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9preface

preface

issues
Researchers at the schools of architecture are newcomers. In the time 
perspective of research, they are very young. Hardly more than toddlers. 
They begin their life in a safe house, playing with the kittens of Tradition. 
This dissertation also started out as a playful game of questions and notions 
of architectural be-comings. It was fun to pursue them and watch them 
grow. To play with their progenies, the poetics and theories of architecture 
in the fi ne rooms to which the practice as an architect had granted access. 
It seemed obvious that architects, through the introduction of these issues 

To what are we dedicated
if not to those problems 

which demand the very transformation
of our body and our language?

Gille Deleuze in ‘Difference and repetition’ 
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10 architectors 

into their own house, would be able to contribute to knowledge production 
in far more elaborate ways than was usual at that time. They could become 
facilitators of other kinds of knowledge production and cognition. Certainly 
with regard to their own practice, but also to adjacent fi elds of practice and 
knowledge-construction. 

While trying to tame the questions to perform these tasks, the little pets 
grew up. They became volatile. Their eyes turned insecure and their legs 
grew restless. They ran out of the best room, and I had to follow them. 
Some of them were driven back into the house, but they were quickly in 
the streets again. They disbanded in all directions within the dispersed 
and rapidly changing city of architectural theories and their practices, 
with its buildings of phenomenology and art history, its housing blocks of 
philosophy,  notions and concepts, before they passed through the suburban 
sprawl with its various soft and border-less theories of knowledge and 
ideological declarations of inter-disciplinarity.

Theories and architectures that previously seemed to be stable native soil 
no longer provided shelter, rest and proper nourishment. I had to split to be 
able to trace the issues. The little playful games were weary and unsatisfi ed, 
obviously halted in their growth.

With a few remaining beasts of concepts and notions and the tent of the 
monthly fee we be-came caravan on trails. Travelling through many places, 
restlessly trying out various methods. Pitching our camp at conclusions on 
questions of architectural qualities, properties and truth; traps of melancholia, 
they were. These halts made the little herd even more vulnerable and unable 
to perform the necessary transformation. We left the little oases of security 
or conviction with a kind of relentlessness, desperately in search for ways 
to continue our games and raise the stakes. The horizon turned dry and 
yellow. 

Several of the animals grew into monsters due to lack of proper 
nourishment, and ran off into the wilderness. Some disappeared and some 
returned; changed beyond recognition after living their life elsewhere. After 
some years we gave in to desert life with a kind of equanimity, and stopped 
looking for one particular place to settle. Adapting to the conditions of 
these territories inevitably transformed our ways. We accepted other ways 
to retain and make fruitful use of what remained of the portents. Hunches 
became strong allies. After another couple of years some started breeding. 
Here they are. Precarious, fragile and ready to slip away.
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15ways

ways

architects & achitectures 
What strategies are evoked to obtain architecture, and how are they achieved? 
How do competencies, power and interests performed in the processes of 
architectural ‘be-comings’ work? This dissertation examines different con-
cepts of competence, and discuss their relevance when studying architec-
tural practices. 

The dissertation presents a variety of empirical accounts and analysis. In 
these, architectural be-coming is investigated in a double and interrelated 
sense: the be-coming of architecture, and the be-coming of architects.

Sådan er det i begyndelsen; 
stor uro og forvirring, men også en tålmodighed 

i angsten før springet, fordi man ved, 
at andre er sprunget ud i det før. Inderst inde ved man, 

at begyndelsen er en bro, der er bygget i forvejen, 
men det er først, når man går ud i det tomme rum, 

at man kan mærke broen under fødderne.

Inger Christensen i ‘Hemmelighedstilstanden’ 

Nogengange må man løbe risikoen og være så dum som man er

Per Kirkeby i Lars Morell: ‘Samtaler med Per Kirkeby’
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16 architectors 

In this introduction, accounts are made for the recurring themes and 
discussions of the dissertation.

A major concern is the attempt to establish understandings of how some 
things in architectural production ‘be-come’ while others end up extinct. It 
is to create ways to comprehend competence and power in relation to this 
as entangled relations between architects and architecture, between things and 
humans. This understanding of ‘architectural be-coming’ is a point of de-
parture for how notions of ‘creation’ and ‘critique’ are understood through-
out the texts. When the question on how architectural competencies achieve 
its results is raised, this understanding of the entangled relations between 
‘architecture’, ‘architects’, ‘creation’, ‘power’ and ‘competence’ is not an an-
swer in itself. Rather, it serves as an indication of how to investigate and 
analyse the specifi c kinds of power-distributions at stake in architectural 
work.

power
In many ways according to the extensive work of Michel Foucault, we  have 
to address questions of power – and subsequently also knowledge, ration-
ality, practice and competence - as close, dynamic and entangled sets of 
relations. With Foucault, they can no longer be studied for ‘what they are’, 
but only ‘by the effects they induce on the entire network in which they are 
caught up’. Foucault 1975:26: 

Now, the study of this micro-physics presupposes that the power exer-
cised on the body is conceived not as a property, but as a strategy, that its 
effects of domination are attributed not to ‘appropriation’, but to disposi-
tions, manoeuvres, tactics, techniques, functionings; that one should de-
cipher in it a network of relations, constantly in tension, in activity, rather 
than a privilege that one might possess; that one should take as its model 
a perpetual battle rather than a contract regulating a transaction or the 
conquest of a territory. In short this power is exercised rather than pos-
sessed; […] these relations go right down into the depths of society, […]  
they are not localized in the relations between the state and its citizens or 
on the frontier between classes and that they do not merely reproduce, at 
the level of individuals, bodies, gestures and behaviour, the general form 
of the law or government; although there is continuity (they are indeed 
articulated on this form through a whole series of complex mechanisms), 
there is neither analogy nor homology, but a specifi city of mechanism and 
modality. Lastly, they are not univocal; they defi ne innumerable points 
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17ways

of confrontation, focuses of instability, each of which has its own risks of 
confl ict, of struggles, and of an at least temporary inversion of the power 
relations. The overthrow of these ‘micro-powers’ does not, then, obey the 
law of all or nothing; it is not acquired once and for all by a new control of 
the apparatuses nor by a new functioning or a destruction of the institu-
tions; on the other hand, none of its localized episodes may be inscribed 
in history except by the effects that it induces on the entire network in 
which it is caught up.   

be-comings
’Be-coming’ - the term ’devenir’ from Deleuze and Guattari’s ’A Thousand 
Plateaus’ - is not a term easily grasped. The Danish translator of the work, 
the author Niels Lyngsø, in order to explain his choice of the awkward term 
’rotte-bliven’  to equal ‘devenir-rat’, remarks: ‘it might not be very beautiful 
Danish, but it is most certainly not common French either’ (in the English 
translation by Brian Massumi it is ‘becoming-rat’). It is used in more than a 
hundred different constellations throughout the work of Deleuze: ’becom-
ing-rat, becoming-animal, becoming-artist’ to mention but a few. The texts 
of Deleuze and Guattari are not easily accessible and the following quote is 
no exception, but it should indicate the dynamic and relational thinking on 
creation made possible by the term ‘be-coming’. Deleuze et al. 1997:225:

To become is not to attain a form (identifi cation, imitation, Mimesis) but to 
fi nd the zone of proximity, indiscernibility, or undifferentiation where one 
can no longer be distinguished from a woman, an animal, or a molecule 
— neither implicit nor general, but unforeseen and non-preexistent, sin-
gularized out of a population rather than determined by a form.

Throughout the dissertation, Gilles Deleuze’s notion of ‘becomings’ 
serves as a kind of credo, or with Deleuze himself, a refrain, for the inves-
tigations and analyses carried out. It is used in the sense of ‘architectural 
becoming’ with the double meaning that can be ascribed to the term: be-
coming architecture, and be-coming architect. The dissertation seeks to in-
vestigate stabilizations of zones of proximity, and of the dispositions, manoeuvres 
and techniques used to order be-comings. 

No defi nitions of, or even criteria for ‘true power’ or ‘true architecture’ 
in ‘itself’ will be found in these texts. No guides to decide upon the ’deter-
mining forms’ of ’power’ and ’creation’, ’architects’ and ’architecture’ are 
prescribed. No models of ‘universal design-theories’ are offered. 
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18 architectors 

The present texts are an assembly of discussions and accounts on the 
basis of an interest in, and concern with the intriguing and specifi c entangle-
ments that co-ordinate things, humans, spaces and futures.

on architecture, science and ‘tacit knowledge’
A major concern of the present dissertation is based on an old dislike of the 
notion of ’tacit knowledge’. I used to think of it as a notion that was not only 
completely insuffi cient as a description of any kind of human activity, but 
also as one that inherently possessed enormous powers to colonize ‘other’ 
kinds of knowledge, namely those not evolved in the same language as that 
of the (somewhat deaf) researcher. 

From the very fi rst time I met this term, mistakenly ascribed to the Brit-
ish sociologist Anthony Giddens, I have found it a poor, ungenerous and 
disabling description that leaves no room for further perception or insight. 
Only with signifi cant diffi culties have I been able to understand how the 
knowledge of architectural practices can be squeezed into such a small and 
petty frame. It has puzzled me ever since, how the in-sights into the ways 
things and spaces interact, connects and are drawn together, and with it the 
privileged access to the matter that architecture is made of, and how the 
making of our communicating and knowing renderings and models, our de-
scriptions and our work that maintains so many relations can be perceived 
of as ‘silence’. What’s more this ‘othering’ (the making of that which is silence 
in opposition to us who are the users of language) and subsequent domestica-
tion of practices was carried out in spectacular ignorance of the specifi c 
interests of the studied practice thus reduced to mere sociological terms as 

#1 architectures & interests
The large construction scene of the Goth-

ic cathedrals has been subject to a number 
of different inquiries, in which the relations 
between ‘architects’ and ‘architecture’ has 
been studied. Different perceptions of ‘the 
Architect’ evolved in connection to both the 
erection and the later studies of these build-
ings are introduced and discussed.

Two concepts from the Belgian theore-
tician of science, Isabelle Stengers are ex-
amined: that of ‘The laboratory’ and that of 
‘Interest’. The ‘Laboratory of Architecture’ 

is suggested as a virtual ‘space of interest’, 
that architects enter, in order to investigate 
techniques and strategies that are relevant 
to the situations they engage in. Those who 
enter the laboratories of science – or ar-
chitecture - become part of the laboratory 
when they show an interest in what is going 
on – their interest in the experiments tak-
ing place is a prerequisite, a qualification if 
you prefer. The fact that they engage, and 
are capable as colleagues to assess and put 
experiments to the test reinforce the system 
and validates what is taking place within it.

0-WA-050408-FINAL-WA.indd   180-WA-050408-FINAL-WA.indd   18 13-04-2008   20:48:2413-04-2008   20:48:24



19ways

e.g. ‘normativity’, ‘rhetoric defences’ or ‘professional bias’. 
The term ‘tacit knowledge’ actually happens to originate from the book 

‘Personal knowledge’ from 1958 by the American chemist and philosopher 
Michael Polanyi. In this book the term ‘tacit’ actually never occurs. Instead 
the term personal knowledge is developed to grasp of the personal participation of 
the knower in all acts of understandings. (Polyani 1958:vii). Polyani simply had as 
an aim to establish an alternative ideal of knowledge. This clarifi cation of 
the concept; that knowing is an active comprehension of the things known 
- an action that requires skill - in my opinion placed the ways architects and 
scientists produce and maintain knowledge side by side by pointing to how 
this is inseparable from their practice. I was further encouraged as I later 
came across one of Polanyis successors, the Belgian theoretician of science 
Isabelle Stengers’ contemplations that ‘tacit knowledge’ is also a question of 
autonomy within the creative, or creational practices.

This gave rise to a hunch, that I have attempted to stick to throughout 
the texts. The moment, when ‘science’ was deprived of its ‘un-interested-
ness’ as the primary prerequisite for the creation of ‘scientifi c facts’, and still 
succeed in creating highly effective functions, then the always interested 
architecture might be analysed for, and granted wider acknowledgement of 
its abilities to objectify its creations than hitherto.

Thus the suggestion of the relevance of regarding the practices of ‘doing 
architecture and architects’ as ‘knowledge spaces’ comparable to the labora-
tories of science. This to a large degree concerns how to deal with the cogni-
tive character of architectural endeavours, and of the distribution of these. 

The analysis conducted and the empiric stories told here will not give 
voice to mute architects or open up black boxed practices. They are not 
about revealing the hidden truths or de-mystifying the architect in the 
closed and secret fi elds of architectural be-coming. Black-boxing is rather 
seen as a continuous process, and in some ways this ongoing process is more 
interesting than the actual content of the boxes it produces.

Now that we are no longer tacit, but rather personal, practical, concerned and 
interested, we might have a better platform for posing the questions of what 
strategies are employed to obtain architecture, and how they are evoked.

‘specifi c’,  ‘architectural’ and ‘competence’
The ‘Specifi c’, the ‘Architectural’ and the ‘Competence’ of the working title 
of the present assembly of studies express the subjects of these investiga-
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20 architectors 

tions in a condensed form. All three terms in the original title have been 
subject to major changes in the contexts in which they are to be understood 
since the present project was formulated in late 1999. One of the hopefully 
different readings that can be obtained from this dissertation could be the 
story of these changes, or in other words: the process of learning that they 
delineate.

First to the prefi x ‘specifi city’: A pervasive perception since the ‘inven-
tion’ of aesthetics in the enlightenment is, that the ability to visualise and 
concretize ‘the abstract’ or the ‘je ne sais qouis’ is a general artistic compe-
tence. This provide a provisional basis from which the possibility of a specifi c 
architectural competence can be raised.  (Kjørup 2005) 

In the working title of the dissertation, the use of the word ‘architectonic’ 
and not ‘architectural’ was intended. It was an attempt to suggest the etymo-
logical duality, and to evoke a second thought: who or what is competent or 
has the competence, architects or architecture? The small etymological dif-
ference is one of importance. Both ‘architectural’ and ‘architectonic’ refer to 
architecture, of course. ‘Architectonic’ has a slight leaning towards building 
and constructions through the ending ‘-tectonic’, and was therefore the ini-
tial choice. ‘Architectural’ on the other hand is somewhat more suggestive 
of general notions of ‘order’ and ordering processes. This makes the latter 
more appropriate when talking of processes in which both the production 
of materialized anticipations of future spatial realities and the conjoining 

#2 dialogues & dichotomies 
The status of design practices as architecture 

and planning still poses problems in the late 

aftermath of the last showdown with ‘positiv-

istic modernism’ and ‘scienticism’, even long 

after the recognition, that even production 

of knowledge are heterogeneous and ‘messy’ 

practices. 

One of the most pervasive propositions to 

a design-theory is that of ‘a dialogue meta-

phor’: the subject-object relations evoked in 

these practises are explained in terms of ‘com-

municative situations’. The possibilities and 

some limitations of this model are examined 

and discussed in this chapter through the per-

ception of ‘practice as communication with 

a complex situation’ Donald Schön and the 

notion of ‘spiel’ with the German philosopher 

Hans Georg Gadamer.  

The Aristotelian perception of the pre-de-

termined relation between matter and form 

–‘hylomorphism’ - and the perception that 

purpose is a determining ‘causa finalis’ or ‘ei-

dos’ is discussed with the aid of Gilles Deleuze. 

Thus two of the major dichotomies in Western 

thought are on stage in this chapter: between 

‘the creator’ and ‘the created’, and between 

‘matter’ and ‘form’.

In the context of the making of the First 

Unitarian Church in Rochester by Louis Kahn, 

it is discussed how ‘an idea’ works. The em-

phasis is not placed on Kahn’s own perception 

of a hylomorphically derived ‘essence’, but on 

whether or not the ‘idea’ works as an appropri-

ate strategy for the coordination of relations.
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and continuous social ordering processes are at stake. As the present title 
suggests, the network of the term ‘architectural’ won the battle. 

‘Competence’ is etymologically closely related to ‘authority’. Both notions 
cover a wide range of relations and meanings such as power, qualifi cation 
and capacity, besides those of skill and virtuosity. Competence entitles to 
something; authority is the legitimate power of somebody or something 
over somebody or something. But power in an absolute sense, as a palpable 
privilege of one entity to execute over another, is a contested fi gure. Compe-
tence and authority are abilities that are negotiated, transferred and at stake 
in the different kinds of relations they describe. They are not possessed 
‘naturally’ or a priori. They do not exist in closed or delimited spaces. 

theories and concepts
The theoretical contexts are different, but often converging or colliding ar-
eas of thought and analytical practices. The dissertation does not offer a 
bird’s-eye view of any of the theories applied or discussed, but discusses 

#3 learning & theories
In #3, theories of learning and social learning 

are discussed and examined for their abil-

ity to grasp the complexities of ‘architectural 

be-coming’. The perception of learning as a 

generic prerequisite to competence is almost 

universally accepted, and it would make little 

sense to discuss competencies without taking 

some of the most influential theories about 

learning into account. Two influential, and in 

a Danish context quite pervasive, versions of 

the theory of learning are therefore presented 

and discussed. 

First, the social theories of learning derived 

from Jean Lave and Etienne Wenger. Their 

key-notions on ‘communities of practice’, ‘le-

gitimate peripheral learning’ and ‘boundary 

objects’ have been omnipresent notions. The 

social theories of learning and competence  

regard learning as a phenomenon that takes 

place in limited social settings – for example 

‘an organisation’ or more or less vague defined 

‘cultures’. 

The classic French Beaux-Arts-training stu-

dio is used as an example.  It is argued, that 

when dealing with contemporary architectural 

creation and production, we have to take into 

account that the setting for these processes 

is seldom that of a closed ‘social unit’, but a 

much more far-reaching, complex, or even 

simply very messy, environment. And several 

of the many, different actors - or ‘effects’ - at 

stake may not even be human. This calls for a 

critique and re-evaluation of how the notions 

from learning theories are being used. 

Gregory Bateson’s ‘systemic theory’ of 

learning is introduced. It has been utilized as 

a theoretical background for a process at the 

School of Architecture in Copenhagen with 

the objective of re-formulating the ‘learning-

outcome’ of students of architecture at all 

levels of their education. This process is used 

as an example to describe, what notions on 

learning and competence actually do, and 

how they make differences to practices.
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areas of relevance to the lines of thoughts pursued.
In #1 - #3, a variety of perceptions of architects, architecture and archi-

tectural work are introduced. Theoretical and philosophical contexts for 
notions of ‘competence’ as e.g. hermeneutics, cultural theories and learning 
theories are examined and discussed. 

#6-9 elaborate on a number of concepts derived from the analytical prac-
tices in the fi elds of Actor-Network-Theory (ANT) and Science-Technol-
ogy-Studies (STS) particularly in the works of Bruno Latour and John Law. 
Terms and concepts like ‘Distributed Cognition’, The principle of ontologi-
cal Symmetry’, ‘Agency’, ‘Translation’ and ‘Inscription devices’ are intro-
duced. The affi liation of these analytical practices with the vitalistic think-
ing of a.o. Michel Foucualt and Gilles Deleuze is introduced.

The third, theoretical area is on contemporary theory of architecture at 
large.  Certain authorships are introduced where they are of relevance to the 
subject at hand. An important tradition rests on the philosophy of phenom-
enology as developed by Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, Gadamer, and also to 
some extent Bachelard, and on the writings of ‘grand architects’. The works 
of Juhanni Pallasmaa and Dalibor Vesely can be understood in this con-
text. Writings by theoreticians of architecture Sola-Moralles and Kwinter 
amongst others contain important strains of ‘vitalistic’ thinking.

truth or relations? 
not either or or both and, but both either or and both and 
The whys and hows one is confronted with whilst writing a dissertation 
have repeatedly lead to appeals for the author – as for many of her contem-
poraries – to make a profound choice between ‘an essentialist’ as opposed 
to ‘a relational’ attitude. However, the political development in general, and 
the Danish policy on migration and integration in particular, has during the 
last 6 or 7 years made it diffi cult to submit to calls for ‘profound’ anything 
– also in the context of the present dissertation. It has forced out suspi-
ciousness to the point of paranoia of any attempt to claim authority with 
arguments based on any kind of ‘profundity’ – be it essential or relational. 
For this reason the texts are proofread in order to re-write any subconscious 
attempts of defi ning anything in fundamentalist terms. The attitude pur-
sued is thus not ‘profoundly’ relational, rather pragmatically relational or 
relationally relational. 

This intricate balance comes out most clearly in #4, where Isabelle 
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Stengers insists on the ‘productive resistance’ of ‘beliefs’ of scientists.
Stengers, in ‘The Invention of Modern Science’ from 1993, delineates a 

kind of ethic to the study of ‘the creational practises’, given that it implies 
both the beliefs and the feelings of the studied. She advocates to resign 
from a ‘reversal of established sentiments’ when researching the practices of 
scientists. In this, she actualizes the disputed ‘Leibnizian Constraint’ after 
the philosopher Leibniz. Stengers 1993:15:

No statement, if it is held in the name of truth, or good sense, or the 
will not to let oneself count on it, is able to control the consequences 
of its enunciation. This, in any case, is the principle to which I wanted 
to subject my interpretation of the sciences. More precisely, the latter 
would have to respond to the ”Leibnizian constraint” according to which 
philosophy should not have as its ideal the ”reversal of established 
sentiments. Few philosophical statements have been as badly viewed 
as this one. Even Gilles Deleuze has spoken in this regard of Leibniz’s 
”shameful declaration.” And yet it is easy to ”speak the truth” against 
established sentiments, and then to be proud of the effects of hatred, 
ressentiment, and panicked rigidity one has aroused as so many proofs 
that one has ”reached the beast” — even at the price of persecution, 
since the martyr and the truth are good bedfellows. Leibniz, the dip-
lomat who desperately sought to create conditions for peace between 
religions, knew this well, living in a Europe bending under the legacy 
of so many martyrs. […] And this constraint - not to clash with, not 
to reverse established sentiments - does not mean not to clash with 
anyone, to make everyone agree. How could Leibniz not have known 
that the way he used references to the Western tradition was going to 
clash with all those who made use of ”established sentiments” to main-
tain and stabilize hateful mobilizations? The problem designated by the 
Leibnizian constraint ties together truth and becoming, and assigns to 
the statement of what one believes to be true the responsibility not to 
hinder becoming: not to collide with established sentiments, so as to 
try to open them to what their established identity let them to refuse, 
combat, misunderstand.

methods and validity
An account of methodology, in the meaning of the conglomerate of control 
of transparency, validity and stabilisations of knowledge rests in the main 
on the eclectic multitude of empirics and methods described in #5. This 
diversity is used as a way to establish possibilities for posing questions and 
especially for detecting a wider range of agencies.
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Empirics are based on participant observation, interviews, document 
studies and analysis of architectural works. 

The texts are graphically laid out in two adjacent tracks. This layout is 
copied almost without translation from the Dutch ethnographer Annemarie 
Mol. In ‘The Body Multiple’ from 2002 the texts are split in two: one mainly 
dealing with the lines made to and in empirics, and the other mainly with 
all theoretical relations of relevance to the fi rst relation. At some point, this 
is done to juxtapose the practice of generating empirics and the practice of 
generating theory in a very practical manner, but it is also a question of any 
non-sustained sense of linearity in the arguments being laid forth.

The texts are written without the use of notes. All the references, litera-
ture, connections and relations of the dissertation have been integrated into 
the text. Thus, both texts have no adjacent notes outside of the text what 
so ever and this approach is behind the quote: ‘a text without references is 
like a little child lost in a large winter-city – anything might happen to it.’ 
In this way it is avoided that notes – and thereby the connections to and 
the relations within the dissertation - are left as numbers outside the text, 
unexplained, unrelated, always diffi cult to get at. The result is a text full of 
brackets, names, titles, years and page numbers. It is my hope, that it is also 
a text with clear relations to its references and lines of thoughts.

#4 scientists, architects & ants
Two different ‘symmetries’ are investigated in 

this chapter. One is the methodological con-

cept of ‘generalized symmetry’ between things 

and humans in Actor-Network-Theory (ANT) 

and Science-Technology-Studies (STS), or as 

the jargon goes: between ‘human and non-

human actors’. Another ‘symmetry’ is proposed 

between two kinds of ‘distributed cognition’: 

science and architecture. A discussion on how, 

and to what extent architectural creation and 

production can be compared to creations and 

productions in science and where they differ 

is undertaken. Suggestions of how a study of 

architectural competencies can benefit from 

this comparison are made. 

The terms ‘links and knots’ are introduced to 

describe the relations and makings in archi-

tectural becoming. 

It is suggested, that architectural creation can 

be regarded as processes of ‘distributed cog-

nition’, a term suggested by anthropologist 

Edwin Hutchins. 

ANT and STS are introduced as a con-

glomerate of methods, theories, notions and 

concepts aimed at investigating the multiple 

ways that science, technology and society are 

entangled. A few of their main features and 

notions are touched upon, and it is suggested 

that transposing the instruments and ques-

tions of STS and ANT in order to study different 

practices of architectural be-comings is likely 
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empirical stories
A variety of accounts – or rather ‘empirical stories’ - of architectural prac-

tices are presented. 
A handful of descriptions from a contemporary process related to the 

planning of a new school in Copenhagen is examined in #5, #6, #7, #8 and 
#9, adjacent to discussions and examinations of relevant features within 
STS. 

Various processes from the history of architecture are analysed and scru-
tinized anew. In #2, the First Unitarian Church in Rochester by Louis Kahn 
is analysed. The purpose is to illustrate how ‘the idea’ in this case works as 
a strategy. In #9, the School of Architecture in Porto by Alvaro Siza is ex-
amined in relation to the question about ‘internalities’ and how they are es-
tablished in a process of creation, as well as how they are productive. In #3, 
the ‘empirical story’ regards education. It deals with how different notions 
of ‘learning’ and ‘competence’ have specifi c effects when they are applied 
during a contemporary process for a ‘framework for learning outcome’ at 
the School of Architecture in Copenhagen, and the specifi c ways the use of 
these seemingly neutral notions carries specifi c agendas.

On the choice of examples, a little remark should be made on this oc-
casion. Whether or not a work ‘makes it’ to the headlines of the news and 
the huge monographies printed on glossy paper is due to network effects. 
Of course the networks sustaining Pritzker-price-winning architects cannot 
be denied for the ways they are made the top of the pops in architecture. 

to be productive. Primarily because these in-

struments allow for the fundamental question 

on what constitutes ’the social’? If ‘the social’ 

is not obtained or constituted in cloistered or 

bordered ‘social groups’, then what perceptions 

of ‘the social’ does ANT-authors suggest? Is 

ANT a ‘weak theory’, because it refuses to come 

up with simplistic, but hard-striking one-liners 

on the ‘habitus’ of a limited number (usually 4) 

‘fields of architecture’, or other conclusive and 

reductive statements on practices? Why has it 

been so important to ANT and STS to show, 

that ‘scientific facts’ are produced in messy, 

unstable and contingent processes? What is 

the relevance of these insights to architectural 

practices and the formations of architects? 

In ‘What is philosophy’, Gilles Deleuze and 

Felix Guattari claim that the specificity of cog-

nitions and creations is made possible through 

philosophy, art and science. The implications of 

this to the understanding of architectural com-

petency are discussed with Isabelle Stengers 

and Bruno Latour.   

The conflict between ‘the beard-headed’ 

and ‘the smooth face’ as suggested by Bruno 

Latour as an illustration of two profound atti-

tudes towards science: ‘science made’ and ‘sci-

ence in the making’, is used to debate the pros-

pects of the issues raised in the dissertation.
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But obliging to it without resistance would be disqualifying to any kind 
of critical, architectural thinking. E.g. in the present dissertation, linking 
to the huge, contemporary networks called ‘Rem Koolhaas’, ‘MvRdV’ or 
‘UN-Studio’ by making their architecture the subject of analysis, only be-
cause they rhetorically have managed to relate themselves to the lingo of 
contemporary philosophy and sociology and thus enrols these in order to 
strengthen the networks of their architecture would be like… well, it would 
be like a betrayal to the last possibility of raising critiques to these mobili-
zations, their architects and their architecture. Like, what should we say to 
the young up-and-coming star Joshua Prince-Ramos, when he, in the same 
moment he denies authorship of the new public Library in Seattle in favour 
of ‘the network’, obviously has become too big a network himself to work 
for Rem Koolhaas, and therefore has left OMA to found his own fi rm? 
What should one remark, when the architect Ali Rahim claims, that his ar-
chitecture, because some – but evidently not all – of the design-possibilities 
are generated through software-programmed and manipulable parameters, 
is ‘more virtual’ than other kinds of architecture, even though it has no 
connections whatsoever to the networks of construction – all made up of 
chicken wire and plaster as they are? Or how should we comment the rheto-
ric that follows the radio station VPRO by MvRdW, that claims an unpol-

#5 empirics & objectivity
The planning of a new local school at the Co-

penhagen Harbour-front is introduced as an 

empirical background. In a process of ‘sketch-

ing programming’ architects were used at 

a very early stage of the process in order to 

make better programmes and better politics. 

The arrangement was planned in order to en-

courage architects to ‘open their tool-box’ to 

other participants. 6 architectural offices, most 

of them relatively young, participated. This 

‘black box challenge’ makes the case relevant 

as a context for studying multiple, and even 

seemingly contradictory expectations to, and 

performances of ’architectural competencies’.

#6 things & agencies
The notion of ‘agency’, and how it should 

be ascribed to both humans and ‘things’, is 

examined and discussed. What is an ‘agent’ 

or an ‘actor’ anyway? Within the ‘structuralis-

tic’ tradition it is accepted that humans have 

‘agency’. When both humans and things are 

ascribed agency, or with ANT can become 

an ‘actor’ or an ‘actant’, how then do things 

achieve this capacity to act? 

The concept of ‘thing’ is examined from the 

perspectives of different social scientists. The 

principle of generalized symmetry in ANT is 

further investigated, and it is discussed how 

this principle opens the way to ‘ascribing 

agency to things’, and it is suggested that this 

is relevant to the studies of ‘the networks of 

architectural be-coming’. It is suggested that 

the fight between ‘putative agents’ in archi-

tectural becoming has ‘a Machiavellian dash’: 

Architectural power struggles are a generic 

prerequisite for architectural competencies.
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luted and direct way from programme to space, very close to the equation 
of Hannes Meyer – economy + function = architecture, when the relations 
and links to the motives of a.o. Le Corbusier are so inescapably present all 
over the building?

critiques
Different theoretical understandings of the conditions for the creation 
of architecture and architects are the subjects for discussion and critique 
throughout the dissertation.

An unlucky ‘division of work’ between art history on one hand and vari-
ous theories of power and ‘the social’ on the other is detected and discussed. 
These two different theoretical contexts seem to inadvertently obscure the 
other disciplines’ thinking on ‘be-comings’ of architecture and architects. 
Studies in architecture would appear to have been reserved for the theories 
of art and architecture, whereas investigations of architects traditionally have 
been carried out with the tools of sociology based on theories of cultures 
and anthropology. 

In short the problem can be described in this way: ‘The social’, or ‘dis-
tributions of power and orders’ are obscured in the architectural theories 
that are dealing with ‘architecture’. ‘Creations of architecture’ on the other 
hand, are obscured by the theories of ‘the social formation’ of the archi-
tect. In shadowing each other, studies of architectural practices and the 
interdependancy of ‘becoming architect’ and ‘becoming architecture’ are 
left somewhat in the dark.

#7 translations & entanglements
In #7 the notion of ‘translation’ is suggested as 

crucial to the understanding of architectural 

practices. A number of notions and concepts 

in ANT/STS - mainly deriving from Latour and 

Law – are introduced and analyzed. The pos-

sibility of equalling the construction of ‘facts 

of science’ and the construction of ‘works of 

architecture’ is discussed. 

#8 statements & architectors 
In #8, three concepts of ‘effective entangle-

ments’ in are suggested and elaborated; ‘ar-

chitectural formulations’, ‘architectural state-

ments’ and the ‘architectors’ of the main 

title. How do the ‘effective entanglements’ 

between subjects and objects, things and hu-

mans, natures and cultures happen? How and 

when do they become active? How do they 

become stronger, and when do they face ex-

tinction? 

The concepts are developed in relation to 

the different ‘empiric stories’ in the disserta-

tion, and are highly informed by the theory 

of enunciations and statements of Michel 

Foucault evolved in his ‘The Archeology of 

Knowledge’ from 1969.
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Another concern is the relevant size and character of ‘the conditions 
of possibilities’ for architectural practices. In this discussion questions are 
posed to what extent it is possible to include the knowledge distributed in 
the many different architectural practices, if the study has to oblige to the 
existence, and subsequently search of, an all-encompassing, ‘time-defi ned’ 
condition of knowledge.

Theorists and historians of art within the renowned tradition of the War-
burg-library follow the tropes and motives of architecture and philosophy 
in order to reveal ‘the underlying forces’, often – as with Erwin Panofsky 
(#1) - with exquisite sensitivity and stunning amounts of knowledge. When 
the agenda is to detect and describe ‘kunstwollen’, ‘zeitgeist’ or ‘an episteme’ 
in regard to architecture, or to defi ne what architecture is or should be, both 
art theory, aesthetic theories and theories of architecture have problems 
incorporating notions of ‘power’ or ‘the social’ in their investigations of 
the practical, banal and very concrete ‘conditions of possibility’ for archi-
tecture.

The very short version of the critique of art theory pursued in #1 and 
in #3 is, that in these lines of thought, creations of architecture are made 
dependant on conditions set up in practises elsewhere. The results tend to 
confi rm their theory. This is to some extent the case of Erwin Panofsky’s 
highly learned text on the relations between scholasticism and the Gothic 
Cathedrals.

The position of the observer in these studies is always post-factum. Stud-
ies of be-comings, in the sense of detailed and minute examinations of what 
is going on in what Deleuze calls ‘zones of proximity’ (not to be mistaken 
for any limited geographical or ‘social’ space!), are not of immediate interest 
to the arthistorian. The decisive interests of the art historian is to ‘be-com-

#9 the doings of insides & outsides
In #9, the continuous formations of ‘insides’ 

and ‘outsides’ in architectural be-comings are 

discussed. 

Architectural practices seem to continually 

produce perceptions of ‘insides’ and ‘outsides’ 

of ‘the work’. Here it is asked, how these forma-

tions of ‘insides’ and ‘outsides’ of architectural 

production work? It is not an attempt to rebel 

against different ‘internalistic’ or ‘excluding’ 

authorities constructed in the ‘Laboratories of 

Architecture’, but an acknowledgment of the 

risks the individual architect and design office 

must accept. The discussion is led through 

a description of a network of thinking and 

teaching architecture, that has been termed 

‘The Texas Rangers’, counting architects like 

Colin Rowe, Werner Hoesli, John Hejduk and 

Peter Eisenman.

The sketching process of the School of 

Architecture in Porto by the Portuguese archi-

tect Alvaro Siza is analyzed. 
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ing authority’ by giving authority to certain kinds of works of architecture 
by endorsement and to denounce that of others, or by deciding ‘spaces of 
condition’ for the work. 

On the other hand sociology, anthropology and other areas of social and 
cultural theories have had a hard time acknowledging the impacts of the 
material world. It has been diffi cult in these areas to regard of substances, 
architectural statements and other things, acknowledging them both as 
something else and as something more than the abstract notions of sociol-
ogy e.g ‘fetish’ or ‘product’. During the last decade though, a new aware-
ness of ‘the agency of things’ has arisen within these fi elds, especially in 
the proximities of Science-Technology-Studies. The potentiality of this new 
theoretical stance is discussed in particular in #4 and #6. In #1, a brief 
outline of approaches to ‘architects’ informed by different areas of social 
theory is mentioned. They share a reluctance to dig deeper into the archi-
tectural projects at hand, and tend to lean heavily on ‘social explanations’ in 
different versions. This line of thought is also pursued in the discussions of 
learning theories in #3.

ways to begin
In the present dissertation, a series of frail and temporary arguments is 
put forward to suggest that localizing architectural competencies within 
the individual architect poses severe limitations to any understanding of 
both architects and architecture. Both ‘be-comings’ have to be perceived 
as properties of the specifi c form of entanglement of architects and archi-
tectural statements. Thus the thesis does not offer a scientifi c presentation, 
but rather an ontological interpretation of the concept ‘architectural com-
petencies’ as they are shaped in the context of multiple relations, or sets of 
coordination strategies. It can be read as an attempt to come to terms with 
how the processes and networks that produce architecture are much more 
messy and randomly ordered, than most simplifi ed and more or less ‘univer-
sal design-models’ tend to describe them. (#3) This is also the reason why 
attempts to detect various perspectives on, or caricatures of, ‘the architect’s 
different roles’ in a pre-defi ned and conditioned phase-split process, or a 
limited social localisation, were left - even though some such experiments 
were done as part of the process.

This study thus hopefully forms a contribution to the emerging ontolo-
gies on architectural work as socio-material coordination strategies. With 
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the American theoretician of science Karen Barad we can say, that they set 
out to show, how ‘agential realism’ can be a valid and important competitor 
to ‘representationalism’ in practices of analysis in architectural theory.  

It is my hope that the interactions between these horizons of insight and 
the ‘empirical accounts’ presented here will constitute new possibilities to 
further articulation of questions concerned with the characteristics of archi-
tectural works and competency, by seeking answers not only from one well 
defi ned position, but from the possible relations of multiple positions.

Likewise this is the thesis’ fundamental problem; to struggle with the het-
erogeneity of its fl uctuating links between the multiple ‘ways of containing 
knowledge’. The thesis is a putative agent, an attempt to form a stable knot 
in these networks.
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#1
architectures & interests

Non nobis, Domine, non nobis, sed Nomini Tuo da gloriam.

Writing on the portal of the Church of Pont-Hubert de Troyes 

gothic: which architects, which architectures?
The discussions opened in this initial chapter could have taken off from 
hundreds of other architectural practices. This is also the case for the ques-
tion of how to study the relation between architects and architecture from 
the perspective of competence. Likewise, the discussion of the problems 
that occur to investigations into this question could have taken off from 
elsewhere. Particularly, when all-encompassing ‘conditions of possibility’ 
are invented and set out as determining for any cultural creation in a given 
period. And the proposal to consider the interest that qualifi es architects 



32 architectors 

in ‘the knowledge space’ of construction architecture could most certainly 
have been posed in another context.

However, in many ways the cathedral of the Middle Ages has become a 
kind of paradigmatic incident in the quest for ‘The Architect’ and ‘Archi-
tecture’ and the relations between them. These buildings have often served 
as a kind of empirical background or example for a multitude of studies, 
very different in kind and subject. The cathedrals are indeed present in the 
history of art and architecture and in the history of building practice and 
technology – even to theoreticians of science the cathedrals seem to exert a 
special attraction. The linking of the scholastic thinking and argumentation 
discipline of the 12th and 13th centuries with the cathedrals’ contemporary 
construction has been scrutinised in modern art history, and the literature 
on the cathedrals fi lls hundreds and hundreds of library shelves. Also the 
quite elaborate divisions of labour and the social organization of the time 
have been studied. It is thus a thoroughly documented and discussed back-
ground from which to excerpt some of the main issues and discussions I 
want to pursue. 

The British architect and historian Martin Briggs offers a conscientious 
investigation of the status of the architect in the construction of the ca-
thedral in ‘The Architect in History’ from 1927. Briggs argues contrary to 
the persistent romantic understanding of many of his contemporaries that 
the construction did not involve a secular architect in the ‘modern’ sense. 
Briggs refers to a typical statement as the following, authored by a certain 
Englishman, Mr. L. March Phillips in 1901. Briggs 1927:53:

Gothic has this that it was built, so one may almost say, without the help 
of architects. In spite of the appalling diffi culties to be overcome, and 
the daring innovations involved, any one could build Gothic. The people 
needed no teaching in the style. They seemed already to know all about 
it, and the architecture consequently rose, not slowly and by degrees, but 
spontaneously with one impulse, rather like the uplifting of some tremen-
dous chorus than the slow setting of stone upon stone. 

The cathedrals are here celebrated as an expression of a collective will to 
the honour of God. With this credo, no other reason for the constructions is 
accepted except for the direct relation between the Faithful and their God. 
The statement bears witness to a longing for a long forgotten homogeneous 
culture with one shared spiritual source, able, in one long inspired moment, 
to raise the cathedrals ‘spontaneously with one impulse, like the uplifting of 
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some tremendous chorus rather than the slow setting of stone upon stone.’ 
With almost immediate inspiration from the Highest, the builders of the ca-
thedrals simply knew how everything should be done already at the outset. 
No architects or single creators besides God were needed.

sculptors?
The romantic interest in Gothic art and architecture expressed here refl ect-
ed a quest for the enjoyment of the spiritual, un-hierarchical and integral 
co-operation between the crafts and guilds as The Model for ‘all true archi-
tecture’ which was prominent from the middle of the 19th century. Espe-
cially after the eminent British art historian John Ruskin in the preface of 
the 2nd edition of his ‘Seven Lamps of Architecture’ from 1855 advanced 
the opinion that ‘the Northern Gothic of the 13th century is the only ap-
propriate style for modern work north of the Alps’. His point of view had 
signifi cant infl uence on the Gothic Revival in the architecture of the 19th 
century in England. In the following quotation, Ruskin is making his point 
about architecture, and subsequently also about architects, perfectly clear, 
Ruskin 1849:xxvi: 

I found, fi nally, that this, the only admiration worth having, attached itself 
wholly to the meaning of the sculpture and colour on the building. That 
it was very regardless of general form and size; but intensely observant 
of the statuary, fl oral mouldings, mosaics, and other decorations. Upon 
which, little by little, it gradually became manifest to me that the sculp-
ture and painting were, in fact, the all in all of the thing to be done; that 
these, which I had long been in the careless habit of thinking subordinate 
to the architecture, were in fact the entire masters of the architecture; 
and that the architect who was not a sculptor or a painter, was nothing 
better than a frame-maker on a large scale. Having once got this clue to 
the truth, every question about architecture immediately settled itself 
without farther diffi culty. I saw that the idea for independent architectural 
profession was a mere modern fallacy.

