proving the elusive nature of deconstruction. 

354
The architects analysed above had a similar attitude to their contemporaneity; they perceived it as dramatically different from all previous history. They perceived in particular the new situation of a human who was forced to establish their relation to the impossibility of grounding, to the disintegration of deeper stabilizing assumptions. Maintaining individual and social identity became a problem when grounding views had become insecure, and architecture itself emerged as a tool of traditional authoritarian forms of collective life. Architecture preserved in a long tradition, as described by Eisenman in the Rhetorical Figure, was a scripture of authority, and its ideological goal was to hide uncertainty and suppress anxiety.
 While the author’s analyses referred to the general relationship between systems of views and architecture and society, especially to the decline of architecture into an institutionalized state and becoming a bedrock for institutions, Tschumi’s theories had a stronger political colouration. Born in the climate of the left-wing revolt which swept through many European countries in May 1968, his theories aimed to make changes in the social structure and to reject past ideas. Architecture as a ‘trigger’ of social change, a combat tool to activate contradictions and to aggravate conflicts was treated by Tschumi in his article The Enviromental Trigger,
 and in subsequent writings he defined the architect as a critical intellectual who takes on conceptual power over urban structures. Diagnosed ‘disjunctions’, as Tschumi described, among others — the gap between space and utility or between reason and sensuality of architecture (‘dislocation’ in Eisenman) — were to be a force with subversive political capabilities. Although for most of the tradition, architecture primarily exhibited stability and was denied the right to be a factor in social change, while the suppression of disjunctions and the hiding of uncertainties were also the oppressive tendencies of fossilized democracies, a rethought architecture should play a major role in the invisible revolution. Although society customarily uses architecture to stabilize, institutionalize and establish sustainability, it is precisely the diagnosed constant instability of architecture, its constant presence on the brink of change, which can also serve to violate social petrification. 

355
Eisenman, among others, in his essay Blue Line Text stated that the already widely disseminated ideas about alienation and uncertainty developed in philosophy since Friedrich Nietzsche by Sigmund Freud and Martin Heidegger up to Jacques Derrida, were not taken up by modern architectural concepts.
 Even this modernist one is still based on the utopian ideas of certainty, finding its basis in the philosophy of Edmund Husserl or in the cults of science and technology, and is still unable to move “into post-Hegelian realm”.
 Architectural design should finally assimilate instability and dislocation, which are more convincing ‘truths’ than the ancient truths with hidden religious roots. The concept of one obvious, certain, and natural truth was decisive for homogeneous societies, but nowadays it is merely a manifestation of nostalgia, suppression and repression, inadequate for diverse societies that function smoothly without authoritarian religious or secular ideologies, without the concept of God, natural sources, reason or scientific knowledge. This may be astonishing, but most of the old concepts have survived in architecture and in its principles of bonding shape with place, hierarchies of forms, typologies, and the division into supporting and supported elements, structural and ornamental values, functional and decorative, sensual and intellectual. For this reason, the architecture proposed by Eisenman and Tschumi was aimed at investigating and weakening the meaning of traditional rules and classifications, at diminishing the rigour of apparent obviousness. According to Tschumi, since modern knowledge — and he pointed, in this case, not only to Barthes-like thinkers but also to Jacques Lacan’s psychiatry and James Joyce’s writing — reports on the breakdown of former categories, architecture should take into account and record phenomena of disintegration, or — as was defined by the architect — ‘disjunction’ and ‘dissociation’.
 Forms of architecture should facilitate gaining orientation and becoming embedded in the world of not convergent components. Reconstruction of the totality of the world, however, can only occur by means of montage, reminiscent of artistic assemblages, layering (called superposition), or other treatments such as ‘decomposition’, ‘scaling’, breaking with anthropocentrism, etc. New meanings, syntheses or convergences should also exhibit their artificiality and the incompatibility of collected debris. 

356
Despite the eschatological motives and the climate of a permanent apocalypse, the writing of the architects discussed above is not alarming, but rather, adds features of satisfaction to the loss of ground. The radical secularization of architecture, the cutting-off from its transcendent and transcendental foundations gives creators freedom of action and a sense of responsibility.
 Despite the sometimes criticized disorderly statements and the describing of these authors’ essays as ‘scribbles’, they created a method of expressing their views that was different from scientific theory, but also distinct from hasty journalism. The character of their texts was shaped as a response to the depletion of faith in modern rationality. They consciously undertook various kinds of destructive strategies to explain the nature of chaos as a new fundament to today’s reality.
 The loss of the old and new utopias prompted extremely varied procedures, which have been marked by the aestheticization of the void and the constitution of new, deliberately less real beings rooted in fiction, error, or fabrication, leading to the unpredictable.

357
The transfer of anti-metaphysical tendencies of modern thinking into architecture has taken on a complex form. Some of them concern the nature of produced objects, while others address the sources of architecture, its status and definition. Reflecting on the peculiarity of the work of this field, Eisenman drew attention first of all to an excessive focus on their material nature and thus the lowering of the status of concept, when it was exactly the concept that was the source of architecture, and indeed architecture itself. Architecture is a concept whose creations were given certain properties by history, but it does not imply that those properties were always respected during the creation of its works, that they must be respected, or that they cannot be replaced by other properties. If we assume that architecture is objects for specific purposes, what should be done with those of non-defined or variable purposes? How should we treat works designed without targeted intentions or those drawing on utopian works of fantasy without any plan to make them? How should we evaluate the role of theory? Doubt can also be roused by the functionality of exaggerated monumental objects such as pyramids and Gothic cathedrals, not forgetting about the hypertrophy of many modernist buildings. We can also ask questions such as: do functional solutions not neglect the higher vocation of humanity and do they not focus excessively on humans’ biology? Modernism, which was to be a renaissance of architecture, according to Eisenman, did not carry out a sufficiently profound revision of purposefulness, and almost exclusively consolidated the institutionality of the discipline, bypassing the unpleasant fact that it quickly came to petrify its formal rules. The reflection on the function of form in modernism showed that it gave to that function an exaggerated status, without asking more serious questions about the purposefulness of purposefulness itself.

358
Already a simple reflection on the teleology of architecture brings to mind the conventionalization of the definition of purposefulness and the loss of mental control over the assumed purpose of every building. Reflection on characteristics of architectural works, consolidated by tradition — in this case: utility, purposefulness of shapes and the connection of forms with the senses (e.g. typical of modernist flatness with objects mass-produced mechanically, and thus with the cult of technology) — leads to recognition of artificiality (historicity) of the assumed values and raises the need for another definition of architecture. For Eisenman, the starting point for this was the observation of the process of producing a work, where the beginning was to find a form that would organize a particular need. This ‘discovering’ was more about creating rules than applying them, which allows for the obvious observation that use is secondary to the discovery of the form proper to its destination. A use of an invention, as secondary to its discovery, only consolidates it, shows the visible rule or the institution — that is, in the literal sense, arrangement and custom.
 Then, although it is not possible to deny the principle of housing (‘architecture houses’ as Andrew Benjamin stated
) or of the creation of a room as the chief law of architecture, housing in the original sense is the introduction of a certain solution, the proper initiation. Using Eisenman’s terms, location (housing) is preceded by dislocation.
 We can notice here the inevitability of change, even in the face of repetition, the status of which is weakened by the constant need to read the traditions again. The novelty (difference) is inevitable and causes a disturbance of each location. Repetition is in this system an interpretation (modification), a change — weakened by tradition, but still a change. The sequence of events seems obvious: the concept is the beginning, unerasable and lasting despite being suppressed by repetitions: the weakening of its role ends before our eyes when modern philosophy deals with the idea of the beginning. Only an apparent paradox can be seen here, because the search for the beginning is not completely abandoned, but is moved towards the current consciousness of the metaphysical conditions of the field. So the new beginning becomes the question of the initial assumptions, the recognition of the artificiality of any beginnings and the perception of the present fashion for challenging metaphysics. Contemporary architecture, like philosophy, becomes a story of struggles with tradition and with the present locating of its roots in the polemic of its own assumptions.