And more laconically, in a note, he remarks: 

The name by which the architect of Cologne Cathedral is designated in the 
contracts for the work, is ‘magister lapidica’ the ‘master-stone-cutter’; 
and I believe this was the usual Latin term throughout the middle-ages. 
The architect of the fourteenth century portions of Notre-Dame, Paris, is 
styled in French merely ‘premier masson.’  
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Some of Ruskin’s contemporary colleagues shared a more nuanced point 
of view on the architecture of the medieval period and were inclined to 
regard the collocation of spatial conceptions, geometry and construction as 
subject to specifi c disciplines that were known to be extensively developed 
during the period. However, what Ruskin expresses here could be said to 
be doubly romantic. The sensitive and expressive artist is not only regarded 
as primus inter pares in a seemingly un-hierarchical community of artists 
and labourers. His work also has the character of that particular incident, or 
event, in which the whole endeavour of the cathedral should be defi ned and 
assessed – which would not be the case were he but an anonymous ’frame-
maker’. In this way, Ruskin defi nes ‘Architect’ and ‘Architecture’ by each 
other in an inextricable relation. In some ways, Ruskin is supported by the 
fact that the term ‘Architect’ or ‘Architector’ is found only on very rare occa-
sions in medieval texts concerning the construction of the cathedrals.  The 
German born English historian of art and architecture, Nikolaus Pevsner 
describes how the term is used in very different ways, sometimes to describe 
the master-mason, sometimes to describe what we today would think of as 
the client – the clerics. Pevsner 1942:553:

The creative personality did not interest the Middle Ages enough to insist 
on a terminological distinction between patron and artist. No need was 
recognized for placing on record the name of him who conceived a cathe-
dral building. This is what the often quoted anonymity of the Middle Ages 
really means. To assume that cathedrals grew without architects of genius 
to plan them and detail them is too obviously absurd to deserve the many 
pages written, even recently, to invalidate such an assumption. Architects 
there were, but for one thing they were not necessarily professional ar-
chitects and, moreover, their names were regarded as less important than 
those of the men commissioning new buildings.

Pevsner and Briggs’ well sustained point is that these outbursts of roman-
ticism in relation to the character of the construction of the cathedral are 
not able to stand alone as explanations to the organisationally fairly well-
developed medieval period and the extent of cultural ambition attached to 
the building-constructions themselves. Briggs advocates that investigations 
into ‘the role of the architect’, and the different positions in the organisation 
of the construction he fi lls, must be researched in terms of the contempo-
rary representations. He does away with the myth that no drawings were 
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laid out as guidelines for the work. Large drawings, even from the early 
period, have been preserved. Also plans, facades and spatial sketches of in-
dividual parts and elements are found, clearly showing signs that they were 
conceived of as working drawings.

geometricians?
Another support for Martin Briggs comes through the intellectual and 
highly rigorous writings of the architectural historian Otto von Simson, of 
German origin and Princeton based post WWII. In his seminal book on the 
subject, ‘Origins of Gothic Architecture’, fi rst published in 1956, Simson 
advocates that the real effort of the medieval architects is to be identifi ed 
by and with geometrical and tectonic orders, as these represent the ultimate 
symbol of the divine order ruling ‘the celestial city’ of which the cathedrals 
were meant to be representations. To Simson, the crucial perception of the 
cathedral is that of ‘the geometrically decided organisation’ of every part of 
a complete expression with no residuals, and it is to this, the historian must 
turn his sensitivity. Simson 1989:7-8: 

 […] we cannot enter a Gothic cathedral without feeling that every visible 
member of the great system has a job to do. There are no walls but only 
supports; the bulk and weight of the vault seem to have contracted into 
the sinewy web of the ribs. There is no inert matter, only active energy. 
[…] It is no longer necessary to insist on the overwhelming importance of 
this geometrical element in Gothic design. It constitutes the very princi-
ple of its order and aesthetic cohesion. But it is also the medium through 
which the architect conveyed an image of the structural forces joined 
together in his building.

The point is not which of the two sides has got ‘the role of the architect’ 
right. It is how the perception of the fi gure of ‘the architect’ with both 
Ruskin and Simson is inextricably tied to their respective view of what is 
‘the architecture’ of the cathedrals. Simson emphasises geometrics and tec-
tonics, and the static and constructive endeavours of the buildings, and the 
architect has to be a fi gure that possesses the ability to pursue the complex 
co-ordination of these skills with rigour. This is in direct opposition to 
Ruskin, who fi nds the enlightened master-sculptor to be in charge of the 
guiding expressions of the cathedral. With Simson – and he has quite fair 
evidence of this - the architect of the cathedral is defi ned as the one who is 
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able to apply ‘scientifi c principles’, as opposed to being ‘a mere practitioner’.  
It seems reasonable to presume that Simson also in this opposes Ruskin 
and his romantic propositions. In fact, somewhat condescendingly, Simson 
mentions neither Ruskin nor his work, not even in a note. Simson 1989:33-
34: 

We now understand why the High Middle Ages defi ned and practised ar-
chitecture as applied geometry; why the experts at Milan paid the same 
astonishing attributes to this discipline as had Augustine and Boethius; 
why the evidence of Gothic architecture itself seems to indicate that all 
static problems were actually solved by purely geometrical methods. And 
we also understand the lofty claim that the great architects of the Gothic 
period meant to convey, in having themselves depicted, compass and 
measuring rod in hand as geometricians. Boethius had singled out the 
mason’s stone axe as symbolic of an art that can only create a “confused” 
shape, whereas he chose precisely the compass to represent an art that 
truly “comprehends the whole.” And it was with the compass that God 
himself came to be represented in Gothic art and literature as the Crea-
tor who composed the universe according to the geometrical. It is only 
by observing these same laws that architecture became a science in Au-
gustine’s sense. And in submitting to geometry the medieval architect felt 
that he was imitating the work of his divine master. 

And this is what I would like to emphasize: Here we get The Architect, 
framed and depicted in a relationship to a specifi c architecture: submitting 
to geometry and tectonics through the compass, not to ‘confused shapes of 
the axe’. Submitting, that is the word. 

the knowledge of the milanese builders
Simson, indeed, argues very well for his point. The reference to ‘experts at 
Milan’ is one of interest to the question and merits investigation. It is a ref-
erence to a series of conferences held during 1390 and 1401 concerning the 
construction of the cathedral in Milan. Very detailed minutiae of the meet-
ings are preserved, and they are treated thoroughly in an extensive article by 
the British historian of architecture James S. Ackerman.

In short, the Milanese had set out to build a cathedral following the 
‘Lombardian Gothic’ tradition, only many times larger than any church 
previously built in this way. These churches had an unusual breadth, and 
were erected without fl ying buttresses, but with aisles of a height that gave 
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suffi cient support for the nave. (fi g. 1.1) With the present task, however, 
problems occurred when erecting the piers and the Duke of Milan ordered 
the builders to ask for assistance from skilled colleagues from the North. 
Several consultants from the North were then invited to Milan during the 
years when the work on the foundation and the erection of the fi rst pillars 
took place. All of the visiting Northern Masters were seriously critical of 
the work, and they all made a number of suggestions – with very different 
arguments - that would make the cathedral look more like e.g. the Cathedral 
in Strasbourg or that in Cologne (fi g. 1.2) i.e. in the style we acknowledge as 
‘Northern Gothic’ and which both Ruskin and Simson praised. More than 
fi ve different geometric principles for the main section were proposed, de-
rived from different geometries, either squares or equilateral triangles and 
measures. 

The guest-consultants were, according to Ackerman, not treated very 
well in Milan. Their comments were often downright scorned by the Mila-
nese, and their pejorative remarks were taken directly into the careful mi-
nutiae. The Milanese builders maintained their faith in their work and their 
tradition, albeit sometimes with what also today seem like ridiculous argu-
ments. 

Several Northern architects left Milan, shaking their heads. In January 
1391, the Frenchman Jean Mignot presented 54 criticisms to the Duke of 
Milan, and ‘lost no time in assuring the Duke, that the cathedral was destined to fall if 
certain alterations were not immediately undertaken.’ Ackerman 1949:96 remarks:

Mignot, like the experts who had preceded him, applies the standard of 
construction and theory which are fi rmly based on the northern tradition, 
and any deviation from his norm he interprets as an error.

The Milanese came up with more and more fanciful arguments to meet 
the harsh criticism. One of them is the really interesting statement, that 
pointed arches exert no thrust on piers. Here Mignot states the later so 
famous claim, that:

[…] art without science is nothing (ars sine scientia nihil est), and that 
whether the vaults are pointed or round, they are worthless unless they 
have a good foundation, and nevertheless, no matter how pointed they 
are, they have a very great thrust and weight. 

Now the Milanese came up with downright misunderstood quotes from 
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Aristotle, obviously to hide their intellectual defi ciencies and to prove that 
also they possessed some kind of ‘scientia’. They even managed to turn 
Mignot’s quote against himself:

So they say that all [the measurements] are in a straight line or an arch 
therefore it is concluded that what has been done, has been done accord-
ing to geometry and to practice, and even he [Mignot] has said that sci-
ence without art is nothing concerning art […]

  
Obviously, ‘science’ in no way implies the present-day understanding of 

the word, neither does ‘art’. But the way the words were used certainly does 
establish a division between ‘theory’ and ‘practice’. When Mignot expresses 
his seemingly more elaborate understanding of stress and thrust, and of his 
perception based on tradition of ‘true geometry’ as ‘evidence’ or ‘scientia’, 
he is met with arguments based on the ‘best practice’ of Lombardian tradi-
tion. When he claims that the outer buttresses should be 3:1 to the width 
of a pier, the Milanese argue that 1½:1 will suffi ce, because Milanese stones 
are much stronger than the French. When Mignot maintains that fl ying but-
tresses is the only way to secure the construction, the Milanes give promi-
nence to their exquisite and superior craftsmanship.

This is where Simson, Ruskin and the French architect Mignot suddenly 
meet. ‘Gothic’, or ‘High Gothic’ can only be understood as the Northern 
Gothic of the thirteenth century, be it in its construction, its geometry or 

Fig. 1.1
Composite drawing of to of 
the suggested geometries 
for the Milan Catehdral 
(Ackerman 1949)
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its masonry. The proud Lombards of Milan, and their attempt to re-invent 
their local Lombardian style, as do the ‘critical regionalist’ of today, em-
phasized the craftsmanship, the tradition and the local way of doing things 
instead of importing uncritically what to them seemed the excessive North-
ern Style. The Milanese constructed their cathedral the way they had always 
built their churches in Lombardy, only this was the largest one ever seen. It 
might satisfy neither Ruskin or Simson nor Mignot as ‘true architecture’, but 
in one regard Mignot was most certainly wrong: the cathedral did not fall. 
It is still there, in the middle of proud Lombardy.

Mignot’s little dictum has passed on the ancient wisdom of St. Augustin 
all the way to our time, when, incidentally, the discussions of  whether prac-
tice needs theory are as eagerly engaged. But this is actually not the most 
interesting incident in the Milanese documents, though it has drawn a lot of 
attention. What is far more interesting is the fact that the fi ne men present 
that sunny day on the medieval building site obviously did not agree upon 
geometry as a divinely given authority, to which they univocally submitted. 
What they did was to discuss what kind of architecture they were about to build, what 
kind of experiment they were taking part in: ‘yours’ or ‘ours’. To the Milanese their 
tradition, their faith in the strength of their local materials, constructions 
and craftsmanship was the subject at stake. To the Northern consultants, 
the dismissal of their knowledge of fl ying buttresses and ‘triforiums’ was an 
insult to their self-image.

Fig. 1.2
Cologne Cathedral, 
Nave section
(Ackerman 1949)
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They all entered the discussions with the same interest – the 1:1 experi-
ment of building the cathedral - but they most certainly did not adhere to 
the same perception of truth. Same interest, same experiment, but different 
architectures, different architects - as independent rivals.

doctor lathomorum? 
The German born art historian, Erwin Panofsky, was a contemporary of 
Simson, and his colleague at Princeton. Where Simson points to the congru-
ence between medieval understandings of music and geometry, Panofsky 
in his ’Gothic Architecture and Scholasticism’ from 1951 carries out a very 
detailed and thorough analysis that illustrates how the developments of the 
construction of the cathedrals are closely linked to the scholastic argumen-
tation scheme, the ‘Summae’ developed by Thomas Aquinas. Simson, of 
course, is also concerned with Scholasticism. However, as the overriding 
argument pursued in his book is that the architect was a socially high-rank-
ing master, and an expert in applied geometry and mathematics, he does not 
accept Panofsky’s proposition that there is a connection between the at the 
time predominant intellectual structure of the scholastic ‘disputandes’ and the 
construction of the cathedrals.  This being the case, Simson does away with 
the highly elaborate and particularly well-argued theory of his art-historian 
colleague (in the best of intellectual tradition: in a laconic foot-note). (Sim-
son 1989:xxi)

What Panofsky pursued was to develop a method specifi cally aimed at 
defi ning the underlying schemata of cultural symbols and motifs in Gothic 
art in order to comprehend the transformation of this culture into the ren-
aissance. In short, this method was aimed at understanding a presumed loss 
of the common, the non-individual and symbolically oriented culture that 
preceded the more individualistic cultural expressions typical of the Renais-
sance. ‘Iconology’ as he coined it, was thus not a general omnipotent strat-
egy to interpret images. It was a tool to understand a specifi c cultural trans-
formation through stories and allegories that gave meaning to the formal 
arrangements and the technical procedures employed. And through which 
a more extensive understanding of the ‘intrinsic meaning, or content’, of the 
Gothic work could also be reached. (Bek 2002:14-16)

Scholastic argumentation progresses in the following manner: Panofsky 
1956:67: 
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Every topic had to be formulated as a quaestio the discussion of which be-
gins with the alignment of one set of authorities (videtur quod) against the 
other (sed contra), proceeds to the solution (respondeo dicendum), and is 
followed by an individual critique of the arguments rejected (ad primum, 
ad secundum, etc.) — rejected, that is only insofar as the interpretation, 
not the validity, of the authorities is concerned.

Panofsky now sets out to show how this post-Aristotelian dialectic was 
the theme through which the development of the single elements in the 
cathedrals took place (for instance a rose window in the west-façade, the ar-
rangements of the walls under the clerestory or the shaping of the columns 
of the nave) and developed into the supreme examples of the High-Gothic 
cathedrals in Chartres and Saint Denise. According to Panofsky, each part 
of the actual element in two already existing cathedrals was analysed and 
compared to each other, and by means of ‘scholastic argumentation’, the 
best solution was derived from this ‘synthesis’. It is crucial to understand 
that, within the argumentation form, the possibility to refuse the validity of 
the authority does not exist, because in the end it all belongs to God. The 
‘Summae’ found a peak in the work of the thinker Abelard’s mediation of the 
158 detected self-contradictions in the Bible. It was not a question of proof, 
but of confi rmation. Panofsky 1956:36:

However, the passion for ‘clarifi cation’ imparted itself — quite naturally 
in view of the educational monopoly of Scholasticism — to virtually every 
mind engaged in cultural pursuits; it grew into a ’mental habit.’ Like the 
High Scholastic Summa, the High Gothic cathedral aimed, fi rst of all, at 
‘totality’ and therefore tended to approximate, by synthesis as well as 
elimination, one perfect and fi nal solution.

in search of the ‘mental habits’
According to Panofsky, the architects of the Northern Gothic must have 
been intellectuals under heavy infl uence of the ruling ’mental habit’, to the 
extent that this way of thinking became deeply embedded in the exertion 
of their architecture. And here we have a third possible relation between 
architects and architecture, illustrating Panofsky’s reasoning: The highest 
honour bestowed on the architect was awarded to Pierre de Montereau, who 
on his tomb in Saint-Germain-des-Prés in 1267 is designated ‘doctor Latho-
morum’; ‘doctor of the stones’. The architect elevated to a kind of scholastic 
thinker.
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I am going to make a little tour through some of the most prominent the-
ories of why some things pass and some do not. What can be thought, and 
what cannot be perceived of in a given culture. They are theories based on 
the ‘mental habit’ of any given time as the rule for what kind of knowledge it 
is possible to have. These theories are widespread and very well established.  
I will not undertake to try to prove them wrong. However, I am not alone 
in considering their limitations, and I will return to my ‘allies’ later. In the 
following, I will make an attempt to explain, why I fi nd it necessary to dis-
cuss the limitations of these theories as a point of departure for a study of 
architectural practices. 

Panofsky himself formulates his investigations as a search for the ‘mental 
habits’ in a given culture, as this phenomenon is the true object to be stud-
ied by art-history. In this, Panofsky is in concordance with the quest of his 
colleagues in art-history connected to the circles around the famous Aby 
Warburg collections, counting amongst others the German art historian and 
philosopher Ernst Cassirer, and James Ackerman, to found an ‘epistemol-
ogy’ of art-history – to make it a science.  (Holly 1984). Panofsky 1951:20:

It comes about by the spreading of what may be called, for want of a 
better term, a mental habit, reducing this overworked cliché to its pre-
cise Scholastic sense as a ‘principle that regulates the act’ -  ‘principium 
importans ordinem ad actum’. Such mental habits are at work in all and 
every civilization. All modem writing on history is permeated by the idea 
of evolution.

The French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu translated and published Panof-
sky’s text in 1967 and later developed the notion of habitus in his sociological 
thinking based on the notion of mental habits. What I am after here is not 
the obvious concordance between these two particular notions. It is rather 
to point to the discussion that Panofsky develops on how this ‘diagnostics 
of Time’, or ‘epistemology’ should be carried out on the basis of a detection 
of the ‘mental habits’. And also to what extent such investigations are nec-
essary prerequisites for the kind of analysis of architectural practices I am 
pursuing in this study. 

Panofsky’s endeavour also anticipates the work of the French philoso-
pher Michel Foucault, although in a different way (Holly 1984:181-193). Un-
justly short the main efforts of Michel Foucault can be described through 
the questions: ’What is this Reason that we use’? ‘What are its historical 
effects’? ‘What are its limits, and what are its dangers’? Foucault calls the 



431 architectures & interests

method he employs to detect this ‘Reason’ the ‘archaeology of knowledge’. 
(Foucault 1969) The exhaustive work of Foucault contains many and more 
far-reaching strategies for cultural analysis than Panofsky’s Iconology, inex-
tricably linked as it is to medieval art. None the less, as the stated ambition 
of Iconology is also to detect the ‘conditions for the possibility’ of cognition 
within a given period and culture and the changes within it, it is also in this 
context of relevance when excerpting Foucault’s defi nition of the episteme: 
Foucault 1966:xxiii:

What I am attempting to bring to light is the epistemological fi eld, the 
episteme in which knowledge, envisaged apart from all criteria having 
reference to its traditional value or to its objective forms, grounds its 
positivity and thereby manifests a history which is not that of its growing 
perfection, but rather that of its conditions of possibility; in this account, 
what should appear are those confi gurations within the space of knowl-
edge which have given rise to the diverse forms of empirical science. Such 
an enterprise is not so much a history, in the traditional meaning of that 
word, as ‘archaeology’. 

Like Panofsky, Foucault is interested in the ‘essential tendencies of the 
human mind’ at a given time, in a given culture. According to Foucault, the 
human mind can be known only through its manifestation on the surface 
of the things it produces. He wants to describe the mechanisms by which 
a ‘culture experiences the propinquity of things,’ for example coins or the 
classifi cation of plants, art – or architecture. And, in doing so he wants to 
reveal the ‘rules of formation’ that were never formulated in their own right, 
and could never be formulated by a single individual under the infl uence 
of such a ‘condition’, but are to be found only in widely differing theories, 
concepts, and objects of study. 

When Panofsky defi nes his goal as divulging the argumentative prin-
ciples that underlie the choice of certain proportions or images, he too is 
clearly pursuing an essential order of a submerged code of knowledge, and 
one of its surface manifestations is the presence of a physical work of art. By 
implication, he asks ‘what order of knowledge, what underlying and unify-
ing principle’, permits this visual world to take shape?

The American theoretician of science Thomas Kuhn in his famous 
‘Scientifi c Revolutions’ from 1962, is also participating in this business of 
framing a ‘historic epistemology’, but in another trade, so to speak. With 
Kuhn the cultural convergence at stake is limited to the revolutions taking 
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place within the production of scientifi c knowledge, i.e. natural science, and 
coined as changes of paradigms. Kuhn’s point is the well known proposition 
that just as science acknowledges nature, so the world-as-it-is is governed 
by defi ned social and cognitive formulae, the so-called paradigms, which in ad-
vance impose boundaries to what is allowed to be seen and what questions 
you may ask.

Sociological factors thus infl uence not just the framework for scientifi c 
work - for instance recruitment and funding - but the paradigms are implicit 
right through to the production of the scientifi c process. Kuhn further chal-
lenged the status of the natural sciences, their previously unassailable ra-
tionality, by proposing that the knowledge we have could have been arrived 
at through other means. He thereby allowed for a number of possibilities for 
approaches between the sciences and other practices, in the fi rst instance 
the process of production within the natural sciences.

 Between the art-historian’s interest in cultural transformation in Panof-
sky and the sociologists’ search for habitus, as in Bourdieu, the search for 
patterns in the developments of scientifi c discovery in Kuhn and the quest 
for a much further reaching and pervasive power-distributing episteme in 
Foucault’s ‘archaeology of knowledge,’ there are obvious differences. How-
ever, these theories all have a certain degree of indebtedness in common. 
They all at some point refer to a tradition of thinking labelled ‘historic’ 
or ‘French epistemology’ often ascribed to the French philosopher Gaston 
Bachelard in ‘The new scientifi c spirit’ from 1938. They are to some ex-
tent inspired by, and users (or abusers) of, his idea of epistemological breaks 
which has guided these quests for ‘conditions of possibility’ and of cog-
nition within science and art – different as they are in scope and means. 
(Schmidt 1983, McAllester Jones 1991)

power and knowledge
The Belgian scientist and theoretician of science Isabelle Stengers in her 
virtuoso performance ‘The Invention of Science’ from 1993:25-27 also con-
tributes to the discussion on how the performances of the breaks in episte-
mology can be used in the main controversy in the theory of science of the 
last century: the famous feud between positivists and relativists about how 
to demarcate science from non-science. This is possible by the simple fact 
that a break establishes a contrast between a ‘before’ and an ‘after’, which 
subsequently disqualifi es the before. Thus the question of epochal or episte-
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mological breaks or paradigms, at least those discussed in science, is crucial 
to what is recognised as knowledge in a given period. And even more inter-
esting is that which is not recognised, that which is not acknowledged as ‘sci-
ence’, i.e. the knowledge produced, but not distributed - the results that are 
silenced. As Stengers puts it: ‘The argument ‘in the name of science’ is found 
everywhere, but its meaning is continually changing’. Therefore, according 
to Stengers, if we set out to look for epistemological breaks, we will have to 
start by relating to issues of distributions of power.

With this dissertation I wanted to stick to my own preoccupation, or 
hunch, if you like. It originally arose from a deep mistrust by the architect 
that travels within me of any attempt at putting architecture and its be-com-
ings ‘in front’ and hitch them as horses to any carriage, or theory, or para-
digm. A distrust that I, by the way, seem to share with Simson. Questions 
like ‘What is this architecture a symptom of ?’, ‘What is the mimesis, or the symbol 
in this work?’, ‘What are you trying to express in your architecture?’ refer to 
an understanding of architecture as an indicator of a certain ‘something 
else’, like ‘episteme’, ‘mental habits’ or ‘habitus’, or something located within 
the architect. My objection is that to make these questions the point of de-
parture for any investigation of cultural expressions will cut what happens 
down to a single point on a timeline. Later, I will introduce the notion of 
agency (mainly in #6), and will therefore only briefl y touch upon it here: To 
ask questions to practice on the background of a belief in an ‘under-lying’ 
and determining ‘ghost in the machine’, is to, in advance, decide not only 
what can be seen as agents, but also what the strategies of these agencies are, 
instead of studying how they be-come. Though many of them, as Panof-
sky’s analysis of the Gothic Cathedral and Scholasticism, are inventive, and 
even inspiring, they seem somewhat irrelevant compared to the much more 
interesting issues related to what architecture does through its be-coming. 
Especially what architecture does to and with those who work with it, and 
vice-versa.

With this rather personal and concerned, but seriously considered stand-
point I am doubtful of the relevance of pursuing the quest for ‘the mental 
habit’ or ‘the episteme’ when looking for concrete distributions of power 
and competencies in architectural production. Especially when understood 
from the perspective of a pervasive ‘time-spirit’ based on the analysis of the 
‘fi nished’ work, and without the very close examination of the practices of 
be-coming. Panofsky argues beautifully, but not convincingly, for his inter-
esting thesis, and I see several problems in his approach. 
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There is thus a potential problem, as even Foucault himself pointed out, 
(Rabinow 1982), when one mistakes the diagram that the episteme allows 
for (the invisible and intangible pattern that pervades all areas of knowl-
edge in a given time), for architecture. Or, if one simply and uncritically 
let analysis conform to already established ideas of ‘Gothic’, ‘High Gothic’, 
‘modern’, ‘pre-modern’, ‘early modern’, ‘post-modern’ etc., etc.

In order to show how even ‘Humanism’ is a construction among oth-
ers, and a quite fragile one, Foucault uses the example of the concrete pro-
posal of a Panopticon by the engineer Bentham as a re-presentation of ‘the 
diagram’ of the transition in the treatment of prisoners from torture in the 
Renaissance to self-surveillance in the prisons of the modern period.

Bentham developed the Panopticon as a specifi c building type that ra-
tionalised the task of surveillance in e.g. a prison; only one guard in the mid-
dle of a circular arrangement of cells was needed to survey a large number of 
prisoners. The premise was that as this guard was not visible to the prison-
ers they would think themselves under permanent surveillance. This experi-
ence of being permanently watched would result in an internalisation of the 
surveillance: the prisoners would guard themselves. 

Foucault uses the Panopticon as an expression of a new diagram, where 
cultural support for pain-punishments is changing into sustaining self-sur-
veillance by the individual, on the threshold to the modern episteme. He 
claims that it wanders from the prison to other institutions: the school, the 
factory, the mental hospital. (Foucault 1975) In the common misreading 
of this, the diagram or the ‘programme’ of architecture is mistakenly un-
derstood as a specifi c architecture, or a typological precondition for architecture, 
which is really a turnaround. The architecture of ‘the modern’ - if it ever 
existed in the singular - did not share any symmetrical, centralized organisa-
tion; on the other hand, the ambition at large was to invent other kinds of 
compositional means.

The interest pursued here is thus in the fi rst instance neither ‘history’ 
nor any ‘diagnostic of time’. Nor is it, in the best of avant-garde-spirit, to 
point to ‘the new architecture to come’, or ‘the architect of the future’ as 
a function of an episteme or a zeitgeist. No ambition to frame brand new 
perceptions of neither ‘architectural space’, nor ‘space’ per se is pursued in 
this dissertation. If such ground-breaking, episteme-producing and revo-
lutionary new perceptions of space suddenly occur - and this is as likely to 
happen outside of architectural production as within it - they will only be 
able to stabilise themselves to the extent that they will be produced and done; 
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that they too are, or become, practices. This critique can be summed up here 
with Stengers 1993:41: 

As is often the case when historians of science are inspired by the proce-
dures of art historians, this style tends to overvalue the emergence of a 
new mode of perception and to undervalue the practices of argumenta-
tion. It translates the fact that we are no longer taking seriously the argu-
ments exchanged by the actors of the epoch (since the intervening history 
has made them outdated… [...] There cannot be a single historical process 
applicable to the history of philosophy, art, and science, for each of these 
enterprises is defi ned by a specifi c relationship with its own past.

The concern is thus rather to focus on the questions of how to analyse 
multiple and continuous practices of architectural be-comings, and their en-
tanglements with multiple and continuous processes of objectivations and 
subjectivations – that is: becomings of architecture and becomings of archi-
tects. As argued, I do not believe it necessarily imperative to confi rm the 
existence of a superior or underlying instance in order to do so. Or, to point 
to one singular ‘event’ as determining for the ways cognition, architecture 
and architects are produced.

I am fully aware that when Foucault speaks of detecting strategies in the 
quote at p. 16, he speaks of it in relation to the manoeuvres and perform-
ances within a dominant discourse of power, and that it is the ‘unmasking’ 
of this discourse, and subsequently the episteme that allows for it, that is at 
stake. Therefore if Foucault could be said to engage in ‘writing history’ it 
would be related to the history of the be-coming of the discourse. 

Again, for my part it is reluctance to attempt to decide on an époque, or 
of detecting one discursive change in one underlying episteme. In this way, 
the present texts are not the result of a classical Foucaultian quest. But it 
is certainly a quest for tools, notions and concepts to carry out analysis of 
architectural work, tools etc. that also points to the strategies, manoeuvres 
and techniques employed in its be-coming. Put simply, the study cannot 
begin with a relentless search for ‘our time’ or ‘History’ or oblige itself to 
answer the question of ‘what is this knowledge that we have’ or of the ‘ar-
chitects of the future’. 

It has to take its departure in the study of how practices and technologies, 
and practitioners and architects, are continuously performed and perform 
– and which is actually also a part of the lessons given by both Panofsky and 
Foucault.
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What we may ask for, is a strategy that allows for the reluctance to be 
tied down to an époque etc.,  or a kind of humble attitude to the assignment 
of ascribing architectural be-comings to kinds of patterns or structures or 
other ghosts in the machine. How will it be possible to study processes of 
be-comings, what kind of strategy for imputing patterns could be adopted?

what is the appropriate size of ‘conditions of possibilities’
At this point I would like to introduce the thinking of John Law, a contem-
porary English philosopher and sociologist, who in a very patient and rever-
ent, but none the less persistent manner keeps asking destabilizing questions 
to any kind of established order. In his highly refl ective book ‘Organizing 
Modernity’ he asks the question how ‘a modest sociology’ can assign pat-
terns to the network of the social. He is particularly concerned with this 
question as he does not think that ‘conditions of possibilities’ arrive in large, 
pre-packed ‘structuralist’ chunks. Law who is himself a devoted Foucault 
fan none the less deliberately sets out to readjust Foucault’s standpoint by 
suggesting in Law 1994:95:

My proposal is that we take the notion of discourse and cut it down to 
size. This means: fi rst, we should treat it as a set of patterns that might 
be imputed to the networks of the social; second, we should look for dis-
courses in the plural, not discourse in the singular; third, we should treat 
discourses as ordering attempts, not orders; fourth, we should explore 
how they are performed, embodied and told in different materials; and 
fi fth, we should consider the ways in which they interact, change, or in-
deed face extinction. 

A similar effort can be found in the areas of architectural theory that lean 
towards pragmatic approaches to architecture, architecture ‘as practices’. 

With the ethical tenor so typical of theorists of architecture, the Spaniard 
Ignasi de Sola-Moralles in 1997:59 states:

[…] Nietzsche […] speaks of the need for ‘grounding’ without ground. In 
the fi eld of aesthetics, literary, pictorial, and architectonic experience can 
no longer be founded on the basis of a system: not on a closed, economi-
cal system such as that of the classical age; not even on the illusion of 
a new system such as that which the pioneers of modern design sought 
to establish. On the contrary, contemporary architecture, in conjunction 
with the other arts, is confronted with the need to build on air, to build in 
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the void. The proposals of contemporary art are to be constructed not on 
the basis of any immovable reference, but under the obligation to posit for 
every step both its goal and its grounding.

In his ’Practice – Architecture, technique and representation’ from 2000, 
the American architect and theoretician Stan Allen initially quotes Foucault 
as a kind of programmatic declaration. The opening quote of the book are 
the two fi rst lines of a relatively late interview with the American anthro-
pologist Paul Rabinow, as an answer to a question relating to ‘the savoir’ 
of architecture – or, ‘what kind of knowledge is architecture’: Rabinow 
1982:378:

I must say that what interests me more is to focus on what the Greeks 
called the techne, that is to say, a practical rationality governed by a 
conscious goal. I am not even sure if it is worth constantly asking the 
question of whether government can be the object of an exact science. 
On the other hand, if architecture, like the practice of government and the 
practice of other forms of social organization, is considered as a techne, 
possibly using elements of sciences like physics, for example, or statis-
tics, etc, that is what is interesting. But if one wanted to do a history of 
architecture, I think that it should be much more along the lines of that 
general history of the techne, rather than the histories of either the exact 
sciences or the inexact ones. The disadvantage of this word techne, I 
realize, is its relation to the word ‘technology’, which has a very specifi c 
meaning. A very narrow meaning is given to ‘technology’: one thinks of 
hard technology, the technology of wood, of fi re, of electricity. Whereas 
government is also a function of technology: the government of individu-
als, the government of souls, the government of the self by the self, the 
government of families, the government of children, and so on. I believe 
that if one placed the history of architecture back in this general history 
of techne, in this wide sense of the word, one would have a more inter-
esting guiding concept than by considering opposition between the exact 
sciences and the inexact ones.

The difference between ‘revealing the episteme’, ‘detecting mental habits’ 
and ‘the study of the techne of architecture’ might look very subtle. And 
the reason for my insistence on a distinction is not due to a lack of curios-
ity about future spatial sensitivities on my part, or for that matter curiosity 
about the possibility of ‘a critical architecture’. To focus on ‘techne’ rather 
than ‘episteme’, as I read it, is more in line with a ‘humble’ search for tech-
niques and strategies and ‘the modes of ordering’ (in the plural) that John 
Law suggests as ‘relational materialism’. I will return to this in #4, but let 
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Law 1994:102 point to the way forward here: 

[…] How are things deleted? How are the bits and pieces kept in line? How 
are the networks of the social stabilized for long enough to achieve any 
kind of ordering at all? Actor-network writers answer this question in two 
ways. First, they explore the tactics of translation, how it is that poten-
tial translators assemble the bits and pieces needed to build a coherent 
actor. This is the dash of Machiavellianism […]: several authors in this 
tradition refer, approvingly to the author of The Prince. They consider, for 
instance, the attempts by potential translators to foresee and forestall 
the resistance put up by the bits and pieces that make up the networks of 
the social. Second, and perhaps more originally, they consider the differ-
ent materials of sociation. For the argument is that agents are materially 
heterogeneous in character, and that translation is always a form of what 
is sometimes called ‘heterogeneous engineering’.

‘knowledge space’ 
In ’Masons, Tricksters & Cartographers’ from 2000, the American anthro-
pologist David Turnbull sets out to turn the attention away from certain 
kinds of practices or singular persons in order to focus on what worked in the 
construction of the basilicas. Turnbull’s questions about the techniques and 
technologies in play are based on the proposition of a ‘knowledge space’. 
The competencies at stake in the cathedral constructions were exercised 
by virtue of what Turnbull calls ‘talk, tradition and templates’, all depend-
ant on the knowledge space, which in this sense bears resemblance to the 
epistemology of Foucault. What is interesting in Turnbull’s considerations is 
that these developments of competencies at the same time also depended on 
the Cathedral which therefore could be called a co-creator of the knowledge 
space. Turnbull 2000:79:   

The cathedrals were thus a site at which a range of social, religious and 
technical roles and activities were assembled, while at the same time the 
process of cathedral building served to transform and develop those roles 
and activities. The cathedrals simultaneously created and were produced 
in a knowledge space.

Consequently, the architecture and the cathedral simultaneously co-pro-
duce the architectural competencies creating them in the fi rst place. The 
competencies of those who created, and what was created are deeply inter-
related. These relations and entanglements, proposed by Turnbull, form a 
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decisive key to the development of the notions and perceptions of the be-
comings of architects and architecture pursued in the present study. It is an 
important point here that the different analyses of the construction of the 
cathedrals (as an echo of Mignot) repeat and sustain distinctions most often 
taken as self-evident, such as those between practice and theory, between 
technology and science, between the medieval and the modern, between the 
occasional and the theoretical, between the built and the builders, between 
nature and culture. Turnbull 2000:54:

These dichotomies can be resolved and the construction of the cathedrals 
de-mystifi ed if a more performative approach is taken and the Gothic 
cathedrals are conceived as sites of experimental practice or literally as 
‘laboratories’. The power of laboratories derives from their being sites 
at which people, practices and the diverse but amorphous materials can 
be shaped, manipulated, assembled, and transmitted beyond the labora-
tory. 

Turnbull’s analysis may not be as thorough as those of the highly learned 
art-historians Simson and Panofsky, and he is not the most prominent writer 
within Science-Technology-Studies either. But he gets his points across quite 
clearly with the important conclusion that the ‘mix of knowledge’ involved 
in the cathedral constructions makes them fully comparable to the contem-
porary production of science in modern laboratories. The chicken-or-egg 
-fi rst’-question is, if the laboratory makes the experiment possible, or if the 
reverse is the case. Turnbull 2000:67: 

Talk and tradition were vital to the interaction between the mason and 
clerics and between groups and generations of masons.[…] Firstly, their 
very construction constituted a series of full-scale experiments. Close 
observation of the drying mortar enabled the builders to detect areas of 
stress in the fabric and to take appropriate remedial measures through 
the placement of buttresses, pinnacles or reinforcement. Intuitively, it 
may seem that one needs laboratories to perform experiments rather 
than the other way round. However, laboratories are not simply built by 
architects; they are constituted through the performance of experiments. 
Secondly, laboratories are the spaces in which the local, tacit and messy 
knowledge/practices of groups of practitioners are transformed through 
collective work into a coherent tradition. Thirdly, cathedrals just like twen-
tieth-century laboratories are powerful loci of social transformation, ab-
sorbing large amounts of capital and concentrating resources, skills and 
labour. Through this process of heterogeneous engineering, machinery, 
instruments, skills, techniques, theory, raw materials, and social relations 
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are interrelated and assembled. 

The combinations of social and material factors constitute a transform-
ing system. Establishing and maintaining this system have an integrating 
function in the modern laboratory: 

Such a system in a modern laboratory enables two orders of manipula-
tion: fi rstly, of natural phenomena in order to generate data and secondly, 
of that data into the literature. Similarly the ‘cathedral laboratory’ pro-
vides for the manipulation of unshaped rocks into precision-cut stones 
and their subsequent assemblage into a stable whole. In both cases the 
focus is on getting the experiment to ‘work’ through the process of col-
lective practice.

The point of departure of this analysis is neither the search of the archi-
tect nor the mental habit behind the cathedrals, but the very concrete ways 
in which the cathedrals were made to cohere. What was at work, and how 
did these performances establish a knowledge space. How knowledge be-
came knowledge in this specifi c space, and the interests attached to it. 

When the architects and the leaders, or whatever they were called, at the 
site were celebrated – and they were – it was for entering a knowledge space 
in which an experiment was already taking place, and for doing so with an 
interest.

architects and ‘interessement’
Stengers 1993 continues the discussions between the theoreticians of sci-
ence Polanyi, Kuhn and Feyerabend relating to ‘the epistemological break’. 
Stenger’s attempt could be said to be a respectful mediation between posi-
tions. Respectful in the sense that she argues, that it is necessary to accept 
‘established sentiments’ (ways) to achieve an analytic precision in the theory 
of science. 

On the one hand we have the most radical social-constructivist percep-
tions of any kind of knowledge as something happening solely through so-
cial negotiations, in and between the subjective heads of people and their 
language. We decide ourselves, what ‘Nature’ is.

On the other hand we have the perceptions of knowledge on ‘Nature’ as 
results of ‘objective’ and ‘rational’ processes; ‘Nature’ is out there, independ-
ent of us. In her attempt to transgress this relentless opposition between 
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‘social construct’ and ‘objectivity’, Stengers avoids the tedious linguistic/se-
mantic discussions of whether the world is present outside of language or is 
solely created within it.

Scientifi c statements are made into facts in the laboratory, and facts in this 
way become the product of the laboratory. But by its very nature the ‘enclo-
sure by the laboratory’ also limits the validity of the statements produced. 
Stengers’ proposal is that there is no such thing as one scientifi c method, 
but that the scientifi c statement has to stand its test in other contexts, thus 
transgressing the boundaries of the lab. It is the tension between scientifi c 
objectivity and scientifi c belief in itself that is the necessary part of the prac-
tices invented and reinvented by scientists. It is this tension, that leads to 
considerations of the connections between authority and interest. Stengers 
1993:94:

In this singular link between authority and history, we can see the princi-
pal characteristic of the “politics” invented by the sciences: the fl aunted 
solidarity between what Aristotle distinguished as praxis, whose virtue 
was phronesis or practical wisdom, and poiesis, whose virtue was techne 
or know-how. The Aristotelian distinction moved between the work of fab-

on analysis of 
’the architectural profession’
During the last to or three decades, descrip-

tion of modernity has been closely related to 

an actualisation of the notion of competence. 

Especially in regard to the ‘creative branches’ 

as architecture and design at large, this back-

ground has been pervasive to the under-

standing of the practices. Any phenomenon 

of design beholds of a multitude of contexts, 

or relations to profession, science, technology 

and culture. It is the requirement of society 

for the continuous and creative handling of 

these that calls forth the notion of compe-

tence, understood as the concrete actualisa-

tion of qualifications and areas of knowledge. 

Within the notion of competence is hidden 

an innovative element, where different areas 

of qualifications are brought together in new 

constellations. The traditional perceptions 

of general education or ‘Bildung’ are trans-

formed to perceptions of competence, where 

dynamic and complex polycontextualities are 

handled. (Gleerup 2001)

This is why the practices of architecture 

are a kind of gefundenes fressen to studies 

and analysis of professions, and it is relevant 

here to introduce three investigations of ‘the 

architectural profession’ carried out by means 

of ethnomethodology or sociology.

In ’Architecture – the story of practice’ 

from 1991, Dana Cuff plays safe and not ex-

treme on the side that regards  the task of the 

architectural profession – design – as social 

negotiation and cultural construction. The 

comprehensive study has ethnography as 

the methodological point of departure. The-

oretically it is inspired by the theories of the 

American anthropologist Clifford Geertz on 

the interpretative functions of social cultures. 