359
The new formula of architecture adopted by Eisenman suggested that architectural activity should displace the conceptions of housing
 more than ever before, and shift its own conceptualizations — what indeed it had already done, but only in a situation of being unaware of these behaviours and weakening them both by the older tradition (in Eisenman’s words: classical) and the newer (modernist) one. Such a dislocation of location can also be referred to as making a folly of something that is already ‘normalized’, making ‘savage’ something that is already domesticated, making alien something that is already familiarized. If one assumes that the purpose of architecture is always the providing of shelter, transmitting information or having aesthetic reasons, it should continually revise its orientation, permanently re-inventing itself, and its continuous discovering constitutes the production of tradition that must be constantly transgressed. Tschumi’s thought was almost identical in these respects: he likewise assumed that architecture encountered itself by denying the forms expected by society; it revealed its total unnecessity and created a perverse pleasure not subject to commodification. Using the border concepts proposed by Georges Bataille, he argued that the survival of architecture depends on its ability to transcend its own establishment which, under current conditions, was the ability to deny its past, even to undermine its own existence. Finally, it is worth noting that the current recognition of the metaphysics of architecture, discoveries that transforms the existing rules, does not prevent backsliding into establishments that reconstruct the metaphysics of architecture. Even in the projects of the originators of bringing architecture closer to the deconstruction trend, destructive tendencies have evolved into constructions and, contrary to accepted assumptions, have become a style and a transitional fashion. A subversive factor has turned into yet another aesthetic value and has survived as an effective advertisement.

360
For the first time, motifs later interpreted as close to deconstruction can be identified in Eisenman’s early houses (numbers I–IV). The main models for this series of objects were Le Corbusier’s villa Savoye in Poissy (1928) and the model of Theo van Doesburg’s house (1923) designed for the artist. The architect treated the components of these buildings, especially the walls and supports, as if they could be manipulated independently of the functionality of the final design. Such an approach had many effects. The components were used as if they were parts of the language of architecture that did not combine with the way they were used. Eisenman showed the development potential of the compositions of the famous modernist buildings if the remnants of old classicist aesthetics and pragmatics would eventually be removed from them. Treatments of this kind allowed single characters to be treated as being endowed with historically produced meanings, not eternal ones — and therefore, accidental rather than absolute. One could also see how the manipulation of syntax affects the meaning of individual expressions. Signs were deprived especially of symbolic meanings, which were inadequate in changed circumstances. The author intended the project to “dislocate the house from that comforting metaphysic and symbolism of shelter”, in which “symbols are today meaningless and merely nostalgic”, so the purpose of the building became to “question the accumulated traditions of the institutions of dwelling”.
 “Man now lives in this in extremis condition”,
 which prompts the renewal of rules for inhabitation including making eating and sleeping places and even corridors and stairwells unusual. Nothing can be the same as before. The house was separated from tradition and developed according to the rules of autonomous syntax to emphasize the strangeness to its inhabitants and induce them to overcome indifference, to force the domestication of the house on renewed principles. The move to create an artificially alienated place was to seek the possibility of inhabiting places different from those sanctioned by past conditions. Rather than falling into dependence on “the established metaphysic of dining”,
 Eisenman sought to disrupt this dependence and, by violating the form, postpone the restoration of old habits. While a designer customarily strives to replicate the earlier established cultural ideal, in this case the architect wanted to contribute to delaying the duplication of old formulas of existence or to fixing new ones. The recrystallized rules of inhabiting do not inextricably intertwine with a sense of security, intimacy and homeliness, but rather refer to the experience of alienation, homelessness, and loss of certainty.

361
Kenneth Frampton compares that postponement of inhabitation in Eisenman’s house to destroying and even burning the house, as is the case in Edward Albee’s play Tiny Alice, where the final scenes contain the sentence: “There is nothing there!”.
 “There is nothing” in those uninhabitable homes, they are empty of meanings. They are haunted by nothingness, and in this sense their uncanniness was finally brought forth, which “does not suggest that we should literally make haunted houses nor that we should romanticize the quality of the haunted. Rather it might outline a poetic potential, a possibility today for an architecture of between”
 although not so strangely located, because it is located between a particular place and no place, between topos and atopos — and thus is actually a fictional architecture.

362
The approximation of Eisenman’s formulas of architecture from the phase of his early houses to the ideals of modernism according to the interpretation of Clement Greenberg or Colin Rowe was only a transitional stage, and gained a new interpretation in the essay Misreading. ‘Decomposition’, one of Eisenman’s names for his ‘cardboard architecture’, was intended to break the relationship of form with its supposed origins, to separate architectural signs from their meanings in order to make them visible, more opaque. With this separation, the rooting of the sign in time also changed because, instead of referring to the past and building on it, the belief in the alleged eternity, the absoluteness, the essentialness of the sign came to be sublimated to an undefined present on its borders, and therefore to a state of temporariness, randomness and fortuitousness. Subsequently, the pointless transformation of structures resulted in the display of the value of syntax as a tool for the production of meanings. Interest in syntax has superseded the reflection on semantics, and the mechanisms of content creation have become a new topic of works. Eisenman gave objects a history of their design processes. Limiting the architect’s role in the ‘mechanical’ transformation of forms was to draw attention to all the non-intuitive factors for shaping formal values and the meanings gained from them. Initially it was about the distillation of architecture’s autonomous language, comparable in magnitude to the ambition to create the dodecaphonic principles developed by Alban Berg, Arnold Schönberg or Anton Webern.
 Instead of artistically motivated shaping of form, Eisenman made seemingly mechanical line shifts to keep track of the results. He operated with extensions or narrowings, enlargements, or reductions, according to the definition of architecture attributed to Le Corbusier, that is to make the elements in the design too large or too small.
 After holding back the opacity of the signs and causing the observability of links between a sign and its historical meaning, Eisenman similarly extracted the role of syntactic structures in the emergence of speech. However, after in turn causing the strategy of object manufacturing to become its content, the question arises: to which extent can an object be made mute? Is it possible to mute the meaning completely?

363
The isolation of the language of architecture, and the emphasis on the role it plays in it, made this domain a distinct world and, while interesting, such an orientation of its tasks also had external motivation. The claim for architecture’s autonomy was a presentation of the artistic doctrine of modernism, and therefore the language of the domain still spoke loudly. Attempts to destabilize meaning indicated the instability of meanings, so in this case they also expressed certain content outside of the action itself. In addition, such action has always been an exposition which prompts or leads us to delight or to states of a sort of seduction. Thus, it can be said that the instability of meanings is true only within a certain order, a part of a philosophical doctrine requiring both an actor and an audience. An architecture which limits the role of the architect is an interesting concept and is a way to show the alienation of tools used by humans, and ultimately a realization of the alienation of the world — although the latter must be previously assumed and named. Eisenman, after making a statement about the illusion of autonomous architecture,
 went on to treat all meanings as contractual fictions that could be replaced by other, already quite explicit ‘stories’. After prolonged attempts to remove the old meanings from distilled architectural signs, he became interested in saturating other signs with accidental content and in making the built places into areas of almost literary readings. In particular, the designs from the series Cities of Artificial Excavation (1978–1988) were based on the artificial semantization of construction sites and created a kind of urbanist literature.
 

364
The discoveries made by Eisenman at the stage of his early projects, being a consequence of isolating the expressions of architecture from their established functions and meanings, led him to conclude that the signs of architecture did not have explicit, original sources or meanings, but were motivated historically and artificially. From the time of the essay Misreading he began to use — for explaining his assumptions and theses, and with full awareness of possible misuse — notions of presence and absence, taken from the philosophy of deconstruction. In his system, he defined “presence” as the focus of architecture on the materiality of its products, but also as the decisive role of tradition in institutionalizing this domain. ‘Absence’, in this approach, was to be aware of the artificiality of all assumptions, the shift of architecture into the world of intangible concepts, and the critique of the power of structures, and of established beliefs and institutions.
 It is difficult to judge unequivocally the correctness of such a transposition of notions, but at that time it was also a common phenomenon for other thinkers of post-structuralism and deconstruction.
 The misuse of terms was one of the philosophical games characteristic of these fields, and in Eisenman it opened the way to further appropriations and transformations concerning, among others, ‘rhetorical figures’, ‘katachresis’, ‘sublimity’, ‘grotesque’ and ‘palimpsest’. To this collection we must also include names invented by that author for his own design strategies, intended to create another architecture or — as can be said in philosophical terms — to favour the otherness against the sameness. These concepts included ‘decomposition’, ‘scaling’ and ‘superposition’ (also referred to as ‘superimposition’). Interpretations of many of these words combined themselves into transitional relationships and underwent further modifications and developments.

365
The notion of a ‘rhetorical figure’, taken from Lacan,
 served the architect in creating the concept of separating individual architectural expressions, fragmenting them and reassembling them into specific stories whose course depended on the reader. In this context, the rhetoric was invoked to draw attention to the role of fabrication in the creation not only of literature, but also of architecture. Architectural tales favoured fictitiousness over the real relationship of a project with a history of a place, but also aimed at preventing an unambiguous reading. According to Eisenman, a project of this kind:

can never achieve finality or closure. […] Here architecture does not close or unify, but rather opens and disperses, fragments and destabilizes, not only as a condition of its own being but as an exploration of its resonance with the always changing conception of nature and human endeavour.