In continuation of these, Cuff finds in the ap-

parent origin of architectural practice, namely 

offices and studios some pleasantly limited 

‘social units’. It is thoroughly studied how they 
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rication, having its end in a product, and human action, which is open and 
unlimited, because it concerns a fi eld defi ned by the plurality, the rivalry, 
the confl ict, and the complementarities of human beings living together. 
The laboratory, from all appearances, is the place of poiesis, for it is the 
place where a “fact” is fabricated, a fact whose vocation is to make au-
thority, to constitute the unity of the end (the statement that represents 
it) and the means (the experimental apparatus). But it is also the place of 
a praxis, for this “fact” is not an end; it inaugurates, as the epistemolo-
gists would put it, a “research program” that is, to put it more concretely, 
it is addressed to other authors with whom it proposes to “live together” 
in a new mode.

Also of interest to the lines of thought pursued in this chapter, Stengers 
takes as point of departure the comparison between the medieval ways of 
cognition and the practices of the modern, scientifi c lab. She points to the 
techniques of scholastic argumentations. But where these techniques of cog-
nition with Panofsky were regarded as the reason why the cathedrals were 
able to reach their indisputable artistic heights in a relatively short period 
of time, Stengers’ focus is to make it evident how an interested practice is a 
prerequisite to the production and distribution of knowledge. 

establish ‘social meanings’ and the relations 

they work in – e.g. with the client and the 

engineer. They are then practising in another 

culture, somewhere else.

It can be argued, that when the analysis 

thus carried out with a one-sided, or asym-

metrical attention to the social negotiations, 

we do not get any closer to what consequenc-

es the material things and anticipated spaces 

that are exchanged and produced work dur-

ing the processes. How the process is both 

social but also material.

In ‘Architects and firms – a sociological per-

spective on architectural practice’ from 1988, 

Judith Blau takes a non-specified sociological 

perspective on architectural practice. Even if 

the book pays a certain attention to the rela-

tionship of the architect to the concrete mat-

ter and materials, the scope is ’architecture as 

professional practice, as business, as occupa-

tion, and as a set of convictions about how 

buildings ought to look and function’.

The work and interests of the architect are 

studied on an empirical base of different con-

victions of how a building ought to look and 

how it should function. 

Cuff and Blau both offer comprehensive 

and insightful descriptions of the many virtues 

and shortcomings of the profession. They of-

fer rich sources for further studies in this gen-

re, but neither of them relate to what happens 

in and with drawings and models and neither 

of them regard the architectural product as ‘a 

specific kind’. Cuff has a sensitive eye to the 

‘rhetoric defensives’ as means in the negotia-

tions with engineer, client and authorities, and 

for the convictions of architects. But she does 

not analyse what happens in the projects at 

the tables in the offices she investigates. Thus, 

the point of departure in the quest for ‘the 

core of the profession’ again becomes the per-

ception, that architectural practice is a kind of 
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In this she ‘rebels’ against the established perception that ‘objectivity’ 
necessarily implies a ‘disinterested’ or even ‘neutral’ scientist. It is the rela-
tion between ‘Nature’ or ‘the matter’ and the interest, or between the author 
and that which is authored. In French as in English – but not in Danish 
– ‘author’ and ‘authority’ obviously share etymology, and in the chapter ‘Au-
thors to interest’, it goes like this: Stengers 1993:93:

Authority and author, it will be recalled, have the same root, and it was 
medieval, so-called scholastic, practices that bestowed on them their solid 
signifi cations. ‘Authors’, in the medieval sense, are people whose author-
ity comes from a text, which can be commented on but not contradicted. 
This in no way implies a practice of submissive reading, on the contrary. 
Thus, in Thomas Aquinas’s Summa, the authors called upon as witnesses 
to a determinate question do so in the form of citations abstracted from 
their context. The game and the stake [le jeu et l’enjeu] are to make 
them agree while, most often, holding to the letter of the citation, without 
discussing the meaning ascribed to it by the author. In other words, the 
author creates the “authority,” but Thomas makes himself the judge and 
treats the author-authority as a witness called upon for comparison. Tho-
mas has to assume that the witness spoke the truth, and his judgment will 
have to take his testimony into account, but it is he who actively decides 

concretizations of conviction or ‘ideas’ local-

ized within the Architect. Analytically, this has 

a consequence that the architectural state-

ments produced cannot be granted agency 

themselves, other than as ‘illustrations’ or ‘ex-

amples’ of the culturally determined rhetoric 

of the architect. 

Albertsen 2002 is a more closely reasoned 

sociological analysis of architectural positions. 

It also depends on ‘the rhetoric defences’ of 

the production, but it is also more cogent in 

the way different architectures is treated. A 

series of important ‘positions’ is analyzed, 

and subsequently contextualized in the theo-

ries and concepts of the sociologists Pierre 

Bourdieu, Niklas Luhmann and Bruno Latour. 

With Albertsen, it is respectively ‘the field’ 

(Bourdieu), ‘the system’ (Luhmann) or ‘the net-

work’ (Latour) of architecture (art) that serves 

as model to the analysis of how the different 

‘regimes of justification’ in architecture divide-

sarchitects into different ‘species’ or fields. In 

the thorough screening on how architects 

position themselves - or are positioned, lies 

an implicit understanding with Bourdieu and 

Luhmann (and Blau) of architectural work as 

merely ‘normative’ positions in a predeter-

mined social organisation.

This understanding is criticised with 

Latour. With the more dynamic and continu-

ously transforming Actor-Network Theory, it is 

suggested that studies of practices should not 

in advance take the existence of ‘socially de-

fined’ categories, fields or systems for granted. 

The point is, that with the methodological 

tools of ethnomethod, it becomes possible to 

shortcut to a more direct access to the prac-

tices at hand. Primarily through the ‘doctrine 

of ontological symmetry’ between things and 

humans, that opens the analytic possibility of 

granting agency to things, and not only hu-

mans, thus incorporating them in the enact-
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the manner in which this testimony will be taken into account.

Stengers now remarks, that the difference between scholastic practic-
es and modern science may not be that great after all. On one condition, 
though. It is necessary to acknowledge the unique character of the state-
ments granted authority in the different labs. The uniqueness is differenti-
ated  by  exactly the character of the interest with which scientists enter the 
laboratories already established  (or, as I will later argue, the interests of 
architects and other future-producing, creative and cognition-seeking prac-
titioners or ‘conceptors’ in the search of professional acknowledgement). 
Stengers 1993:92:

Concerning those who have accepted to gather around the experimental 
apparatus to recognize its possible relevance, we must fi rst of all say that 
they have allowed themselves to become interested. Letting people get 
together in a laboratory is not a right. Anyone who thinks he has this right 
is recognized as a “mad scientist”.

Stengers points out, how ‘interest’ derives from the word ‘inter-esse’; to 
‘be in-between’, fi rst and foremost to create a connection, a relation. Thus, 
it is possible to argue against an assertion derived from the Augustinian 
hey-days of a ‘disinterested, scientifi c consensus’. According to this, interest 
is dirty, something to denounce before one enters the laboratory, something 

ment of ‘the social’.

One of the possibilities made possible by 

this approach – as also Turnbull points to - is 

to analyse, how the becoming architecture 

– or the experiment – works, while it is being 

made, and not only the agencies of architects, 

clients, users, engineers and contractors. Not 

as ‘rhetoric defense’ for a ‘weak practice’ that 

– crudely speaking - according to traditional 

sociologists is invented by architects as they 

are not able to come up with a better (read: 

scientific) foundation. But as the specific inter-

ests in, and strategies for arrangements and 

orderings of space, materials, futures and hu-

mans. With this comes a discussion or a prob-

lematization, of how sociological screenings of 

‘architectural positions’ foreshorten the ques-

tion of competence by not taking that which 

is created into account in analysis. And also of 

how determinations of the studied in advance 

as e.g. ‘art’, ‘craft’, ‘the art of building’, or ‘serv-

ice’ inhibits possibilities of understanding for 

the deep interrelationships of the work. What 

is missed with Blau, and to some extent also 

with Cuff, is how and with what the produc-

tion of architecture produces stable relations, 

and even what has been called ‘hybrids’ be-

tween the created and the creating, between 

things and humans.  They do not reach the 

point, where technology and design are both 

‘constructed’ and ‘constructing’.  
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left to artists, politicians and ‘other practitioners’. Rather, interest, which 
could also be called ‘the production of authority’, is according to Stengers 
not something that can, or should be excluded from the history of ‘modern 
science’. On the contrary, it is vital to this ‘invention’ of the Western world, 
as a specifi c mode of cognition.

‘laboratories of architecture’
On this basis it can be proposed that similar conditions can be detected 
in the labs of architecture and those of science. I will of course not argue 
that architecture is ‘a science’. But I will argue, with Stengers, that there 
are resemblances and differences between them – in terms of interested 
practices.

The work of architects can also be defi ned by the interest of being situ-
ated in an ‘Architectural Laboratory’, a knowledge space in which others 
who have let themselves become interested, and who already are ‘in play’, 
propose and fi ght for statements which are subsequently widely distributed 
(in the ‘built reality’, on the internet or in one of the hundreds and hundreds 
of architectural magazines published all over the world, and in bricks, steel 
and concrete).

This is what makes the before-mentioned assemblies in Milan in the 
1390’ies so interesting. What has been sought in this incident was a unity to 
which all the assembled builders conformed, or should conform. The ques-
tions asked have been of the interests that unite the architectural endeavour 
of the period to one ‘mental habit’. Panofsky seeks it in their way of disput-
ing, Simson in their relation to geometry, Ruskin in the stone-cutters etc. 
With Stengers we can say, that they enter the same laboratory interested, but 
they do not have to submit to the same idea. They are different architects, and 
as they have already acknowledged the experiment set up (of building a ca-
thedral), they simply dispute the experiments set up by other interested par-
ticipants. In this context the counterparts therefore have to prove the others 
‘wrong’. The experiment of erecting a Lombardian cathedral is contested 
by the builders of the tradition of the cathedrals of Chartres and Cologne, 
and they remain interested, but independent rivals. They conveyed the same 
interests in the experiment set up, and they participated in the same labora-
tory. But the Lombardian experiment did not confi rm the experiment of 
Northern Gothic, it invented something else: The Lombardian Cathedral; 
A different architecture.



58 architectors 

They are not ‘mad architects’ in the eyes of their counterparts, however 
rudely they may treat each other. The Milanese architects do acknowledge 
the Northerners as colleagues in the same practice – otherwise it is unlikely 
that they would have kept inviting them, and their cruel treatment of their 
guests is but comparable to much of the behaviour among colleagues and 
combatants in modern academia. 

But in the eyes of Ruskin, Panofsky, Ackerman and Simson, the Lom-
bardian builders are ignorant because the issue, the experiment raised in their 
laboratory, to erect the largest Lombardian church, was never acknowledged 
by neither the Northern ‘authors’ nor the latter historians as a successful 
experiment, because it failed to incorporate ‘procedures’ as e.g. the use of 
‘triforium’ and fl ying buttresses. Certainly, to some the cathedral of Char-
tres and Cologne are more breathtaking in their constructive achievements. 
And their networks for sure have kept sustaining them throughout history 
as ‘the true architecture of the Gothic Period’ (Ruskin again). But not to the 
Lombards, who simply, in the same laboratory, invented something else.

Architects that accept to commit themselves have to allow, on equal 
terms, that the experiments of a given problem move into their local edition 
of ‘the architectonic laboratory’. The problem could be whether it is geom-
etry or proper craftsmanship that is at stake in the cathedral as in Milan 
in 1391, or how a horizontal division can be articulated in a load-bearing 
façade as in the example in #8:201-203. The crucial point here is that both 
Jean Mignot and the Milanese and my contemporary architect-colleagues 
respectively, have the right to preserve their position as individual rivals, 
and to question the ongoing experiments in the laboratories of architecture. 
They do not need to become disciples of a unifying idea. As it is the case 
with science, it is also the interest in cognition that impels the work in ‘the 
laboratories of architecture’. Again with Stengers we might say: p. 92-93:

[These examples…] among many, show that the simple opening of an ex-
perimental controversy is already a success: a statement has succeeded 
in interesting colleagues who are equipped to put it to the test. “To let 
oneself become interested” is the prerequisite necessary to every contro-
versy, to every putting to the test.

This is not at all surprising; to let oneself become interested is a risk. 
Interested scientists are scientists who ask themselves if an experimental 
statement can intervene in their fi eld of research: What difference will it pro-
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duce? What new constraints and what new possibilities will it determine? In 
short, what signifi cance will it have? Accepting to participate in a ‘putting 
to the test scenario’ thus not only means accepting the possibility of a new 
practice, in the sense of a simple new instrumental possibility, it means ac-
cepting the possibility of a new practical engagement. Experimental procedure, 
truth, and reality will quite possibly enter into a regime of new mutual en-
gagements. 

It is indeed “engagement” we are speaking of here, in the aesthetic, adjective, 
and ethological sense. The three terms procedure, truth, and reality only 
come together in the mode of a new way of existing and making exist; where 
the procedure produces truth in regard to a reality that it discovers/invents. Where reality 
guarantees the production of truth provided the constraints of the procedure are respected. 
Where the scientist submits to a be-coming that cannot be reduced to the simple possession 
of ‘a knowledge’ - which Kuhn had also clearly seen when he claimed that ‘sci-
ence is what scientists do’. 

This is why interest, as the overriding sensibility to a possible becom-
ing, is what an innovative scientist must try to create – a question of life or 
death.

Of course this comparison of ‘science’ and ‘architecture’ meets its limit 
somewhere. It could be maintained that the statements of science refer to 
a more homogeneous ‘knowledge-space’ in contrast to architecture which 
is obviously multiple and composite, but this again will be a question of 
greyscales. A simple, but appropriate example is given in Sommerlund 2006 
on how biologists in their lab manoeuvre between two substantially differ-
ent taxonomies: the morphological, Linnéan categorization, and the genetic 
determination of species. Biologists have to have interests in statements 
and experiments derived from both. Mastering both is necessary to be able 
to participate interestedly in the development of the statements produced 
by the lab. Same knowledge space, same experiments, yes, ‘homogeneous 
knowledge’, no.

But the claim of scientists, that they should not be identifi ed as an author 
in the banal sense of the word (an author among others - making things up) 
could be seen as a defence of ‘the imperative of objectivity’ where differen-
tiation must be maintained: Stengers 1993:40:

The actors in the history of the sciences are not humans ”in the service 
of truth,” if this truth must be defi ned by criteria that escape history, but 
humans “in the service of history,” whose problem is to transform history, 
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and to transform it in such a way that their colleagues, but also those who, 
after them, will write history, are constrained to speak of their invention 
as a “discovery” that others could have made.

In spite of the Stengerian project of demonstrating some of the millions 
of contingencies in the ‘scientifi c production’, this is seemingly where the 
ways must part: most contemporary architects would rather not that ‘others 
could have made it’ – though the same architects most often would like their 
results to appear ‘evident’ in the sense, that when completed, it is obvious 
that it could not have been done differently, hence the seemingly inconsist-
ent wish  for a more coherent laboratory to work in e.g. ‘an industrial build-
ing-tradition’. 

In this way, the differences between scholastic practice, scientifi c prac-
tice and architectural practice are clear, but they might not be as radical as 
we might have thought. Thomas Aquinas recognises that ‘authors’ create 
authority, but he acted as if he knew himself to be free to determine the way 
they must be taken into account. Scientists recognize ‘nature’ as their sole 
‘authority’ as it is the phenomenon they are concerned with, but they know 
that the possibility of this ‘authority’ to create authority is not a given. It is 
up to them to constitute nature as an authority. Architects, and this goes as 
I see it for both the Milanese, Jean Mignot and for any contemporary ambi-
tious offi ce of architecture, recognise architecture as their authority, as the 
phenomenon they are concerned with, and they are most certainly aware 
that this authority is not given once and for all, that it has to be constituted 
repeatedly. It is up to them to constitute architecture as an authority. 
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#2
dialogues & dichotomies

Catch only what you’ve thrown yourself, all is
mere skill and little gain; 

but when you’re suddenly the catcher of a ball 
thrown by an eternal partner 

with accurate and measured swing 
towards you, to your center, in an arch 

from the great bridgebuilding of God: 
why catching then becomes a power 

not yours, a world’s. 

 Rainer Maria Rilke
in Gadamer´s ’Thruth and Method’

different kinds of knowledge
In #1 the question of the different ways in which architecture and archi-
tects get entangled, and how these entanglements produce ‘authority’ was 
raised. In the present chapter, the points of departure for the analysis of 
the developments of what is un-fi nished, or open, are considered. This has a 
very banal purpose: to inform the study of architectural practices, of ‘archi-
tecture-and architects-in-their mutual-making’. The investigations in this 
chapter refl ect the fi rst considerations of the subject of the present disserta-
tion. In these respects, it has passed its sell-by-date. Nevertheless, in relation 
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to the later evolvements of arguments this preliminary does seem relevant 
in several respects. For its introductions to Schön, Gadamer, phenomenol-
ogy and poetics, and for its discussions of hylomorphism and metaphysics. 
Consequently it is here brought in a slightly revised version, but without 
alterations to the substance.

Seemingly, understanding of practices keeps getting trapped in some of 
the vast dichotomies of Western thought. In the considerations of this chap-
ter two of them are addressed and discussed in various contexts: The op-
posing of subject and object, and the perception of a split between matter and 
form.  

The nineteenth century’s reductions and obliterations in the name of sci-
ence have by now been thoroughly and widely examined. In the discussion 
of how, and from which positions it is possible to describe the practice of 
professions and their ways to form meaning, it is striking how these posi-
tions are defi ned in an ever renewed attempt to oppose positivism, while at 
the same time the  perception of the existence of ‘pure science’ continuously 
is being confi rmed. The ‘confused practices’ are at the best ‘mode 2-knowl-
edge’ or ‘minors’ that have yet to ‘fi nd their science’ in order to become ‘ma-
ture’. ‘Practices’ are regarded as ‘messy’, ‘tacit’, ‘personal’ and ‘inexplicable’ 
compared to the ‘clear’, ‘objective’ and ‘rational’ guidelines that are said to 
rule scientifi c performances. 

Let us begin there, in the late aftermath of the showdown with scienti-
cism, and give the word to the American thinker and researcher into ‘refl ec-
tive practices’, Donald A. Schön. As David Turnbull, mentioned in #1, also 
Schön is part of the continuous battle against the versions of modernity 
that perceive and perform knowledge, society and people as singular and 
homogeneous. And in particular, against the ‘special version’ where theory 
is supposed to precede practices, be it in science or any other practice. Schön 
1983:19:

Professionals have been disturbed to fi nd that they cannot account for 
processes they have come to see as central to professional competence. 
It is diffi cult for them to imagine how to describe and teach what might 
be meant by making sense of uncertainty, performing artistically, setting 
problems, and choosing among competing professional paradigms, when 
these processes seem mysterious in the light of the prevailing model of 
professional knowledge. We are bound to an epistemology of practice 
which leaves us at a loss to explain, or even to describe, the competences 
to which we now give overriding importance. 
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This critique no doubt pushed new agendas for the relations between 
practice, knowledge and relations of power, supported by the critique of the 
positivistic regime with thinkers as Polanyi, Kuhn and Feyerabend. Espe-
cially the pervasive imagination of a ‘stable foundation for knowledge on 
practise’ was questioned, and also if a need for ‘an epistemology of practise’ 
(note the singular case) ever existed. Schön also advocates that when study-
ing practices in order to obtain knowledge of their content, the ’scientifi c 
tools’ derived from natural science may not be appropriate. Because the pro-
duction of this knowledge is unstable and ever changing, it increasingly be-
comes an issue of which ways are available ‘to behold of’ knowledge about 
practice. 

This call for ‘another kind of knowledge’ on practices was answered 
by, among others, the Danish sociologist Bent Flyvbjerg in his disserta-
tion from 1991, ‘Rationalitet og Magt’ (Eng: ‘Rationality and Power’). The 
critique is also found in architectural theory, e.g. in Alberto Perez Gomez 
1983: ‘Architecture and the crisis of modern science’, and Frampton 1980: 
‘Modern Architecture – a critical history’. Flyvbjerg pursues a suggestion 
from Kuhn, to ‘make cases’, and argues thoroughly for the validity of re-

‘the idea’ at work 
with Louis I. Kahn, Aristotle and Deleuze
The process of the First Unitarian Church in 

Rochester, Philadelphia USA, by Louis I. Kahn 

from the late sixties is an almost classic tale in 

architectural history and theory. The project 

and Kahn’s contemporary reflections in writ-

ing were received as an embodiment of the 

reaction to the ‘super-rational’ schemes of the 

‘heroic’ days of the first modern movement. In 

the beginning of,  and even more marked in 

the second half of, the 50’ties, critique against 

the monotony, rigidity and simplifications of 

modernistic architecture and its ‘machines 

to live in’ began to show up, along with the 

general critique of modernism (#9). The cri-

tique did not distance itself from the beliefs 

in a bright future and the primacy of the social 

programme, but it did occasion deliberations. 

Function was regarded more as something 

to be exercised through the qualitative, not 

through the quantitative.

The thinking of Kahn, and his reflections 

on the process of the church attempted to 

reformulate the relation between architecture 

and the functional programme. In a lecture at 

fi g. 2.1
in 

Brownlee et al. 1997 
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the CIAM/congress in Otterloo 1959 – it is the 

same period – Kahn states, that the architect 

should change the programme from a com-

pilation of specific demands to ‘what it wants 

to be’. (Kahn 1959:59) In a school it is not the 

demand for classrooms that is relevant. What 

is relevant is ‘a world of spaces in which it is 

good to learn’. The first sketches of Kahn sup-

port this understanding, or as he called it: ‘The 

realization of programme’.

Kahn was, through his Beaux-Arts-training 

with Paul Cret in the beginning of the 20th 

century, influenced by Aristotelian and Platon-

ic metaphysics. Several authors have pointed 

out that the philosophical musings of Kahn 

obviously is not those of a trained philoso-

pher. Though his concepts and notions might 

resemble those of the classical philosophy of 

Western Europe - Plato and Aristotle - they are 

also somehow inconsistent with this thinking. 

(Fleming 2003) But the present is not an at-

tempt to rescue the quality of either the think-

search based on case-studies. Even though the main case in Flyvbjerg 1991 
is one of public planning in general and not specifi cally of architecture, the 
question of why the studies of practice seem to pose so many diffi culties is 
highly relevant in this context.

A major conclusion is that when the task is to study ‘intuition per se’ in 
relation to ‘rational decision making’, it is not necessarily the question that 
represents a problem but more likely the fact that it cannot be answered 
within the common sense framework of ‘scientifi c’ methods. Flyvbjerg 
1991:31: (o.t.)

The study of intuitive decision-making is, relative to the study of rational 
decision-making quite neglected in western science, perhaps because 
western science in both method and case is focused precisely on analyti-
cal rationality. The question to be posed is, what science is, and if it is 
possible to study phenomena such as intuition, synchronicity and coher-
ence scientifi cally.

The suggestion to ‘externalise in rules and explanations’ under premises 
defi ned by the same ‘hard science’ whose inadequacy it is really the purpose 

ing (I wouldn’t be able) or the architecture of 

Louis Kahn (the latter needs no rescuing, by 

the way), but to ask the questions ‘who and 

what are at work in architectural be-comings’, 

and ‘how do they perform’.

The purpose of this ‘special edition’ of the 

canonical story of The First Unitarian Church 

is thus not to dig further into this ‘moment’ or 

‘reflective turn’ in architectural thinking, how-

ever exiting this event most certainly is. I want 

to investigate how different versions of the 

Aristotelian scheme of hylomorphism – delib-

erations over the relation between matter and 

form – are at work in this story of architectural 

be-coming.  

In the end of the text, I seek to establish 

a discussion, as well as an investigation and 

co-thinking of, the hylomorphic scheme with 

arguments and notions from Gilles Deleuze. It 

is an investigation into a quite pervasive, con-

temporary convergence from the Aristotelian/

Platonic thinking on ‘eternal ideas’ and their 
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to demonstrate, is thus a contradiction in terms.  Flyvbjerg 1991:36: (o.t.)

Intuition is the ability to put to use personal experience and to recognise 
similarities between these experiences and new situations. Intuition is 
internalised, a part of the individual human being. There is nothing in 
research to indicate that experience can be externalised in rules and ex-
planations, which – if followed – will lead to the same results as intuitive 
behaviour.     

The notion of a confl ict between ‘rational’ and ‘irrational’ decision proc-
esses simply blocks our ability to perceive both science and other practices as 
dynamic, messy and unpredictable processes, and thus our ability to study 
them as such. A huge area that is rendered invisible by this dichotomy and 
b/w perception of rationality/non rationality, knowledge/non knowledge 
and objectivity/subjectivity is where problem resolution in fact is coordina-
tion. The 99 % of the processes that fall inside gray zones, simply fall outside 
the scope of possi-ble perception set by these dichotomies, and thus can’t be 
exchanged in a ‘knowledge based economy’. The studies simply fail to de-
scribe how the processes are messy, where intuition takes place and how - and 

‘formal reflections in the matter’, towards the 

vitalistic philosophy on continuous be-com-

ings, as expressed through the work and the 

thinking of Kahn. The present analysis is not ‘an 

epistemic endeavour’ ‘vis-à-vis’ Kahn’s work, in 

the sense that no pretension to present new 

knowledge of ‘the work’ as such is attached to 

it. The point is to contribute to the ontology 

of architectural work, strategies and ‘tricks of 

the trade’.

Hylomorphism has been a very robust ve-

hicle for architectural analysis, where the focus 

is fixed on the question ‘what is architecture’, 

and this thinking is clearly expressed in the 

writings and speeches of Kahn. It is easy to 

recognize Kahn’s particular version of Platonic 

thinking in a quote from the influential his-

torian of architecture Rudolf Wittkower (also 

present in the influential circles connected to 

the Warburg Library mentioned in #1) made in 

relation to the Renaissance architect Daniele 

Barbaro. Wittkower 1949:65: 

The artist works first in the intellect and conceives 

in the mind and symbolizes then the exterior 

matter after the interior image, particularly in 

architecture.

The history of the church and the role of the 

committee are comprehensively documented. 

Through this one can discuss the formation of 

Kahn’s understanding of the notions on ‘Form’ 

and ‘Design’ in relation to his work with the 

church. With Kahn, the notion of ‘Form’ both 

contains the Platonic ‘ideo’ and the ‘esquisse’ 

of the Beaux-Arts tradition, where it was re-

garded as the simple core that the rest of the 

process had to relate to. It was seen as a kind 

of space-time-box that performed the process 

as coherent and thus decided what could be 

called ‘conditions of possibilities’. What mat-

tered in the practical Beaux-Arts training was 

to which extent the project resembled the ini-

tial drawing, the ‘Esquisse’ that constitutes the 

foundation for any evaluation of student work. 
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with which means – it coordinates complex situations and actually allocates 
[divides up] executive power within them.   

refl ective conversations
In Schön 1983 the pervasive description of, or ontology of, problem solv-
ing practices as ’refl ective conversations in and with a complex situation’ 
is coined. The initial and almost classic case is even one of architects: the 
student Petra is having a session with her teacher, the practising architect 
Quist, in which they are negotiating how a school can be placed on a slightly 
sloping site. The drawings they make during this session are ‘the media’ of 
this negotiation. In a way, a ‘micro-space’ of knowledge and communication 
is established, where a ‘game’ is played. You could say that a test is set up, to 
see if both the architectural statement and the student can be strengthened 
enough to carry into further development. Schön 1983:94:

Each move is a local experiment which contributes to the global experi-
ment of reframing the problem. Some moves are resisted (the shapes 
cannot be made to fi t the contours), while others generate new phenom-

Jordy 1974:332:

To commence design problems Beaux-Arts train-

ing typically presented the student with a written 

program without comment from the instructor. 

He would study the problem, be given a period 

of a few hours in a cubicle (en loge) during which 

he would make a quick sketch [esquisse] of his so-

lution without consultation. This sketch was filed 

as the basis for the elaboration of the problem 

which followed. Final drawings could not violate 

the essence of the initial esquisse.

It is worth noting that the assumption of a 

‘core’ to the project in some ways is a contra-

diction of the perception of the programme of 

functions as the primary cause of design.  

One of Kahn’s first contributions was the 

little ‘form-drawing’. He introduced the lit-

tle diagram to the building committee of the 

Unitarian Church as the ‘realization of the pro-

gramme’, and incorporated it in an interpreta-

tion of the programme. He called it ‘Form’ or 

‘Essence’ and stated that: Kahn 1959:

Form is not design, not a shape, not a dimension. 

It is not a material thing.

To Kahn, the project or ‘the work’ is not 

present, before the programme is reborn 

in its ‘initial form’ – en entity that had many 

resemblances to the essential or Platonic ‘im-

material spirit’. The physical development or 

fi g. 2.2 
in
Gast 2001

2-050408-FINAL-2.indd   662-050408-FINAL-2.indd   66 13-04-2008   20:54:0013-04-2008   20:54:00



672 dialogues & dichothomies

ena. As Quist refl ects on the unexpected consequences and implications 
of his moves, he listens to the situation’s back talk, forming new apprecia-
tions which guide his further moves.

The ‘situation’ includes an array of contexts that involve different compe-
tencies, and which each include special relations to objects and ‘matter’. This 
perception serves as an illustration of what the Swedish architectural theo-
rist Sten Gromark describes as ‘an architectural situation’, wherein architec-
tural conditions by chance actively contribute to support the unique ‘event’ 
(Gromark 2006).  There is also a sort of alignment with the Check-British 
architectural theorist Dalibor Vesely, who in his clever book ’Architecture 
in the age of divided representation’ enrols a ‘silent language’ in a ’network 
of communication’. Not a ’tacit’ or ’numb’ or even ‘personal’ knowledge, 
but a language that does not make noises, yet still communicates beyond a 
limited situation. Vesely 2004:44:

Each project rests on a network of communication that involves the silent 
language of craftsmanship and skills, drawings, sketches, and other visual 
repre-sentations as well as verbal descriptions and instructions.

‘the design’ is subsequently something very 

different, namely the tedious, pragmatic ‘giv-

ing form’ with ‘resistance’ from the concrete 

and material ‘circumstances’, those who so 

to speak surround ‘the real thing’: specific re-

quirements, technical limitations, economic 

considerations.

The members of the church committee had 

done their homework, well before they decid-

ed to assign the task to Kahn. They were picky, 

and had visited several of the most celebrated 

architects of the time – a.o. Eero Saarinen and 

Frank Lloyd Wright and had studied their work. 

They had done a lot of prepa-rations to define 

their needs and preferences, e.g. for materials. 

(Dogan et al. 2002) The new building should 

contain both the actual space for religious ob-

servance (Da: kirkerummet) and a school with 

adjacent functions.

The tale is told, that Kahn ‘mesmerised’ 

the committee at the first meeting with the 

little drawing and how it related to his under-

standing of ‘what Unitarian faith is’. Ronner 

1977:169:

The idea was my first reaction to what may be a 

direction in the building of a Unitarian Church. 

Having heard the minister give a sense of the 

Unitarian aspirations, it occurred to me that the 

sanctuary is merely the centre of questions and 

that the school was that which raises the ques-

tion … and I felt that that which raised the ques-

tion – the spirit of the question – were insepara-

ble. So I drew the ambulatory to respect the fact 

that what is being said or what is felt in a sanc-

tuary was not necessarily something you have to 

participate in. And so you could walk away from 

what is being said. And then I placed a corridor 

next to it – around it – which served the school 

which was really the walls of the entire area … so 

the school became the walls which surrounded 

the question.

It is obvious, that the committee was heav-
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art as communication?
In Lyngsø 2000, the Danish intellectual Niels Lyngsø also investigates a 
model of communication for the specifi c circumstance where ‘the media’ in 
question is considered art. The point of departure is a basic model of com-
munication with the Russian language researcher Roman Jacobson, taken 
further by means of notions from phenomenology, especially with Dufrenne 
and Merleau-Ponty. The model looks like this: Lyngsø 2000:14-28: (o.t.)

 

ily interpellated (#6) by Kahn and the ‘aura’ es-

tablished around the drawing and the story he 

attached to it about how their church should 

be surrounded by their school, in the sense 

that they recognized themselves in it. Yet, in 

spite of their enthusiasm, the committee kept 

criticising the proposals that Kahn came up 

with. 

As a very direct ‘translation’ of this form 

– serving as a kind of icon for the work – Kahn 

prepared a proposal, with which he himself 

was very satisfied. It had obvious resemblanc-

es to the centralized churches of the Italian 

Renaissance. Brownlee et al. 1997 states, that 

Kahn must have consulted Wittkower in the 

question of ‘the most appropriate geometric 

form to a church’. Here Wittkower 1949:7:

No geometrical form is more apt to full fill this 

demand than the circle or forms deriving from it. 

In such geometrical plans the geometrical pat-

tern will appear absolute, immutable, static and 

fi g. 2.4 
in
Ronner 1977

fi g. 2.3 
Sketches by 
Leonardo Da Vinci
in
Wittkower 1949
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 artist * ‘Work’ * aesthetic 
     perceptive 
     subject
 
 sender * information * receiver

 material    aesthetic
 basis    object

As a kind of prolongation of this tentative ‘dialogue-model’, a minor   
parallel experiment can now be undertaken by adapting the model to prac-
tices of architecture: 

entirely lucid. Without that organic geometrical 

equilibrium where all parts are harmonically re-

lated like the members of a body divinity cannot 

reveal itself. 

Kahn’s first known drawing for the Unitar-

ian Church conforms remarkably to Wittkow-

er’s illustrations of centralized churches by 

Leonardo da Vinci. (fig. 2.3-4) It could be 

said, that Kahn with his first proposal sought 

to reestablish his relations to a historically 

quite well sustained and stable architector 

(#8): the double-symmetric, circular plan. It 

was rejected outright by the client, who did 

not find that the most banal requirements of 

the programme were met, whilst being pre-

sented with large useless areas, especially the 

proposed towers in the corners. Kahn – reluc-

tantly – started all over again. He investigated 

the possibilities of separating the school and 

the church, but it soon became evident to all 

that this was not passable.

fi g. 2.5 

fi g. 2.6
in

Gast 2001 
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 SITUATION * TRANSACTION   * AGENT 

 other  architectural statement  architectural 
 competencies  architecture-in-the-making  competence
 
  material basis/context  aesthetic categories

  time  structure  
    organization
  economy/ecology  
  function/need  composition
  construction  geometry
  materials  form/trope
  technique  type/image
  law

  place  space

Lyngsø’s ’Work’ is replaced by ‘architecture-in-the-making’, or ‘architec-
tural statement’. On the left hand side is a ‘situation’ which consists of a row 
of fi elds or contexts, whose social and material content together establish a 
base for stating a problem in an architectural program. One could  suggest 
that the contexts with their social and especially material relations contrib-
ute to the architectural work – to apply the aesthetic functions on the right 

Kahn himself regarded this process as a 

kind of test of the validity of the ‘Form’. He 

found it still valid, in spite of the committee’s 

discontent with the different proposals. After 

eight months – an exorbitantly long period of 

time compared to time schedules granted to 

a similar work of sketching today – Kahn came 

up with a second version, to be met with even 

more ‘regret’ from the congregation. Every-

thing alive in it was squeezed out, all magic 

disappeared, and Kahn was sent back to the 

office again. 

What is very interesting here is that Kahn 

did not leave and the congregation did not 

dismiss him. They insisted on the challenge 

of the cooperation. They insisted on contrib-

uting to their church – with their knowledge, 

but also with their critiques and suggestions. 

They had most thoroughly described the daily 

life of the community and the many activities 

supposed to take place in the building. They 

had described which materials they preferred, 

fi g. 2.9 
in 
Ronner 1977

fi g. 2.7 

fi g. 2.8 
in
Ronner 1977
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hand side - in the same way that marble or clay sets the sculptors material 
base. The model thus presumes an understanding of architectural compe-
tency as that which coordinates the ‘material’ of the ‘left column’ contexts, 
for example time, function and economy in a spatial organisation. Or, in 
other words, architectural competencies establish possible spatial orders.

This perception of the ‘work’ as a message between the dispatching artist 
and a receiving, aesthetically focused individual does not perform very well. 
Lyngsø detects problems with the model of art as communication. Lyngsø 
2000:

The ‘sender’ will often have a weaker understanding of the ‘Message’ than 
the ‘receiver’, and the ‘Message’ can – even before it is created – address 
its ‘Sender’. This communication model seems too inaccurate. Most of 
all because the ’work’ [...] can not be interpreted as a ’Message’ since it 

both for the exterior and for the most impor-

tant rooms of the interior. They had many con-

siderations of the relation between the church 

and the school. They had taken a stand con-

cerning their faith, and prioritized between 

many possibilities. (Dogan et al. 2002)

It was not just a compilation of demands 

and functions that Kahn with his genius mys-

teriously transformed and tied in the synthesis 

of form. They gave him exactly their contri-

bution to the kind of tedious and pragmatic 

resistance that develops and matures – and 

Kahn took the time to work these ‘circum-

stances’ through. Ronner 1977:171:

The first plan was almost a literal translation of 

the form drawing as I would call it: form draw-

ing – that which represented – which presented 

inseparable parts of what you may call a Unitar-

ian Centre or Unitarian Place. Although I did not 

know the specific requirements – I knew them in 

general. I felt that a direct, almost primitive state-

fi g. 2.10
in

Ronner 1977
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– contrary to a message – can not be perceived independently of its own 
material base. The ‘work’ must be interpreted as a ‘thing’ or maybe more 
precisely – as a world.      

Instead Lyngsø suggests that the artistic process can be described as a 
dialogue with a ‘work instance’. In this fl irtation with metaphysics, Lyngsø 
is clearly infl uenced by the two signifi cant poetics – considerations on the 
writings of his poems - by the Danish poet Søren Ulrik Thomsen: ’Mit lys 
brænder’ (1982) and ’En dans på Gloser’ (1996), in which Thomsen gives thor-
ough accounts of his creative occupation. Lyngsø 2000:

A dialogue which necessarily has to take place via the material basis. The 
question of the artistic process includes a full catalogue of signifi cant and 
interesting problems: In which sense (and to which extend) can you speak 
of a – as of yet – uncreated work; how does one transcend the banal psy-
chologism (which would claim that the ‘work instance’ is but a necessary 
illusion, all part of the artistic process).     

It is this ‘issue’ I am trying to approach in this little ‘tentative model’ by 

ment was the way to begin…. It was modified 

somewhat: the exterior became a square, the 

interior corridors were round and the sanctuary 

was still square. The four corners became larger 

rooms – they were immediately questioned be-

cause four larger rooms had to have four pur-

poses. They couldn’t have equal purposes very 

well because they were positioned where the 

positions were too important. In dealing with 

the committees which were formed from various 

activity interests: the committee for the nursery, 

committee on nursing, committee on entertain-

ment, committee on religious activities, etc. I 

developed their sense of program as I developed 

drawings.

As mentioned, something happened be-

tween the 1st and the 2nd proposal, even 

though in the latter, one is inclined to agree 

with the committee. The centralized form and 

the circular churchroom is left in favour of a 

rectangular figure with a more complex set 

of geometrical guiders and projectors, mak-

ing a more dynamic organization of functions 

possible. A sense of loss or even sorrow is ex-

pressed, when Kahn speaks of this develop-

ment, but also a kind of hope to meeting the 

challenge: Ronner 1977:173:

And so all plans that follow give in to the de-

sign demands of the various committees and, of 

course, the limit of financing which disallow ex-

tra rooms, prevented the development of a clear 

geometric form on the exterior of the building.  

It is difficult not to hear the echoes of Plato 

through this. It is because the thing is always 

but an approximation of the ideal. The weari-

some design is but a materialization of form in 

relation to the circumstantial needs and pos-

sibilities. What determines the unity, or the co-

herence is the Form which defines the formal 

possibilities and the design-decisions made. 

From the next sequence of proposals one can 
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inserting the ‘work-in-the-making’ in a double role both as the media in 
which the communication takes place and as the work that is created or pro-
duced. By doing so, the diffi cult question regarding the mysterious ‘speak-
ing’ or conversing category of work, suggested by Lyngsø is circumvented.  

Practice understood as ‘a conversation within and with a complex situ-
ation’ is beyond doubt a fi ne and fruitful model. But in this specifi c ver-
sion of a communication-model, Niels Lyngsø cannot affi rm whether art is 
communication. This is partly due to the fact that the communicative tools are 
not neutral mediators in relation to what is being communicated, and partly because 
Lyngsø simply found his model too limited to be able to encompass the 
‘experience of art’.  

Similarly, the small ’parallel model’ cannot account for how the aesthetic 
or architectural realities – still ‘in the making’ – will be developed con-
cretely.  

follow how the complicated organization little 

by little gets settled. 

Fig. 2.10 is  the flat, and quite unanimated, 

front from one of the early versions. But as 

Kahn sees the façade as an independent zone, 

things happen. It is treated as a kind of mas-

sive that can be cut in. It is not what is called 

‘stereometry’ or ‘a crystalline motive’ – it is 

more like the archaic motives represented by 

e.g. buttresses in the medieval churches or an-

cient walls (fig. 2.11). Gast 2001:74 notices: 

The concepts of Mies van der Rohe which were 

echoed – even though in an interpreted man-

ner – in the glass and visible construction links 

of Kahn’s projects up to the Richards Laborato-

ries come to a final end in the Unitarian Church. 

With this design Kahn creates another prototype 

of novel building sculpture that has been exem-

plary up to the present day. This new concept is 

devoted to the universal language of geometry 

and the archaic element of the prismatic cube.

In the work with the façades of the final 

scheme, provisional, formative rules - or pa-

rameters - for composing the brick façade 

made new possibilities emerge. By establish-

ing the facades as expanded, massive zones in 

which to cut out stereometrics - Kahn talked 

on several occasions of ‘wrapping the build-

ing in ruins’, infact he had been fascinated 

fi g. 2.11
in

Feldman 1962 
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how to study the relation between subjects and objects
The question of architectural production as ‘pure’ communication now 
transforms into a question of, how the continuous interpretation of the ar-
chitectural production’s ‘temporary devices’ is determining for the ways in 
which actions take place in this complex multitude.

In phenomenology, what might be termed ‘interpretative competencies’ 
are described in detail by phenomenologic thinkers like Heidegger, Mer-
leau-Ponty and Dufrenne, who make use of concepts like aesthetic object, 
aesthetic experience and aesthetic perception. An understanding of such an 

throughout his life by ancient ruins - it be-

came possible to fulfil a wish for a solution for 

sunheating as an integrated part of the walls 

instead of as an add-on. At the same time an 

option to establish sitting-alcoves for the stu-

dents of the school surrounding the church-

room emerged and was accepted by the com-

mittee. 

The different functions were not a require-

ment from the committees, or predictable 

from the ‘essence-idea’ of Kahn. They are the 

result of the work with the formal concepts 

and ways to work with the massive of the 

brick-façade in relation to the organization of 

the plan. Three or four ways of, or rules for, cut-

ting into the deep façade occur, and they are 

composed with affinity to the final organisa-

tion of the different rooms.

Kahn’s original ‘form-drawing’ was also 

utilised in his dealings with the congre-gation 

during the long project period in order to re-

tain a degree of distance between him and the 

fi g. 2.13 
in
Gast 2001

fi g. 2.12 
in
Ronner 1977
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‘aesthetic interpretation competency’ is also closely connected to the concept 
of ‘Bildung’ with for example philosophers like the American John Dewey 
(Dewey 1934) and the German Hans-Georg Gadamer. These propositions 
occur in the context of an ongoing discussion on the division between ‘an 
(active) perceiving subject and a (passive) perceived object’. Merleau-Ponty 
1946:5:     

[…] we cannot apply the classical distinction of form and matter to per-
ception, nor can we conceive the perceiving subject as a consciousness 
which ”interprets,” ”deciphers,” or ”orders” a sensible matter according to 

members. The congregation had already ac-

cepted that the drawing expressed their core 

beliefs and aspirations so he could use it as a 

reference point whenever lines were crossed 

and the congregation would then again allow 

him the time/space to deal with the relevant 

issues ‘as established and agreed’ through the 

‘form-drawing’ .

One could say that provided the congre-

gation does not change their fundamental 

beliefs this ‘form-drawing’ will carry on pro-

ducing resonance and hence remain stable 

and that its use as an ongoing communication 

tool and source of inspiration will be relevant 

to both Kahn and the congregation. ‘Form’ or 

‘essence’ is thus active (actual) in the process, 

it delivers possibilities and a specific coher-

ence in the church can be developed. Though 

the numerous, and some of them quite radi-

cal revisions of the first scheme (Brownlee, 

Dogan), the little iconic drawing re-estab-

lished states of what Yaneva 2005 calls ‘lesser-

fi g. 2.14 
in

Ronner 1977
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an ideal law which it possesses. Matter is ”pregnant” with its form, which 
is to say that in the fi nal analysis every perception takes place within a 
certain horizon and ultimately in the ”world.” We experience a perception 
and its horizon ”in action” [pratiquement] rather than by ”posing” the 
more explicitly ”knowing” them. Finally the quasi-organic relation of the 
perceiving subject and the world involves, in principle, the contradiction 
of immanence and transcendence.

  
The phenomenological argument here is, that perception ties the subject 

so intimately to the object by sensing, that the difference between form 

known’ (#9) yet comprehensive information of 

the project.

In Rochester, ‘the idea’ established a vola-

tile set of relations between Kahn and the 

first Committee, and kept contributing to the 

maintenance of these relations. It was also part 

of the game when new committees took over 

during the extraordinary long period. 

In this way it stabilised the whole situation, or 

‘the anticipating network’, through the long and 

quite difficult process. The little drawing – ‘Form  

drawing, not a design’ – continuously actualized 

other ways of ‘drawing things together’, because 

of its virtual connections. Thus ‘The idea’ or ‘the 

essence’ worked.

 

fi g. 2.15
in
Ronner 1977 
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and matter almost dissolves in the way they ‘actually present themselves to 
us’. And though the subject-object split is maintained in this ‘perception of 
perception’, it is exactly this dissolution, or even ‘melt down’, of the confl ict 
between ‘immanence’ and ‘transcendence’ that makes this interesting for 
practice-ontologies. They cannot build on the rigid ‘science based’ subject-
object distinctions of modernity, or more specifi cally of the scientifi c posi-
tivism. 

‘spiel’
The philosopher Hans-Georg Gadamer’s works offer a kind of ‘fulfi lment’ 
of phenomenology through his effort to update the medieval science of 
‘hermeneutics’ to a modern scope of experience. The hermeneutic teach-
ing of understanding is traditionally summed up in the ‘hermeneutic circle’ 
which has a number of implications with regard to how ‘interpretation takes 
place’. 

First and foremost due to the ‘part-and-whole-circle’: the singular parts 
of speech or writing are interpreted from the unity they are parts of, while 
this unity the other way around is understood from the parts. This so-called 
‘Hermeneutic circle’ in other words makes the question of the formation of 
meaning into a question of the possible coherence between the elements of 

fi g. 2.16
in

Gast 2001
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meaning. 
The ‘reversed’ relation, that could be termed ‘the question-answer circle’, 

or ‘the hypothetic-deductive circle’ deals with how we constantly are modi-
fying our strategies of investigations, or the relation between hypotheses 
and data, in the light of the answers given to us by the texts, the Work, the 
person or ‘culture’. When the understanding of the unity is always derived 
from an interpretation of the singular parts, the interpreter for instance has 
to be ready for adjustments in her perception of the total meaning of a text 
in the light of new and continuously forthcoming perceptions.

The ‘subject-object-circle’ is about how we necessarily have to risk self-
transcendence in order to understand ‘the unfamiliar’, i.e. that there is a risk, 
or a chance, that opens up when meeting with signifi cant material. (Guldahl 
et al. 1999, Dige 2002)

Now, Gadamer describes ‘the hermeneutic circle’ in the ‘experience of 
art’ or in the relation to ‘the work’ – which is not necessarily the work of art 
– as an involving, obliging game, or a spiel. The encounter with ‘the lan-
guage of art’ is an encounter with an open-ended event, and is itself a part of 
this event. From this emerges what might be termed a possible ontological 
source, or an explanation to enlighten the question of how to analyze the 
development of that which is not yet ‘fi nished’. Tøjner 1989:40: (o.t.)

The point with Gadamer is that because the encounter with art has the 
character of an ‘event’, we have to turn to the hermeneutic theory of 
interpretation to be able to understand how form-giving involves us with 
things in formations of signifi cance and meaning. This ‘involvement’ or 
‘coming-to-be’ cannot be sustained in the traditional, subject-based aes-
thetic theory of Kant and Schiller, and defi nitely not with the ‘scientifi c’ 
method. It is these two important critiques that make an actualization of 
the work of Gadamer relevant.

 
It is important to mention two parallel differentiations in this context. 

They will return in #7, when the etymological implication of the term ‘sci-
entifi c fact’ is discussed.

The fi rst is a differentiation between the meanings ascribed to the work-
in-its-making during the process, and the meanings ascribed to ‘the Work’. 
The other is the consequential differentiation of the term ‘work’.

Both point to a differentiation between ‘perception’ and ‘production’. On 
the one hand, the meaning ascribed to ‘the Work’ in the continuous, cultur-
al interpretations of it as ‘mirroring society’, ‘mimesis’, ‘representations’ or 
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lately even its ‘virtuality’. On the other hand the perception, that meanings 
occur temporarily in the transforming exchanges between matter and form, 
or in the little tentative model, between the ‘material’ basis and the aesthetic 
categories of the ‘architectural agent’ while the work is coming-to-be.

A similar double-bound meaning of ‘work’ is relevant here. Etymologi-
cally, the word ‘work’ has to do with activity and doing. The connections 
within the European languages are quite clear: work, werk, værk. What I am 
after is the tension between the static and the processual. ‘Work’ understood 
as activity, has to be understood as something un-ended, a state rather than 
a form, whereas the opposite work should be understood as ‘the fruit of 
one’s labour ’ and set in a fi xed appearance, from which it can be re-evoked 
only through the interpretation and reception of it. 

A third, etymological dimension should be mentioned, namely the refer-
ence to the tool, the machine or the processes, hidden in a word like e.g. a 
workshop, that is, where the work takes place. 

On this occasion, one could suggest a differentiation between the ‘compe-
tences of perception’, and, according to phenomenology, the cognitive con-
ditions for working with the matter, and another more operative compe-

hylomorphism vs. vitalism
Though in rapid transformation, our culture still 

in many ways relates to the classic/romantic line 

of thought. The understandings of the relation 

between matter and form developed in the 

hermeneutic twilight of Gadamer, still in many 

ways relate to the hylomorphic understanding 

established by Aristotle in his ‘Metaphysics’. 

‘Creation’ is a result of a purposeful meeting be-

tween matter and form. Form (morfe) is given 

primacy over matter (hyle) as the real signifi -

cation due to a sequence of eff ects, of which 

’Causa Finalis’, or ‘purpose’ is the most decisive. 

A seed becomes a tree becomes timber. It is like 

a sponge that in one moment absorbs the proc-

essual or liquid character of the work to – with 

no outstanding accounts – appear as a literally 

fi lled form. (Fig. 2.17)

Allow me a minor detour into a little inves-

tigation of a ‘merge’ between the hylomorphic 

scheme and the little model of communication. 

It is defi nitely a piece of misrepresentation, since 

the ‘Causa Finalis’ is left out. The triad of ‘circum-

stance, essence and design’ derives from Louis 

Kahn. The next triad, ‘pragmatics, semantics and 

syntactics’ derives from the text in Peter Eisen-

man’s ‘House X’ from 1982. The last triad, ‘situ-

ation’, ‘representation’ and ‘work’, derives from 

Donald Schön. 

In the last column, I have placed what 

could be called ‘architectural discourse’ in the 

Foucaultian sense (#8), to point to how this ex-

change, distribution or ‘ecology’ has to be un-

fi g. 2.17
in 

Russel 1946 
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tence: to change and develop. Descriptions of the second competence are 
traditionally placed in poetics.

This implies a differentiation between an aesthetic of reception – that is, 
what is at stake in the ‘experience’ of the Work - and an aesthetic of pro-
duction, more concerned with how anything concretize in the fi rst place. 
Though differentiated, they of course remain related. But where the fi rst 
is more about being able to perceive things in the world, and the ability to 
ascribe meaning to it, the other is more about how to use this ability to see 
something as some-thing – and something else, and thus change and de-
velop it – to e.g. works of art, architecture or - scientifi c functions.

Early on in his work, Gadamer criticises the ‘classic-romantic cult of the 
genius’, after he has taken on board the subject-oriented aesthetic theory. 
He mentions the French tradition, a part of which is the Beaux-Arts-tradi-
tion - still alive and kicking in the self-images of those related to the Danish 
schools of architecture (#3) Gadamer 1958:36:

[…] the concept of genius, as it was conceived in the aesthetic theories of 
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, was considered from the point 
of view of the observer. Such an antique concept appears convincing not 

 causa materialis causa formalis causa effi  ciens
 matter form eff ect

 circumstance essence design
 pragmatics semantics syntactics
 ’situation’ mediators work
  
 
 function organisation geometry 
  composition parameter
  structure
 economy/ecology  subtraction, repetition
 legislation  montage, collage
 technics type superimposition, scaling
 construction image folding, extrusion
 material trope  mirroring mmm
   
 site, context metaphor, icon  discourse 

 space form time

fi g. 2.18 
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to our creative, but to our judgmental capacities. What appears to the 
observer as the miracle of art referred to the miraculousness of a creation 
through the inspiration of genius. When creative spirits examine them-
selves, they may make use of this approach to their own works. For that 
reason, the cult of genius in the eighteenth century was fed by the genius-
es themselves; but in general, they do not indulge in this self-deifi cation 
as much as the bourgeois culture would gladly allow. The creative person 
tends to understand himself in a much more sober fashion. He sees pos-
sibilities for activity and talent and technique, whereas the observer who 
seeks to understand them seeks mystery and deeper meanings. 

Regarding the question of how the formgiving process is constituted in 
an aesthetic contemplation of ‘the Work’ – that is, the considerations of the 
artist regarding the different possibilities in relation to his ‘idea’ with the 
Work - Gadamer reaches the conclusion that this, ‘the sober clarity’ of the 
artist, is something very different from the aesthetic refl exion and aesthetic 
criticism stimulated by the fi nished ‘work’. This is because the criteria are 
different. The aesthetic critique is based on a disturbance of a ‘coherent 
understanding’, whereas the aesthetic refl exion with the creator is oriented 
precisely through the coherence of the work (or in these days: the problem 

derstood as relations transcending local time 

and place. Kahn discusses and develops notions 

of form – ‘architectors’ (#8) - derived from both 

Mies van der Rohe, Le Corbusier and the church-

es of the Italian Renaissance in the context of his 

works. And these relations are to a high degree 

‘co-creative’ of Kahn as an ‘architect’.

The little initial drawing from Kahn in the 

history of the Unitarian church in Rochester is 

already real – in Danish: virkelig. It is out there in 

material (pencil on paper), it works, or in Danish: 

virker. (German: Wirklich/Wirkung) It is not some 

sort of deposit of possibilities, waiting to be real-

ized. With Gilles Deleuze, we can say that it is ac-

tual (not as in existing, but as in acting). Deleuze 

1968:257:

Ideas contain all the varieties of diff erential relations 

and all the distributions of singular points coexisting 

in diverse orders “perplicated” in one another. When 

the virtual content of an Idea is actualised, the va-

rieties of relation are incarnated in distinct species 

while the singular points which correspond to the 

values of one variety are incarnated in the distinct 

parts characteristic of this or that species.

The ‘vitalistic’ thinking of Gilles Deleuze splits 

‘the Idea’ from its ties to ‘essence’ much more 

brutally, and connects these belated ties to ra-

tionalism. The idea is not a singular, ‘conceptual’ 

truth about how to realize the possibilities of ‘a 

programme’, or ‘a problem’. Deleuze is, of course, 

talking about the be-comings of concepts and 

notions, which according to him is the job of 

the philosopher (#4). He is not addressing archi-

tectural becoming directly in this. But what is 

important here, is how it displaces the question 

of ‘what is X’ to one of X’s relations and conse-

quences. Deleuze 1968:236:

Ideas are by no means essences. In so far as they are 

the objects of Ideas, problems belong on the side 

of events, aff ections, or accidents rather than on 

that of theorematic essences. Ideas are developed 
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of the same coherence, but it does not really change the conditions for the 
argumentation): Gadamer 1960:118n218:

It is a problem of a special kind whether the formative process itself should 
not be seen as already constituting an aesthetic refl ection on the work. It 
is undeniable that when he considers the idea of his work the creator can 
ponder and critically compare and judge various possibilities of carrying 
it out. But this sober clarity which is part of creation itself seems to be 
something very different from the aesthetic refl ection and aesthetic criti-
cism, which the work itself is capable of stimulating. It may be that what 
was the object of the creator’s refl ection, i.e., the possibilities of form, can 
also be the starting point of aesthetic criticism. But even in the case of 
this kind of agreement in content between creative and critical refl ection, 
the criterion is different. Aesthetic criticism is based on the disturbance 
of unifi ed understanding, whereas the aesthetic refl ection of the creator 
is directed toward establishing precisely this unity of the work. […] It still 
seems to me a vestige of the false psychologism that stems from the 
aesthetics of taste and genius if one makes the processes of produc-tion 
and reproduction coincide in the idea. This is to fail to appreciate that the 
success of a work has the character of an event, which goes beyond the 
subjectivity both of the creator and of the spectator or listener. 

in the auxiliaries and the adjunct fi elds by which 

their synthetic power is measured. Consequently, 

the domain of Ideas is that of the inessential. […] 

Rationalism wanted to tie the fate of Ideas to ab-

stract and dead essences; and to the extent that the 

problematic form of Ideas was recognised, it even 

wanted that form tied to the question of essences, 

in other words, to the “What is X?”. How many mis-

understandings are contained in this will! […] Once 

it is a question of determining the problem or the 

Idea as such, once it is a question of setting the dia-

lectic in motion, the question “What is X?” gives way 

to other questions, otherwise powerful and effi  ca-

cious, otherwise imperative: “How much, how and 

in what cases?” 

In this way, the little drawing is a kind of 

device for actualization of ‘virtual properties’. 

It facilitates the actualization of the ‘variety of 

relations’ that ‘incarnates’ specifi city. De Landa, 

a Mexican fi lm-maker and philosopher, and a 

thorough reader of Deleuze, 1999:34:

The distinction between the possible and the real 

assumes a set of predefi ned forms (or essences) 

which acquire physical reality as material forms 

that resemble them. From the morphogenetic 

point of view, realizing a possibility does not add 

anything to a predefi ned form, except reality. The 

distinction between the virtual and the actual, on 

the other hand, does not involve resemblance of 

any kind […] and far from constituting the essential 

identity of a form, intensive processes subvert iden-

tity, because now forms as diff erent as spheres and 

cubes emerge from the same topological point. As 

Deleuze writes, “Actualization breaks with resem-

blance as a process no less than it does with identity 

as a principle. In this sense, actualization or diff er-

entiation is always a genuine creation.

Deleuze’s thinking transgresses the distinc-

tions made as a consequence of ‘the hylomor-

phic’ relation – or displaces them forcefully. This 

happens amongst other means by taking into 

account the open ‘virtuality’, already and always 
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A kind of belated reply to Niels Lyngsø can be read into this, or, a kind 
of ex-planation to the limitations of ‘the tentative model of ‘communication’ 
(fi g. 2.5, 2.7 and 2.18). It is when production and reproduction (reception) 
is merged that it is neglected that the work has the character of an ‘event’ 
which transcends the subjectivities of both the creator and the spectator.

The aesthetic theory developed on the basis of Gadamer’s modernization 
of the hermeneutics is in many ways still liberating. It neither fi xes practice 
in general, ‘the Work’ in specifi c or the relations it works in, nor is it defi ned 
(and defi nes) in ‘special rooms’ divorced from everything else, (as in e.g. the 
art-theory of Niklas Luhmann), and this irrespectively of the many precise 
observations it contains. Modern hermeneutics realizes that practice, the 
work of art, its production and its reception happen in a space that is both 
larger, and at the same time more directly linked to its processes of creation. 
Gadamer 1960:117: (bbf.t.)

The aesthetic object is not constituted through the aesthetic experience 
of being determined, however, the work of art will itself be experienced 
through its aesthetic qualities through its processes of concretisation and 
becoming. 

present in ‘the actual’, and as such reaching be-

yond the determinative causality between ‘the 

possible’ and ‘the real’, or ‘potentiality’ and ‘re-

ality’. De Landa’s reading of Deleuze (though in 

parts rigid to the point of distortion) serves well 

here as an introduction to the consequences 

it implies for the thinking of ‘becomings’ and 

‘open-ended futures’. In the following, it is ex-

plained why it is crucial to leave the last remains 

of hylomorphism with the notion of ‘machinic 

assemblages’: De Landa 1999:36:

There is [a] less deterministic process that is even 

more intimately connected with the emergence of 

novelty keeping the world from closing: the spon-

taneous formation of “machinic assemblages” of 

diverse elements. Deleuze and Guattari introduce 

the notion of “consistency” (or “self-consistency”) 

to designate this morphogenetic process, which 

generates new structures without homogenizing 

the components and without submitting them 

to hierarchical control or, in other words, without 

imposing on them a hylomorphic model. Consist-

ency necessarily occurs between heterogeneities, 

not because it is the birth of a diff erentiation, but 

because heterogeneities that were formerly content 

to coexist or succeed one another become bound 

up with one another through the “consolidation” 

of their coexistence or succession…. What we term 

machinic is precisely this synthesis of heterogenei-

ties as such.

This thinking has, by several architects, crit-

ics and theoreticians of architecture, been con-

nected to certain discourses of architecture, 

mainly the ‘blob’-architecture in the 90ies, now 

most often referred to as ‘parametric’ architec-

ture. Gregg Lynn, UN Studio and Ali Rahim often 

serve as examples, though their architecture of 

course diff ers. (e.g. Nilsson 2002 and Rahim 2006) 

It seems as if the very concrete ‘plasticity’ linked 

to the digitally generated models of spatiality 

gives rise to a somehow problematic percep-

tion. These models are regarded ‘more virtual’, 
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Gadamer himself to some extent regarded his masterpiece ’Warheit und 
Metode’ as belated already when it came out. Mainly because his version of 
the showdown with the positivistic regime was not as decisive as later ver-
sions were – i.e. those of the theoreticians of science, Kuhn and Popper, and 
be-cause he specifi cally excluded scientifi c practises from the hermeneutical 
fi eld.

When attention in spite of this is given to Gadamer’s version, it is because 
his description of ‘the obligating character of the Work’, besides incorporat-
ing the perceptive and interpretative competencies, distinguishes the artist, 
or the architect, by their interest and consequential qualifi cation. She thus 
enters the laboratory of art or architecture where the experiments essentially 
already are established. It may be compared with the ‘interesse’ that Stengers 
sees as the requisite of authority - in another time, in another ‘sprachspiel’, 
relating to another cognitive mode, that of the interpretative practices of 
knowledge creation. (#1) 

In the movie ‘Drowning by Numbers’ by Peter Greenaway from 1988, 
the theme is treated as a narrative, and I succumbed to the temptation to 
draw on this non-architectural example:

Halfway through the movie, all the actors meet at a wonderful, sunny and 
hazy beach in Southern England to play ‘Hanged Mans Cricket’ (fi g. 2.19-
22). In this game, each player contributes with new moves and aspects and is 
at the same time involved in and affected by the world appearing ‘as it is told 
and negotiated’, changed, played through, condensed and refi ned trough 
‘the event’. Each ‘spiel’ or game starts with the foundation of a language and 

‘more’ of a ‘machinic assemblage’ as a result of 

their ability to obtain ‘unexpected’ forms and 

spaces by adjusting each (geometric) parame-

ter. No doubt, new geometric possibilities occur, 

because the computer is simply able to calcu-

late vast amounts of matrices. As I see it they are, 

however, neither more, nor less ‘virtual’, since 

they are neither better, nor less apt at arming 

‘the machinic assemblage’ of its actualization. 

Both architect and architecture will still have to 

actualize themselves in a network outside of the 

creamy and delicious ‘virtual’ 3D-model. I do not 

fi nd that their actualization in any profound ways 

diff er from the ways ‘the world is kept open’ in 

other kinds of architectural works, and the ways 

‘the event’ is formatted in and with them. The 

‘paradigmatically’ derived architecture might 

produce specifi c other kinds of resistance and 

thus gives rise to unexpected design-possibili-

ties. But these will still have ‘to become’ in their 

network, which they will also have to mobilize, 

and they are as much in danger of extinction as 

any other architectural formation.

The vitalistic philosophy does not ‘inform’ 

certain or specifi c architectural discourses or 

‘representations’ more than others, but is the 

thinking about the multitudes of continuous 

creations, that ‘keeps the world from closing’.
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a way of expression, mobilizing participants to experience and relate to the 
game. Thus, as yet unexplored parts of the game are transformed through 
the constantly coordinating and developing question: what and who is al-
lowed to do what? This ‘syntax’ is in the beginning only valid in the very 
short term, before it is changed again. It can be understood as a series of 
interim rules, guiding the direction of the game. It is continuously replaced 
with other rules, further developing the game.

‘Tranzformation ins Gebilde’ or formations of hybrids 
If it is a successful game, it is according to Gadamer transformed into a 
structure, or originally and more precise: ’Tranzformation ins Gebilde’, or 
‘total mediation’.

When it comes to architecture, it becomes relevant to speak of ‘an archi-
tectural statement’ in a language or kind of expression mastered by all par-
ticipants. Not necessarily to understand – but to employ. The game played 
transcends the ‘gaming’ of the singular subject: Gadamer 1960:110:

I call this change, in which human play comes to its true consummation in 
being art, transformation into structure. (Vervandlung ins Gebilde). Only 
through this change does play achieve ‘ideality’, so that it can be intended 
and understood as play. Only now does it emerge as detached from the 
representing activity of the players and consist in the pure appearance 
(Erscheinung) of what they are playing. In this sense I call it a structure 
(Gebilde). […] Thus transformation into structure means that what existed 
previously exists no longer. But also that what now exists, what repre-
sents itself in the play of art, is the lasting and true. It is clear that to start 
from subjectivity here is to miss the point. What no longer exists are the 
players — with the poet or the composer being considered as one of the 
players. None of them has his own existence for himself, which he retains 
so that his acting would mean that he “is only acting.” According to all that 
we have observed concerning the nature of play, this subjective distinc-
tion between oneself and the play implicit in putting up a show is not the 
true nature of play. Rather, play itself is a transformation of such a kind 
that the identity of the player does not continue to exist for anybody. Eve-
rybody asks instead what is supposed to be represented, what is “meant”. 
The players (or playwright) no longer exist, only what they are playing. 

It can be added, that with Greenaway the game is fatal in the sense that 
the game is over when everybody knows the rules, but afterwards the game 
itself keeps playing with the players, and several of them dies consequen-
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tially. Gadamer describes the risk of playing, or to become what could be 
called ‘hybridized with the game’. Gadamer 1960:106:

This suggests a general characteristic of the nature of play that is re-
fl ected in playing: all playing is a being-played. The attraction of a game, 
the fascination it exerts, consists precisely in the fact that the game mas-
ters the players. Even in the case of games in which one tries to perform 
tasks that one has set oneself, there is a risk that they will not “work,” 
“succeed,” or “succeed again,” which is the attraction of the game. Who-
ever “tries” (versuchen) is in fact the one who “is (being) tried” (der Ver-
suchte). The real subject of the game, and this shown in precisely those 
experiences in which there is only a single player, is not the player but 
instead the game itself. What holds the player in its spell, draws him into 
play, and keeps him there is the game itself.  

The Work is done, when all consequences of it are played through, the 
game ends and sometimes – not so often these days - the ‘Work’ even closes. 
The game is defi ned by the players, ‘that which plays’ and the players are 
defi ned through their participation in the playing game. In continuation of 
this it could even be proposed that the statement of art performed through 

fi g. 2.20
Everything of value takes 
time to learn

fi g. 2.19
Hit harder, or play without 
shoes

fi g. 2.21
The mother-in-law is only 
granted ten points each turn.

fi g. 2.22 
It will be dark before we know 
the rules

2-050408-FINAL-2.indd   862-050408-FINAL-2.indd   86 13-04-2008   20:54:2013-04-2008   20:54:20



872 dialogues & dichothomies

the game, the very moment of its transformation becomes a hybrid between 
the players and the game that does not have the subject as its point of depar-
ture, and that it is precisely this hybridization that constitutes ‘an event’. 

Gadamer introduces ‘the event’ or ‘the successful happening’ as the mo-
ment of transcendence, or unlocking of the lock of the subject-object di-
chotomy that traps the understanding of the work of art and the processes 
connected to it in a very limited relation. Thoughts on ‘the event’ indicated 
here is a very interesting area, and thinkers like Deleuze, Latour and Kwin-
ter – all dragged into these texts in different parts – have contributed. 

To jump the gun and give an indication of arguments to come, the con-
cept of ’Transformation ins Gebilde’ makes it possible in later chapters to 
speak of how ‘hybrids’ and ‘knots’ are formed. It can be seen as a kind of 
entanglement, or hybridization of participating subjects and objects. I will 
return to develop these terms further with Bruno Latour, and the notion 
of ‘interpellation’ between subject and object with John Law, in #4 and 6 
respectively, and will for the moment only point to a resemblance between 
this thinking and that of Gadamer.

a dialogue on ‘total mediation’
The London-based architectural theoretician Dalibor Vesely gets much 
more specifi c on the subject-object transgression. In his ‘Architecture in the 
age of Divided Representation’, Vesely gives both Gadamer, phenomenol-
ogy at large and recent brain-research quite a run through to overcome the 
internal/external, traditionally natural-science derived split between ‘man 
and his environment’. Vesely 2004:43-108:

When we are involved in the process of drawing, the table in front of us is 
no doubt part of our environment. The drawing, not as a sign on a piece 
of paper but as an event leaving traces behind, is also an environment. It 
would be too simplistic to describe the act of drawing, which is an exten-
sion of our inten-tions and of our visual thinking, as an interaction with the 
environment. Is it possible to tell what is interacting with what? The act of 
drawing is anticipated by the informed gesture of our hand, and the visible 
results in turn inform the hand’s movement. The intentional experience 
and the environmental side of the situation belong together in a unity that 
cannot be understood by an analy-sis of the individual components.

A little duet – it may serve as an accompaniment to the analysis of Alvaro 
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Siza’s School of Architecture in #9 - between Vesely and Siza can now be 
performed. It goes like this: Vesely 2004:18:

The primary purpose of representation [….] is its mediating role, which 
can also be described as participatory because it enhances our ability to 
participate in phenomenal reality. 

Siza in Polo 1994:11:

I always argued […] that the real terrain of the architect is that of the me-
diator, the interstitial, where the scope of different techniques is found. I 
have insisted on the uselessness of embracing all the fi elds of knowledge 
in favour of developing a mediatory capacity, which is, in my opinion, the 
true job of the architect.

Vesely 2004:18:

But the process of representation can also move in the opposite direction 
toward the emancipation of the results and, as a consequence, toward 
their separation from the original communicative context.

Siza in Polo 1994:12:

Team work is very important for me because a person, when alone, gets 
tied up in the project: at a given moment, what you are doing does not 
come from you, it comes from the project. Reaching that point is impor-
tant: it means that the project has attained its density. But it is also a 
cause of detour: it also means that you have lost control on the project. 
You must always introduce other forms of verifi cation and control. 

‘hermeneutic play’ or ‘social relations’?
The beautiful understandings with Gadamer of the play between spectator 
and work, how it transgresses the subject-object relation, and the connec-
tion between the part and the whole as a prerequisite for any kind of under-
standing is framed in the hermeneutical circle. It simply “don’t mean a thing 
if it ain’t got that swing”. 

With Gadamer and to some extent also Vesely, one looks in vain for sat-
isfying accounts for how the ‘Transformation ins Gebilde’ or the mediating 
‘event’ is distributed and negotiated in a more specifi c sense. The general 

2-050408-FINAL-2.indd   882-050408-FINAL-2.indd   88 13-04-2008   20:54:2113-04-2008   20:54:21



892 dialogues & dichothomies

and not very specifi c notions used to cover understandings of this matter 
are ‘society’, ‘time’ and ‘culture’. ‘The world’, ‘art’, and ‘architecture’ are 
certainly not rendered homogeneous or singular in these understandings, 
but they still confi rm a phenomenological inspired notion of a real ‘lived 
world’, and a ‘communicative movement’ between the world ‘out there’ and 
a sensing, singular subject.

It is my hope that it has been clearly illustrated that both the tentative 
model of a communicative situation, and the hermeneutical ontology of 
Gadamer in relation to the spiel of creation, are too limited in regard to 
studies of architectural production as techniques and technology. The fi gure 
is seemingly unable to contain ‘the mediation’ in architectural creation and 
production as techne in the expanded version proposed by Michel Foucault 
(#1), in which the notion have to contain more elaborate perceptions of ‘the 
social’.

The study and analysis of the competencies of architectural creation and 
production will because of the technological implications have to fi nd more 
concrete ways to include relations of more than a singular subject-object 
pair. 
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#3
learnings & theories

‘Did we learn?’

Franck Blackler, University of Lancaster 
during the evaluation of a phd-course on organizational learning

why learning theory – and why not?
It seems relevant, if not downright unavoidable, to investigate notions of 
‘learning’, as different contemporary learning theories are seemingly able 
to encompass understandings of the social negotiation of qualifi cations and 
competences, and thus volunteer as a proposal for a theoretical contextuali-
sation. In this chapter, the horizon of learning theories is introduced briefl y. 
A contemporary edition of ‘social learning’ proposed by the Canadian soci-
ologist Etienne Wenger and the ‘logical categories of learning’ of the Ameri-
can biologist Gregory Bateson are introduced and discussed.
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The question posed to the theory of social learning is how to perceive of 
the ‘things that happens’ hen people ‘do architecture’ or architectural be-
comings. I will argue how notions on learning that are more or less depend-
ant on ‘the social explanation’ or preconceptions of certain ‘systems’ have 
a hard time when trying to grasp the ‘functions of things’ or ‘what things 
do’. Problems occur, when these theories are juxtaposed to different kinds 
of architectural productions in the empirics presented.

Secondly, this is also a question on change. Change is certainly always an 
outcome of any process involving architectural creation, but the question is 
of whom and of what, and if learning is the most adequate way of concep-
tualizing these changes.

The third problem that occurs is that the zones of ‘social learning’ are 
outlined by problematic borders and are thus  undefi ned in terms of size. 
In structural, ‘functional’ thinking with e.g. Marx, Parsons and Althusser 
– although in very different ways - regards society as an all-encompassing 
system. With Parsons comes also a particular set of functional prerequisites 
or ‘system needs’, implying that the individual has to learn the socially ac-
ceptable norms and roles. Now Parsons’ theory was put forth in the 30’ties, 
and it has been criticised for many features, especially that is was not able 
to contain and explain confl icts in society. But it serves well as an illustra-
tion of how theories of learning and society are arranged on a kind of ‘scale’ 
ranging from the individual over smaller and larger groups to organisations 
and structures – societies – at the far end. All ‘systems’ or ‘structures’ have 
‘borders’, and contain ‘socially connected’ individuals that are defi ned in 
differing ways in relation to the system in which ‘they belong’. (Elgaard 
Jensen 2001:47)

What I would like to point at in the following, are the problems of defi n-
ing where, and in what learning takes place in the different understandings. 
Where on this ‘scale of social systems’ should one look for how formations 
of architectural competencies happen? What would be the most appropriate 
‘unit’ of analysis?

The use of ‘the logical categories of learning’ of Gregory Bateson is dis-
cussed in relation to a case of setting up criteria for architectural education 
at the School of Architecture in Copenhagen. In this case, the practical 
implications of applying theories to practices are discussed. I will argue that 
problems occur when the ‘logical categories’ of learning are translated un-
critically to other notions, such as ‘qualifi cation’ or ‘competence’.
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the horizon of learning theories
Like different concepts of ‘competence’ are inextricably connected to con-
cepts of power, they are also inseparable from notions of ‘learning’. Within 
the humanities and large areas of social theory, learning has become one 
of the most discussed and studied concepts of practice during the last two 
decades. It is hard to fi nd an area within biology, psychology, organization- 
and social theories and sociology that has not developed discourses and 
concepts of learning. Many pervasive and well-argued understandings re-
lated to the notion of learning share the understanding that learning is the 
generative prerequisite for competence (no learning, no qualifi cation: no 
competence). It is therefore unrealistic to expect to sustain a dissertation 
about architectural competencies that does not take a stand in the discus-
sion about the different notions of learning.

Theories about learning proliferate in an open market place, and it is 
possible to detect wide arrays in the use of the term. The word ‘learning’ is 
beyond doubt an expression of change of some sort. It is diffi cult though to 
say what kind of change. ‘Learning is self-conscious adaptation.’ ’Learning 
is a relatively permanent change in behaviour or behavioural potentiality as 
a result of experience’. ‘Learning occurs, when changes in context make it 
impossible to maintain the current action’.

The different approaches to learning can be arranged on a spectrum, or 
a horizon. The Danish researcher Lars Hermansen suggests that this under-
standing can look like this:

It depicts a ‘continuum’, where perceptions of learning that do not regard  
emotions are placed to the far left, and positions that talk of nothing but 
emotionally based theories to the far right. In the middle, ‘cognitive learn-
ing’, ‘cultural-history-based learning’ and ‘systemic learning’, that contain 
both cognitive and emotional aspects of learning. The theories are arranged 
according to how they perceive of learning as a process inextricably tied 
to the development of ‘permanent change within a system’. (Hermansen 
1998:11)

The far left could be represented by the classical story of the drooling 

Fig. 3.2
in

Hermansen 1998
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dogs of Pavlov: when a bell rang, food was immediately after presented to 
the dogs. After a while, the dogs started to drool only by the sound of the 
bell. A conditional (bell) and an unconditional (food) stimulus are paired, 
and after a few trials the dogs have learned to adjust their response to a 
feature which is specifi c to the local environment: bell and food in Pavlov’s 
lab. 

The far right could then be exemplifi ed by the theories of the American 
existential psychologist P. F. Colaizzi on ‘genuine learning’ as a question of 
development of ‘the existential individual’: ’the learning content’ is immate-
rial, and its purpose is the development of ‘an authentic self’. ‘Conditional 
learning’ or ‘cognitive learning’ is, seen from here, simply not learning, but 
mere training of performances.

‘communities of practice’
As mentioned, some really disturbing problems occur when theories of 
‘social learning’ are brought to work with empirics on architectural prac-
tices. One problem is exactly this perception of the more or less ‘permanent 
changes’ that are the result of learning, as changes that happen to biological 
entities within a  ‘system’ with pre-defi ned borders; be it a mammal, a hu-
man, smaller or larger group of humans, an organisation, or a ‘society’. In 
these theories, all ‘social systems’ or ‘social structures’ have ‘borders’, and 
contain ‘social’ individuals that are defi ned in differing ways in relation to 
the system to which ‘they belong’.

The social learning theories based on ‘social interaction’ as ‘exchange and 
development of meaning’, also known as ‘symbolic interactionists’, regard  
these exchanges as purely social in the sense that they only take place be-
tween humans, in ‘shared, social worlds’. In this sense, the social theories 
have severe diffi culties containing exchanges by, or relating to, the things 
that are present in the ‘system’ studied. 

In ‘Situated Learning’ from 1991 by Jean Lave & Etienne Wenger, learn-
ing is generally considered as apprenticeship-style learning in what is called 
‘Communities of Practice’ (CoPs). On one hand, the concept of a CoP draws 
on the Marxist idea of productive, human practice (Lave, 1997) (a CoP is de-
fi ned by doing and producing something together). On the other hand, there 
is a link to symbolic interactionism’s concept of ‘social worlds’. Here CoP 
imply some sort of continuous communication, negotiation of meaning and 
shared ‘discursive repertoires’. In his ’Communities of Practice’ from 1998, 
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Wenger sets out to defi ne a social theory with this concept of learning.
The decisive fact here is that we are social beings, and that ‘the social’ 

is ‘the plane of knowledge’ to address in order to understand learning and 
practices. The key to processes of learning is our ‘engaged’, meaningful 
participation in social communities. The engaged practice is determining, 
and therefore a prerequisite for the ways we learn, and consequently for 
how we achieve and develop competence through the continued negotia-
tion of meaning and identity. The individual does not receive pre-structured 
knowledge in a state of isolation. The individual in a CoP is a participant. 
She performs tasks that are useful contributions to the whole, and she takes 
part in the negotiation of meaning.

Lave & Wenger 1991 describes newcomers’ specifi c mode of engagement 
with the term: ‘legitimate peripheral participation’. This term indicates that 
the newcomer is initially given relatively easy tasks, where errors have rela-
tively minor consequences (peripherality). But these tasks are nevertheless 
useful contributions to the community (participation), and therefore the 
person is granted acceptance as a participant (legitimacy). 

In other words, learning is the generative prerequisite for competence, 
and you do not get competent in solitude: it is always negotiated, developed, 
achieved and granted in a social space. Moreover, this ‘social space’ in which 
learning takes place, is a tiny part of a larger system: society ‘at large’. Wenger 
limits his interests both in the ‘lower’ end of the scale of social systems, and 
in the ‘higher’. Theories of ‘larger social structures’ are not included, and 
neither are theories of the ‘situated experiences’ of the individual. 

In fi g. 1, the social theory of learning is placed at the intersection of the 
axes. The north-south axis stretches between hardcore structural/function-
al thinking that in its extreme deprives the individual of any independence 
outside the agency she is granted by ‘larger structures’ (this could be Parsons, 
or Althusser), and more soft theories on the individual’s phenomenological 
experience of the surroundings and her ability to infl uence them (this could 
be phenomenologically inspired theories on perception as with Dewey – see 
#2). The east-west axis stretches between on the left side practice as the 
background for grasping the complexities of the human thought as it un-
folds in real life, and on the right side studies that focus on the development 
of structures of the identity of the individual. Wenger focuses on the grey 
area in the middle. On the horizon in p. 2, we can place the concept of CoP 
and the theories of ‘social learning’ somewhere to the right of the centre.

Wenger seemingly avoids discussing the discourses of power beyond the 
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confl ict between the individual’s need for belonging and participation that 
is unleashed in the ‘conveniently’ sized CoPs (Wenger 1998:207-208). I have 
to admit that this is why Wenger’s concepts of learning and competences 
seemed so easily manageable: discussions about power are perversely diffi -
cult to grasp. Apparently, one did not have to become a post-structuralistic 
Foucault-freak or a constructivist radical to make sense of learning proc-
esses in relation to empirics. Wenger’s proposal for a social theory of learn-
ing, and the ‘units of analysis’ he suggested with the CoPs, appeared apt to 
illustrate the question about specifi c architectural competencies, and should 
be able to act as a relatively straight forward guide to an understanding of, 
what kind of competencies are at stake when architecture is produced. Con-
sequently, I tried it out as a way to make some kind of order in my pre-con-
ceived notions, and to try to fi gure out what the ‘social entity’ I should focus 
on empirically ought to be before I set out as a barefoot ethnographer.

The American architect and researcher Dana Cuff, in ‘Architecture – the 
profession’ from 1991, had similar deliberations regarding which practice to 
study for her thorough analysis mentioned in #1. Even though her object 
of study is ‘the profession’ at large, and not ‘competencies’ in particular, it 
is worth looking at. She solved the problem with a perception of ’culture of 
practice’ derived from the notion of ‘culture’ in the work of the American 
anthropologist Clifford Geertz - also  an important source to Wenger and 
Lave’s theory. ‘The social units’ studied in Cuff are limited to those of the 
architectural offi ce, the studio and other seemingly well-defi ned and limited 
stages for architectural practice. Cuff 1991:5 argues:

Customary actions, as they evolve, weave webs of meaning among a 
group of participants; these form the very basis of culture according 

Fig. 3.2
in
Wenger 1998
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to some defi nitions. In this book, I recount the story of the architect’s 
work in terms of what I call a culture of practice. Use of the concept 
of culture fosters a certain kind of analysis, one that looks closely at 
people’s everyday lives, their situated actions, as well as what they 
say and the meanings they construct. I want to make clear, however, 
that to consider the practice of architecture as a cultural system does 
not imply that the profession or its members constitute a culture. If a 
culture must have some coherence, some shared meanings, routines, 
knowledge, and values, then the architectural profession as a whole is 
a far more dispersed entity for analysis than an architectural offi ce.[…] 
A fi rm’s characteristics correspond neatly to cultural constructs, which 
led me to focus upon the culture of architectural practice rather than 
the culture of architecture.