366
In many respects, the ‘rhetorical figure’ was the reworking of the idea of ‘misreading’ and developed the idea of shaping architecture in a way similar to literary or filmed works. The architect rooted the project in a fictitious, unreal source (e.g., in a well-known novel, in a destroyed or legendary history of a site, or otherwise, in a figurative representation of a biological structure), and then developed the form according to the logic of this fictional beginning. Such an approach enabled him to replace symbolic or metaphorical values, which reduced the forms of architecture to an expression of intelligible and understandable content, with the catachresis which, in the form of arabesque or grotesque, penetrated what was unknown, embarrassing and disturbing. A similar role was played by sublimity, invoked together with rhetoric, and understood as a dramatized view of reality making the perception of the artificiality (artistry) of materiality possible. The grotesque deepened such an approach and turned it into a mockery of materiality, sneering at the certainty of sight and at the expression in language of what was seen. Sublimity was a denial of the presence and activation of the non-material, but also the non-theoretical potential of architecture, which was grotesque in turn — the shaking up of all establishments and the betting on a deliberate mistake, misrepresentation and fabrication. Giving such a meaning to rhetoric, without which the action of intelligence is impossible, suggests that truth could not be distinguished from fabrication, and persuasion — inseparable from language — was an insidious seduction, a pure advertisement. Disturbing the assessment of the rationality of old architectural assumptions led Eisenman to describe them as unaware fictions, which he replaced with fictions that were fleeting, with projects that tormented with emptiness like advertising billboards.

367
The term summarizing Eisenman’s earlier reflections in his essay Moving Arrows is ‘scaling’. In this text, Eisenman concluded that architecture dimensioned according to the proportions of the human body (anthropomorphic) did not adequately reflect the condition of the contemporary human and therefore he proposed to unsettle it by freely scaling the links between the created project and its functionality — the dependence on only one record of the area or only one history of a given place. He wanted to replace the exaggerated confidence in the idea of certainty by designing what would disturb that certainty, so that architecture would open up to uncertainty as characteristic of modern existence. Scaling was also based on the layering of contours, plans and maps in different dimensions, which caused the elements of these drawings to enter into unpredictable relationships. Relations between readable particles could in some cases be consistent and logical, but in others mutually exclusive. The scaling introduced stories devoid of an author and which were components of the opposition to humanism and anthropocentrism, thereby devastating previous foundations of architecture and creating new sources out of the emptiness which came after them, cultivating a specific ‘cloud of unknowing’ in which mystical experiences were not so much arising from God, as in the original Cloud of Unknowing, but from a lack of God.

368
The question of the world as a flickering image, a violent line, an explosion, unreal, attractive and deceptive — in other words, the world as a kind of television advertising, to which architecture, already strongly rhetorical and impermanent like Penelope’s weaving, came at last to being nearly identical— was also undertaken by Tschumi. This convergence belonged to a large group of further similarities between the theories of the two architects discussed here that culminated in the independent but almost identical use of the motifs of the grid (in Tschumi, a grid of points) and in the forming of a design with overlapping layers that occurred during their separate work on the Parc de La Villette in Paris. They both wrote in a similar way about the role of rhetoric and eroticism (for Eisenman it would be ‘er(r)oticism’, because he combined Eros with error) in architecture. Though from different perspectives, but in the same way, they rejected the relationships of form with function, and viewed architecture as an autonomous language, and designing as an endless manipulation of the grammar and syntax of architectural expressions, in which the author must play a role strongly limited by tradition, while taking too little account of knowledge about the types of structural games. For both of them, their beliefs about the autonomy of the field did not prevent them contaminating it with factors of philosophical, literary, filmic or political natures. Eisenman and Tschumi seamlessly combined the isolation with that contamination.

369
The activity of these architects, both separate and joint at the same time, was adequate to their conception of architecture as the simultaneity of contradictory features and values. Tschumi, in particular, devoted much of his attention to space and its use as mutually exclusive concepts, but still coerced into cohabitation and the generation of endless sources of uncertainty and unpredictability. Much of his writing involved a paradox of architecture consisting in the merging of two opposing and mutually dependent characteristics: the Pyramid of concepts and the Labyrinth of experience — in other words, immateriality (absence, as Eisenman would say) and materiality (presence), or, more simply stated, rationality and sensuality. In Tschumi’s theory, architecture can be grasped as a state between the search for rigour or absolute order and sensuality, that is the tendency to seduce and the charm of unreason. The paradox of the ‘in-between state’ is overcome by the imagination (inner experience) mixing architectural rules with the pleasure of space: it is a joy of excess and impossibility, a transgression. According to Tschumi, society has always been secretly excited by abuse, crime and the creating of bans that prompt the violation of them. In architecture, a similar transgressing, undermining and disturbing is a norm of a higher order to which historical rules are only a subordinate element. Transgression makes architecture into an erotic act, which is always an excess of the combination of sensual pleasures and the poison of near death, a kind of shift to nothingness.

370
In eroticism, as also in the eroticism of architecture, pleasure is associated with madness and lack of justification, as is always evident in the design of gardens. Gardens are a special example of places where the sensual pleasures of space come into conflict with the pleasure of arranging their order. All rules resulting from attempts at ordering, however, lead to games which are increasingly complex, which distort and pervert the initial rules. The garden as an image of paradise hides/reveals the essential conflicts (sensuality versus reason), but also violates the faith in order as the foundation of stability. In addition, it distorts a simple pleasure of the senses and replaces it with an exciting and perverse pleasure of conflict and an imbalance of desires. Politically speaking, the simple pleasures are conservative, while architecture masks an uncomfortable pleasure of collision and happening, emerging instead of establishing.

371
Tschumi is definitely in favour of an architecture seducing us towards the future absence, while not establishing the absence as the source, but pointing to it as a goal. Purposeless, uselessness, unnecessity turn out to be decisive features of architecture, but their perceptibility requires additional stages of thought. Tschumi draw attention to, among others, the role of borders in art as a problem illustrating the role of trespass in the constitution of architecture as indigenous instability. The necessity of establishing on the edge proves, inter alia, the role of drawing or theory that destroys the position of what was built in this field.

372
Architecture, conceived as a discourse, undermines the meaning of the material object and moves toward a situation difficult to grasp, of assuring a room. ‘Assuring’ is, however, an indeterminate moment between the initial and target uncertainties. In architecture, works that ‘assure’ something — such as the drawings by Giovanni Battista Piranesi, building models, theories, or experimental work — play a decisive role both for the whole field and for the creation of individual objects. The textbook history of architecture, also in its avant-garde, consists of unique works, isolated by the violence contained therein, artificially arranged and falsely unified. When next to model works we place their imitations, in each case their evident duplication and weakness become obvious. Thus, it can be considered that the history of architecture contains only exceptions, objects of no rules, and cross-border creatures.
 The history of the field was usually depicted in an agreeable manner, but both Eisenman and Tschumi pointed out contradictions in these images of the past. “While mainstream historians have dismissed numerous works by qualifying them as ‘conceptual architecture’, ‘cardboard architecture’, ‘narrative’ or ‘poetic’, the time has come to systematically question their reductive strategies.”
 This problematization, as Tschumi explained, was not meant to exalt what was rejected by recognized architectural histories, but to understand and examine the phenomena at the edges of conceptualization of the field. The shakiness of these phenomena also arises from production techniques based on the balance between repetition and innovation, between what is expected and what is unexpected, where the mere application of rules is the manipulation of them. In Eisenman and Tschumi, the game was a state of the world that imprinted itself more strongly in architecture than the Zeitgeist in its styles. The game was brought to the game itself, sublimated itself and finally became the most enduring foundation of every case, just as the free manipulation of madness has been made a mainstay of normality. The knowledge of the rules of the games was derived by Eisenman from Chomsky’s works, while Tschumi derived them from Barthes’ arguments,
 Luigi Moretti’s considerations on spatial sequences,
 Gerard Genette’s book on transtextual relations, and Raymond Queneau’s and Georges Perec’s literary works.