 
Cuff’s premise therefore is to fi nd a culture that can be investigated con-

cerning the ways its practices produce meaning. The offi ce or the studio 
volunteers as the most obvious and convenient unity, or ‘organisational 
singularity’ as it is simply too messy to fuss around with too large entities 
for analysis. I fully appreciated this point of view. Not remotely trained as 
neither anthropologist nor sociologist it seemed an insurmountable task to 
have to enter into the complex and highly evolved systems at the farther-
most extreme of the social theories scale-arrangement where ‘society’ and 
its ‘large scale structures’ are sited.

There are four basic components to learning in the theory of Lave & 
Wenger: Meaning, Practice, Community and Identity. (fi g. 3.3) Wenger 
1998:5:

Meaning is a way of talking about our (changing) ability – individually •

Fig. 3.3
in
Wenger 1998
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and collectively – to experience our life and the world as meaning-
ful.
Practice is a way of talking about the shared historical and social 
resources, frameworks and perspectives that can sustain mutual en-
gagement in action.
Community is a way of talking about the social confi gurations in which 
our enterprises are defi ned as worth pursuing and our participation is 
recognizable as competence.
Identity is a way of talking about how learning changes who we are 
and creates personal histories of becoming in the context of our com-
munities.

architectural learning?
Consequently, in Lotz 2005a:51-52, I made a tentative ordering scheme on 
architectural competencies on the basis of Wenger’s understanding of learn-
ing, as the basis for setting out to fi nd apt ‘empirical settings’. 
In concordance with the model in fi g. 2, I arranged all skills that I found 
necessary according to these four elements of learning. 

On the left side, I placed ‘Personally owned qualifi cations’ or ‘knowledge’. 
They were to a large degree concordant with my inner picture of an im-
aginary A-student about to graduate from the School of Architecture. The 
education would consequently be ‘the community’ where these enterprises 
are defi ned as worth pursuing. Here, knowledge, communication and crea-
tivity are sort of ‘programmed’: Skills of perception in order to gain sensi-
tivity and judgement on space, form, light, material and colour belonged 
here, as well as sense of means and of how to formulate an architectural 
problem. Knowledge of, and experience with production and construction 
techniques, tectonics and materials. Ability to sketch; freestyle, perspec-
tive, 3D-modelling and ‘real’ model-building. Knowledge of architectural 
theory, aesthetic theory, theory of science. The ‘conclusive’ qualifi cation was 
decided as the ability ‘to generate architectural expressions, and to develop 
consistent architectural statements’.

On the right side ‘Competencies’ or ‘knowing’ was then the ways these 
qualifi cations were translated and distributed ‘in practice’; how the quali-
fi cations from the right side were supposed to ‘work’ in real life, and was 
equalled to ‘Competencies’. Here, all abilities to distribute and convert the 
personally owned qualifi cations were listed. On the right side, the conclusive  
‘competence, was to be able to ‘realize consistent architectural statements’.

But then the model sort of imploded on me. 

•

•

•
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First, I am very well aware of the fact, that some of the most useful skills 
and knowledge-elements are not obtained at the School of Architecture, 
but elsewhere; in internships, from fellow students etc. To acknowledge this 
simple condition is to acknowledge, that is takes competence to qualify a 
student of architecture. 

Second, which of the ‘Communities’ of architectural practice should 
serve as ‘analytical unit’? Where could I fi nd a well-defi ned CoP with truly 
‘shared values’? Where are the real architectural competencies living? Can 
e.g. the whole ‘royal’ fi eld of Danish academic architects  be regarded as one 
CoP? Cuff had rejected the latter (#1). Or the twelve largest offi ces in Den-
mark – also known as ‘Danish Architecture Incorporated’ (quoted from the 
Danish architect Christoffer Harlang)? Their architecture sure looks as if 
they have agreed on something. Or the client? Or the ‘users’? What stabi-
lizes these ‘communities’ or ‘cultures’? Where do they start, and where do 
they end? Who are the members, and how do they know themselves, which 
clubs they are  members of? 

Seemingly, Wenger had an answer to these doubts as well. The individual 
is a participant in a series of CoP’s – we have a ‘multimembership nexus of 
perspectives’. (fi g. 3)

The production of architecture will, according to this, have to take place 
in several different CoPs. The studio or the architectural offi ce is obviously 
not the only CoP that is able to make decisions, and thus possess author-
ity and competence in relation to the products. It is – if anything is - a fact 
that every architect eventually is confronted with, or has to learn. My study 
would consequently have to follow several CoPs – or ‘CoAs’. 

‘boundary objects’
The CoPs are not closed systems totally shielded from the world outside. 
They have boundaries that do separate them, but they are also connected to 
the rest of us, in ‘boundary relations’. Wenger presents two material charac-
teristics that sustain the ways CoPs part and connect: Boundary Objects and 
Brokers. Wenger 1998:104 describes:

Boundary objects: Artefacts, documents, terms, concepts and other 
forms of reifi cation around which CoP’s can organize their interconnec-
tions. 
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Brokering: Connections provided by people who can introduce elements 
of one practice into another.   

Boundary Object (BO) is a term coined by the American sociologist of 
science Susan Leigh Star (Star & Griesemer 1989), to describe objects serv-
ing to coordinate different perspectives for a purpose. The ‘perspective-
assembling quality’ of the BO is quite important to the formation of the 
CoP, or with Star, ‘the social world’. BOs thus have very specifi c functions, 
to establish or maintain a relationship with different perspectives within a 
particular social setting, and as instruments for this setting to connect to 
other social settings.

on the beaux-arts studio as a CoP
The studios connected to the École des 

Beaux-Arts in Paris are excellent examples of 

limited ‘learning scenes’ that offer representa-

tions of both CoPs and peripheral legitimate 

learning. They are relevant, as the studio or 

atelier remains the most important setting for 

teaching architecture and the prototype for 

how the staff of teachers at many schools of 

architecture in Europe and US even today per-

ceive their role. Among them the two schools 

of architecture in Denmark. Merril Prentice 

1985:385/Bjerregård 1996:

The ateliers were operated by the students and 

supervised and taught by architects of some dis-

tinction in Paris, invited by the ‘anciens’. These 

patrons served without compensation as a mat-

ter of pride and interest. […] Once you were ac-

cepted, you were a member, and if you were not 

a member, you were not allowed in. If you were 

accepted as a member of an atelier you were a 

‘nouveau’, that is, someone newly arrived but not 

as yet fully accepted. You had to prove yourself. 

When the members of the atelier were satisfied 

that you were a good guy and worthy of belong-

ing, you became ‘un ancien’. 

  

There was no teaching done in the ateliers, only 

criticism by the patron. Older men, the anciens, 

always nevertheless advised and criticized the 

nouveaux, and it became a system of apostolic 

succession. When an ancient required some help 

on his drawing or his chassis or whatever, he 

would shout “un nouveau” and a nouveau would 

run up and offer his services. Work done in the 

atelier was architectural rather than scholastic. 

Scholastic courses were given in the school and 

Fig. 3.4
in

Wenger 1998
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It seems obvious to relate the things and objects created by architects to 
Boundary Objects. They are artefacts that gather CoPs around them and 
– at least for a while – organize both internal and external relations. They 
can be seen as the connection between the different perspectives of the 
different trades. Moreover, regarded this way, one might say that there are 
different perspectives – both on what the substance of the task is, and how 
it is supposed to be solved.

Where the social CoPs thus are rendered permeable, ‘serial’ and in sev-
eral ways connected or related to their surroundings, BOs are explained as 
quite stable entities. Leigh Star 1989 proposes different characteristics of 
the BOs:

Modularity: Each perspective can attend to one specifi c portion of the 
boundary object (e.g., a newspaper is a heterogeneous collection of 
articles that has something for each reader). 
Abstraction: All perspectives are served by deletion of features that 
are specifi c to each perspective (e.g., a map abstracts from the ter-
rain only certain features such as distance and elevation). 
Accommodation: The boundary object lends itself to various activities 
(e.g., the offi ce building can accommodate the various practices of its 
tenants, its caretakers, its owners, and so forth). 
Standardization: The information contained in a boundary object is 
in a pre-specifi ed form so that each constituency knows how to deal 

•

•

•

•

were rarely attended by the students. They mostly 

preferred to get their information and prepare for 

their examinations outside  the school in their 

own time.  

Bjerregård 1996, in a highly relevant dis-

cussion of the studio-tradition, explains how 

teaching through the studio approach was 

the main concept for teaching at the School 

of architecture in Århus in the late 1990s (this 

is still the case at the School of Architecture 

in Copenhagen). The system of the ‘legiti-

mate peripheral learning’ and apprenticeship, 

based on the younger’s imitation of the elder, 

has indeed been very stable and unchanged 

since the 1750s right up to the latter half of the 

last century. 

An inherent weakness of the system that 

Bjerregård points to is that  by implication it 

favours conservatism, which may explain the 

‘slow take up’ by the profession to react to 

major changes in the ‘real’ production of ar-

chitecture as e.g. industrialization from the 

beginning of the 20th century, and more re-

cently the reluctance to incorporate the pos-

sibilities provided by digitalisation. 

Another issue is that even though the stu-

dios have a seductive resemblance to a ‘CoP’, 

the things, and humans, produced ‘within’ 

them none the less refer to and connect to 

‘other realities’, e.g. the building process, cli-

ents, notions from ‘public opinion’ etc. etc. 

These relations become difficult to assign 

correctly if the chosen analytical tool is not 

geared to them and rather focus on deciding 

‘where the border is’.  (see also Draper 1977)

3-050408-FINAL-3.indd   1013-050408-FINAL-3.indd   101 13-04-2008   19:54:2513-04-2008   19:54:25



102 architectors 

with it locally (for example, a questionnaire that specifi es how to pro-
vide some information by answering certain questions).  

Analysing the requirements of the BOs, it becomes evident that there 
will be inevitable problems relating them to architects’ sketches and other 
preliminary performances of architectural be-comings. They might possibly 
be seen as modular, in the sense that those who have to relate to them could 
fi nd something that ‘satisfi es their perspective’, staying with this metaphor 
for the moment, but it is not given. In addition, when it comes to the aspect 
of ‘abstraction’ it becomes obvious that the performances are anything but 
neutral in relation to perspectives. They are not frictionless intermediar-
ies between different practices. Contrary, they could be said to be carrying 
something ‘alien and resistant’ with them. They might possibly be accom-
modating BOs because the results are ‘hired out’ to different activities, e.g. 
the different practices of users, clients, entrepreneurs, organisations and 
politicians. But they are certainly not standardized BOs, though they may 
have pre-specifi ed formats (as in the new standards for 3D-digitalized build-
ing-construction). Nonetheless, their content will differ radically, and how 
to deal with them locally is far from unambiguous. There are no manuals 
for how to handle them. And they are fi rst and foremost neither complete 
nor remotely stable.

Of course the BOs can be regarded as artefacts that serve to coordinate 
the perspectives in the multiple practices and the different constituents in 
the process, the latter trying out different narratives to establish affi liation. 
They belong in different places – there is no single point that possesses total 
jurisdiction – at the most some kind of partial control. Apparently, coordi-
nation and translation take place in the development of the BOs, but they do 
neither get standardized nor ‘abstract’ for that reason – on the contrary.

The model’s ‘serial CoPs’ and the very interesting ‘BOs’ and ‘Brokers’ 
that connect them, raised another set of interesting questions. Who is par-
ticipating in the negotiations between the bordering social entities? Who 
wins, and how do they achieve their victory? Who looses, and what hap-
pens to them? And last but not least: If we tentatively assume that the many 
materializations in the processes of making architecture (sketches, models, 
spread-sheets, journals, minutiae etc.) are the ‘Boundary Objects’ between 
the different, participating CoPs (like ‘the client’, ‘engineers’ and ‘users’ 
each of whom presumably would form a ‘CoP’), how then should we deal 
with the way these materializations continually change throughout the proc-
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ess? This question inevitably leads on to an examination of how the BOs 
are developed, in the main because the development of things and objects 
by defi nition is a strong feature in architectural practices (if such a defi ni-
tion is possible!). The BOs’ development is especially relevant if we want to 
investigate how power is distributed in and across the CoP boundaries. Why 
certain materializations continue their development whilst others are halted 
could be said to be a strong indication of the tensions at play.

shortcomings
It is at this point that the perceptions of learning and competence, that 
are solely defi ned by an understanding of the social, as something entirely 
constituted by humans, halt. I will argue that these theories are not able to 
elucidate the inextricable relations to and between the things developed in 
the processes, relations that the competencies of both architects and other 
participants are dependant on.

The attempt to follow Wenger’s methodology I described in p.98 drew up 
a ‘fi ne’ picture of ‘an ideal architect’ in an ‘ideal surrounding’. It was precise-
ly and paradoxically the lack of concretisation of the strategic dynamics be-
tween architects and materialisations that eventually undermined the mod-
el’s borders. The different ‘analytical units’ I tried out as empirics inevitably 
prepared a shortcoming for the Wengerian concepts, or rather an infl ation, 
or ‘fl ood’. Elgaard Jensen 2001:51 frames this situation accurately:

The broadening of scope makes it increasingly hard to pinpoint the 
system of learning. I believe there are two sources of this hardship. 
First, the participating humans are not adequately defi ned as ‘parts’ 
of the present community. They are also and simultaneously parts of 
something else. Second, the CoP is not adequately defi ned as ‘a whole’, 
because it exists in a constellation of other CoP’s. […] The point is this: 
When attention is paid to the content of learning systems, it seems 
that learning theories are continuously sliding between system sizes 
rather than approximating ‘the right one’. It also seems that neither 
the parts, nor the putative wholes will remain in their theoretically as-
signed places. The boundaries of learning systems are invariably over-
fl own by inside parts fl owing out and by outside ‘entities’ constructing 
other wholes than the one stipulated by a given learning system. 

3-050408-FINAL-3.indd   1033-050408-FINAL-3.indd   103 13-04-2008   19:54:2613-04-2008   19:54:26



104 architectors 

on ‘universal’ design-models
Another of the tough problems related to the perception of ‘serial partici-
pation’ in CoPs is that it seems that the processes to be studied follow a 
linear and sequential logic. That they follow a sort of tunnel-like process, 
iterative and circling around, but still progressing from a point of departure 
to a concluding result. Moreover, that the point of departure of this line 
subsequently can be located and made the subject for investigations in order 
to inform about the prerequisites for a ‘good architecture’ outcome. This 
understanding can be illustrated with nice, square boxes as by the American 
design-theorist Bryan Lawson, in ‘How designers think’:  

The ‘generalized map’ of the design-process describes that input is treat-
ed and wellconducted in a coherent and iterative process that develops the 
design through shifting between the analysis-, synthesis- and evaluation-
modes, and then spits out the results. It is as if the echo of Kantian, and  
Hegelian, ‘iterative’ dialectics that eventually will bring us a better world 
roars through it. With this approach the process of creation and produc-
tion of architecture would be described as a chain-like process, where one 
arrow points to the next from the decisive moment of conception through 
the development of ‘it’ to the realisation. It is a model of ‘clear and rational’ 
solution-making, a non-polluted and ‘frictionless’ model, that carries ‘the 
abstract’ into ‘the real’ in an ideal world. 

Lawson acknowledges some of the limitations of this model, and comes 
up with another (fi g. 3.6).

Both representations are well-distributed and sustained models, and they 
serve well as illustrations of the understandings of the ‘functions’ of design 
– liberated from the normativities and the strange resistances brought about 
in the making of architecture.
I had adequate justifi cation to start a search for concepts of learning and 
competence that were less constricted to ‘function’, and to look in depth at 
the processes of ‘ordering’ that come with the making of architecture. Con

Fig. 3.5
in
Lawson 1997
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cepts that would be fl exible enough to deal with artefacts and techniques as 
something that be-come along the way and in this have effects on the course 
of direction. Concepts that focused on the be-coming architecture as a ‘unit 
of analysis’ as opposed to confi ning it to the artifi cial borders set up around 
the ‘CoPs’. The ‘model’ I was looking for had more resemblance with the 
depiction in fi g. 3.7. 

The traditional object for studying and analysing the architectural profes-
sion -  offi ces and studios, might be an apt facilitator for representations of 
’the becoming of an architect’, but it is simply too limited to understand the 
adjacent and inseparable ‘becoming of architecture’. 

We might, through the interpretation of different movements in ‘archi-
tectural’ culture and its processes of ‘Bildung’, achieve an understanding of 
some of the sources of a socially negotiated competence.  Theories of social 
learning – in the above-mentioned editions – might not lack understanding 
of these processes. However, it will not be suffi cient to grant access to the 
multitude of concrete ploys and strategies that is at work in architectural 

Fig. 3.6
in

Lawson 1997

Fig. 3.7
in

Deleuze & Guattari 1987
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production. Partly because we do not get close enough to what happens in 
relation to the materials developed, and how they are developed. The per-
ception of ‘who’ and especially ‘what’ has agency - abilities to change – in 
a situation seems too limited. Studies based on cultural theories run into 
trouble when trying to explicate how the doings and acts of architects relate 
to exactly this development of materials. They lack tools and notions aimed 
at these kinds of accounts.

Similarly, models of ‘linear’ and ‘rational’ development of design-proc-
esses do not open up to the ‘agencies’ of the ‘disturbing and alien’ matter, 
things and subjects brought about by the interests of architects. It remains 
invisible, how and with what they cause processes to change, and how and 
with what they contribute to productivity. I have a strong ally here, in Kwin-
ter 2008/1997:

For process has become little more than a poor man’s Game of Life,’ a 
parlor game for those short on intuition, a ruse with which to cloak the 
deep fear of matter that has characterized architectural enterprise since 
its mathematization and routinization by medieval template stonecutting 
and Rennaissance perspectivalism. [...] process almost always meant “au-
tomatic process,” for it was naively believed that removing the human 
factor from the design loop would both free the resultant work from re-
gressive forms of subjectivity while preserving all the potential and the 
the rich endowment of the mind. The partisans of process were wrong on 
both counts. 

The empirical or ontological levels will have to embrace more of the sur-
roundings of the architectural be-coming, and at the same time be much 
more aware and focused on the specifi c object or materiality that forms part 
of and develops in them. 

when concepts on learning go to work 
In the following, I have set out to illustrate the ways that concepts of learn-
ing and competence have consequences in real life, how they actually get 
to work when they are at large in the real world. What is interesting in this 
context is not the question of which theory is the better, or more valid con-
cerning conceptualizing ‘be-coming architecture’ or ‘be-coming architect’ 
in a philosophical or even scientifi c context. And they have truly been at 
work in a great deal of projects related to competence and organisational 
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development for at least the last two decades. Not just as a means to under-
stand change, but also as tools to distribute requirements of change. 

The British social scientist Steven D. Brown discusses in Brown 2007 and 
2008 - with inspiration from Deleuze - how the applications of all kinds of 
social theories are arguments in the way that they mobilize both philosophy 
and to some degree exact sciences, whilst they simultaneously fail to be en-
tirely plausible in either context. Brown’s analysis is equally applicable to the 
different kinds of ‘learning theories’. 

Social science then fi nds itself tasked with providing ‘political settle-
ments’ (i.e. quasi-explanations which can recruit stakeholders) regarding 
complex objects over which it is able to exercise neither adequate control 
(i.e as the chemist does at the laboratory bench, or the particle physicist 
at the generator) nor convincing authority (i.e. as with the philosopher or 
mathematician who delivers the generally assented to proof or solution). 
Small wonder then that social scientists have typically entered into denial 
over the political nature of the settlements they make, and see themselves as 
involved in providing adequate conceptual accounts of social phenomenon 
(i.e. manqué philosophy) or imputing clear laws or regularities based on the 
calculation of supposedly clear chains of causal relations (i.e. faux exact sci-
ence), or, in the classic instance, as performing a deft sleight of hand that 
combines both gestures.

Brown points to, how theories leave traces in the reality in which they 
walk around. How they mingle in specifi c ways with the day-to-day prob-
lems of practices and thus are determining for how competence can be un-
derstood. Moreover, they participate in fairly banal power-distributions, as 
I will argue with the following example. 

The ‘Bologna-process’ is an initiative directed by the EU meant to ensure 
that all advanced education within the union becomes comparable at all 
levels in order to promote exchange internationally. Target issues are trans-
parency, relevance and employment, international comparability, quality as-
surance and ‘real-competencies’. (EVA 2007:9) In one of the latest editions 
of the process, all universities and other institutions of advanced studies are 
supposed to describe their educations in relation to what is called ‘the learn-
ing-outcome’ for students: a description of each ‘teaching unit’ in accord-
ance to its contents, purpose and the qualifi cations achieved by the students 
upon graduation. The overall European ‘Qualifi cation Key’, a framework 
established in 2005, is supposed to be adapted in each country and at each 
institution to describe the ‘learning outcome’ of each course, semester and 
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assignment given.
The institutions of advanced education under the Danish Ministry of Cul-

ture are obliged to take part in this process as well (the schools of the Royal 
Danish Academy of Fine Arts: The School of Architecture, The School of 
Painting and  Sculpture, and also The National Film School, The Royal 
Danish Academy of Music, The School of Theatre etc.). Throughout most 
of 2007, a process aimed at formulating a ‘local Qualifi cation Key’ to meet 
the requirements of the national framework has taken place at The School 
of Architecture in Copenhagen. The ‘external’ document that has guided 
and regulated the process is the overall European ‘Qualifi cation Key’. It is 
supposed to be implemented at all levels of education after the secondary 
school level. Subsequently a Danish version of the Qualifi cation Key has 
been carried out by the Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation and 
it is in accordance with this document that the work with the Qualifi cation-
Key-Frame took place.

As a member of the working group at the School of Architecture with the 
task to ‘translate’ the overall scheme to the ‘local conditions’ at the School, I 
was granted access to a small corner of the process. The working group was 
formed to contribute to a number of specifi c suggestions about what was 
considered relevant learning outcomes for students of the different depart-
ments of study and institutes of research at the School of Architecture. 

The process formed interesting, and relevant enactments of some of the 
models of culturally or socially determined learning by Wenger and Lave, 
but even more specifi cally and pronounced of the ‘logical categories of 
learning’ by Gregory Bateson. 

‘the logical categories of learning’
A short introduction to this seminal categorization of ‘learning-levels’ 
within a biological system, directly imported from the article The Logical 
Categories of Learning and Communication in Bateson 1972 goes like this: 
(fi g. 3.8)

Learning 0 is characterized by specifi city of response in which right or 
wrong is not subject to correction. 
Learning l is change in specifi city of response by correction of errors of 
choice within a set of alternatives. 
Learning II is change in the process of Learning l, e.g. a corrective 
change in the set of alternatives from which choice is made, or it is a 

•

•

•
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change in how the sequence of experience is punctuated. 
Learning III is change in the process of Learning II, e.g. a corrective 
change in the system of sets of alternatives from which choice is made. 
Learning IV would be change in Learning III, but Bateson states, that 
this probably does not occur in any adult living organism on this earth. 
Evolutionary process, however, has created organisms whose ontogeny 
brings them to Level III. The combination of phylogenesis with ontogen-
esis, in fact, achieves Level IV.

This hierarchy in the processes of change within a system has been fun-
damental for the understandings of the ‘autopoetic systems’, or ‘self-creat-
ing systems’ that are the basis in the systems theory of Niklas Luhmann. 
Bateson’s four categories have been a very pervasive way of arranging con-
cepts of changes both within the individual biological system (an animal, a 
human being) and in populations by making the changes equal in the way 
they are created. This way of equating the perception of the ways in which 
the different systems work – and change - is also a crucial point in the cri-
tique of Luhmann’s systems theory formulated by the French sociologist 
Bruno Latour. The equation makes it diffi cult to grasp the specifi city of 
systems, or practises, and beyond them their ‘borders’. As formulated by 
Latour 2005:241: 

•

•

Fig. 3.8
in

Hermansen 1998
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Luhmann’s masterly attempt at respecting the differences through the 
notion of autonomous spheres was unfortunately wasted because he 
insisted on describing all the spheres through a common meta-lan-
guage borrowed from a simplifi ed version of biology.

In the distributive hands of the Danish system-theory-spokesman Lars 
Qvortrup Bateson’s logical categories of learning are turned into exactly this 
kind of functional tool to ‘sort things out’ on a conceptual meta-level. With 
a fi rm hand, Qvortrup translates the 4 levels of learning (counting level 
0 as irrelevant, since it implies no refl ection from the infl uenced ‘system’) 
Qvortrup 2001:

Level 1 equals qualifi cations
Level 2 equals competencies
Level 3 equals creativity
Level 4 equals culture 

This direct translation of the Batesonian learning-categories by Qvor-
trup illustrates how adaptive concepts can be when suitable requirements 
to a certain practice need to be formulated. Qvortrup’s translation of Bate-
son’s notions was now attached to the ‘framework of notions’ developed as 
part of the work to establish a ‘Local Qualifi cation Key Framework’ for the 
School of Architecture.

The remarkable place in this case of a direct translation of Bateson’s bio-
logic-systems-cognition-theory is where qualifi cations are placed within the 
individual student, and competencies, creativity and culture thus are phe-
nomenons placed in larger and larger rings around ‘the core’. This facilitates 
a kind of functionalist ‘degradation’ of the notions; they can now fairly easily 
act as tools for prescriptive and somehow limiting normative explanations 
of expectations to, or simply rules for, certain practices. And as such they 
really show up very apt, as the example of both my own tentative attempt 
described earlier, and the fi rst results of the Qualifi cation Key Frame–work 
show. I am not questioning the existence, or even the functions of personal 
abilities here. What I am after is how the ‘neutral’ notions get to describe a 
vast conglomerate of spatial and material practises in singularising notions 
to serve specifi c purposes.

These theoretic tools also allowed for the use of another metaphor from 
systems-theory to describe the progression of a study, namely the student’s 
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increased ability to oscillate between two systems (contingent systems, but 
still: systems). In one system the proposals for spatial organization and mate-
rial form-giving (or design) take place, and in another system the program-
matic ‘conditions’ are formulated (or knowledge). Distinctly different sys-
tems; one contains ‘Art’ and the other ’Science’ separating the wheat from 
the shaft so to speak. In the split of a second, decades of thinking on how 
to prevent the disasters of the dichotomising and singularising tendencies 
of modernism and ‘rationalism’ is cancelled. The ’core-competency’ was in 
the QK-process thus formulated to be: ’The ability to move between programme/
programming and proposals for spatial organisation’ (QFK 2007, Oxvig et al. 2007). 
Subsequently, increasing degrees of interaction and complexity in the rela-
tion between these two ‘domains’ form the progression of students from 
one year to another.

deliberations
This is very clear. And who can it harm? Surely, it is very nice for those of us 
who teach to have defi ned expectations to what the education has to offer 
the students? To be certain of the quality of the candidates that the school 
will be able to offer to the trade and to ‘society at large’? Is it not good to 
know who and what belong to which system, how the ‘different systems’ 
handle the contingencies of late/post/re-modernity in different ways, and 
when it is appropriate to ‘transgress boundaries’ and ‘enter dialogues’? 

I think so. And I seriously think that the qualifi cation-key in a most posi-
tive way can be described as a ‘boundary object’, actually serving even very 
different perspectives on the practices at hand. It can, and it will most cer-
tainly, work.

However, there are some issues worth considering very carefully in proc-
esses like this, on what this kind of conceptualization of the practices at 
hand excludes, or if it closes possibilities hitherto open. 

It should be asked, what the consequences will be of framing the multi-
tude of architectural practices between conceptions of ‘Art’ and ‘Science’, 
that both to a large degree are contested, and both are in some state of 
dissolution. Does this ‘framing’ open up for further investigation into the 
practices of becoming architecture and becoming architects, or not? Does it 
enhance a dynamic education, or will it ‘fi xate positions’?

It should be asked, if the concepts we use when we talk of learning allow 
for further understandings of the many ‘agencies’ at stake, and how they are 
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productive? Are they able to make us comprehend what things do?
I fi rmly believe in the possibility of self-refl ection and of the possibility of 

practitioners to become more aware of the many and different contexts of 
their practices and their works. Nevertheless, I think that reductionist and 
‘non-normative’ theories like e.g. those of the before-mentioned Bryan Law-
son and also to a large degree those of the American economist Herbert Si-
mon should be considered very carefully for the ways they reject to include 
the normativity and thus particular interests and ways of having knowledge 
of practitioners in their models. If the ‘contingent practices’ of architecture 
are tied up in a Polanyian description of the practice as ‘personal’ and ‘tacit’ 
knowledge, and then made a subject for Herbert Simon’s obvious contempt 
for the normativity of the design-professions, the risk of numbing and do-
mesticating the ‘practice-system’ lies right ahead. Of course, ‘dialogue’ be-
tween ‘systems’ is always a noble intention, and no practice in a civilised 
world nowadays deliberately wants to make another practice ‘an object’ for 
its own theory, do they?

But when a set of practices like that of architectural be-coming is sus-
pended or downright ‘cancelled out’ between otherwise ‘well-defi ned sys-
tems’ as ‘art’ and ‘science’, problems really occur. It has as a consequence, 
that the specifi c modes of experimentation, and the specifi c interests that 
connect to these experiments, will have to be understood as ‘Art’, with all 
the implications of an ‘idiomatic’, ‘subjective’, ‘expressive’ and ‘interested’ 
practice that comes along with the historical constructions of this vast con-
cept. On the other hand, the many different ways in which architectural 
practice develops and contributes to objectifi ed knowledge, can only be un-
derstood in terms of ‘science’ – with all the implications of a ‘generalizable’, 
‘objective’, ‘rational’ and ‘uninterested’ practice that comes along with this 
no less vast construct – or even ‘invention’ of modern science, as Isabelle 
Stengers has put it.

In this way, when we on the one hand state, that architecture is not a 
result of treatises written elsewhere, but on the other hand remark, that if 
it is, it most certainly brings in something ‘unexpected’ to these treatises, 
hypocrisy lies right ahead. On the one hand, the importance of a kind of 
autonomy of ‘the system of architecture’ is advocated. On the other, it be-
comes obvious that neither can architecture now, nor has it ever been able 
to, make a single move outside of ‘programmes’ formulated elsewhere. By 
other ‘programmes’, by ‘The episteme’, by ‘Science’, by ‘Art’, and by only 
God knows what other weird ghosts and strange entities (as I have made an 
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account for in #1). 
By means and concepts developed in learning-theory and systems-theory 

and ‘put at work’ in processes like the Qualifi cation-Key, the uncanny, het-
erogeneous and multiple practices of architecture are laid open to a kind 
of ‘colonization’ under the guise of ‘dialogue’. To set perceptions of the 
highly unstable and infl ated ‘systems’ of ‘art’ and ‘science’ as conditions for 
architectural practices, is to make an antagonist split that shadows for the 
vast and much more specifi c multitude of relations at stake in architectural 
practices.

Here Bruno Latour 2005:160 explains the need for social theories to dig 
much more deeply into the specifi cities of practises, and this will serve very 
well as the transition to the next chapter in which I set out to investigate 
other kinds of analytical practices:

This is why it is necessary to renew the feeling for social connections; I 
had to oppose two different types of methods. One that I called ‘sociol-
ogy of the social’ tries to keep together as fi rmly as possible and as long 
as possible elements which it claims are made of some homogeneous 
stuff; the other which I referred to as ‘sociology of associations’ tries to 
fathom controversies about the range of heterogeneous elements that 
may be associated. In one case, we know roughly what the social world 
is made of - it’s made ‘of’ or ‘in’ the social; in the other, we should al-
ways begin by not knowing what it’s made of. Thus, much like the phar-
makon of the Greeks, the search for the social becomes either a remedy 
or a powerful poison depending on the dose and on the timing. Freshly 
grounded into small and timely doses, it allows the observer to detect 
the new associations that have to be constantly reshuffl ed in order to 
gather once more a collective that is threatened by irrelevance. But if 
you let the elements that have been bundled together pass their ‘sell-
by date’, they will begin to rot. If you persist in ingesting them, they will 
lead to complete paralysis. You begin to take what has been connected 
together for a special type of fabric: the social explains the social. 

The point I want to make here is, that architectural becomings are far 
messier and much more multiple than the limited understandings of linear 
and sequential processes in different ‘universal design-models’, or the limit-
ing concept of bordered social systems allow for. In these respects we lack 
the language and the ways to make the processes inconsistent, more multi-
ple, more conglomerate, more multi-informed and fi rst and foremost much 
more specifi c in order to grasp the multiplicity of the ploys of architectural 
be-coming and how they form ‘the events of the new’. We need to pose the 
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questions ‘for whom’ and ‘with what’ stubbornly and repeatedly. Without 
making up hierarchies, ‘positions’ and ‘systems’ in advance.
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#4
scientists, architects & ants

Resistance is a matter of creation, not of sincerity.

Isabelle Stengers

Since nature is stronger than we are, we must bend to its law, 
and it is through this subterfuge that we dominate it. We are 

under its orders and turn its forces back against order. This is the 
circle of ruse and productive hypocrisy: nature is a majorant; we 

try, ourselves downstream, to majorize ourselves in relation to 
it. Here one fi nds again, intact, an ordered structure, a game, its 

rules (and how best to implement them), the struggle to seize 
power, and the closed cycle outlined by these moves.

Michel Serres in ‘Hermes’

actor-network-theory
Actor-Network Theory (ANT) is a kind of pragmatic sociology. It is not a 
‘fi xed system’, but an expanding set of notions and concepts that opens the 
door for posing questions on some of the basic relations between power, 
competence and authority: who and what survive, what alliances win or 
loose, who and what face extinction. It allows for the recognition that it is as 
much ‘architects’, ‘engineers’, ‘clients’ and ‘contractors’ that are coordinated, 
produced and created (or again: be-coming) in relation to each other, as it is 
‘things-in-their-making’, ‘architectural statements’ or ‘architecture’.
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With the set of conceptual devices offered by actor-network investiga-
tors, it is possible to create a more complex understanding of ‘social con-
stitutions’. It is not just the usual framework for caricatures of typical ar-
chitectural positions, of ‘the vision’, or indeed of ‘the architect’ with ‘the 
architectural perspective’. And as the foxes to be chased on this occasion are 
the power-relations at stake in architectural be-comings, the assumptions of 
ANT/STS analysis appear to be appropriately agile dogs. 

ANT is also called a sociolog y of associations, to stress the specifi c under-
standing of what constitutes ‘the social’. ANT does not discharge, or de-
nounce ‘the original intuitions of the social sciences’, but it criticizes that 
social theory rarely asks the fundamental question: what constitutes ‘the 
social’. ‘The social’ is not some kind of invisible glue, that makes things stick 
together, like the ether-theory that went before the relativity theory in the 
beginning of the 20th century. It is not a black sheep among white sheep, 
but a type of connection between things that are not themselves social. To 
study the social is to trace different types of connections between things 
that are not themselves social. (Latour 2005:5) 

As discussed in #3, concepts of the social that are based on traditional 
perceptions of a limited social setting as e.g. ‘a group’ as a pre-requisite to 
‘obtain’ sociality, will not really work in studies on the concrete, materially 
performed technologies at play in architectural production. These perform-
ances quickly transgress the boundaries of social entities, if such things exist 
at all.

distributed cognition
In his book ‘Cognition in the Wild’ from 1995, the American anthropologist 
and researcher in cognition, Edwin Hutchins, investigates a team of naviga-
tors carrying out their work on a large military vessel. Different measuring 
devices, instruments and calculators process vast amounts of data relating to 
all aspects of the ship during the complicated navigation manoeuvres: wind, 
toe, speed, temperatures and positions. Data is continuously interpreted and 
transferred to other devices by the crew to be recalculated or translated. 

Hutchins makes use of Gregory Bateson‘s theories of cognition within 
biological, and in particular human systems, as a starting point (#3). How-
ever, contrary to Niklas Luhmannn, who has the same point of departure, 
he does not develop an all-encompassing systems theory. Luhmannn pro-
poses ‘the social’ as a different, cloistered and to some extent autistic system, 
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or indeed kinds of enlarged biological entities. Hutchins rather advocates 
that systems have to be bound by very specifi c practices, and reaches his 
conclusions by insisting on the very close empirical connection to agents. 
Hutchins 1995:355:

Much of cognitive science [has] an attribution problem. We wish to 
make assertions about the nature of cognitive processes that we can-
not, in general, observe directly. So we make inferences on the basis 
of indirect evidence instead, and attribute to intelligent systems a set 
of structures and processes that could have produced the observed 
evidence. […] However, failing to recognize the cultural nature of cogni-
tive processes can lead to a misidentifi cation of the boundaries of the 
system that produced the evidence of intelligence. If we fail to bound 
the system properly, then we may attribute the right properties to the 
wrong system or (worse) invent the wrong properties and attribute 
them to the wrong system. In this attribution game, there has been a 
tendency to put much more inside than should be there.

A crucial point in Hutchins’ theory is what can be called ‘the cognitive 
relation’ between ‘things’ and ‘humans’, excellently illustrated by this quote 

on the question ‘what is architecture’?
Now, where can we look for thorough argu-

mentations against the pervasive construc-

tionist attitude in ANT and STS? Where can 

we look for a kind of counterbalancing of the 

enthusiastic deprivation of all privileges ob-

tained by those, who claimed authority based 

on fixed premises for a given field of practice? 

Those, who violently silenced other kinds of 

knowledge in the name of one salient ‘science’ 

– or even one salient and true ‘architecture’?

The Finnish theoretician of architecture, 

Juhanni Pallasmaa, perceives architects and 

architecture through a strong phenomeno-

logical tradition within architectural theory, 

counting such heavy-weights as Dalibor 

Vesely (e.g. Vesely 2005), Wilfried Wang (e.g. 

Wang 1999), and Christian Norberg Schultz 

(e.g. Norberg Schultz 1988). As different as 

their writings may be, they share the view that 

architectural be-coming happens in a ten-

sion between internally perceived worlds, and 

that these experiences, sensations and cogni-

tions are expressed in architecture. Pallasmaa 

1993:171: 

The relation of architectural theory to the making 

of architecture is commonly confused; a theoreti-

cal position and explicit verbalized philosophi-

cal contents are now considered prerequisites 

for meaningful architecture. As a consequence, 

architecture has frequently been turned into 

a medium of merely illustrating philosophical 

ideas. All significant architecture is a product of 

serious thinking, or thinking through the medium 

of architecture. In the same way that cinema is a 

way of cinematic thinking and painting a means 

of articulating painterly ideas, architecture is a 

means of philosophizing through the embodied 

material act of constructing. Consequently art 

does not illustrate or mimic ideas of philosophy; 

it is a mode of such thinking in its own right. The 

ideas articulated by art - filmic, painterly, musi-

cal, and architectural thoughts - are conceived 
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from Bateson 1972:465:

But what about ‘me’? Suppose I am a blind man, and I use a stick. I go 
tap, tap, tap. Where do I start? Is my mental system bounded at the 
handle of the stick? Is it bounded by my skin? Does it start halfway up 
the stick? But these are nonsense questions. The stick is a pathway 
along which transforms of difference are being transmitted. The way 
to delineate the system is to draw the limiting line in such a way that 
you do not cut any of these pathways in ways which leave things inex-
plicable. If what you are trying to explain is a given piece of behaviour, 
such as the locomotion of the blind man, then, for this purpose, you 
will need the street, the stick, the man; the street, the stick, and so 
on, round and round.

The empirical approach here is to assume that processes of cognition im-
ply that both humans and ‘non-humans’ participate. Things are not merely 
passively produced as consequences of actively producing humans. The 
continuous formations of both identities are interdependent in processes of 
cognition. Hutchins’ case illustrates the social relations of both ‘dead things’ 
and ‘human beings’, and that it is their interrelations that form assemblies 

and expressed through the inherent medium of 

the particular art form, and these ideas are not 

necessarily ideational and translatable into the 

linguistic mode. 

Pallasmaa is in this particular moment 

apparently in accordance with Deleuze and 

Guattari and their diagnosis of ‘the three ways 

of creation’ from ‘What is philosophy’ from 

1991: science, philosophy and art. According 

to Deleuze, each has a specific relation to the 

world and is specific in its individual cognition 

and creation: 

Science by the creation of functions

Philosophy by the creation of concepts and 

Art through the creation of compounds of per-

cepts/affects

To many, it has been somewhat of a dis-

appointment that the inventors of such con-

cepts as ‘de-territorialization’ and ‘nomadic 

sciences’ in their last writings laid out this kind 

of authoritative split between areas of cogni-

tion and creation. Isabelle Stengers carries out 

a very close reading – and ‘co-thinking’- of 

‘What is Philosophy’ in the article ‘Deleuze and 

Guattari’s last enigmatic message’ from 2005. 

She starts out by formulating her disenchant-

ment with the rigidity with which Deleuze and 

Guattari formulate a strong differentiation of 

what is the proper purpose of respectively sci-

ence, philosophy and art. Stengers 2005:151:

Deleuze and Guattari were associated with the 

affirmation of productive connexions, the crea-

tion of de-territorializing processes escaping 

fixed identities, transgressing boundaries and 

static classifications, destroying the power of 

exclusive disjunction, that is the either/or alterna-

tives, such as, for instance, doing either science or 

philosophy.

Or, say, doing philosophy or art or science 
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in a kind of body, or that ‘distributed systems’ produce cognition. A group 
– including humans and the processing machines – is seen as a cognitive 
system with properties of awareness and perception that cannot be pre-
dicted from knowledge of the cognitive properties of any single individual 
‘entity’. With Elgaard Jensen 2001:55, we can conclude:

If we relate this story to Wenger’s notion of a located (symbolic) com-
munity, it is clear that Hutchins moves beyond the notion of symbolic 
interaction as a distinctly human phenomenon. People and artefacts 
carry out cognitive performances such as computation and remem-
bering alike. The putative boundary of human symbolic interaction is 
obviously fl ooded. 

When investigating and describing ‘knowledge structures’, it becomes a 
problem – or an empiric limitation - if the emphasis is only placed on some-
thing somewhere within the individual. This is often  the case, because it 
is comparatively easy to ignore that the context of human cognition is a 
complex socio-material world and that it cannot remain unaffected by it 
(Hutchins 1995:xiii). If we want to look at processes of cognition ‘in the 

to further investigation into the heterogene-

ous and messy character of the specificities of 

knowledge-producing practices. 

on different kinds of knowledge
One pervasive assumption - partly derived 

from the arguments in ‘What is philosophy’ - 

is, that ‘mode 1’ knowledge relates to  ‘what 

things are’ – ‘presences’, and ‘mode 2’ to ‘what 

things might become’ – ‘futures’, or ‘absences’ 

(Gibbons et al. 1994, Nilsson 2002). This does 

not make sense, if ‘scientific facts’ and even 

‘works of art’ are products among others. Even 

with very strong allies, and specific perform-

ances and networks to stabilize them, Facts 

and Works are still simultaneously products 

and constructions (see #7). My reservation is 

that the specificity of practices is not due to 

categories, but to the abilities and properties 

of actors. In this way I share the initial disap-

pointment with Stengers on the rigidity of 

categorizations proposed by D&G. 

or architecture. Even though Stengers leaves 

the art-side apart, I really felt in concordance 

as I was caught in the middle of my own 

doubts and confusions. I have elsewhere at-

tempted to propose arguments to support 

that architecture can not merely be limited 

to the task of awaking feelings in others, but 

that the tasks are specific, and furthermore, 

that ‘the ways of having knowledge’ within 

architectural practices can not be screened or 

explained with such domesticating labels as 

‘tacit’ (e.g. #3 and Lotz 2003a). 

Through my research for this dissertation, I 

have come to dislike the suggestions of a hier-

archy between different ‘modes of knowledge 

production’ inspired by Deleuzian thinking 

– be it between the ‘stabilized royal mode 1’ 

or the ‘subversive nomadic mode 2’ or other 

kinds of levelling. This is not solely due to the 

distinct pecking order established by these 

numbers. This way too large categories – or 

de facto dichotomies – are closing the door 
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wild’, we have to make an effort to look closely at the system they establish 
together in relation to the world that they investigate. We have to try to look 
at everything relevant to the system. With a slow, ‘idiotic’ and tedious pur-
suit of the relations of cognitive processes, it becomes possible to include 
things, materials and other ‘non-human’ agents as machines, as active enti-
ties in these processes. That is, without imposing ‘ready-made theories’ or 
pre-conceived notions on what ‘the social’ is, how it is constituted or what 
effects it causes. 

In this regard, Hutchins’ work is in line with the fi elds of ‘Actor-Net-
work-Theory’ (ANT) and the somehow more extensive ‘Science-Technol-
ogy-Studies’ (STS). One of the pervasive themes in these areas of thinking 
and research is to question the authority of science. A classic ANT-credo on 
‘scientifi c facts’ goes like this: ‘it could have been different’; it could have 
come about in other ways, in other times; and it could have had different ef-
fects. One of the most well-known and illustrating example is ‘the making’ 
of Christopher Columbus as the one who ‘discovered’ America. The massive 
dichotomizing of science and everything else leaves 99% of scientifi c prac-
tices that are ‘in grey-scales’, messy, contingent, volatile and invisible, out 

What is interesting is that Stengers now 

sets out to interpret the messages from ‘What 

is Philosophy’ further. She re-reads Deleuze 

and Guattari with the intention of co-creating 

the text, ‘an experimental reading’. She pre-

sumes that Deleuze and Guattari were actually 

addressing their contemporary friends – and 

to them we can most certainly count both 

Stengers and Latour – and that they were ask-

ing them to slow down, to think again, to ask 

‘are these specific practices really mere con-

structions and ‘state of affairs’’?

It is a difficult argumentation. Neverthe-

less, I find it crucial to my attempt at applying 

ANT-methods to the studies of architectural 

practices to consider these objections and 

second thoughts. Except for some moments 

in de Landa, it may be the only place where 

arguments can be found that competently 

clinch with the most banal arguments of con-

structivism. I will therefore set out to give a fair 

resumé of the article. 

This then is what really puzzles Stengers in 

D&G in 1991:161/202: 

It is in their full maturity, and not in the process 

of their constitution, that concepts and functions 

necessarily intersect, each being created by their 

own specific means.

This is the key-point of ‘the Stengerian itch’. 

With this statement D&G seemingly re-create 

a privilege for what is usually called ‘science 

made’ against the perceived vivid, open or 

risky construction of ‘science in the making’, 

while most contemporary studies (including 

the present) privilege ‘science in the making’ 

as the relevant access to science. Stengers 

now points to an illustration of the contrast 

between these two, namely the double, Ja-

nus-like, figure from ‘Science in Action’ by 

Bruno Latour. 

One face is that of a beardless youth per-

sonifying the risky production of scientific 
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of the picture. It disguises the close entanglements of science, technology, 
economy and society. So it has been an important part of the development 
of STS and ANT to deconstruct established perceptions of scientifi c author-
ity, and instead show, how science continually creates its own authority, and 
to describe the strategies with which these authorities are made.

Now, manoeuvring a large vessel is not the same as architectural creation. 
Isolating DNA in a laboratory is not the same as constructing a skyscraper. 
Architectures and sciences rest on processes of cognition that are indeed 
very specifi c to their disciplines, and the ways they are produced and their 
practices are certainly different. The experiment is to recognize architec-
tural endeavours in line with the making of science, in as much as both 
practices are specifi c processes of cognition. What makes them specifi c are 
not ‘social boundaries’ between practices, but the different ways they form 
associations to other actors. This is an assumption with a vast amount of 
implications, and in this and the following chapters I will give an account 
for, and discuss, some of them.

ANT and STS cancel ‘essences’ like authoritative decisions on what sci-
ence ‘is’, and opens the way for comparisons and descriptions of practices, 

facts and their socially constructive dimen-

sions. It is risky, as this production requires 

the coming together of people whose inter-

est must be engaged, and who participate 

in the very definition of the meaning and 

importance of the scientific facts. The other 

face is that of an old bearded man explaining 

the robustness of science by its truth, by its 

objectivity, by its respect of settled matters of 

fact, and so on. 

If we –  just for a moment - replace ‘things’, 

‘scientific facts’ and ‘scientists’ with ‘architec-

ture’, ‘work of architecture’ and ‘architects’ (see 

also #7), it will indicate how these texts can be 

of value to investigations of architecture, even 

though the point of departure is that of sci-

ence. Stengers 2005:153:

This Janus-like figure may […] explain why D&G 

claimed that philosophers should refrain from 

intervening in the collective construction of sci-

ence in the making, even if the young beardless 

scientist is quite ready to welcome them, to quote 

them. And is ready to gain their interest. They 

should resist the temptation, resist being seduced 

by the openness of ‘science in the making,’ and 

also resist believing that there would be ‘new sci-

ences’ contradicting the closed, dogmatic char-

acter of ‘science made,’ because the two faces of-

fer no contradiction but a contrast, a contrasted 

unity. The kind of science that the youth has 

learned is the bearded one. He is speaking about 

a problem in construction, but he knows that if 

he is to succeed, if the story of the construction is 

to be the story of a scientific achievement, it will 

be told in the terms of the bearded old man. In 

other words, the dreams of the youth, his ambi-

tions, are bearded ones. If he succeeds and gets 

the beard of his dreams, philosophers will be left 

outside because the successful, stable, ‘mature’ 

definition of matters of fact will be related to sci-

ence’s own specific means.

Many readers ’recognized’ in this descrip-
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on how science and its ‘essences’ are done, and what its effects are. This is the 
point, where ANT and STS seem particularly pertinent, both to asking the 
same questions of   ‘architecture’ and architectural practices, and to testing 
the set of methodological and theoretical tools of STS/ANT in the contexts 
of architectural practices. It even seems realistic to expect that this will elu-
cidate some of the tight connections between architecture, technology and 
society that are assumed when one sets out to study ‘specifi c architectural 
competencies’. And I am not alone: Hennion 1997, Albertsen 2002 (#1), 
Yaneva 2005 and Nielsen 2007 have been there already.

There are certainly also similarities between science and architecture, and 
very tight connections between different modes of knowledge-production, 
as discussed in #1 with Isabelle Stengers and David Turnbull. It is on this 
basis that we can ask what kinds of cognition are at stake in architectural 
production. I have pursued the argument, that architectural creations are 
processes of cognition dependant on certain, even specifi c kinds of inter-
est in the Laboratories of Architecture. There is no ‘true’ laboratory in this 
sense, and it is not a confi ned space. Of course it matters, if it is ‘the sculp-
tural relief of Ruskin’s spiritually enlightened craftsman pursuing the most 

tion the possibility of deriding the old beard-

ed face, of claiming that behind any scientific 

(matter of ) fact there is a (state of ) affairs 

dressed with the social power to authorize 

scientific claims. (And as I will never achieve a 

beard, I might also have seen the possibilities 

of a participating in a kind of oedipal show-

down). 

However, in Stengers’ reading, this is pre-

cisely the path D&G refused to take when they 

chose to celebrate the mature scientific func-

tion (and matter of fact) as a creation. 

To Deleuze and Guattari, according to 

Stengers, identifying science, or whatever 

other practice, as a question of ‘state of affairs 

only’ is not a ‘lucid statement’, but is the denial 

of their relation with ‘creation’. 

In other words, there is certainly a strong 

appeal in the ‘state of affairs’-disenchantment 

of science, but as such a ‘lucid’ identification 

has a strong sense of truth, it can also have the 

poisoning taste of resentment: it means telling 

scientists ‘wake up, you are just like everybody 

else.’ As is often the case with resentment, it 

can participate in the destruction of what is 

more important, namely the capacity to re-

sist. We know that scientists are asked to an 

increasing degree to renounce their dreams 

and to ‘deserve’ the money they get – and this 

most certainly applies to architects as well. But 

we are also poisoned, lacking resistance to the 

present, when in all sincerity we denounce 

the bearded dreams of science, forgetting to 

create the means to resist and to resist being 

joined by others who have undertaken to de-

stroy the dreamer. Resistance, Stengers says, is 

a matter of creation, not of sincerity.

creations of ‘Links’ and ‘Knots’
How can we tell, then, when something new 

– a scientific function, an architectural state-

ment – has been created? In Latour’s ‘Pando-

ras Hope’, four kinds of ongoing, distinct and 

correlated processes of the social construction 
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exquisite of sculptural expression’, or if it is ‘geometry’ as Simson suggests, 
that is ‘the laboratory of interest’ to participants (#1). The crucial point is, 
that they are not mutually exclusive. In the laboratory of architecture, ‘expres-
sions of sensitivity’, ‘geometry’, ‘tectonics’ can all make up an experiment 
– simultaneously.

fi ve major uncertainties on ‘the social’
With great inventiveness, and especially a sharp criticism of the author-
ity of ‘hard science’, STS/ANT have been very careful in their attempts to 
avoid placing either things or humans in predefi ned, closed ‘social’ spaces 
or structures (like the ‘insides’ and ‘outsides’ of systems in the Luhmannian 
edition of Systems Theory). STS to some extent consists of numerous argu-
ments against ‘structuralised determinism’, in which humans are ‘micro-
level-agents’ that constitute the jig-saw pieces in the puzzles of more or less 
malfunctioning ‘larger structures’. 

By following empiric events closely, STS and ANT-studies argue that 
‘historical’ actions and ‘events’ are always situated with, and messed up by, 

of ‘facts’ are detected (Latour 1999:99-108). 

If we now translate the message to concern 

the young architect instead of the smooth-

faced scientist, at least three of them will be 

relevant: 

He has to form alliances with builders – 

public or private – to get them to decide that 

they need the kinds of results he is working 

to obtain (e.g. through participating in proc-

esses like the School-planning in the Southern 

Harbour, #5). 

He has to succeed in mobilizing the world, 

getting the needed resources, notably the 

talented innovative and well-educated em-

ployers with an interest in, and loyalty to, his 

project. Where the scientist here needs aca-

demic recognition, the work of the young ar-

chitect will often have to prove itself relevant 

to peers – e.g. through the competition, where 

peers participate in the jury. 

Finally, he has to produce a public rep-
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machines, apparatuses, techniques and disciplines. Sometimes a distant roar 
from Marx echoes vaguely through the works of the authors in the fi eld: 
There is no such thing as ‘objective’ science. Authority and competence in 
all kinds of production are always dirty and interested. Besides, ANT/STS 
have some very subversive properties. I will not dig deeper into each con-
tributor to this expanding fi eld, only mention a few sources of inspiration 
here: Latour 1979, 1987, 1995 & 2005, Knorr-Cetina 1981, Hutchins 1995, 
Pickering 1995, Jensen 2005:244, Jensen et al. 2007:63. Especially the Amer-
ican anthropologist Donna Haraway (e.g. Haraway 2004) is an interesting 
source to the discussion of the ‘situated-ness’ of all kinds of knowledge 
(#6).

It is in many ways a very liberating way of thinking, perhaps not surpris-
ingly, because it is a very connective and multi source conglomeration. 

Pertinent amongst them is a branch devoted to the ‘vitalistic’ tradition 
which takes its departure in the philosophies of a.o. Spinoza, Whitehead, 
Nietzsche and Bergson, to the thinking on creation of Deleuze and Guat-
tari (#2), to the empirical philosophy of Michel Foucault (#8), to the ethno-
methodology of the anthropologist Harold Garfi nkel, and to the early soci-

resentation, and for an architect this equals 

getting something built out there in open air, 

where pictures can be taken and subsequently 

be distributed through glossy magazines and 

the internet. 

As such, these four processes of construc-

tion are not specific. What make them prop-

erly scientific (architectural) is the fifth ongo-

ing activity which Latour characterizes as the 

making of Links and Knots. This designates the 

kind of activity most scientists would define 

as what truly matters, the actual production of 

those very matters of fact that the bearded old 

scientist (Pallasmaa, p.117, always carried this 

elegant beard) will later use as sufficient by 

themselves to explain the scientific achieve-

ment. To architecture, empirics to this effect 

are legio, since this is the concern of every re-

flexive professional. I have consulted a.o. Kahn, 

Siza and Peter Eisenman on this – 100 of others 

could have been chosen, Aalto, Sørensen, Le 

Corbusier. Even Rem Koolhaas in a quiet mo-

ment of sincere considerations.

What does it mean to achieve Links and 

Knots? Scientists are certainly not linked to-

gether by their common ‘bearded’ submission 

to rationality or objectivity, or by some good-

will, which explains how they are able to listen 

to each other and respect the rules of rational 

discussion (and architects are most certainly 

not). 

The link is not among humans as such, but 

exists only because those humans confer on 

the creation of reliable Knots, i.e. on the crea-

tion of reliable references between function 

and matter of fact (work of architecture), the 

power to link them, to force them to interact 

and entertain the kind of agonizing coopera-

tion on which this achievement depends.

And now Stengers really hits the ball as she 

addresses the question of power, and this is 

the point, were I, as promised in #2, want to 

point at a resemblance to the hermeneutically 
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ology of Gabriel Tarde.
Here John Law expresses the ‘destabilization of the social’ characteristic 

to the ANT-thinkers. Law 1994:1

So the basic problem [...] is this: what on earth is the social order? In 
response to this question I fi nd that I have to refuse its terms. Thus as I 
see it, fi rst the notion of order goes. Perhaps there is ordering, but there 
is certainly no order. This is because, as Zygmunt Bauman implies, orders 
are never complete. Instead they are more or less precarious and par-
tial accomplishments that may be overturned. They are, in short, better 
seen as verbs rather than nouns. So it is that the fi rst term is reshaped. 
Second, the idea that there is a single order (‘the’ social order) goes. 
This is the dream, or the nightmare, of modernity. But there never was a 
root order, so we have to replace this aspiration by a concern with plural 
and incomplete processes of social ordering. And fi nally, the notion that 
social ordering is, indeed, simply social also disappears. Rather, I argue, 
what we call the social is materially heterogeneous: talk, bodies, texts, 
machines, architectures, all of these and many more are implicated in and 
perform the ‘social’. So it is that the question is reshaped. The problem 
of the social order is replaced by a concern with the plural processes of 
socio-technical ordering. 

informed theory of an involving ‘spiel’ in Gad-

amer. Stengers 1993:89: 

In the modern sciences, we can see the inven-

tion of an original practice of attribution of the 

quality of being an author, playing on two senses 

that it opposes: the author as an individual, ani-

mated with intentions, projects, ambitions; and 

the author as someone who creates authority. 

It is not a question of a naïveté, which could be 

critiqued, for instance, by contemporary theories 

of literature, but of a rule of the game and an im-

perative of invention. Scientists know themselves 

and their colleagues as ‘authors’ in the first sense 

of the term. This matters little. What matters is 

that their colleagues are constrained to recog-

nize that they cannot turn the quality of authors 

into an argument against them, that they can-

not localize the flaw that would allow them to 

affirm that someone who claims to have ‘made 

nature speak’ has in fact spoken in its place. This 

is the very essence of the event that constitutes 

the experimental invention: the invention of the 

power to confer on things the power of confer-

ring on the experimenter the power to speak in 

their name. 

Now Stengers applies this triple power-

bestowing mechanism to the case of science, 

but again I will stick to a claim for its relevance 

to architectural practice.

First, I have to repeat – and I believe 

Stengers would agree with this – that ‘the 

event’ is a network effect, made possible by 

making specific Links & Knots, distributed and 

represented. As is the case with any network-

effect, ‘events’ come in different sizes, with 

different ranges. In Sommerlund 2006, ‘the 

event’ of DNA-based taxonomy in biology 

surely hasn’t made the morphological-Lin-

néan taxonomy obsolete – even though oc-

casionally it may be outright contradictory. 

Secondly – architects are unlikely to claim 

‘that nature have spoken’ when a job is done. 
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This displacement from traditional sociologies is the background for 
a critique of social theory at large that can be summed up in ‘fi ve major 
uncertainties’. Latour 2005:22: 

the nature of groups: there exist many contradictory ways for actors 
to be given an identity; 
the nature of actions: in each course of action a great variety of 
agents seem to barge in and displace the original goals; 
the nature of objects: the type of agencies participating in interaction 
seems to remain wide open; 
the nature of facts: the links of natural sciences with the rest of soci-
ety seems to be the source of continuous disputes;
And, fi nally, about the type of studies done under the label of a sci-
ence of the social as it is never clear in which precise sense social 
sciences can be said to be empirical.

The traditional sociologist will set out to fi nd a social explanation, 
and must therefore have preconceptions as to what the social consists of. 
Bourdieu would talk about ‘illusion’ or ‘fetisch’ as specifi c ways to reach 
a kind of excitement that is shared, and thereby constitutive for a social 

•

•

•

•

•

As in Siza (#9), they more often live with the 

conditions of the unfinished, the flawed. Still, 

they surely know when and how to celebrate 

‘a successful knot’ as a ‘masterwork’. Back to 

science:

In order to celebrate the successful knot, 

scientists will sometimes announce that ‘Na-

ture has spoken’. Architects know, that archi-

tecture ‘spoke’ to them while in the making, 

but when claiming this their experience has 

been censored as poetics and dismissed as 

metaphysics. The triumphant statement is ob-

viously misleading, but the way in which it is 

misleading is important. Indeed, it is not the 

traditional philosophical argument “things are 

mute and only humans speak”. The point is 

that if nature had indeed spoken, all humans 

would be concerned. Listening with respect 

would be the normal response. 

A knot, a ‘marriage against nature’ on the 

other hand, is always a local, selective event. 

The moment when Utzon applied spheric ge-

ometry to the definition of the shells of the 

Sydney-Opera and thus solved both the prob-

lem of construction and of cladding, could be 

called ‘paradigmatic’, an ‘architectural event’. 

The only ones concerned are those non-

humans who can effectively, that is experi-

mentally, be defined as reliable witnesses, and 

those humans – who Stengers call competent 

colleagues – who will consider it as crucial to 

their own active practice to verify that a col-

league was indeed authorized to claim the tri-

ple power achievement. Those and only those 

will be linked by the event as a matter of col-

lective concern, exploring the consequences, 

testing the ‘if….then maybe…’ that may fol-

low, eventually entailed by the event. 

It takes the production of Links & Knots for 

the fabrication of an actively diverging adven-

ture; a fact, or ‘a work’, embodying Deleuze’s 

claim that there is no ‘relativity of truth’, but 

there is truth only in relation to that which is 

relative.
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fi eld. Niklas Luhmannn would, with Gregory Bateson (#3) and the Chilean 
biologists Francisco Varela and Humberto Maturana and their notion of 
autopoiesis on board, regard the social as kinds of autistic communications 
within the self-creating, self-sustaining and escape-proof social systems e.g. 
‘the art-system’ or ‘the system of science’. In the Wengerian account that 
draws from many social theories ‘Communities of Practice’ are the ‘social 
bricks’ in which the individual through its participation, is connected to 
‘larger structures’. 

With the tricks of ANT/STS, the social is no longer different cloistered 
parts of reality. This is where it becomes diffi cult to maintain notions and 
concepts of ‘learning as the generative pre-requisite for competencies’ de-
rived from a more or less bordered understanding of ‘social’ settings’. With 
the application of the methodologies evolved in STS and ANT, competen-
cies are rather seen as network-effects, performed through relations and 
connections between, and within things not a priori taken to be social.

This implies that the social as an explanation of competence might not 
come fi rst, and that it is necessary to dig into, and take the real, and the some 
times annoyingly minute, differences in the way in which people ‘obtain the 
social’, at face value. It is a request for empiric meticulousness. That you do 
not just go out there and see people as pre-determined pieces that fi t into 
this fi eld or belong to that ‘system’ or submit to the other ‘habitus’ (#1). It is 
to focus the attention on how and especially with what they associate, and to 
take their own descriptions of what is at work, and how it is done, seriously. 
Bruno Latour here expresses this truly pragmatic theorem, that if actors 
conceive of something as real, it is real in its consequences, also known as 
‘Thomas theorem’. Latour 2005:36:

For example, if an informant says that she lives ‘in a God ordained 
world’, this statement is not really different from that of another in-
formant who claims he is ‘dominated by market forces’, since both 
these terms ‘God’ and ‘market’ are mere ‘expressions’ of the same 
social world. But it makes a huge, an insurmountable, and incommen-
surable difference for the ANT-trained sociologist. An association with 

To be a competent colleague in architec-

ture, it is not enough to realize the charac-

ter of ‘the architectural event’. One also has 

to consider it as crucial to one’s own active 

practice to verify that a colleague was indeed 

authorized to claim the triple power achieve-

ment: agreeing to link oneself to the event as 

a matter of collective concern, exploring its 

consequences, testing the experiments that 

may ensue as entailed by the event.
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God is not substitutable by any other association. It is utterly specifi c 
and cannot be reconciled with another one made up of market forces 
which, in turn, designs a pattern completely different from those drawn 
by legal ties.

weak theory
The canonical – or paradigmatic, if you like - examples in STS are eth-
nographic studies of the work in scientifi c laboratories, carried out by a.o. 
Bruno Latour, Steve Woolgar and Karin Knorr-Cetina in the late 70ties. 
Meticulous to the point of tediousness (though ANT-scholars almost to a 
‘man’ are admirable writers), the studies describe the work in the labora-
tory. 

They depict how the formations of what is considered as the black-boxed 
core of scientifi c knowledge - the ‘real, hard facts’ - are produced in prac-
tice. They illustrate how controversies, connections, mediations, alliances, 
mobilizations, and their distribution in networks reach far beyond the pas-
teurized surroundings in the physical lab. They show how these ‘links’ are 
present, and how they are active in all the actions taking place between 
chemicals, apparatuses, processing arrangements, calculation devises and 
scientists. The studies include descriptions of the enrolments of technologic 
devices, nature, microscopes, scientifi c periodicals, the peer-review-sys-
tems, politicians and funding sources as participants in the consolidations 
of ‘the hard facts’. 

Scientists are described as walking around in a real, smudged and messy 
world, simultaneously to their work in the science lab. Life in the laboratory 
is characterized by controversies and ‘unfi nished’ knowledge, and it is pro-
posed that this is the doorway for the social scientist to gain access to the 
content of science (Knorr Cetina 1994, Jensen 2007).

One of the advantages of ANT is that it is not a ‘strong’ theory. It is in 
many ways, as also Nielsen 2007 points out, a highly elaborate set of dos-
n-don’ts in social theory. This is also what makes it permeable or ‘soft’ and 
able to traverse very different areas of practice, as it do not confi rm itself as 
a stable theory. On the contrary, it continuously evolves new concepts and 
reconsiders old ones. In this, it differs from social theories based on pre-
defi ned notions of particular relations or ways of communication between 
different ‘levels of the social’. E.g. a micro-level of agents, and a macro-level 
of structures or systems embedding the fi rst. 
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An STS/ANT-dogma – if such a thing exists – is that these structures are 
simply not given in advance. If they can be traced empirically, it is because 
they are constantly re-affi rmed, and kept in order by the actor-network ob-
ject to study. When ANT ‘enters’ new socio-material areas, the specifi c ways 
to ‘obtain the social’ performed in these will carry new notions and new 
concepts with them, and thus fertilize and develop ANT.

In this way, it is not an abstract system to be criticized from a purely theo-
retical position. It can be developed through the ongoing, relational process 
of change that it enters. Thus, the methods and notions developed in these 
now ‘classic’ ANT-studies have spread into such diverse fi elds as life-sci-
ences, health-care and ICT, and have performed distinct purposes in these 
different territories. Sometimes almost contrary to the original intentions 
and meanings (Gad 2007). My proposition is, that STS/ANT and studies of 
architectural production would be a quite strong alliance. 

three important ANT- approaches when studying practices
Three approaches are fundamental to STS/ANT-style investigations. With 
these a certain commitment to employ the ANT-magic is required from 
scholars and researchers:

The fi rst is to render the subject unstable. The identity of the subject is 
continuously at stake. The subject is an entity of fragility, a precarious ar-
rangement that is constantly on the way to come off track. Here John Law 
1994:33, in beautiful concordance with Deleuze and Guattari in the fore-
word of ‘Mille Plateaux’:

Each one of us is an arrangement. That arrangement is more or less 
fragile. There are ordering processes which keep (or fail to keep) that 
arrangement on the road. And some of those processes, though pre-
cious few, are partially under our control some of the time.

With this, the conceptual split between the personally owned qualifi ca-
tions on the one hand, and on the other hand the converting and the nego-
tiable, but still personally owned competencies, and creativity as suggested 
by Qvortrup (#3), becomes questionable. Simply because ‘the person’ in 
this ownership-relation is not independent, but requires continuously main-
tained relations to a relevant network in order to reinsure her stability. Nei-
ther qualifi cations nor competencies are ‘static’ things to be achieved once 
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and for all. Nor are they exclusively owned by a single subject. 
The second is to render objects and things unstable, and in a state of con-

tinuous be-coming. This most often happens with Guattari and Deleuze, 
particularly in their showdown with hylomorphism which I set out to il-
lustrate in #2. Also the Deleuzian notion of ‘machinic assemblages’ from 
#2:83 is one of the substantial STS-loans from the vast Deleuzian bank.

The third and decisive approach is to treat things and humans, subjects and 
objects on equal terms in empirics and investigations. To give them equal 
attention, to imbue them with equal abilities to act in their relevant network. 
This is the principle of empiric symmetry, the most important methodologi-
cal principle in the elsewhere quite volatile and pragmatic set of theories. 

In this ‘empirical philosophy’, the principle of generalized symmetry is 
one of the most radical features in comparison to other social theories. The 
‘symmetry-approach’ in STS and ANT makes it possible to look at the ways 
‘things’ and ‘humans’ coordinate, and how these coordinations happen and 
form e.g. ‘machinic assemblages’: Close to practice, with equal attention to 
both, and granting agency to both. This very smart manoeuvre allows for 
several profound critiques of ‘traditional’ social theory and sociology. 

Primarily, it cuts out the classic ‘agent/structure’ dichotomy in sociology. 
The abstraction of a determining ‘macro-level’ is left out, and instead refer-
ences are made to empirically specifi c constellations of humans and things. 

Another crucial ploy is to replace ‘agency’ with ‘actors’ or even ‘act-
ants’, and thus make it possible to let subjectivity, intentionality etc. emerge 
through network-effects. And again, the notions of ‘actor’ or ‘actant’ de-
note both humans and non-humans, in order to avoid of fi xed dichotomies 
between ‘material’ or ‘immaterial’, ‘substance’ or ‘expression’, ‘internal’ or 
‘external’ or ‘subjects and objects’. (Gad et. al 2007:98) Instead, the world 
is comprehended as constituted through processes that can contain transi-
tional stages, as ‘partially existing objects’.
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#5
empirics & objectivities

Perhaps there is ordering, but there is certainly no order. This is 
because ...orders are never complete. Instead they are more or less 

precarious and partial accomplishments that may be overturned. 
They are, in short, better seen as verbs rather than nouns. 

 
John Law in ‘Organizing Modernity’

multiple stages of be-comings of architects and architecture
The stages on which architectural competencies perform are many, and their 
number is increasing. When we talk about ‘the profession of architecture’ 
being in a continuous process of transition, we refer to how the networks of 
architectural performances multiply. Process-design, design of industrially 
produced building elements, facilities management, software-development 
and programming just to mention a few. It is well known that architects and 
proposals of architecture are closely related to policy making, and increas-
ing attention is given to the ways in which the branding of corporations or 
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public service in the growing ‘economy of experience and entertainment’ 
involves architects. (Buhl Hornskov 2006) 

On the basis of the previous chapters it can be argued, that investigations 
into architectural practices become severely limited if a fi xed focus is main-
tained on a search for a ‘Gold Standard’, be it an identifi able and once-and-
for-all well-defi ned ‘architectural core-competence’, or on the constitution 
of ‘true architecture’ which is continuously disputed among architects. (Al-
bertsen 2002) ‘The profession’ – in the singular - might survive as a term, 
though not with an implication of a ‘Gold Standard’. What we are looking 
for is rather the multitude of different and specifi c strategies for continuous co-
ordination and different and specifi c means, tools and ploys for establishing 
spatial and material orders. 

ANT and STS, both derived from the studies of practice within differ-
ent scientifi c practices seem very qualifi ed as a ‘tin-opener’ for the studies 
of more or less black-boxed architectural practices. As these ‘conglomerate 
theories’ have developed multiple ways to analyse how science and scientists 
are produced and performed, they could potentially be equally benefi cial for 
investigations of multiple ‘architectural motives’, and the different kinds of 
settings that these ‘materialized entanglements’ perform in. With Isabelle 
Stengers, we can ask how Links & Knots are produced in the networks 
of ‘architectural be-coming’. With ANT, we can ask what fails, and what 
passes? How are some things rather than others made into ‘points of pas-
sage’, how do they become decisive architectural motives? We can ask if they 
are open for intervention. Moreover, if they are able to ‘enclose’ in the sense 
in which their networks are sealed, how then does this happen? We can ask 
what kinds of distributions of ‘architects’ are in the spot light, how they 
perform, on the many stages and scenes? How are provisional coordinates 
and assemblies, precarious orders and fractional coherences established and 
stabilized? What are the specifi c strategies involved?

In #4, arguments were proposed for the relevance of applying the theme 
of Actor-Network-Theory that Law points to: outlining techniques for con-
stituting materials and for relating them – or ‘making Links’. Bodies and 
souls, and then the other materials: talk, buildings, texts, statistics, maps, 
plans: Law 2002:49:

Of course, yes “of course”, the distinction between the personal and 
the rest is of no analytical signifi cance. For the person is, according to 
Foucault, a subject position constituted in the ruthless logic of a discourse, 
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for instance a disciplinary discourse, while whatever is outside the person 
is, well, another set of positions that stands in relation to and performs 
that person, that subject position: for instance knowledge, what is known, 
or better “knowledges.”

what are ‘relevant empirics?’ 
A simple schoolbook defi nition for barefoot case-study scholars goes: rel-
evant empirics are data that offer the best possibilities to answer the ques-
tions posed. This is what makes the participation of architects in processes 
that are not initially perceived of as ‘the core arena’ so interesting. It high-
lights that architects, with their specifi c motives, and statements, nonetheless 
perform, and produce strategies that do not necessarily require what one 
usually considers their ’core competencies’.

It therefore seemed appropriate to look for empirical settings that could 
grant opportunities to study different ‘modes of ordering’. Empirics some-
how had to encompass compounds of architectural competencies, and grant 
access to a broader range of settings and locations than the studio, atelier or 
the offi ce. (#3) The purpose was to investigate if this kind of study would 

Fig. 5.1
Effekt

Samtidsarkitekten

new ways of planning and programming
During the last 5-10 years, a multitude of proc-

ess-techniques, making use of visualizing 

competencies, has been generated in order 

to broaden participation in planning-proc-

esses. Several of them are based on ‘role plays’ 

that aim at producing more concrete and thus 

more sustainable expectations for the partici-

pants. They also seem to produce what could 

be termed a meta-consciousness within the 

process as the participants, the  ‘players’, are 

expected to enact an identity that is different 

from their ‘real’ agency. (Chora/Bunschoten 

2000) Partly due to the economic boom in 

Denmark since the mid 90ies, numerous re-

cently established architectural practices have 

been able to take on board these challenges. 

(See e.g. ‘Byplan’ nr. 3/2005:pp 6-9 or ‘Arkitek-

tur DK’ nr. 5/2006) 

Many of them have interdisciplinary pro-

files and ‘meshwork-based’ attitudes. In some 

cases, the outright denial of ‘authorship’ has 

become a kind of buzzword. They are ready 

to engage with and put themselves in play in 

these possibility- and ‘anticipation-generat-
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allow access to different kinds of architectural subject-object relations, ‘live’. 
The choice of empirical setting should make it possible to follow the dif-
ferent sets of associations established between participants, and between 
participants and the things produced, and between things and other things. 
It had to be about the multiple ways – with Haraway – in which architec-
ture and architects associate, and how these relationships are being done con-
tinuously. An ambition was to witness ‘instances’ that would open the door 
for questions about the role of some of the most connective and pervasive 
‘architectural motives’, those that derive from different performances of 

ing’ planning-processes. 

In 2002 a series of workshops on new city-

spaces took place with the objective to act 

as generators for the development of a new 

neighbourhood in Roskilde East, facilitated 

by the architect-office UiD. A big workshop 

revolving around the Harbour front in Århus 

was organised prior to a large competition 

that took place later on. (Løssing 2005) Nu-

merous schools, many of them in the Munici-

pality of Copenhagen and 10 new and rebuilt 

schools in the Municipality of Gentofte were 

‘processed’ through an extensive school-de-

veloping project, SKUB. (Olrik 2000) A new 

upper secondary school in Ørestaden was 

programmed with a kind of ‘sketching analy-

sis’ (Tonnesen 2002), and in 2003 the Building 

Department at the Ministry of Science, Tech-

nology and Innovation, held a series of work-

shops related to ‘The University of the Future’ 

– deliberately without a concrete building task 

as the objective.

The suggestion is that these processes 

are able to activate and formulate different 

interests connected to the project, whilst con-

cretising and mobilizing relevant knowledge 

in relation to the process-management. For 

public clients in particular this kind of process 

appears to match the needs of administrations 

that seek tools to involve users in other ways 

than through the classical processes of top 

down planning-law (which in the Danish case 

is organised around council defined proposals 

for ‘district plans’, then public ‘hearings’ and 

‘objections’). User defined processes are con-

cordant with a trend in public management 

called ‘Public Governance’, a term for an ad-

ministrative strategy that stresses the need for 

sustainability and which is difficult for a single 

administration to provide without tools to cre-

ate stake holding. 

More participation, more stake holding, 

more inclusive processes. (Sehested 2003, Dy-

bvad et al 2005, Kirkeby 2007). 

‘sketching programme analysis’ 
‘Sketching programming analysis’ is one of 

several terms used for processes involving 

users, clients/administrations, politicians and 

architects/designers in the formulation of a 

programme for a planning task or an archi-

tectural commission. There is no single source 

of ‘origin’ of the term, but the expression 

‘sketching programming’ is found in Dutch 

as ’ontwerpend onderzoek’. It occurred at the 

Technical University in Delft in the late 90ies as 

one of several answers to the question of how 

design can be ‘a part of knowledge produc-

tion’. (Jong 2002) The assumptions about the 

advantages of this kind of processes are many. 

Particularly when the involvement and activa-

tion of many participants are supposed to be 

able to generate different formulations of the 

spatial possibilities in a task, as opposed to a 
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‘consistency’ and ‘coherence’.
I have found only two studies with a similar combination of theoreti-

cal and empirical focus, though they have both confi ned themselves to the 
studio.

In his Master’s thesis, ’The Architectural Motive in the Network of 
Sketching’ (Da: ‘Det arkitektoniske motiv i skitseringens netværk’) Søren 
Nielsen, architect and partner in the Danish offi ce ‘Vandkunsten’, states 
that the reason for his choice of empirics was to follow ‘the architectural 
motive’ as an actor in ‘the network of sketching’ with his own practices as 

perception of the architectural practice, that 

fits almost perfectly in with the model of an ‘it-

erative problem-solver’ with Lawson in #3. The 

process is supposed to grant ”a wider access 

to the work of architects”, and ‘the mechanism 

of trial-and-error’ stops almost by itself when 

one reaches an ‘optimum’ solution. The proc-

ess is here summarily characterized as Kirkeby 

2003:1: (bbf.t.) 

The sketching programme analysis is a process 

where the participants through analysis, sketch-

es, diagrams etc. discuss a wide spectrum of 

suggestions for solutions with a view to create a 

catalogue of ideas......The sketching programme 

analysis provides an approach to how one can 

investigate a project’s potential solutions. One 

uses the architect’s standard working method of 

sketching in order to provide constantly chang-

ing models and solutions for comparison. In the 

everyday practices of architects, one does this in 

order to attain the best possible solution for a 

project and the process will normally end when it 

is judged that this has been achieved.

I will allow myself to remark that I am per-

sonally acquainted with quite a few architects 

who, in select circles, will talk of the agony 

of deadlines that arrives before a climax is 

reached, and how money dictates the number 

of hours that can be spent on a given assign-

ment. How ends never meet. How there is no 

situation where requirements and tasks are 

formulated in a more limited setting. 

For several reasons, the processes of 

sketching programme analysis do not produce 

‘projects’ in a limited architectural sense of the 

word, where ‘the architectural project’ tradi-

tionally is almost synonymous with the entry 

for an architectural competition. (Bjerg 2002:6) 

The purpose is not to produce a coherent ar-

chitectonic project that is likely to be realised 

as an appropriate answer to a predefined task. 

It is to generate fields of possibilities and to 

make these fields accessible at administrative 

and political levels. This challenges both the 

architects, and the expectations to the out-

come of the work of architects, in these proc-

esses.

The intention is to develop new knowledge 

and suggestions for spatial concepts able to 

contribute to relevant demands in both plan-

ning and in concrete building programmes. 

The involvement of designers in the planning 

processes – mostly architects – is supposed 

to enhance the images of the concepts pro-

duced which then should be able to attract 

and maintain political agency.

In short, the expectations of ‘sketching 

analysis’ are better planning, better pro-

grammes and thus better architecture.

The Danish researcher in school building 

Inge Mette Kirkeby, in a presentation of the 

‘University of the Future’-process distributes a 
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the point of departure. Nielsen 2007:51:

… when investigating an – in architecture almost untested - theory, the 
subject should be as central as possible to the fi eld, so the applicability of 
the theory can be tested where it is most important.

Albena Yaneva, in Yaneva 2005 asks – employing methods and notions 
from ANT as does Nielsen - how architects imagine, see and defi ne a dis-
tant object that is meant to become a building, and how it becomes know-
able. To answer these questions, she has followed architects as they fabricate 

‘normality’, since each task is one-of-a-kind. 

However, these are again other distributions 

of ‘architect’, and ‘architecture’. One of the 

many, and different perceptions distributed of 

‘architects’ and of ‘making architecture’.

southern harbour I:  
planning a new school 
In mid-2003, rumours of an upcoming proc-

ess of ‘Sketching programming analysis’ for a 

School in the Southern Harbour of Copenha-

gen abounded. 

It seemed obvious as a case for investiga-

tion. It would involve architects in different 

situations and in different stages of a planning 

process. It would, with a minimum of luck, 

lead to an architectural competition, the an-

nouncement of a winner and the subsequent 

adaptation of the project. At the time, I hap-

pened to be in charge of a process for the Dan-

ish Art Foundation called ‘Harbour-shop’ (Hess 

2003), involving a number of groups of young 

architects who were developing visions for the 

futures of more than a 100 Danish harbours. 

During the preparation of this process, I heard 

of the new school. I had reasons to hope that 

it would even be possible to follow the pro-

jecting, the adjudication and the subsequent 

construction of the school, and I expected to 

be able to follow the project closely.

The setting seemed to allow for an escape 

route away from the limited scopes of the clas-

sical prepositions: the tendency to regard ‘ar-

chitectural practice’ as that of ‘learning’ within 

a singular ‘learner’ situated within a pre-fixed, 

bordered and more or less closed ‘field’, ‘sys-

tem’ or ‘culture’. It looked as if it would grant 

the possibility to follow how ‘architectural mo-

tives’ would act ‘in the wild’, that is, outside 

of the studio or the office. In its initial phases, 

this planning process actually did grant access 

to settings where perceptions of ‘the centre’ 

of the architectural trade, understood as the 

practise of the workshop or studio, was pro-

voked very directly and deliberately. 