373
The collapse of the image of the world as a logically organized whole, replaced instead by the constant analysis by philosophy of the divergence of concepts and their designations, led to a deepening of reflection on the role of linguistic structures in the identification of meanings. Not only research of this kind in the field of linguistics and literature, but also reflections from the sciences have revealed a wealth of combinatorial possibilities which were further enhanced by a new understanding of normality. In terms of both philosophizing psychiatrists and researchers of society, normality has become only one way of understanding the world, elevated on a pedestal at the expense of other equally legitimate approaches suppressed in the name of the efficient functioning of strongly integrated societies. Present societies, however, require considerable disintegration for their development. Architects like Eisenman and Tschumi, in new situations, ceased to be creators of compositions and forms, and became analysts of structures and researchers of possibilities resulting from combinations and permutations suggested by Genette, writers (such as Queneau and Perec) and filmmakers (such as Dziga Vertov and Sergei Eisenstein). Their work did not have to be consistently targeted, but they were driven by the will to test the potential of ‘mechanical’ transformations of structures. In these systems nothing could be forbidden or impossible. In trying to characterize the nature of the proposed treatments for combining non-matching elements, Tschumi referred to Barthes’ synthesis of sexual scenes in the novels of the Marquis de Sade, where clerics, children, turkeys, monkeys and dogs were combined in a perverse group in a totally free way.
 In architecture such free mixing led to the contamination of records of different origins: not only the space themselves, but also the actions in them and the emergence of events. Tschumi defined the combining of these various conditions by the term ‘program’.

374
In The Manhattan Transcripts Tschumi made the Central Park the point of departure for the project understood as the scenery of literary events, recording in subsequent transcripts of the big city events impregnated with violence, movement and other unmatched elements. In the Parc de La Villette, the composition was based on three overlapping independent layers, consisting of records of planes, points (combined in a grid) and lines. The composition was not governed by any purpose, either of the layers or the permutations of the pavilions arranged in the space of the park, and relations between them are not dictated by formal or semantic reasons. Parts of the park were combined using the assembly technique emphasizing the distinctiveness of their characters. Although the pavilions were located at the intersection of the lines of the invisible grid, this sort of arrangement, however, integrates them without imposing a hierarchy. The park challenges the idea of order and the notion of unity, favouring free assembling as a way of restructuring more suitable for modern culture. The architecture of the park is not only a collision of incoherent components, but also an event, an action with no beginning, no goal and no end. Characterizing his project, Tschumi expressed his will that the architecture of the future should be just such a collision/event. 

375 Architecture as an event is a form of weakened articulation of space, retaining its character as a place of differentiation and combinations of heterogeneous conditions, without a hierarchy between them, or rigorous orders, or aspirations for merging or closing. The events of the space are also places of re-thinking not only of architecture but also of society, a way to produce its non-traditional and non-hierarchical version. The discussion about architecture is a reflection intertwining both philosophical and sociological considerations on the world of foundations with a sense of nothingness, broken by an awareness of the randomness of all origins. 

***

376
The analyses of Eisenman and Tschumi’s theoretical works show how architectural goals have changed; now, instead of promoting social sustainability, architecture intensifies contradictions — rather than giving a sense of security, it sublimates the danger. From simple defamiliarization treatments, to increasing the distance to itself and strengthening the role of theory through discomfort, anxiety, not-being-at-home (Un-zuhause-sein), uncanniness (Unheimlichkeit), excesses, shock and violence, it has come to the edge of stability and uncertainty to undertake finally an attempt to penetrate what is also impossible and inexpressible, to document what cannot be a subject of the record.

-----------
10. Summary

Architecture and Deconstruction

Case of Peter Eisenman and Bernard Tschumi

Introduction

Towards deconstruction in architecture

Intensive relations between philosophical deconstruction and architecture, which were present in the late 1980s and early 1990s, belong to the past and therefore may be described from a greater than before distance. Within these relations three basic variations can be distinguished: 

the first one, in which philosophy of deconstruction deals with architectural terms but does not interfere with real architecture, 

the second one, in which a collaboration between Jacques Derrida and a group of architects interested in his concepts is commenced, 

and the third one, in which completed or only designed objects or new concepts of deconstruction created by architects gain their supremacy over philosophy. 

The following book analyses these three possible ways, first of all with the reference to Peter Eisenman and Bernard Tschumi. 

Peter Eisenman

Misreading…  and Other Errors
The issue of relations between Peter Eisenman’s work and philosophy of deconstruction may be referred to his activity more than ten years preceding his direct collaboration with Jacques Derrida (in 1985) and organisation of the exhibition Deconstructivist Architecture at Museum of Modern Art in New York (in 1988). As soon as at the stage of designing the first houses (House I-III, 1967-1970), which almost entirely inscribed in formalistic aesthetics of Modernism, the architect analysed the problem of architecture dependence on its assumptions. All his later designs may be treated as consequence of this initial interest in relations between practice and theory, and at the same time as an introduction to manipulations later on led at the level of metaphysics of architecture. Beginning with the issue of presence, considered in comments to House VI (1972), the number of ideas having their analogies in philosophy of deconstruction increased. The text entitled The End of the Classical: The End of the Beginning, The End of the End (1984), in which Eisenman criticised questions of representation in architecture, its delusive strive for truth and comparably unattainable attempts at ultimate definition of elementary rules, should be acclaimed the breaking point. This attitude was extended by numerous strategies disturbing architecture rules defined at metaphysical level in an essay Moving Arrows, Eros, and Other Errors: an Architecture of Absence (1986). The issue of Eisenman’s passage from formalism to deconstruction has already been much discussed in the literature (Rosalind Krauss, Thomas Patin among others), still it should be mentioned that the threads similar to Derrida’s concept included in Eisenman’s writing reveal untranslatability of architecture and philosophy. 

Choral Works or Separate tricks 

In 1985-1986 a series of seven disputes between Jacques Derrida and Peter Eisenman took place. The pretext for them were designs concerning Parc de la Villette in Paris. The situation of many months of collaboration between a notable philosopher of the second half of the 20th c. and an architect that already had a huge theoretical oeuvre, ended up with a publication of a large volume entitled Chora L Works and it became at the same time a vast study area for historians of contemporary architecture and philosophers. Derrida’s contribution to concept works were his considerations over the idea of chôra, the properties related to this concept were about to be reflected in shapes of the park. Therefore, Chora L Works became an example of the abilities of contemporary art, both in its capability of translation from philosophical ideas to artistic forms and its resistance to tradition of representing in architecture some phenomena and values originating outside this discipline. In the final period of their collaboration both interlocutors started to polemicise with each other more decidedly, what became a separate part of their thought exchange. The exchange of letters between Derrida and Eisenman at the turn of 1989 ended up the period of their direct contacts, nevertheless, at this time precisely a large group of experts in issues of deconstruction joined the discussion and extended the revealed in the former dispute problems into more than ten years of further considerations and publications. Except for a long text by Jeffrey Kipnis, who had participated in the meetings of the philosopher and the architect, there appeared also comments of researchers of artistic theories (K. Michael Hays, Thomas Patin), philosophers (Andrew Benjamin), and even experts in Greek literature (Maria Theodorou or Ann Bergren). Following these debates a contemporary reflection on architecture has saturated with indeed numerous concepts originating in philosophy of deconstruction.

Architecture which imitates mute philosophy
The series of Jacques Derrida and Peter Eisenman meetings, which took place in the period of 1985-1987, induced many authors to make comments. Some of them (Jeffrey Kipnis, Ann Bergren, Maria Theodorou) developed the subject of chôra which was introduced to the discussion by Derrida. The problem that was about to be solved was the question of tying up the concept of chôra with architecture, including Eisenman’s architecture and the series of meetings within frames of Chora L Works project. Kipnis on this occasion paid attention to chôra and its character of anachronia which infects any being created within chôra. In other words any event has its counterpart (analogon) in another, earlier event. He demonstrated the similarity of structure of many events and statements from the times of Derrida and Eisenman’s meetings to the almost identical behaviour of figures in Plato’s dialogue Timaeus. The loss of beginning present in this phenomenon was appropriate to both features of chôra and the effects of typical analyses of philosophy of deconstruction. Bergren’s analyses focused on accentuating gender of chôra, which, according to this author, had been neglected hitherto in discussions. She collated chôra descriptions with characteristics of women in myths, early Greek epic and philosophy and she arrived at a conclusion that chôra has features of a single woman and a married one at the same time. And yet Theodorou’s studies showed that in the Homeric epics chôra is not treated as an idea but is related with single things and events. The other part of the comments (represented by Andrew Benjamin and K. Michael Hays’ utterances) concerns Eisenman’s attitude to tradition which was treated as a variety of iteration understood philosophically. Benjamin commenced his considerations at the point of closeness between a definition of tradition and a concept of chôra understood as perpetuation (placement). A problematic issue was for him Eisenman’s complex relation to tradition based on its contest and affirmation at the same time. Overcoming the simple subordination to tradition – according to Benjamin – was based on awareness of the role of repetition in culture not known before. Hays made an attempt to explain the pleasure and torment of repetition with the support of Sigmund Freud and Roland Barthes’ concepts. According to Hays repetitions are attempts of a single being to a certain primal state perceived as free of any tension. In a similar way Rosalind Krauss explained a motif of a grate present in Modernistic art and also exceptionally frequent in Eisenman’s work. 