Robert Bergstedt, head of the office of 

the Administration of Children & Youth in the 

municipality of Copenhagen (KK-BuF) led the 

planning of the new school. The architect 

Peter Gatys Wahlberg from In-Situ architects 

acted as a consultant. They both participated 

in some of the Art-Foundation workshops, 

and most courteously invited me to join the 

process. Two of the Art-Foundation groups of 

young architects were also invited to partici-

pate in the Southern Harbour Process. My long 

engagement with the Harbour-School project 

thus began with the planning process that 

was supposed to produce the basis for writing 

the programme for the competition.

brief notes on method
The texts on the process in this and the fol-

lowing chapters draw on participation in more 
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models and scale them up and down at different rates of speed. The study 
shows how, during the scaling venture, two alternative states of the building 
are simultaneously achieved and maintained: a state of being ‘lesser-known’, 
abstract and comprehensive; and a state of being ‘more-known’, concrete 
and detailed. After multiple up and down transitions between small- and 
large-scale models, the building emerges, becomes visible, material and real. 
The article points to how architectural practices play in a battlefi eld full of 
unknown internal streams of orders and disorders, fl ows and synchroni-
zation moves, polemics among architects, visual puzzles, and attempts to 

cess of what one could term ‘the revival of ‘ur-

banistics’’ ever since:

Now we are left with a world without urbanism, 

only architecture, ever more architecture. The 

neatness of architecture is its seduction; it de-

fines, excludes, limits, separates from the “rest” 

– but it also consumes. It exploits and exhausts 

the potentials that can be generated finally only 

by urbanism and that only the specific imagina-

tion of urbanism can invent and renew.

The quote is from ’Whatever happened 

to urbanism?’ in ‘S, M, L, XL’ from 1994. Kool-

haas in his well-known, hyper-rhetoric and 

provocative style here described the relation 

between physical planning, or urbanism, and 

architecture at the time. That the decreasing 

faith in physical planning at city level led to 

a situation where a seductive, but ‘potential-

ity-consuming’ and limiting architecture, was 

prioritised. 

A relevant illustration of this diagnosis is the 

planning of the quay-area Kalvebod Brygge in 

the Copenhagen Harbour. The municipality-

owned properties along this very attractive 

and central harbour-quay were during a time 

of economic crisis for the Municipality in the 

mid 90ies sold off one by one. In practice, this 

happened almost without any kind of strategy 

for an overall physical planning. Very few de-

mands were imposed upon builders and ar-

than 30 meetings and seminars over four 

years, and a handful of interviews. Some more 

structured than others, some of them in the 

‘focus-group’-style with several participants. 

I interviewed the participating architects, 

the winning team of the competition at JJW, 

and single individuals. The texts also draw ex-

tensively from the continuous production of 

graphics and texts in the form of ‘catalogues’, 

‘documentations’, ‘programmes’ etc. made to 

document the process, most of them assem-

bled and edited with Peter Gatys Wahlberg 

and school-planner Ida Kampmann (KK-BuF) 

in the lead. 

In this and the following chapters, ac-

counts, or ‘empirical stories’ are told of some 

of the vast amount of work of numerous ar-

chitects. The stance of ‘methodological sym-

metry’ derived from ANT and STS and laid out 

in #4 has been taken into account, and the sto-

ries consequently take the visualizations pre-

sented as the point of departure as analysis. In 

the adjacent texts, ANT-derived terms like e.g. 

‘agency’ (#6) and ‘translation’ (#7) are elabo-

rated to further inform the understanding of 

the relations that carries the analysis. 

architecture or planning?
For a brief summary of the status of physical 

planning in Copenhagen at the time, it is con-

venient to make a quote from the ever-present 

Rem Koolhaas. It has been seminal for the suc-
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resolve disputed states of affairs through visual instruments and convincing 
images.

Blau 1988 and Cuff 1991 mentioned in #1 are looking for ‘the profes-
sion’ in the studio and the offi ces. Henderson 1998, in her thorough study 
laid out in an article on the design work of engineers, regards the studio as 
‘the heart of the design work’. Donald Schön 1983 is also taking a limited 
setting as his analytical point of departure. He uses the presence of a ‘situ-
ation’ that ‘participates in a negotiation’ as a tool to explain the complexity. 
(#2) The focus on different ‘analytical units’ in these studies is due to the 

large-scale physical planning. 

In the plans for the new neighbourhood 

of the Southern Harbour area laid out by 

Sjoeters, the former industrial area was to be 

transformed into a housing area with between 

5.000 and 10.000 new apartments, public fa-

cilities, trade and industry. A thousand apart-

ments were already due to be constructed 

in 2003-4, necessitating the provision for 

and planning of a school and other institu-

tions such as day-care centres, kindergartens, 

chitects from the administration or politicians, 

that is, apart from insubstantial requirements 

of ‘high architectural qualities’. This lack of dis-

position met a lot of public critique, and actu-

ally led to an increasing belief in the necessity 

of large scale physical planning. As expressed 

by an employee in the administration of econ-

omy and planning (KK-ØF), associated to the 

Southern Harbour Project CI-7.0.01: (bbf.t.)

We are actually quite happy with Kalvebod Bry-

gge. It could have come out much worse, but it is 

bad enough to make it possible for us to (subse-

quently) work more long term, with more general 

and overall urban visions.

It can be said, that with Kalvebod Brygge, 

physical planning in mid-90ies Copenhagen 

hit rock bottom. The process of Ørestaden (a 

new town conceived in the 80ies as a way of 

increasing the prices of building plots, and 

then by their subsequent sale finance large in-

frastructural investments in Copenhagen) was 

also a part of the explanation of this change 

of attitude, but that is another story. In the 

Southern Harbour, KK-ØF had, a couple of 

years earlier, invited the Dutch architect and 

planner Sjoeters to carry out a scheme for the 

whole area (CI-4). With the Sjoeter paradigm, 

the KK-ØF to some extent managed to estab-

lish a tendency whereby it again became pos-

sible to establish and maintain the authority of 

Fig. 5.2
Sjoeters Plan
CI-1.1
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different focus of the practices carried out: Cuff concentrates on detecting 
shared values of ‘the culture of the architectural profession’. Schön deals 
with ‘the problem-solving professions’ at large, in the search of a ‘theory of 
professional practice’.

It is as if ‘opening the black-box’ in these studies is regarded as equivalent 
to ‘entering the studio’ and that having opened the door then equates to a 
free pass to Aladdin’s cave. The actual concept of a ‘black box’ therefore 
in itself poses a problem to analysis: If we have a ‘model’ of a ‘black box’, 
we tend to create another black box in order to be able to open it. (Bruun 

youth-centres and culture and sports facilities. 

(CI-1.1)

The need for a new school in the area was 

obvious, and the questions of how it should 

be planned were many. Three particular is-

sues came up regularly. One priority of the KK-

BuF-administration was to make a school that 

could serve as an example for how a school 

could integrate other institutions. This ambi-

tion was termed ‘planning for other untradi-

tional couplings’. This could be by the involve-

ment of leisure-organisations, different kinds 

of trades and workshops, or cultural activities 

like community- or culture houses. Another 

important issue was how to deal with the 

close proximity to water, as a site by the quay 

was proposed for the school. It was seen as 

an advantage to learning and activity, but also 

as a source of self-evident security issues. The 

third was a question of what ‘kind of school’, 

in terms of pedagogical orientation, it should 

be, taking into account that neither the future 

school-leader, nor the staff, or for that matter 

the children were, or could be, known at the 

time. 

producing anticipations
To sum up these issues at such an early stage 

of a planning process is, as the example of the 

lack of planning around Kalvebod Brygge sug-

gests, not that common. Robert Bergstedt, the 

head of the department of the administration 

for Children and Youth in the municipality of 

Copenhagen, KK-BuF, was behind the initiative 

to think of various public functions as interde-

pendent. A few years earlier, the office – here 

also supported by In-Situ Architects as con-

sultants – had run a process of programming 

involving architects related to an intended up-

per secondary school, a ‘gymnasium’. At that 

time, the most recently built upper secondary 

school in Denmark was finished in 1981, more 

Fig. 5.3
Aerial photo

CI-4.0
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Jensen 2005) In 3#, I have proposed a critique of theories of social learning 
for not being able to engage in empirical settings reaching beyond a limited, 
‘social, analytical unit’. 

Even if it is important to include descriptions of the convictions and 
beliefs of ‘architects’, this in itself is not suffi cient to get closer to notions 
of how authority and competence are continually constructed during archi-
tectural be-comings. The symmetry-principle in ANT (#4) indicates that 
it is necessary to look at the be-coming of architecture when we are inves-
tigating the be-coming of architects. When the question posed relates to 

than 20 years earlier (the Høje Taastrup Gym-

nasium by architect Henning Larsen). Since 

then, two major educational reforms, one in 

1988, and one in 2003, had taken place. A vast 

and quick evolution of learning-theories and 

practices through out the education-system, 

as well as the development of new fields of 

study, had also substantially changed the edu-

cation in upper secondary schools. Further, in 

1981, less than 25% of the population gradu-

ated from upper secondary schools whilst 

more than 50% did in 2003. Merely repeating 

20 years old spatial programmes was there-

fore not an option and it was imperative to re-

consider just about everything. (Peter Gatys 

Wahlberg, In-Situ) The process involved three 

architectural offices who cooperated very 

closely with teachers, researchers, the admin-

istration, students etc. in order to develop new 

spatial concepts and to make ‘the classroom’ 

obsolete. The process and the result, ‘Ørestads 

Gymnasiet’ by the architects 3xNielsen are 

generally considered a success, both in terms 

of ‘space for learning’ and as architecture. The 

head at the ‘winning office’, 3XNielsen, Kim 

Herforth Nielsen, actually finds that the proc-

ess gave rise to a new and independent pro-

fessional development in the architecture of 

the office (Cainer 2008).

On this quite successful background, the 

new school occasioned a process of ‘sketch-

ing programme analysis’. The initial process 

was in this way not meant to – in the terms 

of Koolhaas - consume or occupy possibilities 

but to open the way for them. The KK-BuF ad-

ministration wanted to produce accessible vi-

sions of ways to inhabit the Southern Harbour 

in connection with the school. They wished 

that the visions should be distributable to the 

relevant communities and neighbourhoods, 

to political circles and to participants entering 

the process later, as e.g. the participants and 

winners of the architectural competition. They 

wanted to provide ‘a catalogue of ideas and 

suggestions that could be sold on the politi-

cal level’, particularly in relation to new ways 

of making different urban programmes come 

together within the planned area. 

In other words, the visualisations carried 

out would have to be important actors, sup-

posed to enhance the formation of a strong 

network of anticipation encompassing the 

neighbours, administration, politicians and 

the public etc. Thus, the architects eventually 

assigned were supposed to produce relations 

that would stabilize certain anticipations to 

the school and to the area. The expectations 

had to be materialized in order to be able to 

‘walk around’ in the network of the city (that 

is, in the administration, with relevant politi-

cians and the public opinion). It is therefore 

not simply ‘a school’ or ‘a building’ or ‘leisure 

facilities’ that is produced here, rather it is the 

production of a network, and the formation of 
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‘the role of the architect’ it becomes a subject of transformation. However, 
it is evidently not the change from one fi xed ‘position’ of e.g. ‘the Master-
Architect’ at the top of a hierarchy (compared to the client) pursuing her 
‘Idea’ to another equally fi xed position as ‘network-architect’, or lately even 
‘Mesh-worker’. Multiplicity is no longer a buzzword. It is a condition for the 
study of the many different architectural practices, and this is exactly the 
condition that makes the ANT-tools so appropriate. They open the door for 
analysis of multiplicities, of studies of multiple formations of competencies, 
and of the symmetric and interdependent be-comings of both architects 

the relevant anticipations in it. Kinds of nouns, 

that is.

One could say that the coordination and 

stabilization of these expectations actually 

constitute the ‘real’ product of the planning-

process. Among the expectations in the net-

work formed around the Southern Harbour 

the scenario was of course that of an excellent 

building for a new school, and a fine piece of 

architecture at the harbour-front. It would not 

necessarily be a remarkable building from ‘an 

architectural point of view’, though expecta-

tions were high after the ‘Gymnasium’-proc-

ess, but certainly one of outstanding qualities 

in terms of learning space. 

In an adapted ANT-lingo one could say that 

what was needed in these initial phases were 

not results, but the establishment of strong 

Links that contain relations and attachments 

to sustain the coming school in order to assure 

its realization, though perhaps less a need for 

strong, materialized Knots. (#4) By applying 

these notions, we can arm ourselves with the 

question of what kinds of allies were mobilized 

into this network in order to obtain the stabil-

ity required of ‘a proposal’ for it to be ready to 

be presented to politicians and the ‘public’.

course
Open Space Conference: 

A so-called ’Open-Space-Conference’ opened 

the ball on November 18, 2003. ‘Open Space’ 

is a concept developed for a gathering that is 

meant to come up with solutions for complex 

problems. Anybody with any kind of interest 

in the area or who might bring something 

relevant to the table was invited – employ-

ees from other administrations, the existing 

schools in the neighbourhood, external ‘re-

source-persons’, artists, activists, ‘citizens’. The 

six architectural offices that had been assigned 

to the later workshop-sequence also took part 

on this occasion: NORD, CPO2, FLOATS, Center 

for Idræt og Arkitektur (CIA), CEBRA and Gitte 

Fig. 5.3
excerpt from ‘Open Space 

Conference’. 
‘More animals in the 

Southern Harbour’ 
CI-1.1
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and architecture.
An assumption that the designer is at the centre of an invented ‘design 

world’, based on the beliefs of the individual designer, goes like this: Schön 
1993:60:

‘…the designer constructs the design world within which he sets the di-
mension of his problem space and invents the moves by which he at-
tempts to fi nd solutions.’

With the premise of ‘a design world’ analysis takes as its origin the ways 

The process had a kind of culmination in 

an exhibition of all the material produced 

throughout the process as well as post-pro-

duced models. The three relevant mayors 

from Copenhagen attended the exhibition 

(the Lord-Mayor, the School-Mayor and the 

Mayor of Culture) as did high-ranking people 

from the administration, including the KK-ØF 

offices. Also a publication was produced and 

distributed. (CI-4.0)

’programming’
During the following months, the programme 

for the school was further developed in work-

shops with participants from the Pedagogi-

cal University of Denmark, the University of 

Roskilde and from one of the architectural of-

fices, CEBRA that had attended the workshop-

sequence. (CI-5) A pause due to elections and 

political processing lasted until January 2006. 

During the period until May 2006, the editing 

of the school-programme took place in the ad-

ministration. A writing group with representa-

tives from different sections of the administra-

tion, institutions and the existing schools from 

the adjacent areas etc. undertook this work. 

’competition’: 
The pre-qualification of 8 architectural firms 

– 5 international and 3 Danish – for participa-

tion in the competition was settled at the end 

of June. The architects then had until the end 

Juul+Anna Müller.

The overall question of the day was: 

(CI:2.0:3)

Which ideas and possibilities do you see [as pre-

requisites] in order to create surprising relations 

between school, sport/leisure, culture and water 

in the Southern Harbour? 

In the morning, the participants could sug-

gest themes for discussion on a large black 

board, with a time and place for the discussion, 

and would then hope that others with a simi-

lar agenda would show up and engage. There 

were no traditional presentations. Everything 

produced during the day was documented, 

and all participants received a substantial fold-

er at the end of the day with copies of every 

little note and sketch that had been produced, 

and photos of ‘the event’. 

’sketching analysis’
A tight sequence of workshops with the par-

ticipation of architects now followed over the 

next 12-14 weeks. The course consisted of a se-

ries of meetings, where three groups arranged 

by subject, ‘the culture-group’, ‘the sports-

and-leisure-group’ and ‘the school-group’, 

were present. The meetings took place both 

as working groups and meetings in plenum. 

Between meetings, everybody had homework 

to do. 
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architects talk about, make use of, and associate with ‘their own’ construc-
tions. The spoken discourses of architecture, as well as the materialities at 
hand, are both present in analysis but they are not treated as symmetrical 
in analysis, in the sense of giving equal attention to both. When Schön 
expounds on the situation between a teacher and a student of architecture 
with the sketches produced during a supervision-session, the sketches are 
treated as illustrations and facilitators of what is being said, they are not 
analyzed for other implications about how and to what they connect outside of 
the limited ‘situation’. This analytical stance ties architectural statements, or 

of December 2006 to produce their entries. 

After the jury had ended their deliberations, 

the competition was settled in late December 

2006. (CI-6) 

different enactments 
of ‘architects’ and ‘architecture’
During the planning of the programming 

phase, the relevance of making use of archi-

tects was discussed in several meetings in 

the planning group. In these discussions, a 

number of different and seemingly contradic-

tory expectations came out. In the planning-

group that arranged the ‘sketching program-

ming’ work-shop-series, the anticipation of 

‘unexpected solutions’ was mentioned as an 

outcome of the extensive participation. Rob-

ert Bergstedt, CI-7.0.02: (bbf. t.)

We need to know the possible solutions that we 

are not able to come up with ourselves. Unex-

pected, original proposals. We need runways for 

angels to land on.

Robert Bergstedt argued for the participa-

tion of architects in the programming process 

as facilitators of the programme, based on his 

experiences with architects during the Øre-

staden Gymnasium-process, CI-7.0.03 (bbf.t.)

[…] because they can help us to identify ques-

tions more precisely. Architects will ask for precise 

demands and wishes and they can pinpoint con-

tradictory demands. 

At the same time, and this is the crucial 

double bind of the task, the results have to be 

‘as concrete as possible to awaken the vanities 

and interests of politicians.’ The participation 

of architects in specific was considered as an 

asset in relation to the political process as they 

could help raising these anticipations with 

politicians: CI-7.0.04: (bbf.t.)

What we need, are pictures that talk to the van-

ity of politicians in order to make them wish for 

them. […] The whole thing is to sell this to poli-

ticians, to make them open up the box and say: 

YES! 

The expectation is that architects are able 

to draw together the relevant issues in tight 

connections and ask critical questions; or put 

in another way: the tighter the coordination 

between different expectations, the more 

precise the question. At the same time their 

‘pictures’ are supposed to be able to establish 

multiple connections – e.g. to politicians. 

It was mentioned, that the visualizations 

of architects easily become incomprehensible 

to the participating laymen. In the course of 

planning the upper secondary school in Øre-

staden the ‘materialities’ performed by the 

participating architects evidently managed to 
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‘the design world’ to the architect/designer in a relation that neither opens 
for the connectivity of materializations, nor allows for the specifi city of the 
‘Links’ of this ‘design-world’.

Even though one of the empirical stances in this dissertation is somewhat 
new, it is not the fi rst to investigate how ‘architectural things’ are made in 
new, different and ‘more public’ settings. Gomart 2005 similarly is search-
ing for the relations that occur, and the traces that are left in public when 
architects depict contested areas of politics, e.g. that of the management of 
water-regulation in Holland. Yaneva 2005 is seminal in her analysis on the 

stabilize certain elements in the competition 

brief, but at the same time they also seemed 

to ‘exclude’ the participating non-architects. 

This was formulated as ‘an idea-fix’ – pictures 

and visions so strong that they became hard 

to overcome. Or to put it differently, and jump 

the gun with notions further elaborated in #7: 

they black-boxed the process quite early, and 

a kind of unwanted, or at least precipitous, 

‘point of passage’ was suggested  that all par-

ticipants had to adjust to.

‘The role of the architects’ on this back-

ground became a subject for debates in the 

administration’s planning-group. Here school-

planner Ida Kampmann, KK-BuF: CI-7.0.05-06: 

(o.t.)

We could also avoid of having architects in the 

groups. They are not necessary. They create pat-

terns and structures that bind, and afterwards 

this prevents your own ideas from coming for-

ward. 

It is important for people to feel, that they can 

say things without obligation. When architects 

are on (involved) they will lead, take the pen and 

draw. 

The problem is formulated as one of ‘own-

ership’, CI-7.0.07 (o.t.)

It is important, that there are not too many archi-

tects in the groups. It should be our project, not 

theirs.

It was even directly addressed as a ques-

tion of power, in relation to the lines of the 

architects: Peter Gatys-Wahlberg, IN-SITU: (o.t.) 

CI-7.0.08: 

There is a lot of power in the lines of the archi-

tects. They determine and erase what you have 

thought of yourself. 

The perception of power expressed in the 

disputes on how to make use of architects is 

interesting. They suggest ‘power’ as the result 

of an alliance between the architect and her 

‘lines’. The architect has power, because she 

coordinates lines, or the specific coordina-

tion of lines grants power, authority or com-

petence to the architect. She has the closest 

relationship to that which is produced, a kind 

of privileged access, or association. As many 

participants in architectural competitions will 

know: She, who has the brush, decides the 

colour. He, who makes the plan co-ordinates 

the sections and the facades. The person who 

co-ordinates the final presentation, controls 

where the emphasis lays. It is the privileged 

relation of architects to colour, proportions, 

sections, plans and presentation that most ob-

viously opens for perceptions of ‘architectural 

competence’, and these endowing relations 
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stabilizing and knowledge-producing processes in the building of architec-
tural scale-models. Though confi ned to the studio, the benefi t of analysis 
that makes use of the ANT-symmetry-principle is here made obvious in re-
gard to the many different relations at stake in the much-used tool of models 
of different scales. Henderson 1998 and Suchman 2000, 2002 and 2005 also 
participate in this, though in slightly other ways due to a different sensitivity 
to the materialities and metaphors at play in the processes.

In #2, I have mentioned the Foucault-inspired study of power and ra-
tionality in public planning by Flyvbjerg 1991. One of the inspiring ele-

were also the basis for most of the discussion 

amongst the process participants. (#7)

As the different stories from the workshop 

in the following chapters describe, these ‘priv-

ileged accesses’ are many. They are in these in-

stances also performed as a privileged access 

to relate to, and to make use of, other kinds 

of architectures (#6); to make use of and en-

rol metaphors (#7 and #9); and in all instances 

an access to a variety of ways of ‘performing 

unity’. 

The discussion around what I here term as 

a type of ‘privileged access’ by architects led 

to the decision by the administration to invite 

two different architectural offices to partici-

pate in and facilitate each of the established 

theme-groups (‘Culture’, ‘Sports/Leisure’ and 

‘School’). The potential for rivalry or compe-

tition between the offices was considered 

a ‘positive effect’ that could help to ‘open 

up the stage’ to the other participants, who 

should thus be able to investigate several 

and even contradictory possibilities. Further 

to making use of architects in the workshop-

groups, also an artist was invited to participate 

in each group. The architects were instructed 

not to prepare anything in advance. 

At a large meeting the first 12 weeks of 

workshop-work was evaluated. Much of the 

debate related to how best to carry ideas for-

ward in the planning process, which from then 

on to a large extent was due to take place in 

the administration of economy. (CI-4.1)

However, also the composition of the 

groups was up for grabs – especially ‘the 

roles of the architects’. Most participants had 

enjoyed the participation of architects, and 

it was stated: Who other than architects can 

interpret visions, programmatic requirements 

and spatial possibilities? 

The importance of sketching and concre-

tizing ideas was stressed. Also a discussion 

around the possibility of a ‘neutral’ position of 

the architects  took place. The leader of ‘the 

culture-group’ (not an employee in the ad-

ministration but an independent grass-roots 

representative from the NGO ‘Supertanker’, 

who deals with the development of the city, 

and the harbour in particular) remarks (o.t): 

You may ask if it is architects per se that need to 

Fig. 5.4
Process-diagram showing 

the affi liation of architects 
with the different 
workshop-groups 

CI-3.0
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ments in this work is that the empirics in the study were, roughly speaking, 
a single-case-study of the planning of a new bus-shed and a minor traffi c 
regulation in a Danish provincial town. With this admirable lack of worry 
about banality, and arguing that a ‘single’ contextual incident can form valid 
empirics, Flyvbjerg was able to argue elaborately and convincingly for the 
close entanglements between power and rationality in public planning: how 
‘rationality’ is something that is done by, and inextricably entangled with, 
power. Inspired by this I started to look for a ‘single case’ (Yin 2003:39-
53 has fi ne descriptions of various case-study-designs) that followed public 

participate in the groups. When architects draw 

it very quickly becomes what architects want it to 

look like (Da: ‘arkitektet’). It would be more useful 

if we could have a kind of comic strip illustrating 

the groups’ ideas. 

The wish for a cartoon like representa-

tion expressed here is somewhat different 

from Kirkeby’s wish for ‘a wider access to the 

work of architects’, with the specific kinds of 

analysis and investigation that were implied 

by this  perception of architectural compe-

tence. The quote from the NGO-member illus-

trates a perception that would like architects 

and architecture to mediate the submissions 

of the lay-members of the groups ‘neutrally’. 

Consequentially, that if they did not adjust to 

’loyal illustrations’, they simply should not be 

thought of as competent participants. 

It is an obvious observation that several 

different kinds of expectations to, percep-

tions of and experiences with ‘architects’ are 

at stake here. 

It could be said that in the worst-case sce-

nario, architects have a number of specific 

expressions that are perceived as irrelevant to 

the process. At the same time, as they in many 

highly appreciated ways ‘summarise things’, 

they also make something present that is not 

necessarily approved of by the other members 

of the group as something that belongs – or 

perhaps belongs elsewhere. In a way, some-

thing is made present in the visualizations, 

and when it is made present, other things are 

consequentially made absent, or are  silenced. 

They co-produce as a sort of ‘dark-horse’ in 

the process.  (Law 2002 on absent-precenses)

This, and other problematics of the same 

kind during the process give rise to a lot of 

questions. When it is proposed, that architects 

should just try to make some proper, neutral 

illustrations, it may be asked, where this not-

neutral ’something’ comes from? 

When the use of architects in this case is 

insisted upon, it is also to make certain that 

one will avoid a  mere confirmation of already 

established ways of perceiving ‘school’. But, 

at the same time the relevance of a proposi-

tion of ’a neutral architecture’ is questioned, 

so it is interesting to stick with the thought of 

the possibility to establish a ‘zip-less’ access 

to the work of architects that equals the per-

ceptions and ideas of the other participants in 

these processes in a one-to-one relationship. 

Can a sort of ‘dis-interested’ and uncontami-

nated technology: a kind of USB-device in the 

brain of the architect, linking the idea of the 

user directly to the visualisations she makes, 

be imagined? 

This is not to introduce yet another ques-

tion, but to point out that with this specific 

perception of architects and ’a neutral illustra-

tion of the future’, a ’kind of’ architect with an 

interesting resemblance to the ’un-interested’ 
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processes involving different architects and different architectures over a 
long period.

on normativity 
with designers, with theoreticians of design and when studying designers
Before continuing with an introduction to the case at hand, some remarks 
on ‘normativity’ and the interrelated positions of the researcher and that 
which is researched seem appropriate.

scientist of positivism can be detected, at the 

same time as also ’the mediator’ is evoked. 

(#4)

anticipations of architects
Now we have a little handful of manifest an-

ticipations to the task of architects, all of them 

present and ‘at work’ in the network. 

Obviously, it is difficult to confirm both 

to ‘loyal depiction’ and to the production of 

‘originality’ at the same time. It also takes cer-

tain skills to be ‘independent’ and at the same 

time let go of copyright.

Several of the architects have been partici-

pants in similar processes before, and they are 

seemingly willing to let go of both ownership 

and power. As it is stated in the final evalua-

tion (m.t): 

‘The decisive moment is where you let go of your 

copyright – ideas come from many places. It lib-

erates ideas, if you do not have to think so tacti-

cally.’ 

At the same time, it was also remarked, that 

the architects are aware of the impossibilities 

of making ‘neutral’ visualisations. 

An assumption might be made, that it is 

the presence of different ways of connecting, 

coordinating and mobilizing and the continu-

ous balancing between their co-existence 

that make the process work. Different mode 

of ordering (Law 1994:75). Tentatively, at least 

four can be suggested:

Facilitation

Administration

Vision

Vocation

There are many perceptions of ‘the com-

petencies of architects’ and they are different. 

The products and procedures with a ‘closed’ 

or ‘fixed’ character are being contested. With 

the terms used by Isabelle Stengers from #4, 

we might say, that a part of the network is 

interested in the ‘Links’, but not the ‘Knots’ 

of architecture, (facilitation, administration) 

but that other parts acknowledge that in the 

works of architects, they are interdependent. 

No Knots; no Links. No links, no ‘originality’ or 

the coming about of something ‘new’. (vision, 

vocation) 

In other processes, other ‘modes of order-

ing’ might be detected. We might suggest, 

that had we followed the process from the 

studio of the participating offices, we might 

have found modes of ordering like ‘enterprise’, 

or even ‘craftsmanship’ or ‘management’. My 

point here is, that we would never find them 

alone – they would always be accompanied 

by other modes of ordering – in the same set-

tings. They might be detectable, but only as 

parts of the ongoing ordering processes. Law 
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In the search for ‘a universal design-theory’, Herbert Simon, the famous 
American ‘problem-researcher’ and Nobel-prize-winner in economics 
states, that, 

‘Everyone designs who is devising courses of action aimed at changing 
existing situations into preferred ones’

This sentence, defi nition, or even ‘function’ in the scientifi c understanding 
of the term, is well known and its purpose is noble. It illustrates that all ac-

1994:82:

What should we make of these ‘modes of order-

ing’? What is their status? […] the short and ab-

stract response to these questions is that I think of 

them as fairly regular patterns that may be use-

fully imputed for certain purposes to the recursive 

networks of the social. In other words, they are 

recurring patterns embodied within, witnessed 

by, generated in and reproduced as part of the 

ordering of human and non-human relations.

networks of anticipations
The discussions led here are therefore quite 

obviously about what associations are  most ap-

propriate to form in the course of the process, 

and in particular, how, and by whom, these 

connections should be maintained. Thus, the 

production of architects in this instance be-

comes comprehensible as technology, and as 

a very socially negotiated technology for es-

tablishing strong networks for sustaining cer-

tain anticipations to the future. Buhl Hornskov 

2006:4-6 has coined the notion of ‘networks 

of anticipation’ that seems very useful when 

outlining a perception of the boundary-less 

network at work in this process. It is elabo-

rated here:

It is crucial to insist on the tactility of Networks of 

Anticipation (NoA). The character of their visions 

of the future is material. The primary forms of ex-

pression of the NoA are thus not, contrary to most 

strategy work, linguistic. The NoA constructs sim-

ilarity and difference by way of manipulations of 

the materials that make up the city. Yet, the pro-

duction of the NoA is visionary. It pulls together, 

as John Law says, what ‘might be’ (Law 2002:37). 

Its social function is the ‘making’ of ‘obviousness’ 

(Law 2002:52). It produces the conditions of pos-

sibility for what is to be taken for granted. Law’s 

ontology deals with coordinations and distribu-

tions of past and present as well as the significa-

tion of becomings. 

The analysis and proposals brought about 

through different aspects of spatial possibili-

ties and problems seem subjugated by po-

litical needs and dominance, but at the same 

time a number of aesthetic, or more precisely 

architectural professions and discourses, is 

behind the wheel in the concrete work. Ar-

chitects are hereby taking a giant step out of 

‘Aladdin’s Cave’ into the studio, and a number 

of ‘architectural technologies’ are brought to 

work in almost full view. However, the trans-

lations of programmes and anticipations to 

representations of future spatial possibilities 

and the organizations in the process are not 

neutral, or ‘zipless’. They carry something with 

them. They have to cohere in order to be pre-

sented, and at the same time, they must not 

‘bind’ things too closely together. They are 

furthermore supposed to introduce ‘new’ per-
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tivities of professionals, be they doctors, lawyers, architects, engineers or all 
kinds of technicians, actually are design-activities, aimed at ‘the making of 
a better world’. The problem with this ‘universal’ defi nition is not whether 
it is ‘true’ or ‘false’, but that it leaves no room for the specifi cities of actions. 
With this approach the specifi city of be-coming architecture/architect, or 
any other practice/professional, can be ignored as ‘normative positions’ of 
‘tacit’ practises. (sse also Kwinter p. 106) As we know from Deleuze (#4), 
the creation of functions is the deed of scientists. So in one clever move de-
sign is defi ned, or its function is, whilst the positions of the design researcher 
simultaneously becomes ‘objective’, or at least ’non-normative’,  and he is 
able to demystify the trade (something the profession has not been able to 

ceptions to the network, whilst they have to 

be ‘loyal’ to the perceptions of participants. In 

a way, they have to be able to cohere, and not 

to cohere – at the same time. They cannot rely 

solely on, what Buhl Hornskov calls ‘the iconic 

force of the illusion of self-evident singularity’. 

They become a kind of fragmented coherenc-

es, or as Law put it: ‘partial accomplishments’.

The analysis of the work in the different 

groups in the following chapters focuses on 

what happens when the work of architects is 

put to play in a context not aiming to deliver 

the ‘end-product architecture’, but rather is en-

gaged to create visual formulations of antici-

pations to space in a much broader spectrum 

of possible urban futures. 

These considerations lead to questions of 

why the visualizations are not neutral, why 

they are not open, what they include and what 

they exclude – or what they make ‘present’ 

and what they make ‘absent’, and how they 

become productive. What we are looking to 

identify is which relations are made in the at-

tempts to establish order and thus stabilize 

anticipations.

With Nielsen 2007 we may ask, what kind 

of ‘architectural motives’ is it possible to sta-

bilize in processes like this? It can furthermore 

be asked, what kinds of ‘architects’ do they al-

low or? 

As the different stories from the workshop 

in the following chapters will tell, the ‘privi-

leged accesses’ of architects are manifold: 

They are in these instances also performed 

as a privileged access to make use of and to 

relate to other kinds of architectures, to make 

use of and enrol metaphors,  and as an access 

to various ways of ‘performing unity’.

I jump the gun here. These were not the 

initial considerations and they are far too 

conclusive at this point in the text, but they 

serve well as an introduction to the different 

accounts I draw from the case. 

In #6, #7, #8 and #9, accounts, or ‘empiri-

cal stories’ from the works of the different 

work-shop-groups are analysed in the light of 

these questions. These stories show how the 

visualisations connect actors to the network. 

It becomes apparent, how metaphors are mo-

bilized as ‘actors’, and how other architectures 

are enrolled as allies in the proposals. 

In #6, the work done by the office ‘NORD’ 

in the Culture-group is analysed. In#7, the 

work of CPO2, also from the Culture-group is 

analysed. In addition, the strategies of the ar-

chitectural competition are discussed, and the 

development of the metaphor ‘the school as a 

city’ in the winning entry is described.

In #8, a special feature of the work of ‘the 

sports and leisure-group’ is described.
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achieve on its own). A successful ‘othering’ or alienation of designers, in a 
beautiful black-box. An authority is born.

The design-theory of Herbert Simon, and to some degree also the ar-
gumentations by Bryan Lawson (#3) establish what Donna Haraway has 
termed ‘The God-eye trick’ in her ‘Simians, Cyborgs, and Women: The re-
invention of nature’ from 1991:189-190. Given their crucial impact on this 
study, it is here quoted in its full extent, in the words of Law 2002:41-42: 

“The eyes have been used,” writes Haraway, “to signify a perverse ca-
pacity—honed to perfection in the history of science tied to militarism, 
capitalism, colonialism and male supremacy — to distance the knowing 
subject from everybody and everything in the interests of unfettered 
power”. Vision has been disembodied in what she calls the god-trick, “the 
god-trick of seeing everything from nowhere” But vision is never from 
nowhere. […] vision is always from somewhere. […]. To put it a little dif-
ferently, vision always embodies specifi c optics, optics that varies from 
place to place and, for that matter, from species to species. Which sug-
gests that (1) any refl ective — or even pragmatic — optics that claims to 
stand back and see it all from a distance is a form of mythology; (2) to the 
extent it is built into a particular mammalian visual system, such an optics 
is in any case one that is highly specifi c; and (3) the notion, an alternative 
notion, of objectivity may be rescued if the body is, as it were, put back 
into the process of seeing. Donna Haraway again: “objectivity turns out to 
be about particular and specifi c embodiment. And defi nitely not about the 
false vision promising transcendence of all limits and responsibility. The 
moral is simple: only partial perspective promises objective vision. This 
is an objective vision that initiates, rather than closes off, the problem of 
responsibility for the generativity of all visual practices” (Haraway 1991d, 
190). […] There are various components in this turnaround, this attempt 
to recolonize the notion of “objectivity” for something that is local and sit-
uated. Lets just mention two. One is the recommendation - certainly not 
Haraway’s alone — that a commitment to specifi city implies a willingness 
to accept a kind of fractured vision. But putting it this way isn’t quite right 
because the term “fractured” implies the failed possibility of a whole. It 
is a discursive manoeuvre that fi rmly belongs to the downside of the god-
trick, to assumptions about the right and proper character of centered 
knowing and being, to the modern project and its desire for wholeness. So 
let’s say instead that it implies a commitment to sets of partialities, partial 
connections, and with this, viewpoints of the Other. Another component 
is the suggestion — indeed the urgent need — that we acknowledge and 
come to terms, somehow or other, with the specifi city of our own knowl-
edges, our situations. […] It requires that we explore our own more or less 
precarious coordination (or otherwise) as knowing subjects. 
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To address the problems of up front ‘wannabe’ objectivity, and the sub-
sequent foreshortenings, the attempt is to stick with and come to terms 
with the ‘normativity’ of my own construction as an architect. Taking ‘the 
fractured vision’ made possible by this as a source of information and as a 
possibility to grant wider agency to participants of all kinds - and doing so 
confi dently knowing  that it will be continually challenged by the triangula-
tion of empirics, theory and the research-questions posed.

Nielsen 2007 states that studying ‘the core of the profession’, while let-
ting ‘the core’ be defi ned by the researcher’s own practice, is fruitful and I 
do not think it poses any controversy. The trick, to stay in the offi ce and 
‘trace’ the relations and networks, the life (or possible death) of the single 
architectural motive (Nielsen 2007), or a specifi c technique (Yaneva 2005), 
is beyond doubt very informative. Moreover, the great advantage of ANT as 
a tool for ‘the refl ective practitioner’, as Nielsen 2007 raises as a possibility, 
is that ANT can make the seemingly inevitable questions related to defi ning 
the ‘core competencies’ obsolete. Of course the study offers a ‘construction’ 
of a certain ‘architect’ and of a kind of ‘centrality’, but more important it il-
lustrates that not only is the practice investigated that of the practice of the 
researcher, but also how it is constructed as a ‘centre’ or a ‘core’. (#4) 

What distinguishes Nielsen 2007 is that he clearly demonstrates how the 
application of ANT-tools to empirics that are generated by ‘the refl ective 
practitioner’ himself (and relieved from obligations to produce a ‘God-eyed 
design theory’ in the terms of Haraway) opens for a wide array of onto-
logical possibilities, and for a more generous assignment of agency to all 
kinds of participants. It makes it possible to track, with great sensitivity, the 
networks of architectural becoming between drawings and piles of bricks 
and barrels of mortar. Nielsen is heading for what he calls ‘the architectural 
motive’ as an ‘actor’ to follow. The term ‘architectural motive’ suggests the 
relation between architect and architectural statement as one open to con-
nections with others, namely those who regard it as a motive and take an 
interest in the investigation of it. In # 8, this term is investigated further. 

Nielsen expresses a considered concern about his own double-agency in 
the thesis; being both ‘observer’ and ‘participant’ in the practice studied. 
Of course, this poses problems. But not the kind of problems that were 
formulated by outdated and very limited understandings of the dynamics of 
anthropological fi eldwork where subjectivity is regarded as a bias, an error 
to be erased and by any means possible to be excluded from a study. ‘The 
fl y on the wall’ is not only impossible, it is neither relevant, nor productive 
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according to Haraway and Law. It is undoubtedly important to retain and 
prioritise the ambition of constructing the ‘naïve’ reader, or conveying an 
‘idiotic’ attitude (in the Dostoyevsky-meaning). However, with the research-
er comes a package of interests and ignoring this is not only deceitful, but it 
would also represent a fatal loss of analytic possibilities. (More on empirics 
and the researcher in Gad 2007:100)

Radical ‘ANTs’ fi nd, that ‘everything is empirics’ and that ‘we are not 
looking trough windows, we are writing stories’. (Latour 2005).

Nielsen demonstrates the relevance of research-design where one consid-
ers these observations. When ‘the normative position’ is not excluded, but 
used as a tool to detect relevant agencies, it can contribute to architectural 
thinking and refl ective practices. Discussions of the criteria and the rel-
evance of this kind of design-research are pursued further in Lotz 2003.
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#6
things & agencies

We are so  befuddled by language that we cannot think straight, 
and it is convenient, sometimes to remeber that we are really mammals.  

 The epistemology of the ‘heart’ is that of any nonhuman mammal. 
The cat does not say ‘milk’; she simply acts out (or is) 

her end of an interchange, the pattern of which we 
in our language would call ‘dependency’.

 
Gregory Bateson in ‘Double Bind’ 

what things do – or the struggles of be-coming
What is an object, what makes up a thing? The relevance of these ques-
tions to architectural be-coming is as evident as it is impossible to pro-
vide unequivocal answers. It lies already in the indeterminate and contest-
able etymology: Our conceptualization of ‘thing-ness’ and ‘reality’ is to be 
chronically in deliberation, in process, up for grabs. In Roman and Ger-
manic languages, ‘thing’ (causa, Sache, Ding, Thang) originally stood for 
‘trial’, ‘lawsuit’, ‘judiciary assembly’, ‘deliberation’, or ‘accusation’. Linguistic 
expressions such as ‘thing’ or ‘cause’ are hence themselves a product of a 
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refi ning process. Michel Serres points out, how objects are material things, 
which are ‘thrown’ into our path, and how at the same time ‘to object’ is 
to raise a verbal accusation, or point out a difference that is in opposition 
to one’s own point of view. Objects are thus both abstract states as well as  
things we can bump into. The world of things which we routinely inhabit 
has of course always extended far beyond raw tangible matter and ‘really 
existing’ realities, into the vast realm of the abstract, the invisible, the im-
aginary and the virtual. In a culture which favours bricolage, simulation, ‘per-
formativity’ and ‘acting-as-if’, we have increasingly learned to calculate and 
play with the radical indeterminacy between the real, the not-so-real and 
the imaginary. Some would say that this is also due to a growing discomfort 
of traditional hierarchies that separate subjects from objects, cultures from 
natures and humans from non-humans that we progressively have come to 
appreciate the fl uidity and instability of the (multiple) ‘ontological bound-
aries’ that separate ‘thing-like’ from ‘non-thing-like’ entities, i.e. persons 
from animals - relations from concepts. (Pels et al 2002:3).

In its ‘original’ form actor-network theory actually has a quite specifi c and 
distinctive answer to these problems of the ontological status of ‘things’. It 
proposes that objects are an effect of stable arrays or networks of relation.