Annex

Architecture is still writing Balzac novels. 

Peter Eisenman and literature

Architecture’s approach to writing, script or literature, present within Peter Eisenman’s work, is an exceptional phenomenon, furthermore a complex one. The article considers four possible relations. The first one relates to Eisenman’s characteristics as a person extremely gifted with the ability to wordplay, which very ‘play’ reveals skills to create architectural images. In the second approach the attention has been paid to Eisenman’s interests – in the first period of his oeuvre – in linguistic works by Noam Chomsky and his transformational-generative grammar. The third kind of relations applied to overcoming the need for autonomy of architecture (and of modernist aesthetics at the same time) and renew interests in questions of meaning in architecture. The fourth sort of relations occurred when Eisenman started to create reflections of historic or literary narrations in architecture – ‘stone stories’ and architectural fictions of their kind.

Bernard Tschumi

From perversion to deconstruction
In Bernard Tschumi’s writings from the 1970s and 1980s we can find a transposition of important threads of post-structuralist ideas deriving from Georges Bataille, Roland Barthes and Jacques Derrida’s works. The analysis of the architect’s writings also shows roots in Phillippe Sollers, Michel Foucault and Denis Hollier’s works. The analysis of borrowed elements from the beginnings of Tschumi’s theoretical activity may be helpful in explaining the contents of his later writings motre inspired by philosophy of deconstruction.  

The set of his earliest views was inspired by Marxism, Neo Marxism and French Structuralism, mainly by the writings of Henri Levebre and Guy Debord. From the thought of Levebre Tschumi took interest for city as not only a question of urbanistics but also a political issue. From Debord’s concepts he borrowed a conviction about the role of situational violation for changes in the society structure. Some of these beliefs were preserved in his own concepts of architecture as an event. From this period derived also his will to change conservative elements of social structure not by means of political revolution but of theoretical and creative activity. Tschumi acknowledged that the effective way of the proceedings towards achieving his aims would be accepting the role of both a critical intellectualist and architecture expert who would not hide away his left-wing orientation. The speculations defined by the architect as ‘revolting analyses’ were about to characterise contradictions which tear the society apart, penetrate architecture and constitute the basis of culture. Spreading away of the conscience of false assumptions hidden away in various disciplines could have weakened cohesion of a conservative society and influence the will to change among the elites. This way the beginnings of political revolution were rooted in philosophy of architecture.

In 1977 Tschumi published his text entitled The Pleasure of Architecture inspired by Roland Barthes’s The Pleasure of the Text, it also included some concepts derived from Georges Bataille and Jacques Derrida. First of all the author used Barthes’s concept which made an assumption that literary activity is pervaded by the spirit of resistance towards social rules, and Tschudi transferred this remark onto architecture. From the ideas of Bataille, acquainted via Holier’s work, he derived his belief that two concepts of space, a conceptual one (defined as Pyramid) and a sensual one (defined as Labirynth), not losing their distinct features, they join in the concept of experienced space which exceeds contradictions. The exceeding itself was defined as the basic rule of architecture and it was referred to situations in which architecture not only negates social needs, but also disavows its own tradition. Crossing the borders applies not only to political issues or permanent rules of the very discipline but also interfering with other fields (especially literature and film). The fact that architecture is associated with organising events turned Tschumi’s attention to questions of violence that result from upsetting architectural order of a given building by its users and the one hand, and on the other from forcing the users to specific acts imposed by this very order. The analysis of the concepts used by Tschumi in his early writings indicates that they are close to definitions that would occur in his reflection in the following years influenced by philosophy of deconstruction.

Approaching deconstruction

Tschumi in his theories developed in the 1980s presumed that the current social world had undergone a deep process of decay, and the reaction against which ought to be based on ordering-up actions, and also preserving the main outline of disintegration of the whole and its elements in the state of conflict. The statements concerning the nature of the contemporary to Tschumi social relations were applied by him to the world of architecture, this led him to coming up with designing strategies that took into consideration the destabilised character of conditions in which works of architecture were created. 

New ways of conduct invented by Tschumi drew their inspiration from literature and research on literature, psychoanalysis, structural linguistics, structuralism and post structuralism, and eventually also deconstruction philosophy. The proposed methods were opposed by their author both to functionalism continuity trends and postmodern architecture. Tschumi’s proposals contradicted any forms of conservatism or traditionalism in political sphere as well as in reference to tendencies in architecture. They were not simple contradictions of social or architectural rules, they intrude them from the inside, weaken or escalate the already existing incongruities, they move the boundaries between the areas. Revolutionary illusions about the possibility of radical changes were replaced with strategies which completed, tainted or test former rules in the series of formal games of permutation and combination. Quite different from avant-garde formalism Tschumi’s games were not about maintaining the autonomy of a given area, but on the contrary – polluting it with other areas’ influences. 

Tschumi enjoyed demonstrating illusions of architecture concerning simple relations between form and function, or between form and meaning. Making use of Freud, Lacan and Foucault’s research he introduced a category of “madness” into architecture allowing an observation that the recognised norms are nothing but merely ones of many possible principles of behaviour, and their recognised status resulted from unjustified hindering innovativeness which is crucial for architecture. To reborn architecture’s capability of changing Tschumi also made use of Barthes’s discoveries concerning rules of narration and works by writers who applied in their writing knowledge on linguistics. Making a work’s author unclear by various mechanical transformations of its elements was however apparent only, and formal rigours imposed on the process of designing liberated possibilities difficult to obtain in more traditional creative action. 

Another mode of acting introduced by Tschumi was combining his work of elements deriving from outside architecture; joining space records with notation of motion and events accompanying architectural objects among others. These architectural and extra-architectural elements were not unified, on the contrary their heterogenous and conflictual character was stressed. This is how shock, anxiety and instability, typical for live in great metropolises, infiltrated architecture. Taking some ideas of deconstruction philosophy as a pattern Tschumi also took into critical consideration in his essays traditional in architecture oppositions between form and figuration, or theory and practice. 

By combining various inspirations he eventually worked out an idea of architectural event, which he understood as a series of actions contesting its own field, redefining its sources, principles and elements. An event, understood in this way, was not so much producing works as rather creating conditions of their production and at the same time designing the society different from a hierarchic one.

Park of deconstruction

Among numerous philosophical strategies of deconstruction most frequently used was questioning the practice of strong opposition of two reasons. In many cases Bernard Tschumi’s writings just consider functioning of the conflict juxtaposition of the ideas of structure and ornament or theory and practice in history of architecture. Violation of traditional relations between terms of this kind, both old and modern, raised Jacques Derrida’s objections, when he was induced for the first time to co-operate with architects’ milieu. During this long lasting thought exchange the philosopher eventually acknowledged Bernard Tschumi’s arguments for reasoning the encroachment of architecture’s fundamental rules. Deconstruction applied in architecture was not a simple transposition or analogy of practices that had been applied by philosophy of deconstruction. We may even say that considering architectural terms became an important formula of deconstruction. Architecture understood in philosophical way became something beyond the practice and theory of its own discipline, a sort of metaphysics of both philosophy and architecture. 


The deliberate encroachment of simplicity of dividing architecture into theory and practice, for the first time became a clear aim for Tschumi in his drawings and texts entitled The Manhattan Transcripts. The contents of this series of works was a record of characteristic features of this New York district in such a way that not only objects were the subject of the record but also relations between objects, people and events. The record was about to take into consideration a conflict character of elements of this representation and at the same time to avoid applying to them the rule of mimetism. The record became a form of reflection over the very record by an increased control over the ways of representation. Architecture which was considered in the The Manhattan Transcripts was not directed to fulfill the needs of inhabitation or production, it was rather related with hitherto usually marginalised liminal situations: building ostentatiously big monuments, religious cult, war etc. Architecture operating in these relations focused also the attention on the included in it continuous tendency to overpass its own restrictions, the role of violence as its not recognised factor, or the meaning of excess and shock in its operation. 


Architecture moving from reason towards madness became even more visible in the design of Parisian Parc de la Villette, whose pavilions were defined as folies (in French it means both small park buildings and follies). The park was supposed to be on the one hand a reflection of traditional society disintegration while on the other it questioned basic rules of producing a work of architecture. The traditional rules of designing, based on ordering up, were replaced with the strategies of dysfunction and dissociation. In Tschumi’s opinion methods of this kind may be equivalent of what Derrida named différance. Instead of aiming at mergence, any diversity, plays or variations were strengthen. Tschumi’s texts, in which he explained his attitude, were completed by Derrida’s extent statement entitled Point de folie – Maintenant l’architecture. Derrida’s article is the most significant of all his statements on architecture as a form of thinking and activity. According to the philosopher, architecture should divide space (in French defined as espacement), what enables both thinking and action – it arranges the space of an event. Tschumi’s buildings, defined as folies, in an essential way destabilise any created order, and at the same time they refresh it. Derrida’s statement suggests that architecture may become both metaphor of an order merging a language or a society but also of inner forces which deconstruct and reconstruct it. Therefore architecture is at the same time a construction, a deconstruction and a reconstruction. Parc de la Villette stands out in this system with its attempt to step beyond the scheme of an easy repetition and its heading for chances of achieving more radical otherness.

Conclusion

Destruction as construction. Paradoxes of deconstruction in architecture

Scepticism about persistence and common importance of fundamental values of human culture evinced in philosophers and writers’ works as early as in Greek antiquity, nevertheless it was not expressed so strongly as in the second half of the 20th century. Especially in Heidegger’s work Being and Time (although originated in 1927, still influential in all later philosophy) the following states were characterised: the state of losing the ground (Abgrund), of being out of sight (Unheimlichkeit) and of being out of dwelling (Un-zuhause-sein) – as the basis of self-confidence of conscious being there (Dasein). The entire criticism of philosophy of home and dwelling draws the inspiration from this early writing of the German philosopher, it combines crisis of basic terms of metaphysics with social conditions which are dictated by living in large metropolis. The crisis of both metaphysical foundation and home appears to be similar to the situation of weakening the relations between a man and his dwelling in extensively expanding cities. Whereas philosophy, as well as many disciplines of social sciences, have diagnosed for a long time the destabilisation of fundamental ideas of Western culture and crucial changes in the ways of dwelling, architecture itself occurred to be “the last fortress of metaphysics” (J. Derrida). 


Among contemporary architects, Peter Eisenman and Bernard Tschumi were the ones who engaged most decidedly in the issues of critical analysis of architecture foundation and its social role. Both the architects noticed new formulas of contemporary social and individual existence, tremendously different from the entire history, and at the same time they affirmed lack of adequacy of architecture concepts to new situations. Both Eisenman and Tschumi used to describe the existing architecture as a tool for consolidation of highly integrated and hierarchised societies, and also as a discipline extremely uncoincidental with the current character of social life based on ideas of freedom and diversity. The means to transform architecture and make a factor of further social changes out of it, was a concept that accentuated revealing the inner contradictions of this discipline, and considering them in designing strategies. 


Eisenman’s activity, in regard of what has just been noticed, was focused on questioning the basic rules of traditionally comprehended architecture, especially the rule of purpose. The American architect noticed that the concept of architecture as fulfilment the need of location, hides away the fact that the location has to be constantly reconsidered, and hence it is overtaken by change (dislocation). Therefore new concept of architecture propounded architectural activity to translocate the concept of location – more than before – but also to change its status perpetually. Such comprehended architecture should claim, as its main purpose, the constant revision of this purpose and create itself anew permanently. Even Eisenman’s earliest designs of houses nos. I-IV broke with such values as the sense of safety, closeness and familiarity, and just on the contrary they accentuated senses of strangeness, homelessness and loss of confidence. 


The contradictions within architecture noticed by Tschumi referred to combination of intellectual and sensual values in architecture, when their non-appropriation was defeated by an additional condition, namely the way of experience based on pleasure of excess, marked by insanity. The features of folly were especially visible in his designs of gardens, where the order of planning was mixed with sensual experience introduced by particular elements (both the ones created by nature, and the buildings defined as folies). Parc de la Villette designed by the French architect in Paris put in question not only the common understanding of purpose in architecture but also the ideas of order and integrity, as its plan was based on the combination of independent layers with records of grids of points, various lines and planes. The architecture that collides inadequate elements with each other was supposed to be a kind of an event with no beginning and no end. The architecture treated as an event became a form of a space weakened articulation that maintains its diversity and lack of accordance of the elements building it up. 

The analyses of Eisenman and Tschumi’s theoretical writings indicate how much the aims of architecture have actually changed; instead of supporting social persistence, the architecture is rather intensifying contradictions, and instead of providing people with the sense of safety, it sublimes danger. From simple acts of defamiliarisation, increasing the distance to itself and enhancing the role of theory, through discomfort, anxiety, not feeling someone at home, weirdness, excess, shock and violence, architecture reached the edge of stability and uncertainty, only to make an attempt at penetrating what is impossible and unutterable, and recording what cannot become the subject of any records.
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14. Index of terms

A

Abbau

Absence

Abyss

Action


exemplary action

aitia

planômenê aitia
Alienation

allegory

Ana-


rule of ana-

anachrony

analogy

Analisis

subversive analysis

Ananke

anômalia
Antihumasism

Anthropocentrism

anthropomorphism

arché
architecture

architecture of dispersion

architecture of pleasure

architecture parlante
architecture of traces


cardboard architecture


non-classical architecture

other architecture

textual architecture

assemblages

atopy

aura

absence of aura

awareness

B

Basis

Beginning

Being (das Sein)


being (das Seiende)


forgetfulness of Being

Bessinunglosigkeit 
border

bounduary

building 

C

catachresis

Chôra


chôre


chôros
collision

combination

combinative

composition

concept

containing

contaminate

contamination

construction

content

context

D

dadaism

De-auctorialization

Deconstruction

deconstruction in architecture

deconstructivism


architectural deconstructivism

décomposer

decomposition

decoration

défaire

defamiliarization

deferred
dehiscence 

delight

Demiurge 

Demiurgoi

désédimenter

Destruktion 

Détournement

architectural détournement
diagram

difference


ontological difference

différance

design

counter-design

destabilization

disconnection

discontinuity

dislocation

dislocate

disintegration

disjunction

disorientation

dispersion


dispersion of sense

displacement

disruption

dissemination

La dissémination
dissociation 

dolos

domestic

dwelling

dysfunction

E

Eidos

eikon
Espacement

Epistéme

epoché

Eros

program of Eros

eroticism

Error

moving error

excaviations

artificial excavations

excess


excess of pleasure

experience


experience of absence

experience of pleasure


inner experience

explosion


idea of explosion

event

F

Farmakon

Fiction

architectural fiction

built fictions

Fiction of representation

Fiction of reason

Fiction of history

literary’ fiction

figures

rhetorical figures

figuration

la fin de Dieu

la fin de tout

firmitas

la folie

folies

foundation

form 

fractal

fragmentation

function

G

Geborgenheit
Glass


glass architecture

God

grammata
Gramme

Grid

motif of grid

grid of Mercator

Grotesque

ground

H

harmony

Heimatslosigkeit
hermeneutic phantom

heterogeneity

homelessness


metaphysical homelessness

transcendental homelessness

house


housing

onceptions of housing

hymen

hysteron proteron Homêrikôs

I

immer schon 

in-between

incoherence

l’indécidable

indécidabilité

indecidabilities

immanences

inhabiting


inhabitability

inhuman

interruption

invention


invention of the same


invention of the impossible

iteration

J

jouissance
K

Klein bottle 

kritischer Abbau

L

Labyrinth


metaphor of a labyrinth

language

layering

Logocentrism

logos

Limit

limits of architecture

transgressing the limits

line

literature

location


dislocation of location

lyre

M

Madness

Manipulation


manipulation of syntax

Maintenant


maintenant l’architecture

marge

margin

mask

meaning (sense)

meaning of forms

Merzbau
metaphor

metaphysics

displacement of metaphysics

metaphysics of presence

Western metaphysics

metis

mispronunciation

misspelling

misreading

Möbius strip

movement

situationist movement

mythos

N

Nachträglichkeit

Nicht-zuhause-sein

not-being-at-home

non-coincidence

Nous

O

object

reference object

objecthood

oikos


oikonomy

opacity

origin


origin of architecture

Ornament


primordial ornament

other

absolutely other

other architecture

Otherness

overcoming

P

Palimpsest

paradeigma

paradigmata
paradox


architectural paradox

parasite

Parergon

permutation
Philosophy

philosophy of deconstruction

physis

place

place of shock

pleasure


pleasure of architecture

plokanon
point

pólemos
posthumanism

program

Pyramid

Presence


presence and absence

presentness

purposefulness

Q

Quarry

R

reconstruction

rhetoric

rhetorical act

rhetorical categories

rhetorical figure

recurrence

Recurrence for the first time

Recursivity

Repetition


duplication of repetition

complex doubling of repetition

‘recuperative’ and ‘nihilistic’ repetition

reverberation

ruin


artificial ruins

specific ruin

S

Scaling

scaling strategy

Seinsvergesseheit
self-similarity

sense


dispersion of sense

separation

shock

place of shock

sieve

signature

Signified (signifié)