The suggestion is that objects hold together as long as these relations/ar-
rays also hold together and do not change their shape. This implies a focus 
on what Lucy Suchman has called ‘the affi liate powers’ of objects. Bennet 
2004 talks even more directly about ‘thing-power’ as a function of these 
confl uences. He points to the multiplicity of objects, both in the obvious 
sense that complex objects can be understood as the alignment of their 
parts (or composition of them, if you like),  and in the perhaps more com-
plex sense, that objects are always constituted through specifi c sites and 
associated practices. Correspondingly, the singularity of an object is an out-
come of discursive practices that render it coherent and stable, rather than a 
property that inherently is ‘sui generis’.

Naturally, the materialities of artefacts participate in these processes: they 
‘bite back’ in a myriad of ways. If our focus is to understand ‘objects-in-ac-
tion’, the material resistances of objects are inseparable from the arrange-
ments through which they manifest themselves in practice. Speech, bodies 
(and their gestures or subjectivities) and other corporealities such as archi-
tectures, ships, aircraft or fi rearms, are subsequently to be regarded  as en-
actments of strategic logic. With Michel Serres again: ‘subjectifi ed objects’, 
or ‘quasi-things’.
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All participate in holding everything together. All are made within, and 
help to produce these strategic relations, both humans and ‘things’. Bennet 
2004 recalls the philosopher Spinoza, an antecedent of Foucault and Ni-
etzche: Each human, as one mode, is always in the process of entering into 
a set of relationships with other modes. Humans are never outside  a set of 
relations with other modes. (Law 2002b, Bennet 2004, Suchman 2005)

As I have touched upon earlier, ANT differs from ‘traditional sociology’ 
(#4). One of the distinctive features is that it is less concerned, in some 
versions even unconcerned, with the limits to the conditions of possibil-
ity set by ‘modernity’. Instead, it explores the different strategies that have 
been recursively and productively embedded in the relations that make up 
objects, organizations, subjects and all the rest. With ANT, there are many 
possible ‘modes of ordering’ in modernity, not just one. This is one of the 
areas, where Foucault differentiates from ANT. If we say that in ANT ob-
jects are simply relational contingencies, then it follows that the questions 
of ‘how they grow up’ and ‘how the relations which produce them stabi-
lize themselves’ are primarily empirical matters. This in turn means that in 
ANT the possibilities of the world (and architectures) are constrained, but 

‘City of entrepreneurs’ and ‘The Sustainable 

City.’ (CI-1.1.1) The presentation also intro-

duced an analysis of the Harbour from the 

perspective of placing the ‘Southern Harbour’ 

on the map of cultural landmarks. 

NORD invented the term ‘Large Mermaids’ 

to describe ‘monumental characters’ such as 

the Copenhagen Opera and the Royal Library, 

both placed at the waterfront, while ‘Little 

Fishes’ were suggested as ways to sustain the 

identity of a neighbourhood in other, more in-

formal, ways. (Fig. 6.1-6.2)

The stratagem is admirably straightfor-

ward. The juxtaposition and the character of 

a diagram serve to assemble and combine the 

perceived political objectives with concrete 

expectations to the neighbourhood. By focus-

ing on monuments in direct relation to the 

harbour-front, the illustrations suggest that 

the Southern Habour ‘evidently’ lack this kind 

of attractor, and that such attractors would 

suit the perceived political agenda.   

southern harbour II: 
how it becomes ‘architect-like’ 
The architectural practice NORD, in coopera-

tion with the cultural agency company ‘2+1’, 

participated in a workshop-group dealing 

with cultural programmes in relation to the 

Southern Harbour of Copenhagen. (CI-4.0) 

During the first meeting a lot of material was 

exchanged in the group; a.o. the current po-

litical agendas of the administration, the lack 

of larger, public buildings or attractors in the 

area and rumours of an opening in the politi-

cal agenda that might allow for e.g. the crea-

tion of  an aqua-science-centre. NORD and 

2+1 signed up for the task of ‘forming notions 

on culture’ to the occasion.

At the second meeting NORD presented 

power point slides illustrating four different 

kinds of neighbourhood identities. They cor-

responded closely to the headlines of the po-

litical agendas set by The Municipality at the 

time: ‘Internationalization’, ‘Children Policy’, 
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contingently so. Also, and this is in direct continuation of the discussion  in 
#1, that since the world may produce a variety of things their ‘orderings’ do 
not come in big ‘epistemic’ blocks (Law 2002b).

So objects/things are things as we are used to know them. Stable arte-
facts before our eyes, present as matter in the well-stabilized three or four-
dimensional Euclidean space we inhabit; the constant sets of orthogonal co-
ordinates. The elements of the building, tectonics if you like: foundations, 
outer walls, inner walls, bearings and loadings remain fi xed, stable, most 
of the time. However, concurrently things are also objects in a network, 

ment of Interpellation’ with John Law as a mo-

ment where we recognize ourselves because 

we are addressed, called upon, in a certain 

way. You are recognised for what you are, and 

what you and the interpellator be-come, in the 

moment of interpellation. In a single direct at-

tachment a lot of separate networks can thus 

be connected.

NORD presented an illustration of this large 

attractor, a culture house, and the participat-

ing architect from NORD, Johannes Pedersen 

A participant from the KK-BuF administra-

tion, dealing with youth-politics, expressed 

great enthusiasm for NORD’s proposals at the 

meeting. (CI-7.1) She declared that the most 

important area of political priority in her work 

was recognized, and directly attached to the 

analysis which prepared the ground for a pro-

posal of a large House of Culture in the South-

ern Harbour. The participant does something 

and the slides by NORD do something else but 

they do it together. I have described ‘the mo-

Fig. 6.1
NORD (CI-4.0)
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‘a network shape’, where many other participants have to work together to 
hold it together. Gravity has to be included. As do Tectonics, The Munici-
pality, Wind, Snow, the Client and the Public. The geological tectonics also 
have to be included, not just the architectural tectonics or singular building 
elements. All have to be enrolled, and stay enrolled to maintain the build-
ing and the building is therefore a network whilst manifesting itself as ‘a 
building’. John Law uses as an example the Portuguese vessels of the 13th 
and 14th century - the kind that took Columbus to America. Please forgive 
me for breaking continuity again with a nonetheless very appropriate quote 

to it. It is here understood as a ‘neutral’ figure 

in the shape of an open form of expression 

that in general is in opposition to more con-

cretized articulations.

Johannes Pedersen seems to be right to 

stipulate his reservations, as ‘the little illustra-

tion’ with difficulty maintains a neutral posi-

tion. It is highly connective. Certainly, the in-

tention behind the ‘illustration’ is to support 

and strengthen an alliance with established 

political agendas, whilst simultaneously seek-

added, that (CI-7.1.10)

[…] it must be seen by the public at large as a 

signature, an activity-generating building. It can 

look in every possible way. 

‘Signature’ etymologically means the ‘sign 

of the author’ – not the author in person, but 

his/her sign. I will not go deeper into semiot-

ics on this occasion, but merely point out that 

‘signature’ is not the real thing, but a reference 

Fig. 6.2
NORD (CI-4.0)
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from one of the great network-master-architects, Jørn Utzon 2004:6: (m.t.)

I brought it along from the world of shipbuilding. When you are at sea, 
you inevitably have a partner, the Sea. With ships, be they large or small, 
you always have to create the best conditions. It is pure and simple func-
tionalism. You need to compel the ship forward as fast as you possibly 
can, against whatever resistance you may meet. The partner is therefore 
broadly ’the place’. On land it is a question of the site and some surround-
ings, it may be a woodland or some plains, with what ever wind and light 
conditions that prevail, hence, what ever the circumstances, there is al-
ways a partner to be taken into consideration. 

ing to satisfy (and perhaps even qualify) multi-

ple expectations of a large culturehouse under 

the umbrella of ‘a large attractor’. (fig. 6.2) 

But as a Trojan Horse, the illustrations in fig. 

6.1 and 6.3 enrol allies from other areas, other 

architectures.

The balconies or ’drawers’  that come out 

of the façade have been a very pervasive ar-

chitectural motive since they were first intro-

duced by the Dutch office MvRdV at the end 

of the 90ies, as a ‘pragmatic’ answer to a site 

too small for the proposed programme (ill). 

MvRdV has since been able to travel world-

wide on the back of an architectural discourse 

known as ‘Dutch Pragmaticism’. 

The discourse is seemingly very open to in-

tervention, and inviting participation. In some 

ways, it has tried to denounce the figure of 

the all-encompassing architect, though not 

really with all that much success as the net-

work contradictorily has been able to stabilize 

architects as e. g. Andreas van Rijn and Rem 

Fig. 6.3
NORD (CI-4.0)
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If this network breaks, like it does in the case of an earthquake, an expro-
priation for demolition, a storm, or as in the case of Utzon’s Opera in Syd-
ney when the Client rejects the necessary development of building elements 
during the erection of the building, it has direct consequences for the build-
ing. Bricks, concrete, wood, contractors, municipality, wind, snow, client 
and the public, inhabitants, the price of energy etc. all have to be actively ‘re-
enrolled’ in the networks of the building and stay enrolled. Otherwise, the 
architecture does not hold together anymore. Changes in the network cause 
changes to the building: built or un-built. Therefore, if we want to study 

Koolhaas as mega-stars. (Incidentally: size is 

also a network effect!) The problem is, that in 

spite of this engaging and alluring attitude, 

and the open arrangement of processes, it is 

easily obscured  that MvRdV in fact is still pro-

ductive due to formations of strong architec-

tural motives, and that architects are still in an 

‘interested’ and thus specific relation to these 

formations. 

The proposal of a Culture House with its 

marked drawers or ‘balconies’ is thus present in 

different spaces at the same time. It is present 

as a ‘materialization’ in the workshop-group. It 

seeks to form links to the ‘strategy-plan’ of the 

Municipality. Simultaneously the signature of 

the Southern Harbour project/culture house 

also connects to, and imbues, ‘the network of 

anticipation’ with specific actors in the ‘net-

work of architectural motives’. The ‘signature’ 

is therefore dependant on its maintenance in 

several spaces: in the network that sustains 

and furthers the propositions of the culture-

Fig. 6.4
NORD (CI-4.0)
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architecture using ANT-tools, we will have to trace everything relevant to 
this ‘network of architecture’. Architecture as related to buildings and struc-
tures, that is. However, the object of the exercise is not to study architecture. 
What is in the spotlight here is be-coming architecture, and be-coming architect, and 
the proposal is of course, that they are both interrelated participants in the 
same network. These are the networks, ‘the networks of architectural be-
coming’, that are the subjects.

This is where it becomes slightly more intricate than it already is. With 
ANT, it is not possible to hold on to a sharp distinction between ‘con-
ception’ and ‘execution’ in architectural production. The proposition for  
further investigation is that even though the network of architectural be-
coming differs from the network of the ‘a posteriori’ building, they are both 
network-effects. Even the very early stages of ‘conception’ or ‘inauguration’ 
are effects in a distributed actor-network, with actors ranging from the en-
gineer to the market-price on steel. All these things are present in the lab of 
architecture, the ‘manipulable visibilities’, that make possible the ‘making 
of Links & Knots’ (#4) which in turn stabilizes these networks. Of course, 
when sharp distinctions between ‘phases’, like ‘idea-phase’ and ‘planning’ 

group and in the network of other architects 

and architectures. ‘The signature’ in this way 

provides a connection to other networks, and 

to some degree makes something present 

that was not there before and therefore in 

itself becomes productive. In its specificity, it 

might even eradicate other figures of ‘Large 

Culture-Houses’, even though the architects 

renounce of ‘authorship’.

Of course it is not only the ’Dutch refer-

ence’ that is at stake in the proposal. The 

well-known architecture-producing ploy of 

‘performing unity’ is also in play here. The four 

composite parts of the building are drawn 

with clear differentiation, each with a distinct 

expression that equals the four areas of po-

litical ambition. The facades suggest different 

spatial structures, but the large roof-lights in-

dicate that they do have structural features in 

common. The individual parts of the building 

are brought together in one building-figure 

with different strategies for performing unity 

between them. They are related to each other, 

and they are related to the elements of the 

rest of the proposal. It is precisely because 

they have ‘individual’ expressions that there 

is a need for a unifying element to bring ‘the 

whole’ together and to provide coherence 

in relation to the rest of the project. Conse-

quentially, all the arguments, signatures and 

pictures are connected, or attached to each 

other in different ways. They ‘pull together’ in 

the compositional array, and ‘perform coher-

ence’. 

The ’signature’ for a large public institution 

in the area is making attempts to be-come in 

different ways: mobilization of the political 

agenda, mobilization of the network of the 

process, mobilization of ‘coherence’ and mo-

bilization of architectural motives, and iden-

tifiably so. We might say that the outcome 

of the process turned into something that is 

easily recognised as an ‘architectural solution.’ 

The proposed building is so much more than 
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and ‘projecting’, can be traced empirically the distinctions themselves will 
have to be taken into account in regard to how they are continuously arrived 
at and maintained (e.g. by regulations or legislation). However, this will – 
again - stand as effects in the networks. Even the ethics of Architecture are 
not a universal absolute but are constantly changing, and if we speak of ‘one 
architectural ethic’ in the singular it would refer to a multitude of different 
enactments. The burdensome responsibility of making space liveable is also 
decided in a network, as are notions of what constitutes ‘a work of Archi-
tecture’. Albertsen 2002:22-23 gives a thorough description of this kind of 
network-differentiation. My only objection here is that Albertsen imports 
a number of ‘fi elds’ of architecture with Bourdieu, and when transposing 
them to ANT, inevitably lets the  irrelevant ‘borders’ between these ‘fi elds’ 
in through the back door (#1). As I see it, the next step following this line of 
thought is to identify a specifi c set of associations in the making of the net-
work, starting out with already established caricatures such as e.g. ‘the art-
position’, ‘the craftsman-position’ or ‘the builder-position’, before one can 
properly demonstrate how these positions are ‘arrived at’ empirically. I have 
strong doubts about the degree to which these caricatures can be sustained 
when networks of architectural be-coming are extended beyond rhetoric to 
also include ‘the things’ present within them. However, as Albertsen puts it: 
from the sideline, it is not a matter of making these differentiations - actors 
will see to those themselves. Hence, the formation of a ‘strong notion’, or 
‘an event’ or ‘a work of architecture’ can be maintained, it just takes a strong 
network to do so.  

Further, as even subjects are network effects, ‘the architect’ is not just 
one Knot, or one Link, but is in herself continuously ‘in the making’. Law 
2002:112 suggests: 

asked for - making connections that were not 

present from the outset. Even though Johan-

nes Pedersen’s suggestion of regarding the 

culture centre as a signature was taken into 

account the group did not discuss it further 

and only the drawing in fig. xx was brought 

forward in the ‘catalogue’ at the end of the 

workshop process. 

NORD’s proposal works as a kind of distri-

bution of conditions of possibilities that are 

both present and non-present. They co-per-

form a centred, coordinated and composed 

proposal, and they co-perform the architects 

of NORD as architects. The illustration of the 

culture-house is not a singularity or a ‘piece of 

architecture’, but it be-comes ‘architect-like’. 

As John Law puts it: both architects-in-their-

continuous-making, and materialized things-

in-their-making, are at the same time gener-

ated and created by a non-center. 
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We need [...] to avoid the fl attening effect of imagining that there is, on 
the one hand, a great designer, a heterogeneous engineer, and on the 
other, a set of materially heterogeneous bits and pieces. Instead we need 
to hold onto the idea that the agent - the ‘actor’ or the ‘actor-network’ - is 
an agent, a centre, a planner, a designer, only to the extent that matters 
are also decentred, un-planned, un-designed. To put it more strongly, we 
need to understand that to make a centre is to generate and to be gener-
ated by a non-center, a distribution of the conditions of possibility that is 
both present and not present.

With ANT, architectural creation - or be-coming - is an interactive net-
work of human and non-human actors.

‘interpellation’ or ‘rational decision-making’
In what ways do these coordinating and ordering entanglements happen 
in the fi rst place? When I read John Law’s book ‘Decentering the object in 
Technoscience’ from 2002 for the fi rst time, the most chilling chapter was 
the one where he explains how he came across a particular aircraft, the TSR-
2. He had made recent attempts to study technology using fourteenth-cen-
tury Portuguese shipbuilding and navigation as empirics, but they had not 
turned out well. He wanted to study ‘a more or less contemporary project 
and tease out the networks of relations, the character of heterogeneous en-
gineering and the malleability of the social’. (Law 2002:44) (And already 
here I felt that my own little questions grew several inches). 

One fi ne day Law visits an aerospace museum, RAF Cosford, with his 
5-year old son. The boy is pleased with the different aircrafts and excited 
about their performance: higher, faster, further. Suddenly, Law recognizes 
the shape of the TSR-2. He remembers it because it was controversial for a 
number of reasons, including its cancellation, and:

[…] I looked at this aircraft carcass and I thought, “Good God, have they 
got one of those here? Crikey, I didn’t know that any of them had sur-
vived.” And, in the same instant I thought, “That’s what I’ll study! That’s 
what I’ll look at! The TSR2 project”. 

This little incident could be said to be elegantly framed by a notion of 
interpellation. In this sense it is a loan from Althusser, but stripped from 
most of its original structuralist content. To Althusser, interpellation is the 
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mechanism that subjugates an object under the ‘larger structure’. The object 
is ‘called upon’ and thus subjected to an authority, a large Subject, e.g. the 
State – both with a capital S. Law 2002:51:

[...] I want to hang on to Althusser’s insistence on obviousness. For me 
this is the fulcrum of interpellation: the subject instantly recognizes itself 
when it is addressed. Note that: the subject instantly recognizes itself and 
is constituted as a knowing subject when it is spoken to. Indeed (and he 
is equally insistent on this) the constitution of the subject precedes the 
words spoken, the fact of being addressed. So interpellation has nothing 
to do with “deciding.” All the apparatus of “rational decision making” (as-
suming we believe in the existence in such a beast in the fi rst place) is 
bypassed. Instead there is instant recognition and location. 

Interpellation with Law becomes the decisive moment, where subject and 
object gets entangled and somehow mixed up with each other:

1985. R.A.F Cosford. It’s like this, isn’t it? This was a moment of interpel-
lation. Knowing subject, known object, the two were recognized together 
in a single instant. I would study, study the TSR2; the TSR2 would be 
studied, studied by me. The effect was, as it were, an instant recognition 
or performance of a set of subject/Subject or subject/object relations 
coming from well, coming from somewhere, but deeply buried in its obvi-
ousness, somewhere before.

The story almost attains an air of destiny, but I suppose interpellation 
comes in different sizes too. The point is that these moments of ‘interpel-
lation’ are making the obviousness, that makes the situation self-evident 
– or with Foucault (who does not speak of interpellation, I have to add): 
gives it its ‘acceptability’. Obviousness is not there a priori. Interpellations, 
or instantly established relations of subjects and objects, can via our perfor-
mative narratives create the possibility of self evidence. I guess that is what 
Donna Haraway calls historicity: ‘deeply buried…’. 

So these meetings or clashes or ‘moments of entanglements’ clear a space 
for possibility in their network. In this way, they set up conditions. Not large 
ones, but still they are framing certain possibilities, and excluding others.
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#7
translations & entanglements

A Fin with a desire to travel (the traveller is a man of deep roots), 
he sketches what most impresses him, and, like all great creators, 

he becomes an ‘agent of hybridization’ – the semen of transformation.

Siza on Aalto

But to act or to be one end of a pattern of interaction is to propose the other end. 

Gregory Bateson in ‘Double Bind’

to build a machine
As discussed in #3 it is possible to produce tools to describe what compe-
tencies of the architect ought to consist of guided by theories of learning 
in social systems or cultures. However, the prevailing notions about ‘the 
social’ tends to defi ne a conception of learning as a relation between the 
individual and a confi ned, ‘social unit’. Examples of this could be the studio, 
the School of Architecture, the Profession of Architecture, the Organisations 
of Architecture, the Architectural Culture. These large or smaller construc-
tions of ‘social groups’ or ‘organisations’ distinguished by the signifi cant 
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amount of work required to hold them together could all be rendered highly 
unstable if one applied  ‘the fi ve major uncertainties’ formulated by Bruno 
Latour in #4. 

It is simply not suffi cient to study ‘an organization’ or ‘a group’ or ‘a 
profession’. The ANT-quest of following the actors, and to accept the ac-
tor’s own approach to ‘obtain the social’, or ‘obtain architecture’, such as 
the informant with ‘the God-ordained world’ (pp), as a valid approach in-
evitably poses challenges to ‘traditional sociology’. The perceptions of what 
constitutes ‘the social’ are challenged, and the use of the notion ‘the social’ 
in ‘traditional’ sociologies is put at stake with ANT in the following state-
ment from Latour: ‘the social’ is not some kind of invisible glue’. (#4) It is a kind 
of resistance: It is not possible to jump to conclusions that place informants 
somewhere in an already defi ned ‘social system’. And it makes it possible, 
even necessary, to take the specifi city of relations seriously when studying archi-
tectural be-comings. 

I fi nd a similarity here to the discussion between Deleuze and Latour 
- that Stengers enters - regarding the tension between ‘scientifi c objectivity’ 
and ‘belief’. (#1 and #4) In this discussion, Stengers emphasizes this ten-
sion as indispensable to scientifi c practice, or to ‘achieve science’. Beliefs and 
even dreams are network-effects, they are working and connective and thus 
productive. The pragmatic ANT proposes that ‘God’, ‘Science’ and ‘Architec-
ture’ are real and productive, because of the actors’ beliefs and dreams, and 
because they are specifi c in the ways, in which they order their associations. 

Latour states, that when we want to study scientists (in this case: archi-
tects), two moments stand out. 

The fi rst moment is when new and unexpected associations are formed 
and/or created. Another way of describing it would be ‘when new allies are 
recruited’. This is most often visible in the studio, in architectural magazines 
and in heated discussions, but it happens in several ways in the case accounts 
illustrated in these texts.

The second is when all gathered resources are made to act as one unbreak-
able whole.

To be aware of these moments has the consequence that we are better off 
postponing the moment of differentiation between ‘different kinds of archi-
tects’, as e.g. ‘architects’ and ‘builders’, ‘artists’ or ‘craftsmen’. What we are 
supposed to do is to shadow architects and architecture as they form – or 
build - their subtle and versatile alliances. We want to know what they do, 
not what they, or we, or others think they are. Latour 1987:127 exemplifi es 
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the task of the researcher:

We always feel it is important to decide on the nature of the alliances: 
are the elements human or non-human? Are they technical or scientifi c? 
Are they objective or subjective? Whereas the only question that really 
matters is the following: is this new association weaker or stronger than 
that one.

This perception of fi ght or ‘formational struggle’ is what John Law has 
called ‘a dash of Machiavellianism in ANT’. What does it take for the disor-
dered assemblies of ‘architectural mediators’ and ‘putative agents’ (political 
agendas, the market price of steel, the demographic changes in populations, 
competition between regions etc.), to be turned into a strong welded whole? 
One with such strength, that it can link the enrolled groups together in 
durable knots. What kinds of trials of strength take place? Latour 1987:128 
answers: 

Machiavelli knew perfectly well that the alliances binding towns and 
crowns are shifting and uncertain […] The simplest means of transform-

establish.

‘Hot-dog-stand-planning’ proposed an 

extended sensitivity within the planning to-

wards ‘accidental and provisional spatial in-

terventions’, e.g. hot-dog-stands or outdoor 

exhibitions, and to their potential to establish 

awareness of the spatial and functional poten-

tialities in a given area.

The Southern Harbour schemes presented 

by the Dutch architect Sjoeters in 2002 (#5) 

propose no less than 47 new bridges in the 

area. The drawings by CPO2 show, how a lit-

tle extra investment in things that would be 

needed anyway would transpose added value 

at a disproportionate low cost, i.e. ‘a sport-

bridge’, a bridge that added a possibility for 

rappelling, or ‘a culture-bridge’, a bridge 

with rooms for young bands to practise. In 

the last presentation, a row of well-known 

city-elements was supplemented in this way, 

or in the terminol-ogy of CPO2: ‘plus-pro-

grammed’, with a row of cultural programmes: 

southern harbour III: 
how drawings associate
The outline proposals of the architects ‘CPO2’ 

in ‘the Culture-Group’ of the Southern Harbour 

process (#5) were to make use of several ‘unity-

producing ploys’. CPO2 formulated a so-called 

‘de-centred’ or ‘fragmented house of culture’ 

that would manifest itself in different ways in 

the neighbourhood. In the proposal, this ‘de-

centred house of culture’ was characterized 

by three kinds of sustainability: economical, 

social/cultural, and environmental. In this way, 

the culture-house-performance attaches to 

manifest areas of politics in the KK. 

Two ‘strategic levels’ of the de-centred 

culture-house was proposed: ’Hot-dog stand-

planning’ (’Pølsevognsplanlægning’) (fig. 7.1) 

and ’Plus-programming’ (fig. 7.2). I will briefly 

explain them, and then pursue the latter in the 

following. What I am heading towards is not 

the content, but the different ways in which 

drawings associate and the different links they 
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ing the juxtaposed set of allies into a whole that acts as one is to tie the 
assembled forces to one another, that is, to build a machine. A machine, 
as its name implies, is fi rst of all, a machination, a stratagem, a kind of 
cunning, where borrowed forces keep one another in check so that none 
can fl y apart from the group. 

This set of notions enables ANT/STS to address some of the questions 
concerning power raised with Foucault in the introduction. Actors have a 
tendency to grow bigger as a virtue of the number of mediators they are able 
to enrol and make their allies. What we are looking for empirically is the for-

training both to read and to produce one. One 

has to imagine both the space and the plan 

that the section refers to. One has to be able 

to know the common signatures for the dif-

ferent kinds of materials that the sections are 

running through. Furthermore, one has to be 

able to judge, where in the space/object the 

section will give the most relevant informa-

tion, or: the best translation. 

Sections are crucial drawings in all areas of 

architectural production. By constructing the 

section in concordance with plans and models 

‘Quai+tribune’, ‘bridge+practise room’, ‘street-

light-stand+stage’. (fig. 7.2)

A substantial part of the drawings from 

CPO2 are sections. Sections are drawings of 

objects or buildings, as if they were sliced in 

one plane. It is a fairly demanding style to work 

with, and he translation that is performed in 

the media ‘section’ also poses heavy demands 

on the spectator. In other words: it is quite 

exclusive. It is a mediator of a certain spatial 

configuration, for sure, but sections are rarely 

the most ‘negotiable’ kind of drawings. It takes 

Fig. 7.1
Excerpt from the 
work of CPO2 
(CI-4.0)
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mation of these ‘machines’.

mediators or representations?
Scientists are mad about their inscriptions, and so are architects. Between the 
architects and chaos, there is but these piles and walls of sketches, pictures, 
architectural magazines, cardboard models, computers, drawings, models, 
fi les, spreadsheets, downloads, parameter-generated formations, accounts, 
mice and keyboards, even cloth and poems and clay and plaster. This mass 

scribe building-parts and details thoroughly. 

At the same time it marks the borders between 

different enterprises undertaken by different 

contractors that are assembled, or forced to-

gether by the section. Though the increasingly 

advanced tools for computer based drawings, 

3D-modelling devices and project-platforms 

most certainly introduce other possible trans-

lations, the combination of plans and sections 

are still employed as coordinating devices for 

the composition of construction, character-

istics of the climate shield, and connections 

- or the other way around: constructing plans 

on the basis of a section - it becomes possi-

ble to analyse space, construction, details and 

materials, and thus lay these elements open 

for further investigations, other translations. It 

makes it possible to evaluate which details are 

necessary to settle in regard to the construc-

tion, the climate shield, materials etc. 

Sections link in different ways in different 

networks. In networks of realisation or projec-

tion of a building, the coordination between 

plans and sections makes it possible to de-

Fig. 7.2
Excerpt from the 

work of CPO2 
(CI-4.0)
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of materialities prevents the be-coming architectural order from reversing 
into chaos because it assembles and allows information to develop in a 
single place, and thus contain the partial orders already established. And, 
equally important, the materialized ‘inscription devices’ generate possibili-
ties for establishing new links. A very banal example: when the architect 
have cleared a construction with the engineer, the order established in the 
construction-drawing has become ‘more stable’ because it has established 
a durable connection to the engineer and to gravity. And the architect has 
subsequently become a little bit more stable as an architect in this particular 

between floors, facades and roofs. 

In a ‘network of sketching’, the section, 

together with models, 3D-renderings and 

perspectives, translates expectations to, or 

anticipations to space rather than construction. 

The drawing is seemingly ‘indifferent’ to the 

network of construction, it shows no informa-

tion about it; it can have ‘butter between the 

lines’, as stated by the architect John Hejduk. 

The sections presented by CPO2 are supposed 

to work, or act, in a network of sketching. They 

have illustrative and fairly evocative back-

grounds of city-skylines in the sunset, and pro-

vide signa-tures for people placed to illustrate 

the functions.  (fig. 7.2)

This part of the presentation was commu-

nicated through ‘classical’ architectural draw-

ings: sections, elevations, double orthographic 

projections – or ‘elevated plans’. These device 

choices are interrelated, a connection further 

emphasised by the use of recurrent colours, 

backgrounds etc. One will often find this style 

of section in preliminary sketches, proposals 

and competition-entries. (fig. 7.3)

The orthogonal projections relate to net-

works that are not present. And these pro-

jections introduce a different aspect of my 

interests. What I want to emphasise is how 

the renderings of CPO2 make something 

present through their specific way of transla-

tion, whilst dissipating others. The sections 

manufactured by CPO2 associate to a network 

of realisation. They make this anticipated net-

work of a possible, future realization present, 

and this link is a kind of presumptive devices 

to affirm the proposal, to give it authority. (For 

a more elaborate description of the making of 

absences and presences in different transla-

tions, illustrated through a project for an air-

craft, see Law 2002:95-98)

The final presentation of CPO2’s work is de-

livered through the device of ‘a catalogue’. The 

many suggestions are here either presented in 

Fig. 7.3
Excerpt from the 
work of CPO2 
(CI-4.0)

7-050408-FINAL-7.indd   1707-050408-FINAL-7.indd   170 13-04-2008   22:44:2413-04-2008   22:44:24



1717 translations & entanglements

team.
The inscription devices make it possible to coordinate the establishment of 

further orders through tests, experiments, rejections and simulations (scaled 
models and 3D-software, but sometimes in 1:1-mockups). They transform, 
translate, distort and modify any meaning attached to them. They make 
it possible to ‘de-contextualize’ the results of architects, so that they can 
move to other contexts: to the users, engineers or contractors and to other 
magazines. They are now ready to become re-contextualized in these new 
settings. (Latour & Woolgar 1986:52, Olesen et al. 2007:70) 

sections or in double-orthogonal projections, 

with colours from the same palette. Together 

with the illustrated metaphors, a number of 

different and separated city-elements are 

conveyed as parts of the same unity. These are 

small, but effective tools to achieve unity, or a 

kind of singularity within the different parts of 

the proposal. 

At a ‘summit’ in the middle of the process 

- all groups and participants were assembled 

- it was suggested by the observer from the 

KK-ØF-administration that the groups should 

exchange their participating architects. The 

purpose would be to ‘mix the cards a-new’, to 

‘get new perspectives in the different groups’. 

The suggestion gave rise to some acknowl-

edging nods here and there in the meeting-

room. The architect Simon Ingvartsen from 

the office CPO2 then stood up and stated 

- with a slight, but obvious emotional touch - 

that changing the groups would be a very bad 

idea. That it would make it impossible for him 

to finish his work. At the time, he had present-

ed the two tentative suggestions for the ‘de-

centralized house of culture’ which had been 

discussed extensively in the culture-group as 

Fig. 7.4
Excerpt from the 

work of CPO2 
(CI-4.0)
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They are not neutral intermediaries between ‘one concept’ and its ‘realiza-
tion’ - there is simply no such thing as an unmediated ‘work of architecture’! 
Architecture is mediated and is itself a mediator. It is not merely procurement 
or ‘a representation’ of something else, though it might be brought to work 
that way; but also in this case, as a network effect. (Albertsen 2002:24) It is 
the tension between the interest of the architect in taking part in the ‘net-
work-laboratory of architecture’, and her different ways of translating the 
‘fi elds of wild, directed formations’ in the materials and things involved in 
architectural be-comings that makes it possible to ‘obtain’ architecture. And 

an alternative to the more singular and monu-

mental ‘Culture-House’ proposed by NORD. 

(#6) The project was in Simon’s opinion in no 

way able ‘to bear’ any more distribution than it 

already had experienced. Other architects also 

expressed the need for time to investigate 

further before they had ‘come full circle’. The 

suggestion to constitute new groups was not 

pursued further.

No doubt, Simon Ingvartsen here performs 

a specific and recognizable version of his ‘vo-

cation’ as an architect. (#5) When he stresses 

the need for time to complete and deliver a 

solution of integrity in response to a specific 

working group objective. When he worries 

what happens if his work is ‘spread thinly’ over 

the whole process. He wants to carry out his 

architectural discipline properly and sees no 

conflict between this and the process’ expec-

tations to ‘new and original’ proposals.

How ‘open-ended’ can a process be, when 

the things produced have to become mate-

rialized, have to be translated in order to be 

made public? What ‘news’ can architects con-

tribute with, if they are not allowed to draw 

on ‘the Unity Card’ and make use of links to 

other architectures in order to mobilize ‘archi-

tectural’ strategies, or, to form strong knots? If 

architects from the beginning are asked to not 

perform vocation, and their works must not 

achieve consistency, and not attach to other 

kinds of architecture, other architecture-pro-

ducing networks, will they do their job and 

bring anything new into the process? (#5) Si-

mon Ingvartsen (CI:8.1.0:22:10)(bbf.t.):

I think that there is a defining question in 

this context. It is to all intents and purposes the 

definition of who the participants are, what they 

are and what their role is in this instance [...] to all 

intents and purposes it is related to the discussion 

of ‘concrete tools’. To what extent one should let 

the process be open. What is it one considers the 

final product to be? Is it a project? Or, is it just that 

a number of different people carried out a discus-

sion at a certain level, from which it may, or may 

not, be possible to draw some conclusions, or is 

it something completely different again.(...) You 

[have] to define the rules of this kind of discussion. 

At least if there is to be a productive outcome. It is 

evident that there is a certain point when, due to 

[the participants] having been requested to meet 

8 times, [the process] finds its own level. But you 

can not continue without defined roles. So in the 

end it is those who will have to carry the work 

load who say; “yes, but, we are the ones who cre-

ate the material for next time so we will do it this 

way”, rather than that it becomes – how to put it 

– the process that decides on the contents.

Seemingly, the clearly expressed doubts, 

about the purpose and the ’end-results’ of the 

process, lead to questioning notions such as 

’open-ness’, which again leads to a juxtapo-
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these associations are entirely specifi c. Latour 2005:39: 

An intermediary, in my vocabulary, is what transports meaning or force 
without transformation: defi ning its inputs is enough to defi ne its outputs. 
For all practical purposes, an intermediary can be taken not only as a 
black box, but also as a black box counting for one, even if it is internally 
made of many parts. […] Mediators, on the other hand, cannot be counted 
as just one; they might count for one, for nothing, several, or for infi nity. 
Their input is never a good predictor of their output - their specifi city has 
to be taken into account every time.  […] Mediators transform, translate, 
distort, and modify the meaning, or the elements, they are supposed to 
carry. No matter how complicated an intermediary is, it may, for all practi-
cal purposes, count for just one or even for nothing at all because it can be 
easily forgotten. No matter how apparently simple a mediator may look, it 
may become complex; it may lead in multiple directions which will modify 
all the contradictory accounts attributed to its role. 

These processes of continuous transformation due to mediators have, by 
various STS and ANT-authors been called translations. Latour 2005:108:

[…] to use the word social for such a process is legitimated by the oldest 
etymology of the word socius: ‘someone following someone else’, a ‘fol-
lower’, an ‘associate’. To designate this thing which is neither one actor 
among many nor a force behind all the actors transported through some 
of them, but a connection that transports, so to speak, transformations, 
we use the word translation—the tricky word ‘network’ being defi ned […]  
as what is traced by those translations in the scholars’ accounts.

Not only do mediators transform any message, they also change the 
course of actions. Actors act or get activity from others, by relations and 
alliances. ‘Actors’ or ‘actants’ are both humans and non-humans, and media-

sition where openness becomes something 

opposed to ’a project’. This is to some extent 

a controversy relating to the usefulness of ar-

chitectural consistency or ‘unity’, or, of certain 

kinds of ways to pull things together. One 

could say that the suggestions of CPO2, like 

the ones from CIA, NORD and CEBRA, deliver 

tightly connected arguments, but with other 

ploys, other means. 

Simon Ingvartsen is in this example proba-

bly in a position where the ‘knot’ is particularly 

visible in regard to how it defines him as an 

architect, and his proposal as ‘architect-like’. It 

is very close to perform, what Law has called 

‘vocation’. (Law 1994:75)(#5) The tight connec-

tion between the knot and the performance 

of vocation becomes visible the moment he 

asks for peace, in order to be able complete 

his project.
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tors are instances, that transform the course of actors. Plastic, clay, plaster, 
camera, computer, drawing and model: they all serve as inscription-devices 
or mediators that translates, and in the process of translation, they leave 
trails in a network. 

Mediators are instances that change the meaning or the state of an actor. 
An outline of relations that each form ‘a translative passage’ could be: From 
clay to plaster, from plaster to photo, from photo to drawing, from one kind 
of drawing to another, from drawing to spread-sheet, from spread-sheet to 
programme, from programme to drawing, from one scale to another scale, 
from drawing to model, from model to drawing, from drawing to account, 
from account to specifi cation, from specifi cation to construction, from con-
struction to photo in a magazine, from magazine to screen, from screen to 
drawing, from drawing to model, from model to clay. 

The mediators of architecture, the many inscription-devices, also make 
it possible to ‘de-contextualize’ the results of architects, so that they can 
move to other contexts: with users, engineers, contractors. Or, they move 
to other magazines and are ready to re-contextualize in these new settings, 
and become new mediations. 

Bulgarian, British-based sociologist Albena Yaneva 2005 shows, how 
translations between card-board models in different scales make the archi-
tects able to switch between states of ‘lesser known’ and ‘more-known’ dur-
ing the design-process. (Latour & Woolgar 1986:52, Olesen et al. 2007:70) 

When partaking in ‘strong associations’, mediators make architects and 
other actants do things. Mediators are simply not able to ‘transport mean-
ing’ or forces without transformation. They can have relations with one 
another, of the kind that ‘provoke’ others to do unexpected things. Latour 
1988:253n16 points to three properties of the ANT-developed notion: 

First, translation means drift, betrayal and ambiguity. It thus means that 
we are starting from inequivalence between interests or language games 
and that the aim of the translation is to render two propositions equiva-
lent. Second, translation has a strategic meaning. It defi nes a strong hold 
established in such a way that, whatever people do and wherever they go, 
they have to pass through the contender’s position and to help him fur-
ther his own interests. Third, it has a linguistic sense, so that one version 
of the language game translates all the others, replacing them all with 
“whatever you wish, this is what you really mean.”

The classic ANT-example is to illustrate the conundrum, ‘who is respon-
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sible for shooting: the gun or the man?’ This question is pivotal in the ongo-
ing ‘freedom to carry arms’ debate in the USA. Latour’s analysis of actants 
starts with a quarrel. A man gets angry with another man, and wants to 
punish him. As an actant, he has a project: to punish another actant. But 
the fi rst actant might not be as strong as the second, which makes punish-
ment impossible, or a very risky business. A ‘detour’ is necessary, and actant 
1 forms an alliance, he enrols a gun. Actant 1 plus gun forms a third actant. 
A ‘displacement’ has taken place.  Actant 1 might not have had the objective 
to kill actant 2, but as a part of actant 3 he may possibly shoot actant 2. The 
original project, or ‘programme of action’, of the gun could have been to 
shoot or to scare, but not necessarily to kill a human being. The programme 
of action of both actant 1 and the gun has been displaced. It is the conglom-
erate actant 3, that kills and Latour’s argument is, that responsibility has to 
be shared between different actants.  (Latour 1999:180/Olesen 2007:85)

This is the risk - and possibility - of 3D-and cardboard-models, architects, 
spreadsheets, drawings and texts, budgets, programmes, engineers, gravity 
and the statements they produce. They may have ‘actant-relations’ that make 
others do unexpected things. And this is the defi nition of a mediator: they 

architectural competitions:  
strainers, closure mechanisms or 
obligatory passages?
In actor-network-theory, the term ‘obligatory 

passage’ has been used to describe how ‘the 

authority’ that all scientific endeavours strive 

to obtain is accomplished: It is to create ‘the 

single event’ which all other actors have to 

relate to. A much-used example is that of a 

specific formation of ‘authority on weather’, 

namely meteorological institutes. We are all 

likely to have a personal opinion about the 

weather, but at the end of the day no Dane 

can escape that they have to relate to the 

weather ‘facts’ produced by The Danish Me-

teorological Institute (DMI) – be they right or 

wrong. DMI – with its enormous networks and 

allies forms an obligatory passage in the quest 

for knowledge. To question the authority - to 

prove it wrong - would impose enormous ef-

forts to establish a competing network, one 

that is able to stabilize and propose itself as 

‘equally’ indispensable to any opinion on the 

weather. And once established ‘authoritative 

networks’ are really hard to question. Latour 

1987:181:

The balance of forces may be tipped in one 

direction or in another depending on whether we 

are inside or outside the network developed by 

weathermen. A handful of well-positioned men 

of science may rout billions of others. This will 

happen only, however, as long as they stay inside 

their own networks, because, no matter what the 

meteorologists think and do, every one of us will 

still think it was a hot summer and make jokes, 

the morning after, about the weather forecasts 

which were ‘wrong as usual’. This is where the no-

tion of network is useful: meteorology ‘covers’ the 

world’s weather and still leaves out of its mesh 

almost every one of us. The problem for the me-

teorologists will then be to extend their networks, 

to make their predictions indisputable, to render 

the passage through their weather stations ob-
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