Signifier

site

source

space


other space


space of invention

Spacing

Strangeness

stratify

Structure

deep structure 

sublime

sublimity

superficiality 

superimposition

supplement

surface

T

The Same

Techné

telos
terrain

text

theory 

toi peithin
tomb

topos

Tower of Babel

trace 


trace of absence

le trace 

Transcript

Transference

Transformation

Transgression

transmission

Transparency

Trick

Trigger

environmental trigger

triton genos
truth

U

Uncanny

Uncertainty

Unconsciousness

Undecidability

Undecidable

Das Unheimliche


Unheimlichkeit
Un-zu-hause-sein
usefulness

Uselessness

utilitas

utility

V

Venustas

Verfremdungseffekt

Verwindung
violence


violence of architecture

virus

Void

W

wallness

Writing

‘other’ writing

primeval writing

� The exhibition ran from 23 June 23 to 30 August 1988. The circumstances of its organization were described by M. Sorkin, Canon Fodder, “The Village Voice” 01.12.1987; reprint in: idem, Exquisite Corpse, London-New York 1991, pp. 254–-259) and F. Schulze (Philip Johnson. Live and Work, Chicago 1996, pp. 393–400; text in German: idem, Philip Johnson. Leben und Werk, transl. by J. Schulte, Wien 1996, pp. 445–453, further references after the German edition). The exposition was originally described by Diane Ghirardo, who in 1988  delivered lectures on the deconstructivist architecture at the University of Colorado in Denver, see D. Ghirardo’s Exposé of MOMA’s Deconstructivist Show, “Architectural Review” 1988, No. 183. See also: G. Shane, Modernismus, Postmodernismus und Dekonstruktion. Zur Ausstellung ‘Deconstructivist Architecture’ in New York, “Archithese. Zeitschrift und Schriftenreihe für Architektur” 1989, No. 1, pp. 35–44 and C.L. [Christine Lubinski], Architecture and Art: Crossing the Lines with Philip Johnson, „MoMA” 1988, No. 48, p. 3, 6. 


� U. Schwarz, Das Erhabene und das Groteske, oder Michelangelo, Piranesi und die Folgen. Über einige Grundbegriffe der Architekturtheorie Peter Eisenmans, [in:] Schräge Architektur und aufrechter Gang. Dekonstruktion: Bauen in einer Welt ohne Sinn, ed. G. Kähler, Braunschweig–Wiesbaden 1993, p. 140: “Die New Yorker Ausstellung über dekonstruktivistische Architektur im Sommer 1988 war Akt gezielter Fehlinformation. Das hat sich inzwischen herumgesprochen. Und in schöner Paradoxie wird mittlerweile allerorten verkündet, daß es mit dem Dekonstruktivismus – den es ja eigentlich gar nicht gibt – nun wohl schon wieder vorbei sei.” 


� P. Johnson, M. Wigley, Deconstructivist Architecture [the exhibition catalogue], Museum of Modern Art, New York 1988, p. 19. The specifics of the opinion of Peter Eisenman was described by Daniel Libeskind and it was only the beginning of the study on the concepts of this architect, see D. Libeskind, Peter Eisenman and the Myth of Futility, “Harvard Architecture Review” 1984, No. 3, pp. 61–63. The year before the exposition at the MoMa, the activities of Eisenman and Tchumi in connection with Derrida’ philosophy were briefly described by G. Bennigton Complexity Without Contradiction in Architecture, “AA Files” 1987, No. 15, pp. 17–18). Very early on, H.A. Shirvani attempted to prove that F.O. Gehry belonged to the deconstructivist trend (Gehry and Deconstructivism: A Matter of Difference in Text, “Avant Garde” 1981, No. 1, pp. 63–77). At the same time, however, we must mindful of scepticism towards the perception of deconstruction as a style and the architects presented as a group in the exhibition. Such scepticism was expressed by Wigley: “I think each of the seven architects argues that at least two of the other architects should be removed”, (M. Wigley, Deconstructivist Architecture, [in:] Deconstruction. Omnibus Volume, ed. A. Papadakis, C. Cooke, A. Benjamin, New York 1989, p. 134).


� M. Wigley, Deconstructivist Architecture, [in:] P. Johnson, M. Wigley, op. cit., p. 19.


� A substantial set of ideas associated with the trend of the architectural deconstruction was presented at the exhibition “Paper Art 6. – International Biennale of Paper Art 1996” organized in the Leopold-Hoesch-Museum in Düren, see Paper Art 6. Dekonstruktivistische Tendenzen [exhibition catalogue], ed. D. Eimert, Düren 1996. 


� M. Wigley, op. cit., p. 11.


� J. Derrida, Point de folie — Maintenant l’architecture, [in:] B. Tschumi, La Case Vide: La Villette 1985, London 1986; for reprints and translations, see Bibliography.


� Derrida strongly critiqued the strategies of Eisenman and Libeskind in the interview conducted by Peter Brunette and Davis Wills:  “In his theoretical discussion of his work he [Eisenman] often presents a discourse of negativity that is very facile — he speaks of the architecture of absence, the architecture of nothing [du rien], and I am sceptical about discourses of absence and negativity. His also applies to certain other architects like Libeskind. I understand what motivates their remarks, but they are not careful enough. In speaking of their own work they are too easily inclined to speak of the void, absence, with theological overtones also, and sometimes Judeo-theological overtones. No architecture can be called Judaic, of course, but they resort to a kind of Judaic discourse, a negative theology on the subject of architecture.”, cit. after: P. Brunette, D. Wills, The Spatial Arts: An Interview with Jacques Derrida, [in:] Deconstruction and the Visual Arts. Art, Media, Architecture, ed. P. Brunette, D. Wills, Cambridge [Mass.] 1994, p. 27. When commenting on the essays of Tschumi, Derrida stated: “There are strong words in Tschumi’s lexicon. They locate the points of greatest intensity. These are words beginning with trans– (transcript, transference, etc.) and, above all, de– or dis-. These words speak of destabilization, deconstruction, dehiscence and, first of all, dissociation, disjunction, disruption, difference. An architecture of heterogeneity, interruption, non-coincidence. But who would ever have built in this manner?”, cit. after: J. Derrida, op. cit., p. 578 (acc. to Hays’ edition). 


� On the subject of the metaphor of virus, Derrida spoke during the interview The Spatial Arts as follows:   [T]hat all I have done, to summarize it very reductively, is dominated by the thought of a virus, what could be called a parasitology, a virology, the virus being many things” (P. Brunette, D. Wills, op. cit., p. 12). The philosopher refers in this case to his text Rhétorique de la drogue, [in:] idem, Points de suspension: Entretiens, ed. E. Weber, Paris 1992, pp. 241–267.


� In the list of ‘undecidabilities’ included such ‘kind-of-concepts’ as: ‘différance’, ‘farmakon’, ‘trace’, ‘supplement’, ‘gramme’ and ‘hymen’.


� P. Brunette, D. Wills, op. cit., p. 13. 


� Ibidem, p. 15: “There is text because there is always a little discourse somewhere in the visual arts, and also because even if there is no discourse, the effect of spacing already implies a textualization”. 


� P. Brunette, D. Wills, op. cit., p. 10.


� See, i.a., J. Grondin, Die Hermeneutik der Faktizität als ontologische Destruktion und Ideologiekritik. Zur Aktualität der Hermeneutik Heideggers, [in:] Zur philosophischen Aktualität Heideggers, ed. D. Papenfuss,   O. Pöggler, Vol. 2: Im Gespräch der Zeit, Frankfurt Am Main 1990, p. 173; idem, La définition derridienne de la déconstruction: Contribution au rapprochement de l’herméneutique et de la déconstruction, “Archives de Philosophie” 1999, No. 1. 


� J. Derrida, In Discussion with Christopher Norris, [in:] Deconstruction II, “An Architectural Design Profile” 77, London 1989, pp. 7–11; idem [in:] Deconstruction. Omnibus Volume, p. 71–75.


� See E. Meyer, Architetture ove il desiderio può abitare, “Domus” 1986, No. 671, p. 17 (translation and reprints — see Bibliography). Derrida refers to the text of Heidegger, Der Fehl heiliger Namen (Gesamtausgabe,   Vol. 13: Aus der Erfahrung des Denkens, p. 233: “ή όδός – μήποτε μέθοδος”), which a few years earlier was translated into French (Le défaut de noms sacrés, transl. P. Lacoue-Labarthe, R. Munier, “Contre toute attente” 1981, No. 2/3). The popularization of the concepts of odos/methodos was also mentioned also by Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe, La poésie comme expérience, Paris 1986, p. 149.


� J. Derrida, In Discussion with Christopher Norris, p. 9.


� J. Derrida, Lettre à un ami japonais, [in:] idem, Psyché. Inventions de l’autre, Paris 1987, p. 390: “En tout cas, malgré les apparences, la déconstruction n’est ni une analyse ni une critique, et la traduction devrait en tenir compte. Ce n’est pas une analyse, en particulier parce que le démontage d’une structure n’est pas une régression vers l’élément simple, vers une origine indécomposable. Ces valeurs, comme celle d’analyse, sont elles-mêmes des philosophèmes soumis à la déconstruction. Ce n’est pas non plus une critique, en un sens général ou en un sens kantien. L’instance du krinein ou de la krisis (décision, choix, jugement, discernement) est elle-même, comme d’ailleurs tout l’appareil de la critique transcendantale, un des ‘thèmes’ ou des ‘objets’ essentiels de la déconstruction. J’en dirai de même pour la méthode. La déconstruction n’est pas une méthode et ne peut être transformée en méthode”. See also: G. Bennigton, Deconstruction and Postmodernism, [in:] Deconstruction. Omnibus   Volume, p. 86. 


� I present the sequence of events related to the emergence of the concept of  kritischer Abbau after: M. Wigley, The Architecture of Deconstruction: Derrida’s Haunt, Cambridge [Mass.]–London 1993, pp. 37–38; idem, The Domestication of the House: Deconstruction After Architecture, [in:] Deconstruction and the Visual Arts…, p. 206. See also: I.M. Fehér: Heideggers ontologische Neuinterpretation und Aufwertung der Stimmungen im Zusammenhang seiner phänomenologischen Radikalisierung der Lebensphilosophie und der hermeneutischen Destruktion der abendländischen Metaphysik, “Daseinsanalyse. Jahrbuch für phänomenologische Anthropologie und Psychotherapie” 2005, No. 21, 2005, pp. 51–54.


� The question of destruction appeared in several series of lectures on Heidegger’s phenomenology, for the first time in the winter semester of 1919 and the summer one of 1920 in Freiburg, and later in Marburg during the summer semester of 1927, see Heidegger, Die Grundprobleme der Phänomenologie, [in:] idem, Gesamtausgabe, Vol. 24, ed. F.-W. von Hermann, Frankfurt a. Main 1975, pp. 26–31, idem, Grundprobleme der Phänomenologie, [in:] idem, Gasamtausgabe, Vol. 58, ed. H.-H. Gander, Frankfurt a. Main 1993, pp. 139, 162–163, 240–255. 


� M. Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, Tübingen 1967, pp. 22–25; idem, Being and Time, transl. J. Macquarrie, E. Robinson, Oxford 2001, pp. 44-47. 


� M. Heidegger, Die Grundprobleme…, p. 31: „Der Bestand von philosophischen Grundbegriffen aus der philosophischen Tradition is heute noch so wirksam, daß diese Auswirkung der Tradition kaum überschätzt werden kann. Daher kommt es, daß alle philosophische Erörterung, auch die radikalste, neu anfangende, von überkommenen Begriffen und damit von überkommenen Horizonten und Hinsichten durchsetzt ist, von denen nicht ohne weiteres feststeht, daß się dem Seinsgebiet und der Seinsverfassung ursprüglich und echt entsprungen sind, das zu begreifen sie beanspruchen”. 


� Wigley (op. cit., p. 38) quotes Die Grundprobleme… in the translation of A. Hofstadter, see M. Heidegger, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology. (Studies in Phenomenology and Existential Philosophy), Bloomington 1982, pp. 22-23. 


� M. Heidegger, Zur Seienfrage, Frankfurt a. Main 1956, p. 36. 


� M. Heidegger, On the Question of Being, [in:] Pathmarks, transl. W. Mc Neill, Cambridge 1998, p. 17; idem: Zur Seinsfrage, [in:] Wegmarken, Gesamtausgabe, Band 9, Frankfurt a.M. 1976, p. 315: “Doch die Besinnungslosigkeit begann schon der oberflächlichen Mißdeutung der in  »Sein un Zeit« (1927) erörterten »Destruktion«, die kein anderes Anliegen kennt , als im Abbau geläufig und leer gewordener Vorstellungen die urspünglichen Seinserfahrungen der Metaphysik zurückgewinnen”; idem, Contribution à la question de l’être, [in:] Question I et II, transl. G. Granel,   Paris 1968, p. 240: “Or l’irréflexion a commencé déjà en 1927, avec la mécompréhension superficielle de la ‘Destruktion’, exposé dans Sein und Zeit, qui ne connaît pas d’autre désir, en tant que Dé-construction de représentation devenues banales et vides, que de regagner les épreuves de l’être qui sont à l’origine de celles de la métaphysique”. 


�   Idem, p. 338.


� An entire introduction to the Derrida’s book was devoted to the word différance, in which his Polish translator who tried to capture it with a special spelling, see Bogdan Banasiak, Róż(ni(c)oś)ć, [in:] J. Derrida, O gramatologii, transl. B. Banasiak, Warszawa 1999, pp. 5–15. Also a lot of attention was also devoted to the same issue by Anna Burzyńska, who attributed five aspects of meaning to the term différance: differentiation (moving apart), delay (postponement and adjournment), movement, production and divergence, see idem, Dekonstrukcja i interpretacja, Kraków 2001, pp. 219–221.


� J. Derrida, In Discussion with Christopher Norris, p. 11: “the problem is precisely that multiplicity of voices, that variety of tones, within the same utterance or indeed the same word or syllable”.


� J. Derrida, Implications. Entretien avec Henri Ronse [in:] idem, Positions. Entretiens avec Henri Ronse, Julia Kristeva, Jean-Louis Houdebine, Guy Scarpetta, Paris 1972, s. 15: “Déconstruire” la philosophie ce serait ainsi penser la généalogie structurée de ses concepts de la manière la plus fidèle, la plus intérieure, mais en même temps depuis un certain dehors par elle inqualifiable, innommable, déterminer ce que cette histoire a pu dissimuler ou interdire, se faisant histoire par cette répression quelque part intéressée”.


� E. Meyer, op. cit., p. 18.


� According to Derrida the Western way of thinking, at least since Plato, is based on a number of similar dichotomies. Describing this issue Burzyńska mentions a number of oppositions considered by Derrida, including: speech/writing, presence/absence, true/false, spirit/matter, rational/irrational, substance/condition, ideal/real, cognizable with senses/cognizable with reason, literal/figurative. As before Heidegger, Derrida regarded such structured   thinking as artificial and limiting. See A. Burzyńska, op. cit., pp. 288–289 The opposition of metaphysical concepts is always based on a hierarchy, the violation of which is the task of deconstruction, see J. Derrida, Signature événement contexte, [in:] Marges de la philosophie, Paris 1972, p. 392. 


�  The convergence of dates of the symposium (March) and the opening of the exhibition at the MoMA in New York (June) is noteworthy, see G. Broadbent, Emerging Concepts in Urban Space Design, London 1990, p. 319. The course of the meeting was described by D. Petherbridge, see idem, Da Da Deconstruction Lives, Review of the International Symposium on Deconstruction at the Tate Gallery, “Art Monthly” 1988, No. 117, pp. 8–11. Materials from this discussion were published under the editorship of A. Papadakis in “Architectural Design”.


� J. Derrida, In Discussion with Christopher Norris, s. 7 (acc. to edition Deconstruction II). 


� Ibid.


� Ibid, p. 9. 


� W. Welsch, Unsere postmoderne Moderne, Weinheim 1988, s. 144–145: “Derridas Konzeption ist anspruchsvoll. Das bedeutet umgekehrt auch: In den Händen anderer wird leicht Unsinn daraus. Die virtuose Spiel der Spuren, Nebenbedeutungen, Verzweigungen, Umkehrungen gerinnt bei ihnen zu einem Korsett von Gestelztheiten oder zerfließt zu einem Brei der Indifferenz”.
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